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The regu.la.r meeting of the Fairfax County
Board of Zoning Appeals was held at 10:00
a..m. on Friday, November 1, 1969 in the
Board of Supervisors Room in the new
County Administration Building. All members
were present: Mr. Daniel smith, Chairman;
Mr. George Barnes, Mr. Richard Long, Mr.
Clarence Yeatman and Mr. Joseph Baker.

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

The Chairman expressed gra.titude to the citizens of Fairfax County, the Board of
Supervisors and the County Executive for the beautiful. new Board Roem.

HORST KOBER, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordin811ce, to permit erection of two car
garage 13 ft. from side property line, 5703 Tinkers Lane, Centreville District, (RE~l),

Map 77 ((1») 19. V-189-69

Mr. Kober sta.ted that the proposed loca.tion was the only p1.a.ce he could loca.te a.
garage a.s there is a. large tree and well pipes which prevent hiJn from putting it
in another place. He has owned the property for three and a. half years. He is the
original. owner. He needs 8. two ca.r ga.rage to house his two autcmobiles. He works
as a mechanic and would like to have a pla.ce to work on his own ca.ra. When he
bought the house the builder told him there would be no problem in adding the garage.

This is a new house, Mr. Smith ccmnented, and there is adequs.te space on the opposite
side of the house to construct s. garage or carport. Possibly the Board should take
a look at this property and have the location of the septic field shown on the plats.

No opposition.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer action for pls.ts showing the location of the septic field
on the property, and to view the property. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC & R1tIER COMPANY, application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the Ordi
nance, to~;permit erection of transmission lines and poles, fran BuJ.l Run substation to
Prince William County line, Centreville District, (RE-l), Map 65 ((1)) 105, 97, 96, 43,
40, 44, 44A, 48, 47 and 50, 74 ((1)) 1, 4, 5, l2A, S-19O-69

Mr. Knowlton reported that this application was approved by the Placning CcmmiBsion
under Section 15-1.456 of the State Code.

Mr. Randolph W. Church, Jr. represented the applicant. He described the location
of the proposed facility and pointed out the existing lines in Fairfax County. He
introduced Mr. R. W. carroll, District Manager of the ,Potanac District of Virginia
Electric and Power Company.

Mr. Carroll gave the following report: Vepco haS s. 34.5 kv line wb1chextends fran
Bull Run Substation in Fairfax County to Cannon Branch Substation in Prim e William
County. A tap fran this line serves the Town of Manassas delivery point. On this
same pole line a second 34.5 kv line extends fram Bull Run Substation a distance of
approximately 0.7 miles to serve the Prince William Electric Cooperative "Harrison"
delivery point in Fairfax County.

The total capability of· the Bull Run-Carmon Branch line is 12,000 kw. The load in
1963 was 4,918 kw and in 1968 it had grown to 11,760 kw. Electric load growth in the
order of 2Q1, per year in this area maltedt necessary to increase the line facilities
to serve their custaDers and also those in the Town of Manassas, This groIfth rate
bas been projected to be equaled or exceeded for the next five years, through 1973.
Obviously, Vepco must find a way to deliver aubstantiall.y increased quantities of
electricity to its Cannon Branch substation.

Vepco proposes to rebuild the present 34.5 kv line from. Bull Run to Cannon Branch
Substation for 115 kv operation. Larger conductors will be installed on single
poles and the line will follow the same routing. The new installation will have a
greater capacity and will be capable of meeting the future needs in this area.
Approximately 1.74 miles of this line is in Fairfax County. The route of the proposed
line is to the south fran Bull Run Substation near Route 28. Except Ifn one location
where a single concrete poJ.e will be used, the line will be supported on single wooden
poles having an average height of approximately 64 feet. '!'he 34.5 k.v circuit to the
Harrison delivery point will be pl.aced on these poles for a distance of 0.7 miles.
The line is built to meet or exceed the requirements of the National Electrical Safety
Code. It will create no new traffic which might be hazardous or inconvenient to the
neighborhood, and it will not cause any interference with electronic equipment.

This line will- follow the route of the present 34.5 kv line and no additimal right of
way will be required. The new poles in fact will be placed nearly in the exact location
of the existing poles which will be removed. This proposal is for a substitution of
facilities.
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This proposed facility is necessary in order to continue to render dependable
service to this area and the route selected is the best available, Mr. Carroll
continued. While the basic purpose of the line will be to furnish power to custo
mers in Prince William County, the line will become BIl essential part of a new loop
which will make electricity available to the Bull Run Substation BIld the many Fairfax
County customers served by it in the event of dif'ficulty in the 115 kv line
presentl.y serving Bull Run. f'ralt. the west. Permission has aJ..ready been secured from
Prince William county for the approximate~ 5.3 miles that this line will cover.

Mr. Srnfth asked what would be the height of the highest pole.

The average height would be 64 ft. out of the ground for new pil,les, Mr. Church replied
The existing poles probably average abouil 40 ft. out of the ground. Most of the
right of way is 50 ft. and in some places is BIl old ea.sement of undesignated width.
The only rights involved here is the right to locate new guy wires. In same cases the
might be outside the 50 ft.

Mr. McK. Downs, real estate broker and appraiser presented a study that he had
made of the surrounding area, concluding that 'SUbject application, if granted, would
have no adverse effects on the area.

No opposition.

In application S-19O-69, an application by Virginia Electric & Power Company,
to permit erection of transmission lines and poles from. Bull Run. Substation to Prince
William County line, located in Centreville District, also known as tax maps 65 ((1»
105,97,96, 43, 40, 44, 44A, 48, 47, 50; 74 ((1») 1, 4, 5, l2A, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of Zoning Appea.lS adopt the followiltp.g
resolution :

WHEREAS, the ca.ptioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of aJJ. applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by adve:ctisement in a local newspaper
posting of the property, and letters to contiguous and nearby property owners as '
required, and the Board of/,Zoning Appeal.s has the 7th dSiY of November,) 1969
held a public hearing on this case, and

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

1. The line is proposed to be erected on an existing VEPCO easement.
2. Present zoning of the property is RE-l.
3. Length of the proposed Une is 9,200 ft.
4. conformance with Article XI of the Zoning Ordinance (Site Plans) is required.
5. This application was approved by the Planning Commission under Section 15-1.456 of
the state Code on November 3, 1969.

WHEREAS' the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. This application meets standards of use permits in R districts found in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Code.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application of Virginia Electric &
Power Company, under Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the Code of Fairfax county, to permit
erection of transmission lines and poles froJlI Bull Run Substation to Prince William
County line be and the same hereby is granted with the following llmitations:

This line will be in conformance with plats and drawings submitted to the Board.
Height of the poleS will be a min1mLun of 45 ft. and a. ma.xiJlIum of 90 ft. and all of
them will be wooden poles except for one concrete pole.

Seconded, ¥r. Baker. carried 5-0.

II
MRS. HAROLD L. BARR, JR.• , application under Section 30-7.2.8.1.1 of the Ordinance,

to permit operation of dog and cat kennel, 7321 Bull Run Post Office Road, Centreville
District, (HE-I), Map 64 ((1» Go, S-191-69

Mrs. Barr stated that she former~ had a use permit and it has about run aut. She
does a. lot of humane work and needs these facilities, and takes in boarding to support
her hobby.

Mr. Woodson I'q?orted that there had been no complaints on the opera.tion.
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MRS. HAROLD L. BARR, JR•• etd.

Mrs. Barr stated that she has been 8JI1aY and has had the place leased. She said she
had talked with Mr. Woodson and he said she would have to make application and come
before the Board.

Mr. Smith pointed out that Mrs, Barr would have to run this herself. If she moves,
the other person operating the kennel would b.&ve to have a use perm!t or be made a
part of the use permit. As long &8 the applicant owns the property it 1s possible the
Board might add 8. name to this permit.

Mr. Barnes said he bad been on the property and recOIlIIIended it higb.l.y.

The plats do not show the distances from property lines, Mr. Smith noted. All of the
buildings lJbok like they meet the requirements but the plats should be updated for
the record. He asked Mrs. Barr to have the distances put on and resubmit the plats
within thirty days.

Mrs. Barr stated th8.t she bas about twenty dogs on the property, scmet1mes she bas
puppies and cats that she picks up and takes in. She could take care of about thirty
cats lind at the most would have 25 - 30 dogs. She helps with the animal rescue league
and eM take goats, horses or anything they don 1 t have fac111ties to take care of. Some
times she does humane work on her own. Her neighbors caJ.l her and she goes out and
picks up animals.

No oppositicm.

In application 5-191-69, an application by Mrs. Harold L. Barr, Jr., to permit
operation of dog and cat kenn&J. on property located at 7121 Bull Run Post Office Road
in Centreville District. also known as tax map 64 ((1» 60, County of Fairfax. Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appe&1.s adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the ca.ptioned applica.tion has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County codes and in &ecordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a lac&! newspaper.
posting of the property. and letters to climtigu.ous and nearby property owners as re
quired, and the Board of Zoning Appeals has this 7th daiY of November. 1969 held a public
hearing on this case. and

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

1. The subject property is owned by HaroJ.d L. Barr. Jr. and Katie D. Barr.
2. The present zoning of the property is HE-l.
3. The &rea of the parcel is 28,403 &e. of 1aI1d.
4. Conformance with Article XI of the Zoning Ordinance (Site Plans) is required.
5. The Board of Zoning AppeaJ..s granted a special use permit for operation of dog and

cat kenniJ. on this property October 20. 1964 which has expired.

WHBREAS, the Board of Zoning Appe&!s has reached the following conclusions of law:

),. This use confoms to the standards for use permits in R districts under Section
30-7.1.1 of the Fairfax County Code.

2. Authorization of such use will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent property
and the character of the district will not be changed by the granting of said
permit. Authorization of said use permit will not be injurious to the use of land
and buildings in the vicinity or to the neighborhood.

003

Seconded. Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II

NCW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application of Mrs. Harold L. Barr. Jr.•
under Section 30-7.2.8.1.1 of the Code of Fa.irfax County. to permit operation of dog
and cat kennel at 7121 Bull Run Post Office Read be and the same hereby is granted
with the following llmita.tions:

I

I
4.

This is granted for three years with. the zoning Administrator im:powered to grsnt
one year extensions not to exceed a tota.l of five years.
This is granted for a maximum of 30 dogs and 30 cats.
Plats are to be updated and resubmitted to the Division of Land Use Administration
before occupancy permit is issued. Occupancy per:m1t will be issued at such time
as the applicant has callplied with site plan requirements.
This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
further action of this Board and is for the loca.tion indicated in this application
and not transferable to other land.
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tmNIST I. LalEI', application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
enclosure of existing screen porch tor roca cloter to 81de preperty line than
ill.owed t 3909M1ll Creek Drhe, Mill Creek Park, see. lB,Lot 57, Annandale District,
(Ill 0.51. Mop 59-4 «2» '57. v-l98-69

Mr.. Lowen stated that they bave owned the property tor almost three ;years.
There is aD ncloaedporch tbere nov wb1ch they would_like to enelANe for a bed.room.
u they need. tbe extra epaoe. 'rbe7 haft public water ad IIft'eI' DW. 'tb18 i8 a apllt
level houae rith a one ear sar-se, end they have air eond1tiflll.1ng 10 the porch i.
practically' US.JASII. '!'he lot is odd shaped, narrow and irregular iD. 81ze. The
bou.. V&Il built arGWld 1959. Her bwIbead is in the Ba'WY and is takin.s a new tour or
d*Iiy tor two ;year.. They voulcl like to .t...., 10 this locatica as he w1ll retire ill
six years and they plan to raa1n here.

Mrs. Coxey, living d1rectlJ' aero.. the street, spoke in tavor or tbe .,ucat48a.

Bo oppos1tion.

In application v-l9B-69, 8D. application by Brnest B. Loven, to permit enclosure ot
existing screen porch tor ro-. closer to side property llJ::le thaIlallawed by Ordi
nance, ca property located at 3909 Mill, creek Drive (See. lB,Mill Creek Park),
Almaadale District, &1110 mown as tax !up 59-4 «2» 57, Mr. Long DIO'Yed tbat the
Board at ZOD,ing ~l\adCJpt the tollow1ng relolution:

WHIBIAS, the captioned application baa 'been properq t1ledin accordance with the
re~ntl ot all applicable Stat. aad County' Codes and iD. aceer4u.ee with the
by-l.aw8 of the h1rtu cwnty Board or zoning Appeals, Md

WHKRKAS. tollov1ng proper notice to the pUblic: by advertise.nt 1.11 a local nriapaper;
posting ot the property, aad letter. to COGtipoua IUd nearby property O'IQler. ..
required, IIIld the Be&rd of Z-.1Dg Appealabu this 7th d.a,y ot leYellber 1969 held a
public: hearins oa. this C&8e, IIIld

WIIDBAS, the Board or ZooiD. Appeals baa -.de the rolJ..owins; f'ind1np of tact:

1. The property i. Mmed by the appliellllt.
2. The present ZOD1ng of tbe pnperty' i. HI 0.5.
3. Tbe area or the lot is 26,130 sq. ft. of land.
4. The applicant hu connected te public water Md sever.

WHIDAS, the Beard or Zoning Appeals bas reached the tolJ.ov1Dg eoacluaiOQII or law:

L This i. Ul irreplar .haped lot having tapogr~ ot SUCh that not to grant a
variance 1f'CJU1d ruult 1n lIIUUtcessar;y hardship to tbe applleut.

2. Aut1lor1aatiea or said variuce rill not be of eubstutial dotr1llent te ..s.1-.cellt
property and the cbu"acter or the distriet rill not be chMged b7 the granting
ot said variaace. Authoriaati_ or the VarillllC8 will Dot be iRjurlWJI to the
use or lad aDd bu:11dJ.ngs in the v1c11d'by, or t. the ne1ghberbeod.

ROil THIRDOBI BI, IT DSOLQD, that the subjeet applicatioa. .t Brnest I. Lowen,
appllca1l1OD. UIlder SectiGD 30-6.6 or the Code ot h1rtuCwnty, to pomit enclosure
ot ex1stiJIg .ereen perch tor r.-. closer to prgper'by llae tha all.OWllId, 3909 Mill
Creek. Drive, be IIDd theil_hereby is graated with the tel..1.ellfill8 1bl1taUGr1I:

This apprevaJ. is graated 110 the appllCUlt .. the property hd1eated in this appli-.
cation and i••ot tnuterable to other lad.

a.. _ded, Mr. Yeatallll. Carried 5-0.

II
Mr. KnCIVltClll presented a letter regarding the proposed budget tel' the e.1Dg year
&8 would af'tect the Board or z-.1D.a Appeall. The Chai:nu.D. wu asked t. dr_ up a
letter erldoraiJag the start's prop..lJ..

II
HAMLI'r SWIM CLUB, DC., application uader section 30-7.2.6.1.1 or the Ord1nIIIlee, t.
pendt e-.strueti_ ot th:Ne teDis ceurtl, 8209 DuD.s1naec.urt, NcJ,eaa HIlIIlet,
DrUl.en1.lle District (R-l?), Map 29-1, 29-2 «1» B, a-195-69

Mr. Birm1ngluaa, Prelideat .r the Sw1a Clu]:), stated that the original pemit Y&8

graated BoveIlDer 28, 1967. Tbey were UIlder the impre&8i. that they had applied
t.r the teu.1I eeurtl h tbat. appllcati_ but touad that the use pe1'll1t did ..t
hclude them. 'rbe qpllcati_ requests pem1sli_ to c.struet :three telUli8 ,courts
to be used by" the s.., llesabers that use the pM~. The club has 249 current fudly
meDlbershiplI lID.d the racilities are del1gaed IIIld apprevlJ. rr-. the ceunt7 givell
them. the right to have 400 f..uy -.bersh1pe. They" have ut bee. ahle to raise
anywhere ne&r that .....t iD. their lllellbersh1p drives aad subscripti_s.

The original moti. specified that the -Wlicllllt had to provide .et leu thul. 134
parking spaces tor a -..ximuIl tamily membership Clf 400, Mr. Sa1th pouted out,
this vas a ratio of 1-3. i'h1s ~cat1on pr0p8ses to drop the JlUlllber .t spacell to 77.
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HAMLIT SWD( cum, 00. - Ctd.

That is true, Mr. Bil'lll1ngba agreed, ... the basi. of the present faced p&rk1Jls &reU.
They have we nth· rom. tor expand... They" did aot ceQtem:plate expadiag the parkiag
areas untU they bad a better indication .r Med. 'l'he;r have the ~Wt;y OD. .. aide
or ,the tura arwnd area t. expud that reu.abl¥ cJ.oae· tit double exiatug size. They
have additi_al lad back to tbe southeast or where they prepeae tct put the teD!.
eeurta to provide add!t!onal parking apace. as tbe;r grew ..d ased them.

Mr. Yeatau,· 8&1d he felt tbe'....Z'd#,p ahM1l.d be reduced in accerduce with the
_t or parJdas. They could proceed with the teuia CMU't1!l ..d later in the tuture
brblg 1». IDGftl member. it they have ea.ugh :pvldDg.

Mr. Bim1Jlgbaa said be had .. letter sh.olrb8 the apprex1m&te use that they have ade
of their parking apace. on the busiest d~. OIl May 30 with ner 500 people in
the P"J., .If2 cars were OIl. the lot. 011. the second day" or operation they had 760
peepl.e using the pool facilities with 46 cars ClD. the lot.

This qpareatl¥ 18 the first BUIlDer they have operated, Mr. SDith said. Do they
p1.u. to held swim. meets?

Yea, Mr. Birm1llgb.u. replied.

The Bo&rd baa DO authority t. waive the parJd.Dg requirements tv .. use pendt, Mr.
SID1th ptliatedeut. The Beard grated the use penait based oa 134 parldag spaces.

The Board discussed the puking at length. Mr. saith felt the Board should lave
new plata sbning 134 parkug spaces rather thUl 77. Why c.w.dD I t the teu1s cwrts
be put h Dother· area, be uked? Perhlips the BM.rd eoul.d give tentathe approval
to :the appllcat1_ with cert&in stipulati_s it the IIppliClUlt could auhldt Dev site
pJ.aas shelr1Jag the l.a;y8ut of the parking, teJulis courts, pnpeaed feace height, etc.
rithia 30 dqa. '!'his w1ll haw te have a Il8Y site plan Uly'Wq. The Beard acted
_ a request ia May 1969 by Clpt&in Ke~ t.r a utili't7 shelter -- this was dGDe
withht a formal application. Is this showD OD. the site p1.an, he uked?

Yes, it is shewn OIl the u built site pl.D 1fh1ch they have just received County
Approval .. abeut a nek ~, Mr. B1~ laid.. The pl.at betorethe Board was
prepared ia August cd they just bad the u built plu. made in October and8Ubldtted
teo the ClNJlty. They have had & teDpor&l"f OCeupUley permit but received the final
one last week.

No epposlt1a.

Ia appllcati-. 6-195-69, ... IlPPllcatiOll b;y Halet Swim. Club, IDc., to pemit CODstrue
tion tlf three temaia courts GIl propert;y acated at 8209 IlmaiuDe Court, McLean
~t, Draesville District, also JmOlnl u tax JII&P 29-1, 29-2 «3» Ln B, County"
or lairt&x, Virg1Jlia, Mr. LoJtg IIOftd that the Bo&rd of zoning Appe&la &dept the
ten.ring reaol.ution:

WHIBBAS, the captioud IlPPllcatiOil bas bea properly f'1led ill acc01"dallce with the·
requirerleDta ot all appllc:Ule 6tate ad Cewlt;y C4ldes and iB accGrduce with the
b;,-lavt of the Fairtax COUIlt;y :a-rd of Zeing Appeals, 8lI.d

WBIRUS tollowiag proper notice to the public by advertisement in & local aevapaper,
pesthg'et the prgpert,' and letters to c.tiguoua and nearby preperty oners u
required, ud the Beard of Zcm1ng Appeals bu the 7th dq- et Bevelllber, 1969 held
a publlc beariag OIl this cue, and

WBDUS, the Beard .t zoaing Appeala has ude the tollowing tind1ags ot tact:

1. The property' is CIWDed by the appllCUlt.
2. Present zea1ng ot the prepert;y ill R-17 ad RI 0.5.
3. Tbe area ot the let 18 4.57071 &C. ef lad.
4. Ccmt01'llUlC8 with Article XI ot the Zem1ag Ord1auce (Ute Plu.a) ia required.
5. '!'be Board .t z.ins Appeals grated a peDl1t t. the IlPPllcaat tor a sv1ming

peel, nd1ag peel. ad bath house hvuber 28, 1967.

WBDIAS, the Beard ot Zaaains AppealB bas re&ehed the tol.l.w1ng cu.cluBl_s of law:

1.. Thia use catexma to standards tor Wle pemit.s :lA R districts uader Sectl_
)0-7.1.1 of the County Code.

2. Au:therizat1_ of such pemit will ..t be .t substaatial detriment to M.1aceat
properv ad the ch&r&cter ot the district rill net -be danged by the gnatiag
.t said pendt. AuthGrlzatl_ fd the pezmit w1ll Dot be iIljuricms to the use ot
lad &ml bu1ld1Dga in the T1Dln1t;y or to the neighborhood.

ROlf THiRDOki HI IT BISOLVBD, that the subject application ot Hamlet SrlD. Club, IDc.
te pendt c-.structi-. of' tbree tenia c. uns .. property located at 8209 DI1a8iBaa.
Court, be ad the s.. hereb;y is grated with the tol.l.owiRg l1JI1tatiOlls:

DO 5"
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1. TotaJ. membership sb&ll not exceed 400 meJlbers with proviaiOD.l for 1,34 parkiag
apace_. A plat abewiJl.g &ll p&rldng spaces ad ex1ltiDg 1aprovemeats ah&1l be
submitted tG the Board vithiD. thirty dI.ys of date of appNftl.

2. A ch&1Jl. llDk ruce 10 ft. high 1aterlaced with acreeaiDI ...terial appnved by
the Couaty P'laaiJlg Jib:lg1Deer ahall be erected 8 ft. !aside the preperty llie
aroumd the teJmia courts adjacent to the Elgin property,

3. eonfo:nDUlce with ArtlcJ.e XI of the ZOIlillg Ordinuce will be required.

4. 'l'hi8 IlPProYal ia gnated tor the locatll1111. 1Ddicated 1a this appl1catlC1l _d
11 Dot tl'u.a1'erule to other lad. IIld 18 grated ter the uell IIld bu1l.d1.Dga
subllitted CIIIl the plat. A1Jy additional structures of lIlT khd, cluIages im use er
additica.u WleS, whether or not those &dditi--.l UQa require .. use pel'llit, ahal1
be cause tor this persa1t to be re-evaluated by, the Board. or Zft1ng Appeals.

Secaded, Mr. Yeatmu.. Carried 5-0.

II
SAMUIL L. & DORIS B. TROOBIIICJC, application UDder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinace,
to permit defic±ent~.ibat"arearenLots 2A, 3A, 4A, 5A

j
' 6412, 6416, 6lI22, 6428 P1ckett

Street, P'a1rview, Lee District (R-17), Map 83-3 «5 ) 2, 3, 4, 5, V-194-69

Mr. Hunter Bourne represented the appllcant.

'I.'bere a.re actual.J¥ tour lots they are uldDg the variance ClD., Mr. Bourne st&ted.
The pJ.at sbsvB the origiuJ. lots as they are DoW platted of recGl'd. They are ahon
lIB Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, ad 5. Lot 4 has the existing rea1deDce that weuld be· a'l Ilelf

Lot 500 Uld Lot 5 baa the garage and 8'UDIller house that lNiJU1d go vith the existiJlg
residence am Lot 500.. b drivewq ft1r the exiatiDg res1deace eaDeS !n off JC1aga
Hi~. '!'he slope of the· gJ'OUIld is f"roII Lot 13 dCN:ll. to the existing houa«lshown
on Lots 2A, JA" 4A IIIld 5A. There is a dra1D.age diteh that goes a1clUg approximate1¥
the llDe between the properties that are being set up lfhieh draina the vater out to
Kings HiglnrI;;y ud dCND to be disposed of. ibe properties iJa questiela. vere built over
fifteen years ago by an OIfD,er who illwned all of the property at that t:lme. He built
these houaes alMlg Pickett Street and rented them fmr a DUlllber of :rears. The
present owner bought the land about five ;reus ago, and h&8 rented the properties.
They lNU1d .like to be able to sell off· the m:aall houses DOW'. It the property vas
not divided this way, they would have to tear out the exist1Rg driveway to tae
house on. Lot 500 ad the garage would have tG be tom down u.d. the dra1nage situa:!;i_
callPlete1¥ rerlsed because it is along these lot liD.es. They do feel that thill is
a hardship ease. '!'he neigbbora have DO objeetions to the request.

Mr. 8Ill1th felt the appllcation was tantamount to rezoning. Un1'ortunately, th8
applleUlts purehued this problem; they were aware ot the zoning lava vhen they
purehased the land. There have been no ehaageS since they purchaSed the laDd.

Mr. Bourne said the tax records show these lots &8 1, 2, 3 aad. 4, _d there were
il:ldividU&l mcntsages ClQ1 t:hesaaattthe time of purchase uad deeds setting this up
&8 a breakdalm of these lots. Who they purcb.ued the property they did Dot 1meN'
that they bought two resideaces on Lot 4. They bad a brea.kdawn in the deed wbieh
transterred tlU.s property. They are recorded in the plat book but have Dever beeD.
submitted on aD approved plat filed of' reeord. The deed beets and the tax recorda
ahGw a different deSeriptiClrl.

Mr. Long asked it t1ae applicant would put iD curb, gu.tter and stom sewer and upgrade
the street, Gl' vould be sell the lots like they are?

_;0' ~" v',· ·.r, '"
This is an existing street now in the State system and it vas not planned to upgrade
the curb 8Ild .gutter, Mr. Bourne replied.

Mr. Bourne stated that although the area is zoned R-17 there is an area behind it
already zoned for spartments and a business eClllllUJ1ity in the area•.There is 8Il

applleatiGlll for rezoning a.ero8S the street tor town houses and there are existing
apartments in the area. There will probab1¥ be rezoning .t 8GIDe higher density type
zoning of the eJltire area.

Mr. smith said this vas an excellent &rgUllll!nt f'or rezoning.

He eould Qot eom,p1¥ with the requirements ot R-17, Mr. Long ccaDented, and SCDe
variances would be necessary.

'!'he on.1¥ thing he eould applar tor in order to do what he wants, Mr. Knowlton said,
is R-10 zoning. This would be the only zca.iag cl&asifieatian where this Board
cwld reduce the a1ze ot the lots this mueh.

Mr. Smith read trcm the Ordinance the section regarding varianees -- in this ease,
the purcl1aaers bought with the knowledge that this problem existed, be s&1d.
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lWIlIL L. & DORIS B. TROOBRICK .. etd.

bY'- were not knowledgable purchasers perhlql8, Mr. YeatluP. suggested, but they should
have beea.

Mr. Smith read :r.r.. the st&te Code ..- the Board ah&ll not have the power to reZODe
property or change the di.trict bcnmd.ar1es as 8atabll.bed by the Ordinaace. If
there 18 • bardl:b1p oa this b.... , the CG1T8ct &YeDUe vould be to tlI'Pl1' tor & chuge
or zeaiDg or to re-establish the liIles ill • more re&l.1atlc mumer.. This request ls
IlIne that 18 net in keeping with the barisb1p section. This 18 • Ill&X1mml request
rl:tber than • 1IiJrlaum.

Mr. Beu.rne requested that the ..t1;er be coa.tinued 80 be could resubmit plaDs tor
the IlPPJ.ic&t1on.

Mr. Smith :felt that since the lots exist, they could be 80ld -- the oal.y ~ible

cenn1ct would be Oft the ene lot where there are two houaes 011. the .me lot (Let 4)
and posaibq they would have to sell the garage with Lot 5 wtead or the ex:Lstiag.......
SelJ.1ngJ'"the lots would result in a 1uJ.dloeked bowie, garage _d 8U1l1Der hause, Mr.
Beurne said.

Mr. LGDg suggested _ e&8eJlleJlt- through. Lett 2 or 3. That"YOUl.d be AO reason tor
gru.tiDg & vvilUlce, he said.

Mr. YeatDum meved to deter tor 30 da;y'a. ascended, Mr. suer. C&rr1ed uaan1meuB~.

II
LT. COL. RADIDID P. LM'ALL, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ord1aace, to permit ea
cleaure st exiet1ag carport ad" add small ut1l1ty roca cl.oller to aide property l1ne
tbu all.owed b7 Ordhance, 611-06 Wyngate Drive JCeeae H1ll Stat1_, Sec. 1, Lot 3lf.,
SpriDgf1eld District. (R-12.5).MBp 89-1 «9) 34. >-215-69

Hr.. Latall stated. that her buabud 18 in the hoapital ad 0GUld .ot 'be present.
'.rbe house is le8. thu .e 18U' old. Tbe7 purchued it with .. carptrt because ..
garage W'U Dot available. There 18 .. reot, t'l.eGr Uld three pil.J..an. .0 protectic
18 givu. by the ca.rpert dur1Dg a raiutora. They weuld. like to have the alUll1Jlum
sieling caatU\1ed uouad the ex1at1Dg carport tD g1ve more preteeti... The .ale.....
who ••ld tha. the hwae told thea this could be doa. There 18 a atom 8ewer"eUe
llI8ntor·lO ft. there Ml4 the te'tal diatu.oe !'reID. the prGperty' lhe to the carport
ia II ft. !here 1JI .. steep 1Jteilrae ill the back ot the hwIle aad. the proper1;J' drop.
dan. 1:0 the creek .0 they CCN1d IlCJ't put .. garage there. The 1o't is irregularly
lIMped -- 1t 18 aUTCIV iJl the ~t ad wide ill the rear. Her hu8bud 18 :La the
JII.riJle Corp. ud theY" pJ.a t. aett1e bere •

•• opplIalt1-..

III appllcaUe V-215-69, _ lqIp1.ieatiOD. b:r Lt. Col.~ r. LataU, ~c..ti..
uader Sect1oJ:l. 30-6.6 of the Ord1ul:lce to permit encJ.oaure of existing carport aad t.
add a ...:u. utUity roca closer to aide property 11a thaD. allowed by OrdiAance,
• property' located at 6406 WyDgate Drive (Sec. 1; Keene Mill statt_) SpriAgfield
District, &1.ao kaOlfD. as tax JlUIP 89-1 «9» ,34, hirtu: County', Mr. Long mwed that the
Beard of ZCIIliag Appeals adopt the tollGWing reao1ution:

WHBIlBAS, the captioned application baa been properly t1l.ed iD. &ccerdaace with the
requirements of all appllcable State _d CcNDty codes ..d 1D. -.ccordance
with the by-J.ws or the Fa.1rf'ax County" Board fIt ZIIIl1Bg Appeals, ...d

WIIIRKAS, to1l.atl1Jlg proper notice to the public by advertisemea.t in a local newspaper,
posting of the properl7, and letters to COIltigucua and nearby property' cnners ..
required, &Ad the Board of'ZOIn1ng AppealS bas the 7th day ot Bnember, 1969 held a
~lic be&r1Ag 011. this cue, and

WJBRBAS, the Board of Zoning Appe&l.s bas made the f'oll<Jldng f1ndiDgs ot fact:

1. '!be preperty' is owned by the applicaat.
2. The present zoaing of the property is B-12.5.
3. The area ot the lot is 17,413 sq. f't. Df land.

WHKRIAS, tae Board of ZCJaim.g Appeals baa reached the tol.lowiDg cClllcluaiOlls ot law:

1. This i. an irregular shaped lot with Il&n'OtI treat.. ad this is the minimum.
variace required.

2. AuthoriZ&tiClll ot such varilUlce rlll Dot be at subataati&1 detr1meDt to adJaceDt
PnJPer'ty and the character at the diatrict will not be cbuged by the granting ot
said T&r1ance. A'uthoriZatiClrl ot the variance Yill Dot be injurious to the us. of
land Uld buil.d1Ilgs in the vicinity or to the neighborhood.

DD 7
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LT. COL. RAYHJlII) r. LATALL - Ctd.

BOW ~l1B BB IT RISOLVRD, that the subject lqJpllcatlOl1 Cff Rayjond F. Latall,
to permit enclosure of existing carport alO8er to side property line thaD allOirled
by Ord1nance, at 6lI06 Wyngate Drive, be and the same hereby is granted nth the
fol.lowing l1m1tations:

1. Tb1s pemit aball expire one ;year f'rGm this date unless conatructioo. baa
at&rted, unless renewed by action of this Board prior to tl'e date or exp1r&tic:il.

2. This approval 18 granted tor the location indicated in this application and
not transterabll: to other land.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unan:1moualy.

II
w. O. QUADE, a.ppllcatiOJ'1 v-437-66 - Request tor additiena1. extel18ion ot variaQce
granted November 1, 1966 to permit division ot lot nth leas troatage at the buil.d1ag
setback lhel thaD aJ..l.ow'ed, LQt 49, Buttalo Hill, located on Nicholson St., Map 51-3

Mr. Quade said be atUl bad not aoJ.d the houae aDd would like scae addition&! time.
unfortunately, be got ca.rried fIIftY by the optimism of realtors and they a8sUllled that
they would be ab1.e to dispose ot the property' quick1¥. At the present time they
have~ QIle persOD who m1ght develop 1D.to & prospect. He has lived at this
location tor 18 1/2 ;years and they would like to sell the house they live in ud build
another Clae. They cam10t undertake conatructiCll1 ot the new house until they sell
the old one. _. .

The Bo&rd granted permission to subdivide the lot, Mr. Smith said. All the appli_
cant baa to do is bring in the plat to the courthouse and put it on record. There
is reallt.\'Do reuOD. for mDre than a 90 dIiY e.ztension.

Mr. Quade said he would start subdividing right &W8iY'.

Mr. Yea'buD moved to grant .. 90 da;y extension to allow the eppl1cant to survey the
lot, -and put it CIlI1 record.. Seconded, Ml". Barnes. Carried un8l11mously.

II
JOHN P. D. CRIST (AtJ.antic Re1'1ning co.) for extension of use permit grated AprU
23, 1968 to permit erection and operaticm of service statiOll, SE corner or u. s.h
and GuDstaa HaJ..l Road, Itt. Vernon District, Map 113 -«1» 133, 134, S-785-6$

The building proposed by 7-Bleven is esseDtially the ullIe as -the rast P'eGda Store,
Mr. Crist expla1ned. He submitted a copy or the site plan submitted to tbe
COImty P1aI:m.1ng Engineer. There will be DO sign in the front of the praperty. The
only aigp. will be em. the bui.ld1ng. !bey haft: the building pemit tor the gas st&ti.
now but it has beea • 101lg hard struggle. nds is au .r the reuou Mr. Price
requested, the extensieo. They will have to X'eIIl8Ye a CQ'lSid.erable amouDt ot dirt
before they CUl s'krt Caastruction. There still is a lot of 1I'01'k, to be deoe ULd
it takes time. '!'he use permit actuall7 does DOt pertaiJl to the 7-Bleven other tbu.
the dew1GpDent baa to h the s... 'rbe 7-B:LeYen Stere i8 sh.cNn en a different dte
plaa ad it bas not been epprewd as they an waiting tor appnval of percolation
oa the ground. They haw approved perco1&ti_ tor the service station.

Mr. Yeatman MVed to great an exeenaiOll .t lIIUI year trail toda,y's date. Secmded,
Mr. Baker. Carri.d 4-1, Mr. Sllith vot1Jlg against the utica. as the request YI.8 lJIl1l'
until 23 April 1970.

II
J.ACQUILINI S. NOVAK, 1PP1lcation under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the ZOning
Ordinllltce, tor erectica. and eperatioa Df riding st.ble, I. side Qr Hunter Mill
Rd. at Wasb!ngton & Old DGIIini_ Railroad Right of~, centreville District,
8-702-67 - shew cause why" further .%tensia .r use permit should BOt be denied.

Mr. KouCZ!IY' repGrted tll&t since the use permit had beell grUlted he had. beea called
out to the property on DUlDeroUB .ccaaiClll8. A number or neighbors are eoncel'Ded
abllUt hor.es gettiDg ott the pJ'CJP8rty. One or the aeigbbera whe 8pp8and berore
the Board the dq that this bearing was set·up could DOt be preseat todq becauae
or Ulnes8 in the ~.

Two people tlppeared at a previous Board mset1Dg, Mr. Smith expla1Ded, with phetegrapha
showiDg boraes OR their pruperty. '!'here have alao been COJIpla1D.t. made that people
ride GIl. lAmter Mill Road.

Mr. Xmlec~ ree&1led that • Y&rnZlt had. beeR ob"tained tor Mrs. Revak. by Mr'. Peter
Nordley frIr &llfJIfiDg ~e8 te trespass ... hb property. The court case was set
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JACQUBLm llOVAI< - etd.

r.r Apr11 of this year and dropped. TIlere has been I. lot of CGIltrovers7 about horses
getting out. '!'be Department of Recreatioa has ben notif1ed &8 they have a contract
with Mrs. Novak and 8aDeGne 18 supposed to be present at this meeting.

Mr. Conrad. Marshall, attonlq repreaeatbg Mrs. BO¥'U., uked tbe b.epector it he had
seen My" broken feaces or evidence of borses getting out.

Mr. Koneczny replled that be had not gae crver the entire property but in the
earl¥ parts of the use there lfU- DO gate &t the entnnce. It".. bis understanding
that the horses were setting through this &rea. Since thea I. gata baa been iDstalJ.ed
aDd at all times be baa found it l.ocked.

Mr. SIll1th st&ted that at tlie t:lme the Bo&rd granted the lut exteJl.a1ort, I. copy of the
lease and certificate of iDaunnce were requested.

Mrs. Honk says there should be a copy of the leue in the tile, Mr. Marsh&ll said.
She does have the required ixusuru.ce.

The lease in the toJ.der expired iD. September 1969, Mr. 8Il1th stated. It might be ..
goed idea tG extend this use fer -.ether thirty~ aDd fA the meatimlt have )hoa.
Nonk submit copies of the leue and iasuruce CCMlIrage to the Beard.

Represent.the f'rom the Recreaticm Department said he had sent .. letter to Mr.
ceviD.gton regarding this, indicating the classes orrered, the Il'Umber of student.
atteBd1ng, and length ot service. They- &180 iJld1cated that theY' are s&tbt1ed with
the services provided. bY' are very highly" recOIlIIIeD.ded and their contract with
Mrs. Novak expires saaewbere a.round DeC«liHlr 5. This is cm.tracted GO a semester
buis. TheY' are DOW pl.aDn1Jlg tor their spring classes.

Ne OIppOsitiQl1.

Mr. Marshall said that pegple were preseat to speak in favor of the application.

Mrs. Herbert Kratt, living in Wa:ye1de between Mrs. Kidvell ad ML-s. Novak, stated
that she went to ewry m.e in the &rea where peopJ.e were at heaIe ad baa twenty
eight sigaatures Df peopJ.e at&tiag that iR .0 wq were they' oppued to the use of
a s'table in the area. They t1Jld it a wry helpf'UJ. ldnd of recreation to, have.
IJL u'case,\41d"aayoI1e hesitate to sign the petition. All of these people live
with.1D. a quarter miJ.e ot the riding stable.

Mr. A1Ul. Sllith, resideat ot Fairfax county for the pa.st 18 years, said he believed
a riding stable supplies a worthwhile reC2"eatioa.. OVer the put eight years his
daughter baa riddea at tour ditferent ridiDg stables in the County. He 18 tClillu
with the 8Jnter Mill Road area throughout all ot this t:1me. i'he Potomac Bquitation
Stable bas been 1n existence throughout that entire time. He felt that f':rQD. what be
JiWlt.e. of these stables, that Potemac Equitation is very C&retu1l¥ supervised.
Cbildren are DOt permitted to ride on the roads. The horses are well treated ud
well ted. He purchased a mare :rr-. tbe NBvakS and has been be&.1"djng it there.
He vas certain that theY' lfoveks had made ewry effort to keep the tences in good
cend1tion. S_times lwrles have been let out during the night -- ne one lmova who
lets them out. '1'be GIl11' iIl8tuce he lmovs ot when ayone rode .. Hunter Kill Road
was a couple of weeks ago when 8011e of the members ot the Novak t81Bily' tbeJIIaeJves
toelt three ot their horses t. the Mrae shew. This yu not ... activity of tbePotoma.c
lquitation Stable, but was action ot the hm:1.1.y" with their own hGraes tor peraQD.&1
purpe8es.

Mr. Smith felt that since this operatiOll ,vas under a use permit, aD7 hOrseback
riding \Xl Hunter Mill Boad would be a violation.

Mr. Barnes disagreed - the Board cannot stop anyone trGm riding horses OIl the ro&d,
he said.

1&'. Baker agretid. Riding their O'lm horses vu not a part at the school.

This vas the only time they did it, Mr. Marshall stated, Uld it the Board feels
tmy cannot do it, the NovU.. vill abide by this.

Mr. ltaaeczny said be bad had no ccap1&1Jlts abQU.t looaie horses s1noe JUIl8.

Mr. Yeatman Jll8Ved to c_timut the hearing to December 9 with extellsi_ ot the use
pexmit untU that tiDe. In the meant1JDe Mrs. Novak vill brillg in the intcnmation
requested by the Board. Seceded, Mr. Baker. Carried UJlIlrlmousl¥.

II
Ia. KQD.eczny reperted that the Board ot zcm1Bg Appe&ls granted a use permit 1Jl 1964
to Miss Sharon Harrell for a ridhg achMl _d bearding stable operation, with eleven
horses .. 200 acres of lad.
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since thea there bas been & reduction in the UlDUat of land 8Dd aD. !nenue in the
DUlIIber of hDrsea, Mr. Itoae~ CGIltinued, and there have been IIaQ' clBp1a1ats f'rca
the principal Qf the schQo1 &djaeent to the property, of horses gettiDg out.

Mr. Mack&ll, attorney f'Qr the SCb801 Board, stated that horses have been on the
school pnJNirty DIlUlY times. It Mis. Harrell gets a use permit t. mne ber horses.
to .ether lecation, there would not be aay problea. He presented. letter glviDg
times and dates when horses were ClD. the school property.

Mial Harrell stated that they have beea crowded out. The school. vas built CIID GIbe
aide aDd ~t8 on the other. '!bey are lNking for another location and abe
speDda every- dq tr;y1ng to keep the honea up. They put up woodea posta ad tcrur
atrUlds ot barb wire.

Mr. BarDes asked if' the horses are, ted preperly?

They teed them cemplete teed and the horses aolt tor hole. in the fence, Mill Harrell
replled. There are 55 horaes _ the property. They had 200 acres to start with
..d DOW they probably have 20 acres.

This open.tiOD should be phased out, Mr. smith suggested, and the app1icant ahwld
get rid of the horses there except tor the eleven that were granted UDder the use
permit. PGaaibly this could be phased GUt 11'1 8:lx1;y" dap. This &rea bas ehUJ.ged
8iDee 1964 ad this 18 DO lGmger the proper place for this type ~ratiClD..

They plaa to send aU of the school horses -8iY cd, just keep the boarders there,
Mils Harrell told the Board.

Mr. Sa1th did not recaU granting. use pemit for the boarding operatiOD.. This
18 in vio1&tiw of the use pendt. Fifty-five horses would Rot have been &l.l.owed
on twenty &eres .f land.

After tc:aorrow there Y1ll only be thirty boarders lett on this property IIIld they
are kept in their st&lls, Miss Harrell said. They are om1¥ let aut when their OWIlers
.- in.

Mr. Smith sugested sixty d&p to remove &ll the horses !'rem the property except fer
eleven. Mr. BarIles agreed.

Mis8 Harrell said she was trying to work at SQllething about • DeW locaticm.,
perbaps gett1ag 68 acres of a 200 acre :farrl CMled by the Hanes I - they would bpld
I. very large barn e.nd it would be a nice place. There would be Ul 1adoor riag.
The place baa been fenced and the parking areas and rings bulldozed. They don I 10 beN'
whether to -wl¥ tor the use pemit now or VI.1t since it seems there is gohg 10_ be
8pp08itian to everything they de.

Mr. Yeatman moved to give the appliCUlt 90 da;ys to move the horses ~ this
property' -- 44 herses. If the 8N.rd, gets MY CQIIP1&ints W1thiJ!l this 90 days
f"rGIIl. tbe School Board, sbe will have to JDIWe all of them. seconded, Mr. Baker.

Mr. Blllith voted against the aotiOll - tOe ~catiGll should be suspended befmre
90 days to pretect the yvungs'ters ..10 the schMJ.. be said.

Mr. SlD1th aslted Miss Harrell to submit .. copy of her insurance policy for the
record.

Mr. Fredrick Babsea suted that he W&8 a layer but M was Jlet practichg todq.
However, Miss Harrell'. pUght cencerns h1a. He understMd that sbe CUle before the
Board to uk fer _ out of turn hear1llg for _other loc.tica 1.D. Great l'all.8.
He 1mderstOGd. that Mr. Hansbarger, her attOl'Dey, had. told be~t to say anything
except she wanted 111 aut of tum. bearing tv another meeting. It disturbed him
that the yeung lady' got no notice of this particul.a.r proceeding. If this is true,
then this act!OI1 was done W1thout due process .f. the law. He 8)'Dlp&thized with
the School pn,ncipal, and certainly' shared tlAlI concem abeut the school children.
She should have bad ample notice of the charges and allegations and aDWle notice that
she perhaps Ya8 to leae her _III1S of UvelJ.h.-.d. It &1ao disturbed hia that peeple
in Great Falls wvuld object to the prepeaed use lIlf 200 acftS surrounded by f&1'lll.
l.uld. As pointed emt by the Board membe:r" pretty SOOl1 there rill be DO place left
tor riding schools.

Mr. SllIith thIIIllted Mr. DabsOll for his CCIlIlIents. The 44 bars.s spoken of are in
vitiation .f the use per.adt. This is aat depriving her of her. livelihood. ':he
Beard has seea fit to all... her te cont1Jlue opera.t1ng W1th 11 horses on which she
has the originaJ. use per.adt. He 'OS net an.re that Miss Harrell caae in to ask
for an out of turn bearing, be said.

Mr. Yeatman said he would llke to have the County Attorney's ophiGlll .. to
wether a. riding schHl or ricliDg stable 1"!quires .. special use per.adt.

Mr. BahaOll thDught that would be helpful; be wvu1d aslt him f.r it Mondq morning, he
said.
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SHABOlt' HARRBLL - eM.

In &ll ta1rD.e88 to the COunty Attorney, M;r. Smith aaid, the Bovd 11 1'e8pOl1aible tar
hterpret:lnQ; the Ordi.nance. '!'be Board ahauld tom an iaterpretatiGD. and if people
do not agree, they YGJU1.d welccae dllcuali_. It Mise Harrell...ta to request a:a.
out of tun baariBg, sbe should iIldica:te this by writing the Dep&rtmaD.t ot LaRd Use
AdJI:1n1atratlOl1 aDd it wUJ. be brought to the Board' 8 atteratiClll.

Miss Harrell 8&1d abe did not lm_ this W&8 cClll1ng up. She cumot lee her atto:me;r
until Mondq moI'll1ng.

'!'be Bctard proceeded to the nert item.

DAVID TIllIS - Ponderosa Farm: Letter tran Dennis Duffy, attorney for David Theis,
stated that he could not be present November 18 and would like deferral.

Mr. Ieataun moved to deter te BoveDiber 25, 1969. Seconded, Mr.Barnes. carried
UIWlimoual¥•

Mr. Dutf'y 1Ild1eated that ne &dd1 tlonal netloe Y&8 needed.

II
JUm' LOBIlIl WOODS SWIM CLUB - (deterred 1'l'alI October 21 tor new pJ.ats IUld • question
.. the p&r!dJIg in fiood pla1n)

Mr. KDowltm re~d that Mr. Garza had reviewed the pl.ans and f'eund th&t acme of
the parkiDg area extends into the flood p1&1m. but it 18 very' negligible.

Representative for the IlPPllcant stated that the total meabersh1p 18 425 ad they
prepCl88 to iacrease it to 625. They ceuld. p1'$v1de 150 parking 1p&Ce1.

'1b Board nermaJ.ly requires 1-3 parking, Hr. Smith said.

The orlgha1 use permit tor the pH1 wu fer 125 or 127 parking spaces with a tetal
.f 500 .-hers, Mr. Mc19ult;y stated, with .. total of ~'llelllbers. In 1968 thq discrtere
wbe. the;y got te .lt25 members it vu evercrwded and te 80~d that nu1d be ....e-
le•••• tbe Board .f Directors at that tu. reduced the memberllhip tram. 500 to .lt2.51
~, tbe)r are orU.¥ uk1ng te 1D.croue the -.ber8b1p b7 125. If they- 8tq withia
the 1-4 ratio they' would have to previde a total of 156 par1dJlg .spaces. '1'hq have
CCD8 up with 150.

Did. tbe Beard of SUpervisGr8 apprne the parid.ng in the f'lMd plain area, Mr. Long......,
'1'he whole thing was re"Vised 80 there would be DO Deed for requiriDs a niwr, Mr.
McBuJ.ty nil lied. He uked Mr. Strickhouaer about :setting ..ide ... area tor mall
car~ te giw ..re than 150 apaces but be aD8Yered that he bad De objection,
hn'eftr, the Ordiau.ce require. parldJas apaces .f mi.a1JauII .ize as 8bMm _ the revised
~ p1&D.. This wu SCD!tth1ns. they' cO\ll4 81'1'er to the Board .f ZOD1Jlg Appe&l8,
Mr. Strickhou.aer said. Betwen the creek ad Cettage Street is a plC11ic are....d
or1g1Jlal..l¥ they 1f&Ilted te prev1de parkiag there but found out it ".. 1Jl t100d pl.a1A.
~ CD, it aecesa&r7, &11.... cara .... park there. If they are held to the 1-3 rati.
their pla8 fer expauion will 'be 1Jl j.~. He preseDted a letter trca the
DIIu Loriag' WHda Cltlzeu Msec1.tlO1l recCDleRdiDg approval .f the use pem1t
with the 11.II1ted apace they haft, and .~ing the ex;pmsia pregra. All.f the
lM1\1aceDt, property .... rs are IIlII!IDIbera of the Citizens Assoclati. except fer two hcIDe.
vtU.ch are up for sale 1lUIf, aad they' have DG objection, Mr. MclIu1t;y said. 'l'he7
haw kept records of atteDdaDce at their pool. OIl August 17 tbe7 ahw 24 car. at
2:00 IDd. .t 4:00 on the 17th 28 cars were ,n the park1D.g lot. 'f!11s was their greatest
llUJIber of cara.

Ia appUc.t!cm 8-180-69, an applicat1en by the Dunn Loring Swim. Club, lac., te permit
ad4itlC11.al sw1DdDg pool, new bath heuae, JDCMl and chaDge ottice te aaaeJt bar,
in~... lDl!lIliber8bip 8Ild meabersbip area, .. prepert;y leeated at 6328 Cottage Street,
&la. lmCMl as tax lUI' ~~ «9» (I) A, Ceunty" of Fairfax, Virg1:A1a, Mr. LoDg IIlDYed
th&t the ll't.irtu: cO'IDlty Board of ZOIl1ng ApJeal8 adopt tbe foJ.lMdag re.olutlOJl:

WlIIBBAs, the c:apticmed applicatie-. bas been prvperly' tiled in &CCOrdance with the
requirements Df &11 applicable St.te ad ClNDty" CIlde8 aad ill accerdance with the
by-lan of the hirfax ClNDty' Board of zoning Appeals, Uld

WHIDAS, f'ollawing proper notice to the public by adverti8eJDe1lt 1D. • lecal nenpaper,
post1:ftg of the pnperty aad letter. to CClIlt!guowJ and nearby prepe:rty CIlIDers as
required, _d the BM.rd. of ZOD1ng Appe&1.ll bas the 7th dq of' November, 1969 held a
public bearing on thi8 cue, and

WHIBIAS, the Board of' Zcming Appeals hu DULde the follewiD.g f1Dd1ngs of fact:

..L..L
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DUR1'l LOROO WOODS SWDI CLUB - Ctd.

1. The property 1s owned by the Dwm Loring Strim Club, Inc.
2. Pre8ent zoning of the property is R-12.5.

WHEREAS, the Bo&rd of Zoning AppealS has· reached the fol.1cwiDg ccmclusien8 of
loir:

1. This USe cClIlfo:nns to standards for use permits in R districts under Secticn 30
7.1.1 cf the County Code.

2. Authorization ot 8uch use will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent pro
perty 8Ad the character of the district will DGt be changed by the granting or
said permit.

3. Authorization of said use pemit will not be inJurious to the use of the land
and buildings in the vicinity' or to the neighborhood.

If(JJ THERBlORB BE IT BBBOLVBD, that the subject application ot Dunn LoriDg Swim
Club, Inc., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, tG pel'llit additional
swiJIming pool, new bath heuse, move IIIld change otfice to snack bar, increase
lISlbership and membership area, 8328 Cottage Street, be and the s_ hereby is
granted with the follow1ng 11mitatlons:

1. That membership be l.1mited to 6&5 family memberships, with a m1.n1JIum. of 150 park.
. ,lng spaces provided. The area between the parking and the streem is to be

maintained in sad. All parking in ccrmection with this use is to be confined te
on-site.

2. Proposed devel.opaent shall be in contormity with site plan tiled with this
application dated August 18, 1969, revised NOTelllber 4, 1969.

3. This approval is granted tor the bu:1.ld1Jlgs and uses indicated on the plats
subJllitted with this applicatiGil. hy additicmal structures of any kind,
chu1ges in use or additional uses, whether or not those additiClll&1 uses require
a use permit, sh&ll be cause tor this permit to be re-evaluated by the Board
of ZOIiling Appeals.

Seconded, Mr. YeatJDaa. Carried 5-0.

II
LEVI'l'r &: SONS .. Request tor aut ali' turn bearing on twu 8ppl1cati<m.s in. Greenbriar.

The Board granted out ot turn bearings QI1 December 9.

II
GIORGI IIlXOl'f SUIoMmS - Request for extension ot variance to December 3, 1970.

Mr. Baker moved to grant the request; seconded, Mr. Long. Carried unan!mously.

II
Mr. Koneczny reported tha.t be had not been able to obtain the required b..toraatioa
:f'raD Fairtu: Be8pital regarding the accidents tha.t took place in Oeuecticm with
the David bis or PaDderos. Riding Stable.

Mr. Leng IIIOftd tha.t the Beard send • letter to the CGmDlhIWealth's Atto1'l!ley or
Ccnmty' Attorney asking him to .btain the necessary irltormatien trm. the hospital.
seconded, Mr. Baker. CarriedUD~.

II
Mr. Knowltoa inf'orMd that :I:':rc now GIll, because of the pressures .t tbe workload ia
comtection with rezmdJag appJ.lcati_s, be wwld be unable to ait with tbe Board.
Mr. York Pbillips veuld be assiating the Board after todaiY.

The Bea:ad lI8Jllbers expressed regret as they have had. • tendellC7 to depend GllD Mr.
Knowlton duriDg this timo.

The meeting adjourned at 6:05 p.m..
Betty Haines, Clerk.
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The regular meetiq of the Board of
Zoning Appeala ".. held at 10:00 a.m.
OD Tueadq, Bovember 18, 1969 in the
Boa.rd Roca of the County Administration
Bu1ld.ing. thOle pre.at were: Mr.
Daniel SIIlith, Ch&i:nDUl, Mr. Qeorge
Barnes. Mr. Joupb Baker and. Mr.
Clarence Baker. (Mr. Richard Long
vas absent.)

The meeting was opened with & prqer by Mr .Barnes.

A. IOOBD 'l'JIOMAS, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
variance from side md rear tor carry-out restaurant, 5635 Telegraph Road, liB eorner
of Telegraph Rd. and Kings H1ghvq, Lee District, (C-G), Map 83-1 «1» 43, V-l96-69

Mr. Stan Parris represented the appliclIDt.

Mr. Smith atated that the appl.ic8Ilt ill not the nner of the property and in accordance
vith the Ordinance J the owner 18 the 0Dl7 periOD under the Ord1naDce who ahouJ.d apply
under the bardahip aectl00 tor & variance. Any other penn could not be aggrieved
aimp1¥ bec&uSe they do not own the land.

Thi. 18 & long te!'ll llUld lease tantaaGunt to tee 81J1p18 eonveymee, Mr. Parri. Ita:ted.
Both the applicant and the property nner are out or tow and he was Wlable to secure
written authority tram Mr. '1hoDa.8 to act aa bis agent. He hoped the Board would Mar
the cue and IIPProve'i the appllcatl00 subject to delivery of the appropriate letter
ot authoriutien within the next uveral dqa. Mr. Stephan is one of the .principals,
alOll8 with Mr. n-au, proposing the PrQect on the property and be is present.

WJm is going to mperate the propoaed carry-out shop, Mr. Yea:t!Dan &eked?

Mr. 'J.h-.. and Mr. Stephan, Mr. Parris replied; it is a MeXican.~ carry-out operatill

What is in back of the prape:tP,y, Mr. Yeatun aaked?

It is a street and that is buically wb;y they are betore the Board, Mr. Parris luted.
They bave reloe-.ted Old Kings: H:J.gbva;y where it IYings down into 'lelegraph Road and
tectmiea.l.ly the property bae:diatelJr· beb1D.d this property is still high1fa¥ right of
"""" and requires normaUsetback. froa highway property. Insofar.. ~ 5 ft. variUlce
50 ft. being the DOnlllJ. setback, this would be .. 5 ft. variance rr- existing Kings
BigInray right ot Y8¥. Thil s1JllplJr is tbit naa1nder of a pre-existing '.rlgb.t ot way and
geel nQllfbere and serves no purpose. There is no tratfic on it. It ·1s basic&lly
used aa a parking area tor local redents. The old rra. houae will be torn down.
Mr. HellwiS baa suggested to them that in theauence of variances CIID. this property,
the max1Jau:al size building that could be put on the property would be about ~o ft.
square. In the event that the reu lot praperty setback requireD!nt is Dot waived, the
property wwld be baaically unusable. by have discussed the Il&tter with Mr. Brett
ot the H1ghn.y Department and be baa pr1lIIar1l7 approved the access and the like. by
are requeating the 5 ft. ,ide line variance so sa to have a utilitarian size building
and the rear lot variance setback tr-. a ao longer usable highway right of way.

The Ordinance liM, not a.u.w the Board to grant a. Y&r1ance to anyone other than the
WIler ot the preperty, Mr. Baith again pointed C1Ut. It the owner i' aggrieved, thea
s_ cODJlideratilillll slumld be given te this appJ.ication.

Mr. Parris sa.:Ld he wu confident that they could obtain approval in writing satiafacto
to the Board sa soon as they can get to the people involved.. Mr. Lucas could appoint
or designate Mt. Tbamas as his agent tor the purpose of this application and indicate
his reqDest for variance.

Mr. Yeatman moved that the application be ehanged to read Mr. Lucas instead of Mr.
TIuIDa,s it that would be agreeable to the applicant's representative. Seconded. Mr.
....r.

Mr. Yeatman 81118nded his motion by adding "it .that meets the approval of Mr. LUC&8".
Mr. Baker accepted, Carried unanimouslJr.

Mr. Stepba.n stated that this wouJ.d be a ~anchi8e operation which 11 bued in Santa
.Anna. C&litorn1a. Th1a will be the first of this nature of franchise in the Virginia
&rea. It is baaic&l.1¥ a Mexican food carry-ou.t with m1n!mum se&tin&: arrangement
set forth inside. 'l'bere is a :fo:rma.t that they foJ.l.av in construction ot the bui~ding.

This 1s a unique piece at prope:ity. >Parking will caaply with Fairfax County regulat10n
The building could be larger or 8JDILller, depending on parking.

The Board discussed signs on the lIroperty. Mr. Yeatman pointed aut that tbtt applicant
llOIlld have to ccaplJr with the new s180 ordinance and site plan.

Is this the ent1re extent of land owned by Mr. LUcas, Mr. smith asked?

.L0
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A. BUJDB TH<I4AS - Ctd.

Yel, Mr. Parrb replied.

No opposition.

In application v-196-69, amended to read T. Paul Lucas, tor 8. variance from side and
rear tor e&r17-out restaurant, on property located at 5635 Telegraph Road, a.lao known
aI tax map 83-1 «1» 43, County of Il'airf'ax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman IIlOVed that the
Fairfax County Board ot ZOD.1ng Appeals adopt the toJ.1alf1ng resolution:

WHIRBAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County codes and in accordance
with the by-laws ot the J'airtax County Board of Zoning APPeals, and

WHBRKAS, foll.owing proper notice to the public by advertisement in 8. local news
paper, posting of tbe property, IZld letters to contiguous and nearby property owners
&8 required, and the Board of Zoning Appe&la baa the 18th day of November, 1969
held a public bearing an this case and

WHEREAS J the Board of' zoning Appea.la baa made the fol.l.ow1ng f1ndingaof fact:

1. '!'he owner or the 8ubJect property is Tolbert Paul Lucu.
2. Present zoning of the property 18 C-G.
3. Area ot the lot 18 11,944 sQ.. ft.
4. ConfO:nllllllC8 with Articl.e XI of the zoning Ordinance (Site Plans) is required.

WHIRKAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the to1l.ow1ng conclusions of law:

1. This is an irregular shaped property' and there is an abandoned street in the
re&r.

2. This property was denied the tull right by condemnation or the side of the pro-
perty for X1Jlp Hi~.

ROlf 'l'KIRI1OU HI IT RISOLVlD, that the subject applicatiOll of T. Paul Lucas,
Wlder Section 30-6.6 of the Code ot J'&:1:rf'u: COUnty, to permit variance troJD side and
rear tor carry-out restaurant at S635 Telegraph Road, be and the same hereby is gran
with tbe tol.law1ng lbdtations: i

1. This pe:ndt sMJ.l not be valid Wltil the applicant baa obt&ined a certificate
ot occupancy covering the use and buildings.

2. This approval 1s granted to the applicant 0D.1.y" and is not transferable lfithout
further action ot this Board, and is for the location indicated in this application
and not transferable to other l.and. It is \l1lderstood that the building will be con
structed by Ml'. Stephen and Mr. ThCID8S with permission of Mr. Lucas.

3. This permit 8ball expire one year tram. this date unless construction or operation
baa started, unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the date of expiration.

4. This approval is granted tor the buildings and uses indicated on the plats sub
mitted with this application.

5. ,The Board should have a letter tr<:a Mr. Lucas authorizing the change in the name
ot the applicant trom A. Bugene Thomas to T. Paul Lucas.

seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 3-1, Mr. smith voting against the application.

II
TBOMAS B. CLNlB'l'T, Ipp. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of two
car carport cJ..oser to street than a1.l.olred by Ordinance, 6800 Rosemont Drive, West
Grus Ridge, Lot 18, Bl.ock 2, Section 2, Drllnesville District (R-12.5), Map 30-4((28
(2) 18, v-l911-69

Mr. Clagett stated tbat he wants protection for his two e&r8 traa the weather.
It will add to the attractiveness of the property and incruae the vaJ.ue. He
bought the property in Ju1¥ 1963 and plans to continue living here. bre is no
carport or gvase at the present t:l.me. OUt of thirty hou.ses that he can see f'r0lll
his property, probab4 three of them. do not have carports. It would not be possible
to put a carport or prase CD the other side of the house because it would be
closer to the line than this would be, and in the back of the house i8 a hill.
This is a corner lot and that is anotherprollJ:.em. The two adjacent property owners
are in favor of the application.

No oppoaition.

In applicatioo. v-llrl-69, an application by Thomas B. Clagett, for erection of 1:wo
car carport cJ..oser to street than &l.l.owed by Ordinance, on property located at
6800 Rosemont Drive,_ West Grus Ridge, also known u tax llI&P 30-4 ((28» (2) 18,
Cmmty of Fairfu, Virginia, Mr. Yeataan moved that the Fairtax County Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the tol.1.olt1ng resoJ.ution:

WImRBAS, the capticoed application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all apllllcable State and County codes and in accordance with the
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November 18 J 1969

_ B. CLAGI'l'l - Ctd.

by-1&we of the J'airfax County Board of Zoning Appeala J and

WHIBKAS. fol.l.ow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting at the property, and letters to contlguoua lIlld nearby property owners as
required. and the Board of zoning Appeals has the 18th day of November, 1969 held
a public hearing on this cue J 8l1d

WHIRBAS J the Board ot Zoning AppeaJ.s has made the follolt1ng f'1nd1ngs of fact:

1. The subject propei'rty 1s owned by the applicant.
2. The present zoning of the property iI R-12.5.
3. The area of the lot is 14,495 sq. ft.

WHEREAS. the Board at ZOI11ng Appe&ls has rea.ehed the foll.owing conclusions of 1&w:

The topograph,y ot this lot prevents the' applicant tram. putting a-;:carport in BIlY'
other location on his property, thereby limiting the reasonable use or the property.

ROlf THDD'ORI BB IT RISOLVID, that the subject application of '1'hallas B. Cl.agett under
Section 30-6.6 ot the COde of Fairfax County, to pendt erection of C&JP ort closer
to street than allowed, at 6800 Rosemont Drive be and the BSIDe hereby 1s granted with
the toUowing lim1tationa:

1. This pemit ah&l1 not be valid untU the applicant baa obtained & ee'rtit1cate of
occupancy covering the use and build1ngs.

2. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 111 not transferable without
turther action at this Board, and ls tor the location indieated in this
application and not trans'erable to other lmd.

3. This permit shall expire one year trom this date unless construction hall started,
unless renewed by action at this Board prior to the date at expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. carried unaniDlously.

II
WOODIZY RBCBBATIOlf ASSOCIAnOlf, INC., appllcation under 'Section 3O~7.2.6.l.l of' the
Ordinance, to permit erection at C<lIlIllWl1ty bUil.d1Jlg, storage and JDa1ntenance, 7421
C8lIIp Alger Avenue, Providence District, (R-10), Map 60-1 «1» 5, S-l99-69

Mr. J'arnum JolJnson represented the applicant. Tb1s is a C<IlIIIUD.1ty &asociation, he
said, and they propole to build another bu1ld1ng to be used pr1Jlarily' tor storing
equ.1Plll'llt and supplies. In tbe put they have used the bath house tor storage and
bad problema witb 'Vlllldalia.. The new building would WO provide a place tor ke~1ng

their records. This location is well -screened -trom the properties around it. The
pool baa been in existeD:ce tor a DUIIlber at years. 'l'b18 bu1l.d1ng would not affect
their parking in UlY wq &a they are not a4d1ng any more members. The school is
next to this property and they have on occasion used the pool' 8 parking and have told
the cc.mnity "Iociatian that they can use the school property 'tor overf'low parking.
The or1g1na1 use pemit vas granted June 15, 195!1-. The propoaed building will be
24 ft. wide and 52 ft. long. '!hey have between sixty and eighty park1n:g spaces.

under the present Ordinance a 390 tamily membership would require 130 parking spaces,
Mr. Smith pointed out. '!'he ord1nance has been ehaDged since this permit waaoriginalJ;y
granted. All parking BII18t be on the applicant's property or if' they have an arrsnge
ment with the SchOol Board to use their property", this would be pe:nrdss1ble, but
there should never be'~any parking on tbe street.

No opposition.

In application 8-199-69, an appJ.ication by Woodley Recreation Association, Inc. tor
erecticm at CCIlIllUDity building, storage and ma:ln_ nance, property located at 742.l.
c.p Alger Avenue, also known .. tax: up 60-1 «1» 5, Countyot Fairtax, Virg1n1a,
Mr. Yeataan~ tbat the ratrtax: CdUnty Board at ZOCdng Appe&la adopt the
tollov1ng resoluticm:

WHIDAS, the capticmed -wllcation hall been properly tiled in accordance with the
requirements at all .ppllcatle State and County cOdes and in accordance with tlltby
J..-s or the IPairtax COunty Board at zoning AppeUs and,

wmm&AS, toUQlrlng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a lac&l newspaper,
posting at the property and letterl to contigu.ous and nearby property owm rs &a
required., and the Board at zoning Appeals baa the 18th day at NOYelJIber, 1969 held a
public bearing on this case, and

WHERIAS, the Board at Zoning AppeaJ..a has made the tolJ.ow1ng nnd1nga at tact:

1. The sub3ect property's owned by the applicant.
2. The present zoning is R-10.
3. The area at the lot i8 4.5 acres.
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WOODLIY RlCDATIOlf ASSOCIATIOlf, DC. • Ctd.

4,i Conformance with Article XI of the ZOning Ordinance (Site Plana) 1s required,
and

WHIRBAS, the Board ot Zoning Appeals has re&Ched the following concludons of
lur:

1. This application meets requirements of Section 30-7.1.1, Standards tor
Use PeXD1ta in R districts.

NOW 'l'HIRBFORi m: IT R&SOLVED, that the subject application of Woodl.ey Recrea.tion
Association, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 01' the Code of h1rtax County,
to permit erection 01' ccanm1ty building, storage 8Ild m&1ntenance, a.t 742l C8Ilp
Alger Avenue, be end the same hereby 1a granted with the to1.1.owing llmitationa:

1. This permit shall not be valid \mtll the applicant has &tained a certificate
01' occupancy covering the use and buildings.

2. '!'his approval 18 granted to the applicant CD4 and 1s not transferable without
further action of this Board, and is tor tlB loclltion indicated in this application
and not transferable to other land.

3. This pe:nnit shaJJ. expire one year f'rcm this date unless construction or
operation haS started, unless renewed by action of this Board prior 'to the date of
expiration.

4. This approval is granted tor the bu1ld1nga and uses indicated on the pJ.ats sub
mitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use
or &dd1tional uses, whether or not those additional uses require a. use pemit,
shall. be cause tor this permit to be reevaluated by the Board of zoning Appeals. nus
includes changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signa, changes in
th.e nUllliber of emp10yees and/or persons involved, or changes in screening or fencing.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0.

II
FOSTIR BROTHIRS, IlfC., applica.tioo tmder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
total side yard of 17.7 ft. for dwelling rather than the required total of 19 ft.,
8531 Pappas Way, Foster Brothers Addu. to Willow Woods, Lot 5, Annandale District,
(0-'7 ol.uster), Map 70-' «'5» 5, v-200-69

Mr. Art Foster represented the applicants.

When they made application for the variance they were told that they could make it
in their names since they were responsible for the m1s~, Jofr. 1"ostor ,aid.
They sold the house in August to Mr. and Mrs. Cou.ch. They were not told that the
application wculd have to be made in the new owners' n&DleS.

At the t1me the application was filed the Board had not made this decision, Mr.
Smitb said, but Mr. Poster could act as agent for the new owners.

Mr. and Mrs. Couch are present, Mr. :roster stated.

Mr. Bilker :IIlO"Yed that the applicant's name be changed to Mr. and Mrs. Warren A.
COUch. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. carried unanimously.

Mr. l'oster stated that the house is occupied but the occupancy permit 1a pending the
outCQll8 of this hearing. The carport bas 'been built -- it vas caapleted in August.
When the tin&l survey was made and submitted to the Zoning Of'f'1ce it waa found that
there was & problem. The problem. C8IIIe about bectW8e in building the 12 ft.
carport, they' &1lowed tor clearllnce tor the ch1mDey. 'l'heydld not re&lize that
this 1188 in violation. They have been in business in the County for six years and
th1s is their f1rst Dilt.. e. The carport was optional but the house was designed
for • 12 ft. carport. They put on a 14 ft. carport and if the bouse had been moved
back. further there would have been no problem.

1'10 oppo81tion.

The toJ.low1ng motlC11, made by Mr. Yeatman and seconded by Mr. Baker was passed
by a vote of 4-0:

In application v-200-69, an app1.1aatioa. by Foster Brothers, Inc., 8Illl!oded to read
Mr. lind Mrs. Warren A. couch, for tot&l dde yard of 17.7 ft. for dwelling r&ther
than the required total of 19 ft. on property located at 8531 Pappas ,Way, alao knOlll
&8 tax. map 70-1 «15» 5, County of Fa:l.rtu, Virg1nia., Mr. Yeatman IllOW:d that the
Fairtax County Board ot zoning Appeals adopt the foll.aw1ng resolution:

WHBBEAB, the captiCllDed application bas been properly filed in accordance with tbe
requirements of &1l applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the
by-law'I of the Fa.1rf'ax County Board of ZlXdng AppealS, and

Olb

I

I

I

I

I



.J../
November 18J 1969

FOSTBR BRO'l'HIBS, INC. - etd.

WHZJmAS, following proper notice to the public by &dvert1sement in " local newspaper,
posting of the property, and letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
as required, and the Board of Zoning Appeals haS the 18th dq of' November, 1969
beld a public hearing on this case J and

WJlBREAB, the Board of' Zoning Appeals has JDade the fol.l.ow1ng findings of fact:

1. The owner at the subject property 1s Warren A. Couch.
2. Present zoning of the property is R-17 cluster.
3. Lot &rea is 10,823 sq. ft.

and WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follotdng conclusions ot
law:

This application meets requirements of the mistake claUBe of the Ordinance under
Section 30-6.6.5.4. There was & mistake made by the builder in locating the carport
<Xl the property.

NOW THBREFORK DB IT RESOLVED, that the subject application of Mr. and Mrs. Warren A.
Couch, under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit total side yard ot 17.7 ft.
rather than the required 19 ft. e.t 8531 Pappas W&y, be and the same herebY,· is granted
with the following liJllitations:

1. This permit shall not tie valid un'tll the applicant has obtained 8. certificate of
oceupsncy covering the use and bu1l.dings.

2. This approval 1s granted to the app1.icant on.ly and is not transferable without
further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in this application
and not transferable to other land.

3. This permit shall expire one year frail this date unless construction or operation
has started, unleu renewed by action ot this Board prior to the date ot expiration.

4. This approval is granted tor the bulld1ngs and uses indicated an'the pJ.ats subm1tted
with this appllcatioo. Any 8I1d1tiClll8l structures ot any kind, changes in use or add1~

tional uses, whether or not those addit10nal uses require & use permit. shall. be
cause tor this permit to be re-evaluated by the Board of Zoning Appeals. Th1s includes
changes of ownership. changes ot the operator, changes in signa, changes in the number
of employees and/or persons invoJ.:ved, or changes in screening or fencing.

II
DR. NICll>LAB B. ABGIlISOJf. app. under Sec. 30-6.6 ot the Ordinanoe, to permit erection of
office bI1ild1ng closer to Be&Ur8gard Street, located intersection ot N. Beauregard St.
and N. ~li•• St., Mallon Di.trict (COO), Mllp 72-2 «1» 67, 68, v-204-69

Mr. P&ul. Kincheloe represented the appl.1CU'lt. Subsequent to some of the property
being taken for widening of the rO&d, the property was zoned C·O, he said. There
is a 50 ft. setback requirement for the front of this building. Unfortunately,
when the highwa;y department took some of this parcel they got into a problem that
no one has solved. There is a storm drainage easement on the corner and a culvert

lJticking up about six inches along the curb where the water drains into it. If the
doctor has to measure 50 ft. trom. the gutter he cannot locate the building on the
property and it would be unusable. The oppoeition is concerned about the traffic
and access problems, Mr. Kincheloe continued. Origina.ll.y when this property was
zoned C-O by the Board of Supervisors, they put a requirement on there that oil: the
front part of the property there would not be access onto North Beauregard. Street,
rot that access would be on North Chambliss Street. Citizens are afraid th&t this
application will give bim the other access. Of course, he could not do that and
he is not attempting to do that. At one time this past S\lIIIIler they were negotiating
with the "Shrimp Boat Restaurant" but they felt that it would create traffic concern
also. They are not going to do that. '!hey propose to go along with this building
whicb would not be used for any type of restaurant. They are merely trying to
obtain BZA approval to let the applicant take the 50 ft. setback requirement f'rcm
the front of the property and not fram. the storm drainage easement. Dr. Argerson
owned the property at the time of rezoning.

The proposed building would contain 4,900 sq. ft. of space, Mr. Kincheloe continued,
and would be & one story building, of brick construction. This would be used for
the Doctor's own office and for several other doctors and attorneys.

Mr. SllIith felt the application was a reasonal:lle one since the appl1CU'lt is holding
the building to one atory and because of the irregular shape at the lot. He was
lIure that b&d the !1gbway Department known of this problem they would not have done
this.

Opposition: Mr. GUes D. Tabor spoke in opposition based priJw,rily on the traffic
situation III1d read & letter fraD. the Lincolirl.a Hills Citizens Association.

j/7
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'l'he Board discussed the traffic situation at length.

Mr. Phillips reported tha.t origina.lly the state wanted a. 110 ft. right of way
but have since decided that 80 ft. YOU1d be adequate, therefore everything around
this property nov 1s considered adequate. There is 8. pending rezoning application
Ro. 0-59 and the staff report on that case gets into the traffic problem between
ChaDill1ss and /12.36 and recarmenda solutions to SOllIe of the problema. A lot of
things &long here are in limbo because the adopted plan for this area 1s very oJ.d.
The study oooe earlier this year was 8. neighborhood study which is prel:lJa:1n&ry
information. Fran it a new plan m&y be dr&Wrl.

Mr. smith asked Mr. Phillips if he felt the proposed office building would interfere
with planned expansion of the roadYa,ys?

Mr. Phillips repl.ied that he did not think so as the building 1s set back adequa.tely
for eventual construction. He was sure that site plan process would provide the
curb, gutter, etc. to meet current standa.rds. Any new plan for this &rea would
probably be a year or two away.

Mr. Edwin Brown, 1101 Argen Court, Lincolnla., sta.ted that they do their shopping
in this area, and he also expressed concern about the traffic situation.

The proposed use is a reasonable use and a very minimum uae rather than a maximum
one, Mr. smith said. This is an UlllIBual situation and one which this Board has
never had before.

The following motion, made by Mr. Yeatman, seconded by Mr. Balter, was passed by
a vote of 4-0 by the Fairfax County Board of ZOning Appeals, at their meeting of
November 18. 1969:

In application v-204-69. an application by Dr. Nicholas B. Argerson. for erection
of office building cJ.oser to Beauregard Street than allowed. on property located
at the intersection of N. Beauregard Street and N. Chambliss Street. also known
as tax map 72-2 ((1» 67. 68. County of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that
the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the capticmed applicaticm has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting'of the property, and letters to contiguous and nearby property owners as
required. and the Board of Zoning Appeals has the 18th day of November, 1969
held a public hearing on this case, snd

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals ha.s made· the following findings of fact:
1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. The present zoning is C-O.
3. The lot area is 18,635 sq. ft.

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. There is an unusual condition existing on this property because of the stom
drainage easement and strict application of the setb&.c:k requirements of the Ordi
nance would place an undue hardship on the owner.

NCM THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application of Dr. Nicholaa B.
ArgersOD. under Section 30-6.6 of the Code c£ Fairfax County. to permit erection
of office building closer to Beauregard Street at the intersection of North Beaure
gard and N. Chambliss Street be and the same hereby is granted with the following
l1mitatioos:

1. This permit shall not be valid until the applicant has obtained a certificate
a f occupancy covering the use and buildings.

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

3. This pe:nnit shall. expire one year traD this date unless construction or operation
has started. unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

4. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this appJ.1cation.

5. The only direct entrance or exit will be on North Chambliss ::itreet.

6. This is for a one story office building as shown on the plat.

II
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THE MINCHEW CORPORATION, applica.tion under Section 30-6.6 or the OrdinaD::e, to permit
dwelling to :remain closer to side property line than allowed by Ordinance, 10408
Hunt Countrylane, centreville District, Wayside, Section I, Lot III (BE-l), Map
27-4, 0-208-69

Mr. Paul Kincheloe represented the applicant. This application was filed by Hennan
Courson and Minchew Corporation 1s the owner, he said, and be would like to amend
the applicant to read "The Minchew Corporation".

Mr. Hames moved to amend the application as requested. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman.
Carried unanimously.

This was a mistake made by Springfield Surveys in J.a¥1ng out the building, Mr.
Kincheloe expla1ned and it waa not plclted up until the dwelling was well under
construction. For acme reason, the gentleman working there was thinking in terms
of a 30 ft. setbaclt requirement rather than 40 ft. and they found out tbat·;tbe house
was too close to the line. These are very large lots -- this lot conta.:Lns 20 J 773
sq. ft. There was a buUding permit applied for and obtained trr this construction
prior to the mistake being ma.de. Construction on the house has been stopped.

No opposition.

In applica.tion V-208-69, an application by Herman L. courson, amended to the Minchew
corporation, to pexmit dwell1ng to rema.i.n cl.oser to side property line than &l101rl8d,
J.ocated at 10408 !'fUnt Country-lane, Centreville District, alao known 11.8 tax map 27-4,
county of la.1rfax, Virginia., Mr. Yeatman IIIOved that the Fairfax County Board of
Zon1ng Appeals adopt the follow1ng resolution:

WHIBBAS, the captioned epp.lica.tion has been properly tiled in accordance with the
require.nts of all applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the
by-l&Ws of the Fairfax County Board of zoning AppeaJ.a. and

WHBRBAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in & local newspaper,
posting of the property, and letters to contiguous and nearby property owners &s
required, and the Board of ZOning Appeals has the 18th da¥ of November. 1969.
held a public hea.ring on this case. and

WD:RBAS, tbe Board of ZOning Appe&1s has Ill&de the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the prope:Dty i8 the Minchew Corporation.
2. Present zon1ng of the property is RB-l.
3. Area of the lot is 20,Tf3 sq. ft.

WHSRBAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following concl.usions of law ~

1. This application meets requirements of Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Ordinance as
this was the result of an error made in the location of the building on tbe lot.

2. The mistake willnot impa:Lr the intent of the district and the granting of the
variance will not be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other property owners
in the area..

Baf THIREl"ORB BB IT 'RESOLVED, that the trubject application of the Minchew COrporation.
under Section 30-6.6 of the Code of Fairfax county, to pexmit dwelling closer to
side property lile t1&n &1J..owed. located at 10408 Hunt Country-la.ne be and the same
hereby is granted with the following 11mitations~

1. This permit sball not be valid until the applicant has obtained a certificate
of occupancy covering the use and buildings.

2. This approva.l is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
1'urther action of this Board. and is for the location indicated in this applicaticn
and not t~sferable to other land.

3. This permit shall expire one year fran this date unless construction or opera
tion has started unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded. Mr. Baker. carried 4-0.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

GERRY WERDE. epp. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit swimming pool
2.4 ft. free house, Lot 144, Sec. 3C, Rutherford, 4308 Selkirk Drive, Annandale
Dietrict, (R-17), Map No. 69-3 «6» 144, 0-167-69 (deferred fran Sept. 23)

Mr. smith reminded the Board that this had been deferred for Board members to view
the property and for the a.pplicant to begin application for building permit.

VI?
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Mr. Hunter Smith of the Pool Company stated that application was made for building
permit and it was stopped in the Zoning Office.

The following motion, made by Mr. Yeatman and seconded by Mr. Baker, was passed
by a vote of 4-0, by the Fai. rfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, at their meeting
of November 18, 1969:

In a.pplication v-167-69J an application by Gerry Wende for swimming pool 2.4 ft.
from house on property located at 4308 Selkirk Drive, &1so known as tax map 69.3
((6» 144, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of ZOning
Appeals e.dopt the following resolution:

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

Wl!DEAS, follow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property and letters to conti~s and nearby property owners as
required, and the Board of Zoning Appeals has the 18th da.y of November, 1969 held
a public hearing on this case, and

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

1. The property is owned by the a.pplicant.
2. The present zoning 1s R-17.
3. The area. of the lot is 15,000 sq. ft.

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

1. This application meets the requirements of Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Ordinance.
2. The Board finds that such non-caapliance was a result of an error in location
of the pool on the lot; that the mistake will not impair tlMl intent of the district,
and that granting the variance will not be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of
other property in tle area.

NCW THEREFORE BE IT RBBOLVED, that the subject application of Gerry Wende. under
Section 30-6.6 of the Code of Fairf'ax County, to permit pocU 2.4 ft. £rom house, at
4308 Selldrk Drive, be and the same hereby is granted with the following llmitations:

1. This permit shall not be V&lld until the applicant has obtained a certificate
of occupancy covering the use and buildings.

2. This approval. 1s granted to the applicant only and is not tJ:ansferable
without fUrther action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this appli
cation and not transferable to other land.

II
WILLIAM GILES, app. under sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit frame shed-.:to
remain 5 ft. from side property line. 4206 Duvawn Street, Ridgeview, Bec. 3, Block.
C, Lot 18, Lee District, (R-12.5), Map 82-3 «10) (C) 18, v-187-69 (deferred trQll
OCt. 28)

Mr. smith recalled that the application was deferred for the applicant to obtain a
building permit.

Mr. Giles said he has made app1ication for the building permit and the Zoning Oftice
is holding the papers 00 it. The shed was inspected &bout ten d.twa ago.

Mr. Phillips checked with the Building Inspector's office and reported that the
shed was inspected and approved &8 being in ca:apl.iance with 'Ole Code.

In application V-187-69, an application by William Giles, to aJ.llow shed to remain
5 ft. fran side property line, located at 4206 Duvawn Street, also known as tax tip
82-3 «10» (C) 18, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yea'bDar1 moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the fo1low1ng resolution:

WHBRBAS' the captioned application has been properly tiled in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County aedes and in accordance with the
by-laws d the Fairfax County Board ot Zoni.q; Appeals, and

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisellent in a 1oc&l news
paper, posting of the property and letters to cont....ous and nearby property owners
&8 required. and the Board ot Zoning Appeals baa the 18th dl\Y of November, 1969 held
a public hearing on this case, and

WHIREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. The property is owned by the applicant.
2. Present zoo!ng of the property is R-12.5.
3. The lot contains 1l,592 sq. ft.
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AND WHEREAS. the Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
1_:

1. This application meets the requirements of Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Code.
2. The Boa.rd finds that the nOll-C<XIlPliance was the result of an error in locating
the building on the lot, and that the mistake will not hlpair :the intent of the
district or be detrimental. to the use and enjoyment of other properties in the area.

NCM THI:REFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application of Will1811l alles, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Code of Fairfax County, to permit shed to remain 5 ft. fran
side propertY" line, at 4206 Duvawn Street, be and the same hereby is granted with
the following limitations:

1. This permit shall not be valid. until the applicant has cbtained a certificate
of occupancy covering the use and buil.dings.

2. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
further action of the Board and is for the locatiooindicated in the application and
not transferable to other land.

Seconded, lot'. Baker. Carried 4-0.

II
THE MADEIRA SCHOOL, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to
permit dormitory for non~profit independent girls' preparatory school. 8386 Georgetown
Pike, Dr8llesville District, (RE-2), Map 14~3, 20-1 {(I» 14, S-224"'69 (out of turn
hearing)

Mr. William O. Snead, Business Manager of the School, stated that the building is
designed for thirty-four students and one faculty family consisting of two people.
In the first year of occupancy, they suspect that they will have twenty new students
in this dorm!tory, bringing the totaJ. resident popula.tion fran 180 to 200. There are
five dormitories in the school at the present tbne which were constructed &rOWld
1931. The school has been in operation on this site since 1931. This school W&$

started prior to the Ordinance and that is why they have never had a use permit.
The Board has now decided to bring the entire school under a uae permit to make it
conforndng. Total acreage involved in this school tract is 245 acres with an
additionaJ. 130 acres on the east donated to the school, bringing the total acreage
to 375 acres.

Mr. Yeatman noted that the st&1'f report requested that a 12 ft. deceleration lane
be constructed.

Mr. Snead was agreeable to this as he said it would increase the s&1'ety of vehicles
entering the school.

Mr. Manning Gasch, 8501 Georgetown Pike, asked to see a site plan and to know the
reason for. this particular location. After reviewing the site plan he stated that
he had no objections and thanked the Board for letting:him be present.

In application S-224-69, an applicatioo by The Madeira Scbeol, to permit dormitory
for nan·profit independent girls' preparatory school, an property lOcated at 8328
Georgetown Pike, Dranesv1lle District, a.l80 known as tax map 14-3, 20-1 «1» 14,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Fairfax COWlty Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHl:REAS, the captioned application bas been preperly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and COWlty codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, and letters to oontiguous and nearby property owners as
required, and the Board of Zoning Appeals bas the 16th day of November, 1969 held
a public hearing on this case, and

WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals bas made the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the property is the Madei:l:a School, Inc.
2. The present zoning is RE-2.
3. The area of the property is 375 acres.
4. Conformance with Article XI of the zoning Ordinance (Si~ Plans) is reqlrlred.

WHBRBAS, the Board of zoning Appeals bas reac:hed the following conclusions of law:

under Section 30-7.1 the Board finds that the use will not be detrimental to the
character and deve!opJlent of adJacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes
of the canprehensive plan for the area and embodied in the zoning Ordinance.

OJ..f
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N<Y THBBEFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application of The Madeira School
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Code of Fairfax County, to permit dormitory
for non profit independent girls' school at 8328 Georgetown Pike, be and the same
hereby is granted with the following limitations:

1. '!'his permit shall not be valld Wltil the applicant hu obt&ined a certificate
of occupancy covering the use and buildings.

2. rhis approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
further action of this Beard. and is for the location indicated in this application
and not transferable to other land.

3. 'rMs permit sha.ll expire one year frail. this date unless construction has
started, unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

4. '!'his approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats sub
mitted with this application. Any additional structures ot 8I1y" kind, changes in
use or &dd1tlona.l U8eS, whether or not thoae additional uses require a use permit,
aha.ll be cause for this permit to be re-eveJ.ua.ted by the Board of zoning Appeals.

5. The appUcmt ha.s qreed to construct a 12 :ft. deceleration lane along George
town Pike.

6. This is for a total of 300 students. It is understood that the Board in this
action approves the existing structures and existing use and notes that this has
been in operation for a number of years. The entire operation is now covered by
this use permit.

Seconded. Mr. Balter. Carried 4-0.

II
DAVID THEIS (Ponderosa Farm), application under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordi
nance. to a.llow operation of riding stable. 9600 Leesburg Pike. Dranesville District
(HE-1). Map 19:i'1 «16» 21. 8-845-68 (for review and show c&Use hearilt!; under Sec.
30-6.7.1.2)

At the Board's last meeting. Mr. Smith reca.lled, the attorney for the applicant
requested defen&! and this wu deferred to November 25 at his request. due to
circumstances beyond the control of the applicant.

II

I

I
Letter fran John H. Aylor requested extension of use permit for Cities Service
Company, located on Lots 6 & 6B. Sec. 2, tranconia Hills. The Board voted to
grant an extension· of this application No. s-998-68 to December 3. 1970.

II
JACQUELINB: S. NOVAK - Request for extension of use permit for riding stable:

Oil

Mr. Konany. Zoning Inspector. stated that there was one person in opposition to
this a.ppJ.icat1on at a previous hearing and that he had notified that ];e rsOD of the
hearing today. Again, they indicated that they could not be present and that their
interest now has changed.

Mr. Barnes stated that he had persona.lly checked this 8ll.d he thought the woman who
made the CaDPla.int would probably not appear before the Board again.

Mr. Smith indicated that the B<a rd had received a copy of the lease dated 19 December
1969 between C. Reid Thcma.s and the a.pplic8ll.t covering about 53 acres. ·and a copy
of the insurance certificate.

On the former lease, Mrs. Novak explained, she had the entire 53 acres which inclu
ded one tenant property. Since there was a problem on this. he has now excluded the
Mott property of less than one acre but the l8ll.d is still described in the same
way. It is roughly the same acreage and excludes a one acre parcel with house and
fence. It is still probably more than fifty-two &Cres.

Is there a provision in the lease to aJ.low Mrs. Novak to renew the laue, Mr. Yeatman
asked?

Mr. Marshall said the property has been put up for saJ.e 8ll.d the owners are looking
for a buyer. If a buyer is found. about four months notice would be given Mrs.
Novak.

Mr. Baker moved to allow the use to continue as originaJ.J.y gr8ll.ted. This is to the
applicant only, not tr8ll.sferable, and is granted to August 31. 1970 unless the
lease is temiJlated before then. Seconded. Mr. Yeatm8ll.. carried unanimously.

I

I

II
The meeting adjourn.ed at 3:40 p.m.
Betty Haines. Clerk to-:..J..,&:M - 'I"!'·

Daniel smith, Chairman Date
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The regular meeting of the Board of'
Zoning Appe&18 lRLI held at 10:00 a.m.
on Tuesday, November 25, 1969 in
the Board RoaD of the COunty Admini
stration Building. AU members were
present: Ml'. Daniel 8m1th, Chairman;
Mr. Yea'bnan, Mr. Long, :Mr. Barnes and
Mr. Baker.

The meeting was opened with 8. prayer by Mr. Be.rnes.

GULF RESTON, IRC., app. under Sec. 30-7.2.2.1,3 of the Ordinance, to permit installation
and maintene.nce of carrier television reception tower and aDtenns. not to exceed 350
ft. in height, W. side of Wlehle Ave., Reston, centreville District, (RB-2), Map
17-2 «1» pt. 11, 6-201-69

Mr. Richard R. G. Hobson represented the applicant. The application is for a. c&rrier
television reception tower and antenna, be 8&:Ld, and presented a revised site plan.
The attendant house will not exceed 3,000 sq. ft. and will provide eighteen parking
spa.ces. Reston nov baa a limited carrier television station but no facility for
origination of programs of 100&1. interest, he said. The building will set back 85 fi.

tram Wleble Avenue, 148 ft. !rem the north property line, and 140 ft. from the south
property line. The area slopes down from both sides from the industrial area, therefore'
the tower will be at a level lower than Wieble Avenue which is above the site. The
tower will be 250 ft. high rather than 350 ft. &S stated in the application. This will
pick. up 'tV waves fram the area and tr&l1smit by cs.rrier cable through the ground
attaching on to the existing cable lines in Reston and have a small studio there
so in addition to giving a better picture to eve~ody in Reston, it will permit
progr8lllS of local interest in Reston to be transmitted through the carrier television
system. There will be an optional charge of approximately five dollars a month for

11118. It will also permit a truck or mobile unit to go to any location in Reston to
photograph any special event.

Application baa been made to the Federal Ccmmmics.tions Commission for approval, Mr.
Hobson continued. They are anxious to get the tower started and the would like the
Board to include in its motion a suggestion to the staff that un1ees the staff baa
any objection thereto, that it might permit the start of the tower before the building
site plan has been final.ly approved. There are about 2,000 homes in Reston with a
population of about 7,000 people.

No opposition.

Mr. Phillips reported"',th8ot this has been heard by the Planning CoIIIIlission and they
recommended approval.

In application S~201-69, an application by Gulf Reston, Inc., an application under
section 30-7.2.2.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit installation and maintenance of
carrier television reception tower and antenna. not to exceed 350 ft. in height, on
property located on the west side of Wiehle Avenue, Reston, also known as tax ma.p
17-2 «1») pt. 11, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appe&1.s adopt the tollowing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in &ccordance with the
requiremen ts of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board. of Zoning Appeals, and

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letteys to contiguous and nea.r)y property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 25th day of November, 1969,
and

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

1. That the owners of the property are Gulf Reston, Inc. and John Hancock.
Mutural Life Insurance CClDpan).

2. '!hat the present zoning is BB~2.

3. That the area of the lot is 3.0815 ac. lIf land.

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

WJIEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards
for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts, as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and
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2. That the use will not be detrimental to the ebaracter and development of the
adjacent land and will be in banIony' with the purposes of the caaprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the zoning Ordinance,

NOW '1'HE'REFORE BE IT R!SOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 1s hereby
granted, with the following limitations:

1. This approvaJ. is granted to the appliC8l1t and their subsidia.r1es only, and is
not transferable without :f'ur'ther action of this Board, and i8 for the location ind1
c8.ted in this appllca.tion and bnot transferable to other land.

2. This permit sba.lJ. expire one year from this date unless construction or cperati
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira.tion.

3. This approval is grBllted for the bu1ld1ngs and uses indicated on the plats sulnll
mitted with this application. Any 8dd1tion&l structures of any kind, cb.&nge8 in
use or 8D¥ I'ddit1anaJ. use8, whether or not these a.dditioo.aJ. uses require a use permit,
sb&l1 be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. Floor space in the building is not to exceed 3,000 sq. ft.

5. Parking spaces are not to exceed 18 spaces.

6. Television tower and antenna are not to exceed 250 ft. in height.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
JOHN R. GROVE, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to peZ'lll1t garage
closer to Petros Court than al.lowed by Ordinance, 9106 Petros Court, Skybrook, Lot
23, Providence District, (HE 0.5), Map 58-4 «17)) 23, V-202-69

The garage itself will be alJ:rlost 60 ft. tram Petros COurt, Mr. Grove said, hoWever,
at the arc of the cu1. de sac he would not have 50 ft. there. This is an irregular lot
and there is no other place on this half acre to put the garage.

Mr. Barnes suggested putting the garage closer to the house.

The wa;y the bouse is constructed, there are four windows on tb&t side to provide
cross-ventilation, Mr. Grove stated, and that is why be bad to go to a freestanding
garage. If be puts the garage closer to the house it would close df the windows and
that would not be desirable. He bought the house new, about four and a half' years
agO.

Mr. Smith noted that the Boa.rd is authorized to grant minimUm variances -- this seems
to be the maximum.. A 28' x 24' garage is a large structure and be felt the applicant
should reduce his request to more nearly cClllply with the Ordinance.

Mr. Grove agreed to cut the size to 26 ft. rather than 28 ft.

Mr. Lon~ poin~d out that the required setback is 50 ft. and the variance requested
is 27 1/2 ft. This is 8. variance of over one haJ.f the setba.ck and he thought this
was unreasonable.

Mr. :Yeatman asked if the applicant had air conditioning in his house.

Mr. GE'OVe said that his houseNaS air conditioned.

I

I

I

Then the cross-ventilation would not malte much differentle , Mr. Yeatman said.

In the pictures, Mr. Barnes said he noticed that two windows were above and two below
and the two belOW' are &1most covered.

These are basement windows and behind those windows nOif is 8. bedrOllllll and bath, Mr.
Grove said. The garage will be 13 ft. 6 in. hight and will follOW' the same roof line
as the house. It would do 81iIay with all four windws if it is attached to the house.

Mr. Baker suggested putting a nat roof on the garage.

Mr. Grove did not agree because of esthetics, be said.

Mr. 8m1th suggested bu1J.d1ng a large one car 'garage or attach a two car garage to
the house. This request far exceeds the jurisdiction of the Bo8.rd under the b.e.rdahip
section of the Ordinance.

No opposition.

I
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JOHN R. GROVE - Ctd.

In appllca.tion V-202-69, an appl.ication by Jolm R.Grove, under Section 30-6.6 of' the
Ordinance. to permit garage closer to Petros Court than allcwed by Ordinance. 910B
Petros Court, Skybrook, Lot 23, Providence District, also known as tax me.p 58-4 ((17»
23, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accomance with
the requirements of &l.1 applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by.1e;wS of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals. and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a !cc&1 news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and
a public bearing by the Board of Zoning Appe&1.s held on the 25th da.y of November, 1969,
and

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

(1) that the owner r£ the subject property 1s
(2) that the present zoning is BE-D.5,
(3) that the area of the lot 1s

AND WHBBEAS, the Board at zoning Appe&l.s has reached the following conclusions
of law:

(1) that the applicant has satisfied tbe Board that the following physic&1 con~

ditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the zoning OrdinmC8 would 1"8sul.t
in practical diff'iculty or unnecessary hardsbip\that would deprive the user of tbe
reasonable use of the land end/or buildings involved: the lot is especial.ly irregular

:In shape end the buildings unusually loc:ated on the lot,

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

(1) This approval is granted for the lOCation of the specific structure or struc
tures indicated in the plats included with this applice.tifmn only and is not transferabb
to other land c:r to other structures on the same land.

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

(3) The garage shall be of brick CODS'tr.1ction and regular. in size and the right
rear comer of the garage shall not be closer than 35 ft. to the property line on' Petros
COurt. seconded, Mr. Barnes. Ca.rr1ed unanimously,

II
VIBGINIA DOC'l"ORS PROPERTIES, INC., app. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.8 ot the Ordinance, to
permit enlargement at existtns nursing heme to 250 beds, 6710 Columbia Pike, Annendale
District, (RB 0.5), Map 60-4 «10» S, S-203-69

Mr. R. J. Lillard represented the IqJplicant. He stated that they have a contract to
~ the addition&! land, the narrow tnct to the west ot the nursing heIDe. Since this
application was tiled the land tOnDerly awned by Sleepy HoJ.low Manor, Inc'. has been
conveyed to the Virginia Doctors Properties, Inc. therefore he WOUld ilke to amend
the application to the new owners' nUle -. Virginia Dcctors Properties, Inc. The
application at this time covers the entire cCDbined tracts because it is tor 250 beds.

Mr. Baker moved to accept the lIII.endment. Seconded, Mr. YeatDan. Carried unanimously.

Mr. Lillard stated that the property which is the subject ot this application is made
up ot two parcels, one containing 5 1/4 ac. upon which a nursing haDe ot III beds
present4 i8 in existence and in operatiOl1. The other parcel contains 1 3/4 ac.
and borders the present llUl"Sing m:- CI1 the west and :makes a total acre.. ot
rough].Jr seven acres. The desire o~ the OIfJl8r is that a llpeci&! use pemit be grated
to create an extension to the u1stina Zlura:lng haDe providJng a tetal oepaci ty" ot
not to exceed 250 beda. There ia in the file a a:lte plan showing all the buic inform-
ation about the total site and about the two parcels. bre ia also in the file a
modified aite pltU1 by the architect showing tbe ~t ot the proposed addition~

This plan!::lShows 137 pa.rldng spaces wb1ch they believe will be adequate and shawa screen
ing aJ.ong the north and west boundariea ot the property. The priV1loC;{ and integrity
ot neighboring residential properties will be retained by this plan. The building
will be of residential charaeier with cedar shake mansard root.

Mr. LUlard stated that be ~lieved this met every consideration listed by the staff
in its report of June 1~. The proposed operation will not bring trattic into the
nursing heme trCII\ any street ot the adJ-.cent residentia.l area. The proposed con
struction o~ a service drive between this newly acquired acre and three-fourths parcel



cO

November 25, 1969

VIRGINIA DOC'l'ORS PROPBRTIES, mc. - ctd.

will complete the service drive along Columbia Pike fran the street lying iJlInediately
west of this property to the east of this property, and &ll aceess to this property
would be fran the service dr1ve. There will be no access tran the streets ~ the subdi
visions abutting this property.

Mr. smith read the Planning Ccmmis8ion reccmaendation tor approval.

Mr. Long asked Mr. Lillard if he would consider constructing 8. brick wall or standard
cOUnty 'screening.

Mr. L1ll.ard said he had not considered a brick w&ll because no one had suggested it.
He said they would be willing to meet any reasonable requirement that the Board
should Bee f1t to make and willing to go to any reasonable length in cauplying with
the wishes of the neighbors. They will provide screening and landscaping which
would be pleasing to the people who look. at it.

Oppos!tion:

Mr. Louis E. Wack, owner or property adjoining~,the proposed addition, pointed out
that the advertised address or the nursing hcme was 6713 Columbia Pike and it
should have been 6710. The posting sign was put on the nursing hOOle property and not
on the property proposed :ror developaent.

Mr. smith asked if Mr. Wack had ever seen an overfiow of parking at the nUl"Bing
hcmlE!. He replied that he had. not.

Mr. Wack continued that wha.t is being requested is a 100,; increase in capacity in
a land area which is about 1/3 the size of the existing land. He felt that the
proposed a.d.ditian represented a serious invasion of privacy of the surrounding
property owners. People would probably roam around on his property as these old peep
get lonely. He requested that no air conditioning equipment or any nuisance type
structures be pla.ced on the west side of the building immediately adjacent to
his property~ 1£ the application is granted. The point made by Mr. Yeatman and Mr.
Long about the brick wall is certainly very desirable 1'l'Om his personal standpoint.
An 8 ft. brick waJ.1 would probably be the best way to do it. This normally would
be p1a.ced 12 ft. inside the property line and appropriate plantings would be placed on
the outsL de of the wall so they would not be looking at the wall itself. He was
also concerned about the grading along his property ~~ be hoped it would be in
keeping with the present landscaping along that area and wouJ.d like to see the 100
ft. setback made a matter of record. He also asked for assurance that the upper
story of the building would be :free from all except emergency exit from the
building.

The Board discussed the advantages of a brick wall in lieu of standard: screening
normally required by the Board.

Mr. Lillard's feeling was that to put a brick wal1 of a height greater than 4 ft.
would do a disservice to the neighbors &8 well &8 the nursing h.cuIe people. A brick
wall 3 or 4 ft. in height can be made very attractive and would not give the appearan
of enclosing something like a prison or sc:mething tla t is objectionable f'ran the
other side. He would register oppod.t1oo to anything higher than 4 ft.

Mr. Wack was concerned about what a 4 ft. wall would do so far &8 screening his
property. The other two property owners on that side have no such problem, he said,
as they are at 8. distance, but because of the topography, a 4 ft. wall might not
give him any screening. AlSO, it a brick. wall is placed there, nth planting on the
outside of it, who woUld maintain the plantings?

The County has found that same trees usual.ly die a.fter a short period of time, Mr.
Long said, so that is why they are consi~ring the brick. wall.

Mr. Paul Kama.louchi, living an the north side of the proposed a.dd1tion, discussed
the screening and sud tIhe building would be hard to screen bec8.\lse of the way the
land slopes. He felt the best way to screen would be to continue the fence and
the evergreen arrangement that they have already established.

To requll'e pJ.anting outside of the brick wall would not work, Mr. smith said, as
the plantings would die. Possibly, large trees could be planted inside of the wall
to screen the\build.ing f'rcm the adjacent property owners.

A gentl.eman in the l!W.d1ence who did not identify himself asked if the brick. wall
would go around the entire property?

NO, this would not include the section of the property that is already fenced
and screened, Mr. Smith replied.

I
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The Board discussed screening at length.

In application 8-293-69, an application by Virginia Doctors PropertieS, Inc., an
application to permit addition to nursing haDe to 250 beds, on property located at
6710 Col.uIIIbia P1ke, &lao known &8 tax IISP 60..4 «10» B, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
MI:'. Long IIlOVed that the Fairfax county Bo&rd of ZOning Appeals adopt the toUowing
resolution :

WHIBKAS the capticmed application bu been proper4r filed in accordance with
the requi_nts of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with
the by-laY8 ot the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals J and

WHBRSAS, toUoviI1g proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owner., and
a public bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 25th day of November J 1'69
ond

WHERKAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of f'aet:

1) the property is owned by Virginia Doctors Properties, Inc.,
2) the present zoning of the property is BE-o.,.
3) the area of the lot 1s 1.7224 acres of land,
4) the adjoining tract containing the present facility is 5. 2 acres of land

also zooed BE 0.5.

WlmRBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the foll.Ow'1ng conclusions of law:

1> the applicant has presented testimony indicating caopliance with standards
f'or special use permit uses in R districts as contrrlned in Section 30~7.1.1
of the Zoning Ordinance,

2) the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccmprehensive
plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW' THEBEFORE BE rr RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
hereby is granted with the fol.lawing lim!tations:

1. This approval is granted to the e,pplicant and their subsidiaries only and
is not transferable w:Lthout further action of this Board, and is for the location
indicated. in this application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year fr<:lm this date unless construction or oper~

ation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expi~

ration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the p1ats
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in
use, or additional USeS whether or not these addi1hnal uses require a use permit shall
be-.cause for this use permit to be re~evaluatedby this Board. These changes include,
but are not limited to, changes in ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signs,
o r changes in screening or fencing.

4. Total number of beds shall. not exceed 250.

5. A standard brick wall shall be eonstructed 4 ft. 4Jiside the property line
where new standard screening is required. (The wall will be 4 ft. high. bs.ck to the
50 ft. setback equirement, and 6 ft. f'ra:rn there on.) Planting outside the brick wall
is not required as the County has found this is not a. satisfactory arrangement.

6. All lighting in connection with this operation shall. be confined to the
property itself and not overflow onto adjacent properties.

Furthe:more, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by the
Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of the COWlty. The
applicant shall be bimsel.f responaible for fulfilling his d:lllgation to obtain building
permits, certificates of occupancy and the like through the established procedures.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5~0.

II
J. HORACE JARRETT, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit lot
with less width at b\rlJ.ding setba.c:k line, 747 Leigh Mill Rd., DranesvUle District,
(RE-2), ..., 13-1 «1) pt. 65, 66, V-205-69

Mr. Jarrett said the application is tor access only, and he presented new pJ.ats shOWing

0;;"7
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the building site. The lot on Georgetown Pike has been sold. He ce.nnot sell the
outl.ot WItil the access is approved.

Mr. smith was contused about the wording of the application.

Mr. Long explained that the frontage is measured at the building restriction line.
The 21 ft. is not considered the frontage. If you came back 50 ft. fran the property
line, that is where the rrontage is measured.

Mr. Jarrett said they were taJ.ldng about the width at the building restriction line.
Lot 2 contains 80,000 sq. ft. and Outlot 1 contains 99,000 sq. ft.

Mr. T. R. Gray appeared in opposition to the application and presented a petiticm
against the application. A couple of ;years ago when the property was up for s&!e, the
checked to see what could be done about the property and the County said nothing. The
onjy opening they were told, would be on #193. They felt that the price was not
proper because there was only the one access and then SQlleODe bought it and divided
it into three parcels, one of which has been sold. This was about two years ago
and the: property was sold with tull knowledge of the restrictions on it.

Mr. Sndth asked Mr. Jarrett hCIW' he wouJ.d get access to Lot 31

He said there was a 20 ft. access over Parcel 1. He had signed the contract to
sell off one lot when he discovered that Mr. Gray had not recorded the deed, other

wise he wouJ.d not have had to e<:me under SUbdivision Control. The deed has to be re
corded prior to 1947 and it was not recorded until afterwsrd.

Mr. Gray said the real esta.te people have looked into this and have told h1m that this
is not right.

Mr. Smith said he felt tha.t the applic!l.tion has merit -- the land area tlil adequa,te
and this is the only problem in connection with it.

Mr. John R. Bird objected as a matter of principl.e.

Mr. Jarrett said he had checked this before he bought it, and if he bad known
of the problems involved, he would not have bought it. He has owned the land for
one year and eleven months and it was recorded the first of January 1968.
He knew of the frontage on Leigh Mill. Road, he said, and the reeJ. osta.te people
asked him to prove that there was frontage. He sur1eyed it and they would
not pa,y tor it. Ife bought it to keep them off his back.

In application V-205-69, application by J. Horace Jarrett, to permit lot with less
width at bu.:Ud1ng restriction line, 747 Leigh Mill Road., Uso known as tax map 13~1

«1» pt. 65, 66, county of Fairtu, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the fo11ow1ng resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local.
new~paper, posting of the property, letters to conllil,gu.ous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board ot Zoning Appea.ls held on the 25 day of November
1969, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following f1ndings of fact:

(1) That the owner ct'81e subject property is the applicant,
(2) That the present zoning is RE~2,

(3) That the area of the lot is 99.,952 sq. ft. of land,
(4) Required frontage at the building restrict&.on line is 200 ft., and

WllEREAS, the Bos.rd of Zoning Appeals has reached the fallowing conclusions
of law:

That the applicant has satisfied the Boo.rd that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the ZOning Ordinance would
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user
o f the reasonable use of the land anf/ or buil.dings involved: exceptions.l..ly irregular
shape of the lot, and the lot is a narrow lot. Also, topography is such that it would.
be difficult to develop the property otherwise.

NCJitl, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:
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(1) This approval is granted to the 8ilPlicant~ and 1s not transferable with
out further action of this Board, end is for the: location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

(2) This proposed hOUse: will be-a.: 1D1niJtiumdistance of 200 ft. from the center
line of Leigh Mill Road. This puts it in conformity with the required setback.

Furthermore, the a.pplicant should be aware that granting of this action by the Board
does not constitute exemption frem the various requirements of this County. The appli
cant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain wilding
permits, certificates of oecupency and the like through established procedures.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-1, Mr. Smith voting against the motion &oS he
was not satisfied with the facts involved here.

II
ROBER'£ A. & JOAN A. LORD, application Wlder Section 30-6.6 of tre Qciinance, to permit
erection of addition closer to rear property line than allowed, 3105 Wa.;yne Road,
Westlawn, Sec. 3, Lot 277, Mason District, (R-10), Map 50-4 «17)) 277, V-206-69

Mr. Lord stated that he would like to build an addition on the back of his heme, using
the existing baek door of the house to go into the new addition, closer to the present
garage 60d prqe rty line than 8J..lowed. He has owned the pTOperty for six years and will
continue to live there. The addition 1s for the benefit of his family. The
addition would be used as a dining area and recreation roan. There is no basement
in the bane.

No opposition.

Mr. SJllith noted th&t this would put the garage in a non-conforming status as to
separation between the two buildings.

In application v-206-69, an application by Robert A. and Joan A. Lord, to permit
erection of addition closer to rear property line than al.lowed, 31.05 WEliYIle Road,
&1so known as tax map 50-4 «17» ?:77, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved
that the Board of Zon1ng Appeals adopt the fol.lOwing resolution:

'DIEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in
accordance with the requirements of a.ll applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-l.aws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement :in a 1ocaJ.
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 0Wlt! rs,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 25th dq of November
1969, and

WHEREAS, the Board. of Zoning Appea.ls has made the following findings of fact:

1. The applicants are the owners of the property.
2. Area of the lot is approximately ',000 sq. ft.
3' Present zoning of the property is R-10.
4. 2.9 ft. variance is required from the rear and a 6.5 ft. varltmee is required

fran the garage.

WHEREAS, the Board. of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicants have satisfied the Board that the fol.1olfing physical con
ditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the ZOning Ordinau:e would rellllt
in prs.etic&1 difficulty or unnecessary hardship that vouJ..d deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the l8.nd and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptione.lly narrow lot;
(b) unusual conditict1 of the location of exis ting buildings.

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

1. Granted for the 1oeatict1 and specific structure indicated on the plat and not
transferable to other land.

2. This penrdt sha.ll expire one Jear f'raID. this date unless constructien has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to cate of expiration.

Furthexmore, the appllClUlt shcnilii be aware that granting of this act1en by this
Board does not COI/;atitute deIllPtion trom the var1aus requirements of thia,JOUDty'. The
appl1cmt shall be h1Uel:t reapowlible tor f'uJ.t1.ll1D.g his obl1gaticm to obta1n buil
ding pemits, certificates of occupancy and the like through the eatablisbed procedures.
Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Ce.nied 5-0.

II
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ABl'ONIO CANADAS, appUcation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
construction of garage closer to side property line than allowed, 3429 Farm Hill
Circle, Lake Barcroft Shores, See. 4, Lot 426, Mason District, (BE 0.5), Map 61-1«ll» 426, V-209-69

Mr. :Ba.rry Murphy re],'lresented the applicant. Dr. canadas wishes to build a. garage
within 10 ft. of the side property line, Mr. Murphy expla.illed. He purchased the
property in August 1969 and has eontemplated s:l.nce then adding a. two car garage.
This garage will be 27'3" x 28'3", and will give & place to store the riding mover
and garden tools, etc.

ThiS is 8. max.imum rather than a. min1mum request, Mr. Smith noted, and under the
Ordinance the Board has only authority to grant a minimum variance to relieve a
demonstrable hardship. Certdnly 22' x 24' would be an adequa.te two car garage.

Opposition: Mr. Rich&rd Waterval appeared on behalf of the next door neighbor,
Mr. McGerr, and presented letters from other adjoining property owners in opposition.

The letters refer to "rezoning" Mr. Smith s&id, and this certainly is not a change
in zoning.

Mr. Waterval. showed photographs of the Canadaa home and stated that the Foster hOWle
is identical to this one and it has a. two car garage in the same locs.tion. There
wa.a a garage 1n the Canads.s houae which was made into a fifth bedrocm. Dr. C811adas
acquired his hcne nth f\lll knowledge of the situation. He can have a one car garage
without getting a variance or changing the covenants. There 1s more than adequate
roam between the rear of his property and the required :rear setback for him. to ex
cavate further and put the total two car garage there if he likes. It would be
interesting to note that this house, if the ~1cation is granted, would become the
longest house in the neighborhood and would be the closest together of any two houses
in the neighborhood and it would be contrs.ry to established neighborhood plan.
This would permit him to have a. three car garage as a personaJ. convenience. Hard
ship must be based on the properly.

Mr. Murphy, in rebuttal, stated that the level of the Canadas lot drops eLf to a
v&1lEW'and comes back up. For that purpose, the retaining waJJ. has been inst&1led.
The retaining wall is higher than the Board of Zoning Appea.ls I desk. 'r9 excavate
there is a hardship. This request would not change the character of the neighborhood.
This is only a garage to be attached to a single-family structure and he would amend
the application to cut down the size of the proposed garage to 22 ft. The existing
garage is on the far back of the house and he has improved the bouse recently,
putting in a washer and dryer in order to make more space in the recreation area.
When he bought the house, the previous owner told him that he knew the regulations
of the area and that be could put on It. two car garage. When the arch!tect drew
the plans and they preceded to get building permits, they found this out, and that
is why they are before the Board.

Dr. Canadas stated that he is a. general surgeon and is called to Fairfax Hospital
emergency roam quite of'ten. His oNice is in a Medical Building in Washington.
The ga.rage would be built of the same materials as the house -- antique brick.

A letter fran Eugene T. smith, 3504 Fam Hill Drive, stated that he had no objection
to the application.

In application V-209-69, an application by kittonio Canadas, an application to permit
construction of garage closer to side property line than alJ.owed. located at 3429
Fam Hill Circle, Mason District, also known as tax map 61-1 «11» 426, county of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeala adopt the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 25th day of November, 1969
and

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

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. The area of the ilot is 23.630 sq. ft.
3. The zoning of the lot is HE 0.5.
4. Required side line setback is 20 ft.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:
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ANTONIO CANADAS ~ etd.

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the foJ.J..ow1Jlg physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in prac:ticaJ.
diffioulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and/orbuilding involved:

(a) exceptional topographic problema of the land.
(b) Wlusual condition of the location of existing buildings,

NOW, THEBEF'ORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same hereby
is gr8liied in part with the following limitations:

(1) This approval 1s granted for the location and specific structure indicated
on plats presented with this application, not transferable to other land;

(2) The garage shall not exceed 22 ft. in width or be closer than 15 ft. !rem
the side property line;

(3) The garage shall be constructed of antique brick simlla.r to the existing
dweU!ng.

Furthermore, the applicant should. be aware that granting of this action by this
Board does not constitute exemption t'rolll the various requirements of this County.
The appllc&1'lt shall be himself responsible tor ful.filllng his obligation to obtain
building perm!ts, certificates of occupancy and the l1ke thrOugh established procedures.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried 5~O.

II
llBFBRllEIl CASES:

SUN On. CO., app. under Sectihal 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of service
station closer to rea.r property line than allowed, N. W. comer Route 50 and Downs
Drive, Centreville District, (C-G), Map 34 «I}) A, 81, V-124~69 (deferred frall
Sept-'r 23)

Letter fran the attorney, Mr. L. Lee Bean, requested deferral to January as they
still have not solved their sewer problems.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer toJi,January 27. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carriedunanimausly.

II
ROBERT L. SWBI'l'ZER, app. under Bee. 30-7.2.6.1.8 of the Ordinance, to termit nursing
facilities - 80+ beds, located S. side of Elkin St. opposite Lombardy Lane, Mt.
Vernon District7 (R~12.5), Map 102·3 «1)) 40, S~186~69 (deferred from Oct. 28)

Mr. Slllith referred to the Planning COIlIDission recctrllllenda.tion for danial of the appli
cation.

Mr. Sweitzer told the Board that he was avare that there were several. items that did
not meet the criteria. He and his wife were issued a use permit in the past and did
operate a nursing heme on ;this property for a while. The last time they operated
the nursing haDe was in 1951. There is a sixty bed facHity about a mile trem here,
~ Oak Meadows Nursing Home.

Mr. Long asked Mr. Sweitzer if he pointed out at the Planning Coomission hea.ring that
Mr. Keene plans to improve Elldn Street and the subdivision next to Fort Hunt Shop~

ping center so this street will be improved?

Mr. Sweitzer said the road 1s being widened now. It 1s widened almost to his property
811.d he would have direct access to it. He understood that his application woul.d qua1if'y
for a 50 bed facility under the newly adopted amendment.

Mr. SDrl,th's understanding was that a. 50 bed facility would still require fronta.ge on
a maJor arterial highway.

Mr. Woodson agreed with Mr. Smith.

Mr. Peter Brenisher, President of Little Hunting Creek Citizens Aasoci&tion, told the
Board that the so~c~ed Shopping center has been in the planning stage for construc~

tion tor a scere of years and does not exist now.

However, it is zoned for this use and the Bca'4ilDust take this into consideration, Mr.
Smith stated.

Mr. Brenis-her- continued -- Elltins Street goes tram Fort Hunt into Collingwood. and is
a. purely residential street. It was widened for one purpose. Mr. Keene built a
number of homes and added a street which comes into this. There is no plan to con~

tinue Elkin street a.t the extreme end of the Sweitzer property.

03/



vc:.

November 25, 1969

RO:BER'I: L. SWEITZER - ctd.

Mr. Baker moved to defer decision for cl.a.r!fication fran the staff regarding tbe
new amendment on nursing hanes. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried UIlatWnously.

Mr. Brenisher asked that the Boa.rd reopen the case as he had not been allowed to
give his testimony in opposition. He represents 4,000 people and appeared befOre
the Boa.rd at 8. loss of his Ie ave time on October 28 and did not have a. chance to
oppose the application.

The Board agreed to reopen the case.

Mr. Brenisher stated that at a. recent meeting of the Citizens Association, this
application was thoroughly investigated and the vote was to deny the application.
The Master Plan for this area specifies this as a residential area. This land 1s
suitable for building haDes. He did not believe the nursing haDe operated previously
by Mr. SWeitzer was what he pJ.ans DOW', that was in a smaller &rea..

Mr. Sweitzer said that Mr. Brenisher represents only one citizens association in the
area, but there are three or four. Not all of the t~rs are against this.

Mr. Balter moved to defer fOr interpretation of the amendment ~s to whether it
covers nursing homes of only fifty beds. Seconded, Mr. Bames. Carried unaniJnously.

II
DAVID THEIS (Ponderosa Farm), application under Sec. 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance,
to allow operation of riding stable, 9600 Leesburg Pike, Dranesville District, (BB-l)
Map 19-1, «16» 21, s-845-68, fOr review and show cause hearing under Sec. 30-6.
7.1.2 of the Ordinance

Mr. Woodson requested a thirty da.v deferraJ. as the Zoning Administrator's report
was not ready.

Mr. Duffy, attorney for the applicant, had no objection todeferral.

Mr. Baker moved to defer to December 16, tentatively, if this schedule is all right
with Mr. Duffy. Seconded, Mr. yea'baan. Carried unanimously.

II
HORST KOBER, application under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of two
car garage 13 ft. fran side property line, 5703 Tinkers Lane, Centreville District,
(RE-l), Map 77 «1» '9, V-189-69 (deferred £'rem NoV. 7)

Mr. Phillips reported that the applicant had called the office and requested that
the application be withdrawn.

Mr. Barnes moved to allow the application to be withdrawn without prejudice. Seconded,
Mr. Long. Carried unanimously.

II
Letter f'ran Earl A. Hancock. reql.e sted extension of use permit at 4616 Ravensworth
Road to January 28; 1971. Mr. Baker moved to grant the request. Seconded, Mr.
Barnes. Carried unanilnously.

II
Letter :f'rcm Miss Frances Duffy requested that the Vienna Day care Center be allowed
to accept children ages 2 thru 6 ra.ther than 3 thru 6,to":ensble them to take
chUdren under 3 years of age who have matured enough to have da.v care. Mr. Barnes
moved to grant the request &8 of todq to inc1ude 2 - 6 year ol.ds. Seconded,!b:'.
Long. Carried -1¥.
The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.... 4 0:" .
By Betty 1I&1ne" Clerk -- L<d:, :.~~ '/"/70

1: SDdth, Chiiman, Date
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The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning
AppeaJ..a wea held at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday,
December 9, 1969 in the Board Room of the
county .Adm1niBtration Building. All membera
were present: Mr. Daniel Smith, Chairmanj
Mr. George Barnes, Mr. Clarence Yeatman, Mr.
Richard Long, and Mr. Joseph Baker.

The meeting was opened with 8,. pr8i)'er by Mr. Barnes.

B. BIllARD 8: RITA B. SKLESINGER, JR., app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to
pennit erection of dwelling 46.9 ft. from Rive Drive, 3913 Rive Drive, lott. Vernon
District (BE 0.5). Map llo-4 «(4» 17. v-21o-69

Mr. Shlesinger stated that his lot is located on a curve and he 18 asking a. 3 ft.
variance on the front corner of the lot. He could put the house on the lot within
the 11m!ts of the Ordinance, however, 1t would have to be set at an angle on the
lot ILDd would not look as nice. All of the other houses on the street are set
straight on the lots. If the variance is granted, it will not be noticeable as
there 1s a 10 ft. right of YaiY beyond the 50 ft. setback and the bouse will not
appea.r to be closer to Rive Drive. Neighbors have not indicated any objection and
peopJ.e he haa talked to feel this would be more attractive, and WOUld me more
harmonious with existing d.evelOIlllent in the area. These houses are built by indi
vidual builders.

Mrs. Jo Meese~ 3915 Rive Drive~ stated that she has lived here seven months and her
house is almost identical. to the one Mr. Shlesinger proposes to build. She ha.s no
objection to the app1icatlon.

No opposition.

This is a narrov, irregular lot and does present problems in setting the house in
the normal manner~ Mr. Yeatman said. A 3 :ft. variance would enhance the subdivision
and be more in harmony with existing development.

In app1ication V-2l0-69, an application by B. Edward & Rita B. Sblesinger~ Jr.~

app1ication und.er Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pemit erection of dwelling 46.9
ft. from Rive Drive, 391.3 Rive Drive, Nt. Vemon District (RE 0.5), Map 110-4 «4)) 17,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of ,Zoning A,ppeal.s adopt
the following resolution:

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

i\THEREAS~ following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a la: al news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and
a public hearing by the Board of Zoning ApJ;e als held on the 9th day of December, 1969,
ond

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is HE 0.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 21,170 sq. ft.

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

1. The applicant h&S satisfied the Board that the following physical condi tions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance" would result in
practical. difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deppive tbe user of ~
reasonable use of the land end/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot,
(b) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

NCW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following l1Initations:

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

2. This variance sha.lJ. expire one year fran this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.
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Furthermore, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by this
Board does not constitute exemption fran the various requirements of this COWlty.
The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his obligation to
obtain building pennits, certificates of occupancy and the like through the es
tablished procedures.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
FRANK B. BENNION, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to construct two car
garage, bedroom and bath closer to Littleton st. than all.owed, 4038 Elizabeth Lane,
Lee Forest, Sec. 2, Lot 93, (BE-l), Map 58-4 ((5)) 93, V-211-69, Providence District

Mr. Hennion explained that be wished to construct a two car garage with bedroan and
bath in the rear of the house. At the time the house was built in 1950 Littleton
Lane did not go on the side. It was shown as a street on the map but was not built.
Because of the location of the septic tank and well he could nd; build there. This
is the only suitable location for an additton. The large bedroom and sitting roan
combination would be used by his elderly parents. Sewer is in Guinea Road now but
it is a gravity sewer and the topography is such that he cannot get sewer up his
way. He is the original owner and wou1d continue to live here. Littleton Street
is a 50 ft. street and there is no curb and gutter.

No opposition.

Mr. Hennion presented a list of signatures in favor of his application.

This is a large variance, Mr. Long COJlIIIented, and 11is would project Out in front
of the adjoining houses.

None of the houses in the area are in a row, Mr. Rennion said. The house to the
rear of his is on a curve and the house across the street is set well back on the
lot. Two houses across the street fran b.iJIl. on Littleton are on a curving street.
The terrain is such that it a.llevia tes the idea of a regular row of haIIles.

Mr. Long feared that granting this application would set a precedent.

The fact that Littleton Street was Dot constructed at the time the house was built
he.s SaDe bearing on this, Mr. smith pointedoout. Would the new construction conf'ora
to the existing dwelling, he asked?

The existing dwelling is brick, Mr. Kennion replied. The addition would be of frame
because of the difficulty in matching the existing brick. The architect bas suggests
that this would lend itself to the erlllting construction.

In application V-2ll-69, an application by Frank B. Hennion under Section 30-6.6 of
the Ordinance, to permit construction of two car garage, bedrocm and bath closer to
Littleton Street than allowed, on property located at 4038 Elizabeth Lane, also
known &8 tax map 58-4 (5)) 93, County of Jairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Board of zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHBREAS. the captioned application bas been properly fUed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairf'ax COWlty Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. an
a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th day of December,
1969, and

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

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning of the property is BE-I.
3. The area of' the lot is 28,480 sq. ft. of' land.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals bas reached the following o:mc1usions
of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied t;he-Board.that the following physical conditions
enlt which under &- strict-intel;Jlreilat1olisef-the Zoning Ordln8llce would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) unusual condition of the location of existing buildings.
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FRANK B. lIENNION ~ etd.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applica.tion be and the same hereby
is granted with the follOldng limita.tions:

L This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or structures
indica.ted an the plats included with this application only, and is not transferable
to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this da.te unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the date of expiration.

3. Proposed addition· shall be in harmony with the existing dwelling.

Furthermore, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by this
Board does rot constitute exemption from the various requirements of this County. The
applicant shall. be himself responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain
building perm!ts, certlfieates of occupancy and the like through the established pro
cedures. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
JOHN P. RIDDELL, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit variance to den~

sity to permit resubdivision or Lot 55A, Bec. 7, S~eepy Hollow Woods as proposed on
pla.t dated June 1969, 6715 Capstart:,_'Drlve, Sleepy Hollow Woods, (R..12.5), Map 60-4 ((19 )
55A, V-212~69, Annandale District

Mr. Riddell stated that he was seeking a variance in the density to subdivide the
lot. When he purchased his property, the last house that was built in the development
he noticed nothing in his deed that stated that he could net subdivide. Based on
that he had surveyor submit a proposed resubdivision to the county and that was
given preliminary approval. He was unaware of the fact that there was a density
rule. This is 40,000 sq. ft. and the vacant lot is very steeply terraced. It is
not suitable for any type of recrea.tional. activity or gardening. This is the onl.y
v'acant lot in the subdivision. It meets frontage and area requirements and would
in no way be detrimental to the community and residents of Sleepy Hollow.

Mr. Smith said he knew of no section in the Ordinance that would authorize the Board
to grant this.

Mr. Yeatman stated that he was puzzled why the builders left this vacant land.

Mr. Riddell said he thought they did intend to build on it origina.Uy. When he
bOught the property he checked with the County and was told that he could subdivide.
It is a burden on him trying to keep the property clem and keep,'.!he grass cut.

There are probably Dl8llY lots like this in the County, Mr. Long said, that have the
same problem.

No opposition.

Mr. Yeaman moved to defer for information fran Mr. Chilton as to what would happen
in the subdivision if the Board grants this application, and 1'or an opinion fran the
Board of SUpervisors. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 5~O.

II
WASHINGTON GAB LIGIfl' CO., app. under Sec. 30-7.2.2.1.8 and 30-7.2.2.1.3 of the
Ordinance, to permit erection and operation of na"tural gas metering and regulating
station and associated radio tower, located at the end of Old Mill Rd. adj. to VlIPCO
right of way, centreville District (HB~l) Map 65 «1)) pt. 43, s-2l4~~

Mr. Randolph W. Church, Jr. represented the applicant.

Mr. Fbillips reported that the appllca.tion walhbulrd last Saturday by the Planning
Ccmnission, adapted.88 part of the Public Facilities P'J..aJ1, and reeataend,ed for
approval.. It is located in a Public F&cillties corridor.

Mr. Church stated that there are two interstate pipelines traversing tbe western
section ot hirf'ax CoUnty -- the Transcontinental GaB Pipeline and the Atlantic
Seaboard Corpor.ticu. The Gas caapany baa constructed a J.1ne that connects with
'l'ranSca in Prince William County. Where Colonial Pipelines crosses the VBPCO ease ..
ment, they propose to erect am18.tur&1 gas metering and regulating station and
associated radio tower which is necessary for the pipe line. The Board recently
approved a. similar tower a.t Reston. He introduced Mr. Donald L. White, Superin~

tendant of Gas Supply for Washington Gas Light Company and employed by the
Gompany for 32 years, who gave the following report:

"Washington Gas Light Canpany retails gas in the metropolitan Washington area I!lnd in
adjoining areas of Virginia and Maryland. As you know, the popul.ation of this area
has grawn rapidly since World War II and is eKpected to continue to grow very sub
stantia.lJ.y in the years immediately ahead. With -population growth has CaDe a rising
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"demand for natural gas. In the Virginia. section alone we anticipate an increase in
the Dl8JdJIIUm day requirements fran 276,000 Me]' to 396,000 RJF by the winter of 1974-7
an increase of over 40 per cent.

Two interstate gas ccmpanies, Transcontinental and At1antic Seaboard, run through
Western Fairfax County and supply gas f':r()m the gas fields to the ccmpanies which
in turn supply gas to retail customers in the metropolitan areas of the east and
north.

In order to meet Washington Gas Light Company's increasing demands, the Federal
Power Cemn1ssion has granted & certificate of convenience and necesslty to the
Transcontinental. Gas Pipeline Company to sell add!tlonaJ. gas to Washington Gas
Light Company at & delivery point in Prince William County. Washington Gas Light
Company has secured all necessary approvalS and has constructed a 24 inch pipeline
from the delivery point parallel and adjacent to the Colonial Pipeline Company's
petroleum products line to a. point in Western Fairfax County where Colonial's
line crosses Vepco's major transmission corridor west of its Bull Run Substation.
Fran this point Washington Gas Light Cmpany has built a 30 ineb pipeline mostly
within the Vepco easement to Route One where it connects with other facilities
of the gas company. Eventually the 30 inch line will be extended into storage
facilities in Maryland.

This application is for a special use permit to construct a regula.ting station
and associated facilities at the point where the Colonial line intersects the
Vepco transmission corridor. The Company ha.a under contract 4.8622 acres at
this point of which it proposes to use less than one acre. Loca.tion of the station
a.t this point will make possible an additional future extension by Washington
Gas to the transmission line of Atlantic Seaboard Corporation by utilizing the
Vepco t:ransmission easements ~o the west and making it unnecessary to secure
easements for this connection across properties which are not already subject to
utility transmission easements.

The function to be performed by this station are necessary and indispensible
parts of the transfer or gas fran Transcontinental to Washington Gas snd to the
operation of Wa.shingtCl'l. Gas's line.

Three sma.ll. one story brick faced buildings are proposed for the site. The first
will be a 60 ft. by 40 ft. regulating building where the amount of gas received
from Tr8llSCO will be controlled and the pressure in our line will be regulated
by remote control equipment.

The second will be a 15 ft. by 20 ft. building where the gas received :f'ram TrB.l1S
co will be odorized. Natural gas is odorless and law requires that it be odorized
before it is sold a.t retail so that consumers may be aware of its presence if
a stove is left on or something of a s:l.mi1ar nature occurs.

The third building will be 25 ft. by 15 ft. and will house cemmmication equip
ment which will operate the equipment in obedience to signals received by the
radio tower.

The tower will be 120 ft. high and will be loca.ted about 250 ft. from the nearest
Vepco transmission wire. It will reedve signals from Transco' s station in
Prince Wil11sm County and Washington Gas's office at Springfield. The station
will be remotely controlled and will be 'Wl&ttended except for ttout1il.:a inspection.
It will produce no new tra.:ff'ic which will be h&zardous or inconvenient to the
neighborhood.

The station will be odorless and dustless and will produce no radioactivity or
electrical. interference. It will not discharge any liquid or solid wa.stes.
It will be constructed in accordance with all. applicable building and pipeline
codes and will be s&fe. It will be surrounded by a 6 ft. chain link fence topped
with barbed wire.

We believe that the proposed location for this important and necessary facility
is rot only a good location, but the best one ava.Uable, and we respectf'uJ.ly re
quest that a special use permit be granted."

Mr. MaK. DOWns, re&1. estate broker and appraiser, submitted a written report of
his investiga.tion of how the facillty woul.d affect the surram1ding &rea, concluding
as foll0n: "The proposed gas regu.la.ttng station and cOl:llllUllication tower which
would. be constructed on the proposed site would be so designed and constructed
that they would meet aJ.1 safety requirements and would not have any adverse
effect on the health or the safety of the generaJ. public. The proposed facility
would occupy only 8, small portion of the total site and a substantial amount of
the natur&l tree growth which exists would be retained. An examination at other
such installations would indicate that single fam1l.y residential devel.opDent can,

rmd does take p1ace iJrIDediateq adjacent to such facilities without IIDl" adverse
effect. It is therefore concluded that this proposed facility vou1d be in hs.rmclly
with the purposes of the ccnprehensive Pl8Il. of Land Use as embodied in the existing
Fairfax: County Ordinance and that there would. be no adverse effect on any existing
or proposed develO);lllent in the :lmDediate &rea."
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The Eoe.rd. discussed screening of the faeUity. Mr. Church said he thought it
would look better it the Caapany could landscape this rather than try to plant
tre.d1tianal screening all the way e.round it which wouJ.d look sort of silly.
Mr. Yeatman suggested planting sma.ll trees in the are...

No opposition.

In application 8-214-69, an application by the WuhJ.ngton Gu Light Caapany,
under Section 30-7.2.2.1.8 and 30-7.2.2.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to per.mit
erection and operation of natural gas metering and regulating station and 8.8S0
ciated r&di.o 'tower, located at the end of Old MLll Road &d,j&eent to Vepco right
of way, also mown as tax map 65 «1» pt. 43, County of F&irfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved the.t the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, follow:l.ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nell.1'by property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 9th day
of December, 1969 and

WHERRAS, the Board of Zoning .Appe&la has made the following findings of fe.ct:

(1) that the owner of the subject property is the Arlington Fairfax Chapter Inc.
of the Izs.s.k Walton League of America;

(2) that the present zoning is RE~l;

(3) that the area of the lot is 4.8622 e.c.;
(4) compliance with provisions of Art. XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required;
(5) the Planning Ccmnission on December 6, 1969 approved this as an addition

to the Public Facilities Plan under section 15.1~456 of the State Code.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has reached the following conclusions of
law:

(1) The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards
for Special. Use Permits in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance.

(2) That the use will not be de;trimenta..l to the character and development of
adjacent land and will be in ha.rmony with 1le purposes of the comprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

(2) This permit sh.aJ.l expire one year fran this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of thiS Board prior to date of
expiration.

(3) This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats sub~

mUted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in
use or additional. uses, whether or not these additionaJ. uses require a use permit,
shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaJ.uated by this Board. These changes
include. but are not limited to, changes in ownership. changes of the operator,
changes in signs, changes in number of employees an.d/or persons involved, or
changes in screening or fencing.

(4) Radio tower shall not exceed 120 ft. in height.

(5) The building shall be of brick construction.

(6) Trees shall be planted around the fenced enclosure in a manner and size to
be approved by the Land Planning ONice.

Seconded. Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
YOUTH REHABILITATION CENTER (SCHOOL FOR CONTEMPORARY EDUCATION) application tmder
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of school building for
rehabilitation and teaching uses (60 to 75 children), 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. daily,

01



vu
December 9, 1969

YOlmI REHABILITATIOB CENDR - ctd.

located on northeasterly side of Rt. 123 approx. 600 ft. N. E. of Hill Rd. and
Jam M&rr Rd., Centreville District, (RE-I), Map 48-1 «1» pt. 28, 8-2l3-69

Mr. York Phillips loca;ted the property on the map.

Dr. E. Lakin Phillips stated that he had a small camp operation on this property
severa.l years ago. He has owned the property since 1955 or 1956 and he did have
a use permit for & summer camp about ten years ago.

How many use permits do you have now, Mr. Smith asked?

He baa use permits on 1524 and 1530 Chain Bridge Road and McLean Baptist Church,
Dr. Phillips replied. 'l'his property would be used for youngsters age 14 and up.
The hi~ is going to be widened to four lanes in the 1JImediate fUture. This
will be on a two acre tract of land. The rest of the land would serve as a butter
area. There would be no parking or ingress/egress problema. The Health Depart
ment advises that the septic field would accemnodate up to one hundred students.
There is no building on this two acres at this time. Ages of these students
would be from 14 to 25. This school will be t'or disturbed children who cannot
re~ learn and who require sme.:u claases. They have acme lee.rning defects,
and scme of them might be mi1.dly retarded. '!'hese cldld.ren m.ve not been in trouble
with the law -- they are not in that business. There is no schOOl like this ODe
in the Northern Virginia area and this would be a logical extension of the school
nov located at 1524 and 1530 Cha.1n Bridge Road in McLean, Virginia. The school
ill an occrelUted. iDaUtution J receiV1ng re1mbursement r.rcm the states ot Virginia

md Maryland aa well as D. c.; f'rQll the Military Medicare and Medicaid Program
and f'rall private insurance cal1J?8l1ies. '!'he m1l1tary has even been known to reecmaend
the placement ot tlUllil1es in the Northern Virginia area due to the
ava.:Uabillty of this school for handicapped learners J a recoumendation no other
private or public school can cite.

eurrentJ.y they are planning cooperative work with the Ccmnunity Action Program
to provide education and training. for diSadvantage-handicapped yOUth in the Fair
fax county area, Dr. :Phillips continued. The proposed 'bl:l11ding will help them
to make this oooperation a reality. The teacher-pupil ratio is five to one.

What do you plan to do with the rest of the five acres, Mr. smith asked?

Dr. Phillips. said he did not have any plans at this time.

Mr. Smith said he would assume that if Dr. Fhillips is going to borrow any
money he would have a prmblem unless he is going to mortgage the entire traet,
and if this is true, he should include the whole five acres in the use pemit.
The five ACre tract is one parcel of land. He is proposing to cut off two acres
of it for this use.

It has never gone thrOugh Subdivision control, I)r. PhilJJps said.

The thing that bothers him, Mr. smith said, is the t'act that there is a house on
the f1ve acres and they don' t know how close this house is to the piece of land
that is being cut off'. Will this create a non-conforming house?

The two acres looka like a narrow strip of land t'or this proposed development,
Mr. Long COl'llllented. The proposed building is right on top of the parking.

In order to make a decisiem em this, Mr. Smith suggested, the Board should
have scmething showing everything on this five acres and the part proposed to be
cut off so the Board could see the relationship of the house to the proposed
building. Is anyone living in the house, he asked?

Dr. Phillips replied that there was scmeone living there.

This is a large building -- 45' x 70' -- thirty-five feet from a property line, Mr.
Slllith said, and it seems the entire land area should be available for such large
construction.

They don't reslly need more than 2 acres for this use, Dr. Phillips said, and the
land costs money.

1u:'e there any plans to use the old barn and buildings on the property, Mr. Baker
asked'?

Dr. Phillips said he had no plans for them; they are not reaJ..1¥ substantial
buildings. The house is fifty-five or sixty years old.

Mr. smith suggested cutting off the house and lot and leaving the four acres for
this use. He agreed that land was expensive, but this is a rather extensive use
of' the two acres, especially since he is going to build such a large building.
If the building were existing it would be a little different.
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Dr. Phillips admitted that he was going to build another building in the future,
Mr. 8m1th said.

Dr. Phillips said he was only following Mr. Paciulli's advice and if that was
'W'r011g, he would withdraw the second building.

Opposition: Mrs. Mary G. Bragg, 2777 Chain Bridge Road, presented a. petition
tram neighbors stating that they were unalterab4'" opposed to the sc:hool. Dr.
Phillips had a. camp there earlier and the neighbors did not oppose that as they
had the impression th8.t it was for physicaJ..ly lumdicapped children. Several months
of operation during the sUIIIller was enough to convince them that they want no
part of this in the future. There are a lot of children in the neighborhood and
none of them need this use. Chi1W:'en 14 to 25 that are emotione.lly disturbed are
far more dangerous to human beings and property if they get out as there is no
way they can be controlled. She read in the newspaper where 8. four year old boy
was killed by a mentalJ.y disturbed child and she wanted no part of this in her
residential neighborhood, she said.

J. W. Lane, Jr., owner of the property to the left of the Phillips property, said
he owns four acres. He is opposed to introducing this facility in the neighborhood.
This is an area of single family residences and many of these families have resided
there for a long time. This use woul.d be contrary to plans the County has for this
area. Introduction of such a facUity would have a serious impact on property
values. Hemes in this area run from $35,000 to $140,000. Six or seven years ago,
Mr. Lane continued, he was approached by Dr. Phillips and asked if he would support
a camp for crippled cbildren. He said that he would. Who wouldn't? Dr. Phillips
is interested in crippled chil.dren to the extent ot emotional disturbances; he is
a psychologist. This area does not have fencing and this 1s not the place for
such a schooL When Dr. Pb.1ll1ps·' first operation waabere, a thirteen year old
was found in the Lane's house, the second story, smashing dishes. A second child
was found in their house looking for a cupboard in which to hide. This is public
record. They contacted the Police Deparment and the Health Department. There
was no fence then and no fence now. They talked to the Oak Crest Citizens group
and they talked with Dr. Phillips who indicated that the break-in was not true.
There was a wcman involved who was eight months pregnant and this is a lllatter of
public record. The County needs this type of facUi ty but this is not the pJ.ace
for it. Mr. Lane ~d that he was also skeptica.J. about the sewerage.

Dr. Phillips stated that the event Mr. Lane spoke of really has no bea.ring on
the present operation. They have been in McLean in the center of the city 2 1/2
years and in the McLean Baptist Church and they have had no problems of children
getting out. In this particu.lar facility there vould be older youngsters. Their
primary difficulty is that they h&ve leamiDg:.derects. '!bey have to have
special education and special training, otherwise they are not eJllP1oyelble. It
would coat f"raa $3,000 - $6,000 a year it they were instituticaalized. Training
them will work enormous benefit to the County. The schOo1 has an excellent repu
tation.

If this could be done by right, Mr. 5mith said, it would be a different situation.
Unfortunate4, a use permit must be obteJ.ned. The Board must weigh IL1l the
factors and if there is an :lIDpact which woul.d have an adverse effect on the adj.
a.cent property owners, the Board has no authority to grant this in e. residential
area. Every member of this Board has gone to extreme to help Dr. Hdllips to
provide facllities :t> r these young people but this is getting into an area of older
people and be wondered whether Dr.Phillips had the people to properly take care
of these students in an area such as this. The Board has heard IL1l the testimony
in connection with this so this canpletes the public hearing.

In application S-213·69, an a.ppJ.1cat1on by Youth Rehabilitation center, under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of school building for
rebabUitation and tea.ching uses, on property located on the northeasterly side
of Route 123 approx:ima.tely 600 ft. northeaat of Hill Road and John Marr Road,
aJ.so 'known as tax map 48-1 «1)) pt. 28, County of Fairrax, Virginia, Mr. Long
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properl,y filed in accordance with
the requirements of aU applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with fue by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th day
of December 1969, and

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

1. The owner of the subject property is Dr. E. Lakin Phillips.
2. Present zoning of the property is BE-l.
3. The area of the lot is 2 acres of land.
4. compliance with proviSions of Airticle XI (Site Plan Ordinance) would be

required.

AND, WHEREAS, THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS has reached the following conclusions
of law:
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1. That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating cciDpliance with
Standards for Special Use Permits in R Districts as contained in section 30·7.1.1
of the ZOning Otdinance.

2. That the use would be detrimental to the character and development of the
adja.cent land and not be in harmony with the purposes of the canprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

Seconded, Mr. Bames. Carried 5·0.

II
VICTOR A. KOELZER, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit carport to
be enclosed for garage 16 ft. from side line, 2432 Carey Lane, Valewoods Eats.,
Lot 5, Centreville District, (RE 0.5); Map 38·3 ((6)) 5, V-216·69

Letter f'rO:m. the applicant requested deferral.

lofto. Yeat1llan moved to defer to December 23. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 5·0.

II
GD..oBERT W. GRAY, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit dwelling closer
to Olmstead Dr. than allowed, 1834 Olmstead Dr., Dranesville District, (R-IO)
Map ""-1 «1» 55, V-228-69

Mr. James Morris represented the ~llcant. Several years ago, he explained, the
land was subdivided by the J.a,te Mr. st01'lll. This subdivision was made illega.lly.
No approval was given and there was no dedication of streets, etc. About a. year
ago Mr. Grq started selling a piece of property he owned and working with the
Pl8llIl1ng Ccmnission he found that there had been violations of the Subdivision
Ordinance and if Mr. Gray subdivides or sells the property he would be guilty of
a misdemeanor as would anyone else in the s'Ubdivision. He went back to the
original developer asking for help. There has been an agreement worked out
with the heirs of Mr. Storm to lring the street up to date. The land is there
for the street but has never been dedicated. This will be done and the street
will be developed. The Gray home will be approximately 24 ft. frOm the property
line. Mr. Gray had nothi.ng to do with this violation, and did not know of
this when he purchased the land. This correction cannot be made to this subdi
vision unless the variance is granted. There is a frame shed shown on the drawing
which will be eliminated. The house is about 43 years old. Mr. Gray bought it
in 1959.

No opposition.

Since the shed was erected prior to the resubdivision, the shed beCClDeS non
conforming, Mr. smith said, and the shed could be left.

In application V·228-69, an application by Gilbert W. Gray, under Sec. 30-6.6
of the Ordinance, to permit dwelling closer to OlJllstead Drive than allowed, on
property located at 8134 OlJllstead Drive, also known as tax map 40-1 (1)) 55,
County of P'a.1rfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatlllan moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHBBEAS the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the reqd1:rements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with
the by-lawS of the FairfaX county Board of Zoning Appeal.s, and,

WHEBEAS, following proper notice to the public by advertiSement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners and a public bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th day
of December, 1969 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning· Appe&1s has made the follavi.ng f1ndings of fact:
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-lO.
3. Area of the lot is 1.2445 &c.

AND WHBBEM, the Board of Zoning Appeals has re$Cbed the following conclusions
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the 1'ollowing physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpte'ta.tion of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical di1'f'1culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive
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the user of the reas~le use rL the :and end/or buildings involved.
(a) exceptionally irregular Shape of the lot,
(b) unusual condition of the location at exiSting buildings, due to

creation of a road,

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

This approval is granted tor the location 8Ild specific structure or structures
indicated in plats included with this application only, and is not transferable
to other land or to other structures on the same land.

This variance shall expire one year fran this date unless construction has
atqted or unJ..ess renewed by a.cttan of this Board prior to d&te of expiration.

Furthermore, the applicant should bl!! aware th&t granting of this action by this
Board does not constitute exaption frall. the various requirements of the county.
The applicant shall be llimself responsible for fulfilllng his obligation to obtain
building permits, certificates of occupancy and the like through established
procedures.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. carried 5-0.

II
LESLIE K. NAKAMURA, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit encl.osure
ot carport tor recreation roan 9.8 ft. fran side property line, located at
6720 DebOrann Ct., Orange ltmt Ests., See. 3, Lot 234, Springfield District (R~17
clUBter). Map 89-1 «15» 234. V-227-69

Mr. Nakamure. ste.ted the.t his lot is irregular shaped ~~ it is e. triangul.a.r lot e.t
the end of a C!Ul-d.e-se.c. According to the plan the house should have been built
5 ft. farther back, givtng the required distance fran the property llne. This
is a bi-level home, without buement. He needs extra space for his eh.U.dren
to pla,y, and to hold Boy Scout and Girl Scout meetings. The ce.rport is 101/2 ft.
wide. In their subdivision they must obtain approval tram the Architectural
Control Committee and they ha.ve already gotten that. This will be e. continue.tion
of the present brick the.t they h&ve,with a window to me.teh the other two windows.

No opposition.

In application V-227~69, an application by Leslie K. Nakamura, a;pp. \U1der Sec.
30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit enclosure of earport for reereation room 9.8
ft. from side property line, located at 6720 Deborann court, also known as
tax map a9~1 «15)) 234, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned aPPlication has been properly filed in aceordance with the
requirements of all applieable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax county Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals, and

WlIEBEAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to cont:k~ and nearby property owners,
and e. public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeal.s held on December 9, 1969,
and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appaa.ls has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the applicant is the owner of the SUbject property.
2. Present zoning is' R-17 cJ.uster.
3. Area of the lot is ll,OO' sq. ft.

AND, WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.l.B has rea.ehed the following eonc1usions
of law:

1. The.t the applleant has satisfied the Board that the fo11ow1ng physical. condi~

tiona exist which under a strict intel'1'lretation of the zoning Ordinance would
result in practical. difficuJ.ty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the
user of the ree.sonable use of the land and/or buildi.ngs involved:
(a) exeeptiona.J.J.y irregular lot.
(b) very """'-l.ow lot.

N<1fl, ~FORE BE IT RESOINED, the.t the subject application be and the same hereby
is granted with the following limite.tions:

(1) This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or
structures indicated in the plats included wi th this appllea.tion only, and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

o l.{ t
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(2) This variance shall expire one year fi'an this date unless constructilXl.
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. B8.mes. Carried unan:l.mously.

II
LEVITl' & SONS, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit second story
overhang of dwelling 32.99 ft. frail MelviJleLane, 13145 JOOlville Lane, Greenbriar,
Sec. 12, Blk. 54, Lot 1, centreville District, (R-12.5 cluster), Map 45-3. V-231-69

Mr. Charles J. McGhee, surveyor for Levitt & Sons, represented the applicant.
At the time they found the viohtion and made application for va.rlance, the house
was sold but the owners had not taken possession. No one is living in the
house. He said he would have to share the responsibility of this mistake.
When they made the wall check, everything was all right, and they did not realize
the violation until they made the f1naJ.. check and dis covered the overllang was
too close to the street.

No opposition.

In application v-231-69, an application by Levitt & Sona, an application to permit
second story overhang of dwelllng 32.99 ft. fraIlI Melville Lane,13145 Melville Lane,
also known utax map 45-3, Mr. Yea.'timan moved that the Boa.rd adapt the following
resolution:

WlfKRBAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and if accordance
with the by-lps of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s, and

WHEREAS' fol.l.owiJ1.g proper notice to the publlc by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals Ql the 9th day of December
l~J and

WHERBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following !'.1nd1ngs of fact:

The epplicant is the amer of the prope.rt;y.
Zoning of the property is R-12.5 cJ.uster.
Area of the lot is 13,~ sq. ft.

NOW, THBBEFORB BE IT BESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same
hereby is granted with the fOllow1ng l.im1tations:

1. .I.his approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or atrl1ctures indicated in 'Ile pJ.ats included with this application only. and is
not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance ab.&ll expire one year f'ran this date unless conatruttion
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date or expiration.

Seconded. Mr. Baker. Carried unan.iJnou.aly.

II
LEVITT & SONS. app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit dwelling to
remain closer to Melville Lane than allowed by Otdinance, 4352 Nt. Carriage Lane,
Greenbriar. Sec. 11, Blk. 47, Lot 8, Centreville District, (R·12.5) Map 45-4
.-232-69

Mr. Charles McGbee, slll"'V'EW"0r, represented the sppllc8ll.t. These houses are
canputed by electronic ccmputer, he said and if a lot comes up at 8lI. angle or is
irregularq shaped, it Dl8iY have to be staked out 'by ma1dng an odd approach to
get the building line. This one was exactly one foot off and it was not
noticed by anyone in making the wall check. This is a 60 ft. street so the setback
should have been 35 ft. rather than a 50 ft. street and a 30 ft. setback. They
have built about 1300 houses in this subdivision and these are the first two errors.

No opposition.

In application V-232-69. an application by Levitt & Sons. to permit dwelling to
remain closer to Melville Lane than a.1laIfed, 4352 Mount Carriage Lane, tax map 45·4,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly fi1ed in a.e.eordance with
the requirements of &1l applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and
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WHEREAS, failoring proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. locaJ. news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby , property owners J

and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeal.s held on the 9th day of December,
1969, and

WHEREAS' the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. ZOning·ful R-12.5 cluster.
3. The area of the lot is 1.3,049 sq. ft.

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

1. The Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error in the
location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a building pemit, and

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose of
the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimentaJ. to the use and enj oyment of other
property in the immediate vidnity.

NClW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject IIPplication be and the same is
hereby granted, with the following l:l..mitations:

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

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 5-0.

II
LANGLEY CLUB - Mr. Sheridan came before the Board for a clarification of the motion
granting the speciu use pemdt. He had a question on the fencing and screening
of the Burling tract in the back and asked to defer screening until such time as
it is required. CD the other side they ca.1l for screening and it is 20 ft. belOW'
the swiJlIning pool area, he said, and the motion uso call.s for screening aJ..ong
Live Oak Drive. They e.l.ready have a chain link fence back about 40 ft. on Live
Oak Drive and that should be suf'ficient to safeguard the pool. This might have
been a misUnderstandingj perhaps the Board did not know there was a. fence there.

The Board was not aware that a ms.jor I;lighwa;y was going behind it either, Mr.
8m:1th said.

Mr. Sheridan said they were increasing the parking spaces to 100 or 102 spaces
and would like to have a ama.u increase in membership. Existing lIleJIlbership now
is 300 members + 1'1ve per cent j it is 315 nOW'. About 360 would be the maximum.
If they can get-the fencing straightened out they wouJ.d be in good shape. They
could not get the 100 ears in with the 25 ft. setback fran the Burling tract but

'lhey can get it in with SJl. 8 ft. setback.

That is surrounded by undeveloped area now, Mr. Smith Said, and if the road goes
in they might not need screening there.

Mr. Long toJ.d the Board that he had met with Mr. Sheridan on the site and looked
over the property. At the time of hearing the Board thought there was going to
be a subdivision bEhind the tennis courts but this is a proposed parkway and it
would be reasonable to waive screening at this time. It is a densely wooded
area and since he made the orlgl.na.l motion, he would like to withdraw that motion
and offer another one:

In application S-188-69, SJl. application by Langley Club, Inc., \Ulder Section 30-7
2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to permit additional tennis courts, pool, ping pong
tables, handba.ll and volleyball \lraetice courts and the enlargement of the club
house, on property located at 728 Live Oak Drive, also known as tax map 21-1
«1» 7A, 8A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

1IHBREAS, the capticm.ed sppllcation has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of ill applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS' following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news~
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners.
and & public hearing by the Board of ZOning Appeals held on the 28th dq of October,
l~. and
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WHEBEAS, the Board of Zozq.ng AppealS has IBade the follaving findings or fact:

The owner of the property is Langley Club, Inc.
The present zoning is RE·l.
The area or the lot is 4.6374 ac.
The original use permit was granted March 25, 1967.
The provisions of Art. XI (Site Plan Ordinance) would appl.y.

WHEREAS' the Bo&rd of Zoning Appeals has reached the tollClll1ng conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating lXIlIPlianoe with standards
for special use permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1
of the Zoning Ordinance.

2. The use will not be detrimental to the chare.cter and development of the ad-
j a.cent land 8lld will be in harmony with the purposes of' the comprehendve plan of
land use enbodied in '!he Zoo.1ng Ordinance.

NCW, TElEEEFORE BE IT BRSOLVED, th&t the subject application be and the same hereby
is granted with the following llm1tattoos:

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

2. This permit sh&ll. expire one year fran this date un]..eS$ construction or
operation has started or W1l.eSB renewed by action o:f this Board prior to cate o:f
expiration.

3. This ap:prova,l is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes
in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a. use
permit, shaJ.l be cause :for this use permit to be re~evaluatedby this Board. These
changes include, but are not lhlited to, changes of ownership, ~es of the
operator, changes in signs, changes in the number of employees and/or persons
involved, or change s in screening or fencing.

4. This approval is for a maximum of 360 family memberlh ips.

5. There is to be a minimum of 102 parking spaces with a.ll park1ng during swim
meets to be confined on the site.

6. A chain link fence is to be erected to a height of 12 ft., 8 feet IOOre or
less inside the property line along the tennis court boundaries. A fence 6 feet
in height 8 ft. inside the property line sha.ll be erected along the ccmmon boundary
line of E. B. Burling, Sr. at such time as the Burling property is developed and
the Land Plann~g Division determines the need for division.

7. Site shaJ..l be screened :from. the Sanders property at such time as that property
is developed and the Land Planning Branch determines the need for screening.

8. Hours of operation: 8 a.~. to 9 p.m., seven days a weEk. Any exception to
this (teen and adUlt nights) would have to be approved by the Zoning Administrator
in advance.

Furthermore, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by this
Board does not constitute exemption f'ram. the various requirements of this County.

The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obta.in
building permits, certificates of occupancy and the like through. the established
procedures.

Seconded, Mr. Ba.rnes. Carried unanimously.

II
DE:F.E1mED CASES:

SAMl.IEE L. & DORIS 'l'ROOBNICK, app. under Sec. 30~6.6 of the Ordinence, to permit
lots with less lot area. than eJJ.owed, proposed Lots 2A, 3A, 4A 5A, 6412, 6416,
6422, 6428 Pickett St., Lee District, (R~17) 83~3 «5)) 2, 3, 4, 5, V-194~69
(deferred fi'an NQv.7)

Attorney for the applicant requested withdrawilJ..

Mr. YeatJDan moved to a.llow the application to be withdrawn without prejudice.
Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
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ROBERT SWEITZI!:R - 8-186-69 (nursing home): Mr. KnOfltan reported that the ste.ff
had discussed this interpretation with various agencies within the COWlty GOVern
ment. 'rbeBoard of Supervisors at its meeting of December 3 took action to announce
their intent that all. of the specific requirements listed in the new nursing
home amendment would apply to all. nursing hoJDeS, whether containing more or less
than fifty beds.

In application s-186-69, an application by Robert L. Sweitzer, application under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit nursing facilities, 80
beds, on property located Bot intersection of Wittington Boulevard and Elkins Street,
a.l.sc.known as tax map 102-3 «1» 40, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the f allowing resolution:

WHIBEAS' the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance witb
the requirements of &ll applicable State and COUnty Codes and in accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s J and

WHEREAS, fol..1.owing proper notice to the public by advertisement in II, local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the BaLrd of zoning Appeals held on the 25th day of November,
196' and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals bas made the following findings of fact:
1. The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. The present zoning of the property is R~12.5.

3. The area of the lot is 4.1 acres.
4. Confo:nnance with Art. XI (Site Plan Ord1r1ance) would be required.

WHERZAS, the Board of zoning Appe&1.s bas reached the following conc1.usions of law:
1. The applicant has not presented testimony indica.ting ccmplia.nce with standards
for special use permits in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use would. be detrimental to the ehara.cter and development of the
adjacent land and would not be in b8rmOnT with the purposes afthe comprehensive
plan of land use embodied in the ZOning Ordinance.

ltOI, TIIDBl"ORI HI IT RBSOLVlD, that the subject spplication be and the same hereby
is denied.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried 5-0.

II
DAVID THUS (PONDEROSA FADM) - Mr. smith announced that the Board would proceed With
the hearing, beginning with the report !rca the Inspections Division, then hearing
trca people who have pertinent information regarding the operation, and giving Mr.
Duffy the l!I8me amount of time to answer these charges.

Mr. Dufi)r objected to the Chairman's ruling but said he wou.ld abide by it.

Mr. Koneczny told the Board that the applicant still had not f'ulfilled his require
ments ot the use permit. The Board has not received the insurance certificate
showing David Theis peing permittee. He had made personal calls to the Taylor
Insurance Company, he llaid, shoring We.l.l.y Holly and Dr. Webb as being covered
by insurance. In addition, there are people present tod8iY to give statements in
regard to injuries that have occurred on the property in connection with this use
permit.

Miss Bettijane Allen ot the Fairfax Humane society stated that people were present
who would testity that David Theis was only an elIlployee at the time ot issuance
of the use permit, that Wally Holly W8J!I at that tilDe in charge. The 1969-70
telephone book lists Wally Holly's name in connection with the Ponderosa. David
Theis' name is not in the telephone book. Business license was issued to Wally
Holly and the release for.m. given riders to sign indicates that Ws.J.kr Holly and
Dr. Webb are not responsible for accidents. David Theis was absent from the
Ponderosa for six months, thus abandoning the operation. Before initiaJ. charges
were brought against the Ponderosa by the lfumlIne Society, they did not have
insurance. There has been evidence of dead horses buried under manure piles along
stream bl!lllks. No sa1'ety measures are taken in connection with this opera.tion.
Electric prods are used to make the horses leave the stable. The Great Falls
Rescue Squad has made 22 trips to the Ponleros& in six months. A s1m11ar check
of other riding stables in the County has been made and their record of accidents
in no w~ compares to this operation. Also. she said. she would like to ask Mr.
Theis if he feels that he bas violated the child labor laws by employing minors
at below minirrnlm wages. and for long hours. Finally. they do not believe that it
is legal tor a. 14 year old child to sign away his life on a form. In conclusion,
they feel that the permit was issued il1egaJ.ly and they feel that even if the
Board did issue this. in light of information to be brought forth. the permit
should be revoked.
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Ponderosa Farm - DAVID THEIS Ctd.

Mrs. Twynsm described what she had seen when she vis!ted the property on September
14, 1969. She was horrified at the lack of care for the public,she said. She saw
horses come in exhausted, dripping wet, and another rider put on immediately,
No one checked the chin strap or chain or examined the girth strap before another
rider got on. Tack was in very poor condition, SaDe of it dry rotted. Horses
were bleeding from the mouth and feet and no effort was made to make the horses
comfortable or secure the rider's safety. The horses had no chance to drink.
water. During the time she was there, she did not see Mr. Theis give instructions
or manage the pla.ce in any way. All of the people sending horses out were teen
agers not instructed on the proper way to see that a horse is safe.

Mary Horne, riding instructor with 20 years of riding experience, told of
being at the Ponderosa. three times a.nd was horrified about the lack of safety
precautions. Horses wele exhausted. She saw people cane in who were under the
influence of liquor, and people who were not asked whether they could ride, put
on horses. She &aw tack in bad cend!tien. She told of a little girl being
thrown off a horse and injured. No oo.e went to check en her. Mrs. Horne
fOWld her and took her to Fairfax Hospital. She saw horses being bea.ten to
get them away £rom the stable while people were standing there. Sane were almost
run down by a horse that was being beaten by Mr. Theis. The horses were frantic
by afternoon. They started around 7 a.m. and she was there until about 5:15.

Mr. Keneczny reported that he did not have the information from Fairfax Hospital.
as the records were confid.ente.l.. He did have a list of ca.ll.s made by the Great
Fa.lls Rescue Squad to this property.

Mr. smith called Robert H. Murchison. Jr.

Mr. Murchison, Jr. told of being injured on the property August 10, 1969 and
being in the hospital with a serious brain injury. He was thrown by a horse
and dragged. He was in the hospital for two weeks and his father's insurance
paid the bill.

Mr. Murchison, Sr. stated that the neurosurgeon's bill was extreme. The bills
have been paid by his own hospitalization up till now. The hospital bill was
over $1,000. His son was in intensive care and was released from the hospital
August 151. At the time of release he had little inowledge of caning haDe, and
no knowledge of what happened. He h&s just recently been cleared of vertigo.
He has a heme te&Cber as he is still not able to go to school and is still
under doctor's care.

Arme Holmes told of going with a church group to the property to ride. When
thereat there there was 8. mixup and not enough horses so they had to wait.
They saw people put on horses and taken out, scme of the horses in lather,
obviously from over-riding; none of the tack was checked. She adjusted her
own stirruPs. She rode the horse down a h1ll by the creek, turned around to see
if some of the other group was behind her. when the horse took off. ca:apletely
out of controJ.. to the barn. The horse" head was down in & rocldng motion and
there was no curbing device on the t&C1t. Pulling ba.ck on the bridle had no
effect. She £ell ott the borse and was taken to the hospital by the rescue squad
with &II injured back. She lost one week t'raD. work &lid h&a been gOing to &II

orthropedist since September. Her f&tber c&l1ed Mr. Holly and was told that
they h&d no insurance and- couJ.d not get insurance. On the dq they went to the
s t&ble and there was & mixup in horses. they asked to speak to the owner. and
got Mra Holly.

Elisha Bennett told of going riding &t the PonderoS& on August 24 with & girl
friend. She got 8. horse th&t was bot and sweaty. Her horse slipped on loose
dirt where the creek bank was and they fell. She was taken to the hospital with

e. fr&Ctured vertebra in her back and & broken collarbone. Her father's !nsur&nce
paid part ot her bill.

Miss Bennett's f&ther st&ted tb&t be caJ.led Mr. Holly several. times e.fter the
&Cc1dent fl,Dd was told that he had l1&billty insurance. An &ttomey has since been
cont&Cted.

Karen Rose described her accident on the property. She and two of her cousins
were there and she was riding English saddle. She was in the field when.
her glasses fell off and she went down to get them. She got off the horse,
picked up her glasses, and was trying to get back on while the horse was going
uound in circles. She f1n~ got him stopped, got one toot in the stirrup and
he started running with her hanging on. The s&dd1e fell over to the side and sbe
fell off. Mrs. Horne took bel' to the hospital.

Bruce Davidson stated that he worked at the Ponderos& during the sUJmDer of 1968.
Most of the time David Theis was not there; WaJ.1y Holly ran the place. All
problems were referred to Wa.1.ly. Mr. Davidson said he was hired June 15, 1968.
He took a week's vae&tion in July and when he came back from YaC&tien D&vid Theis
had left. He WI!l.S told that he was fired. All of the t&clt was dry rotted and was
not checked each tw. A lot of horses that did not need them were given severe
bits. Some borses were runaways and could not be stopped. They were given
tranquilizers to slow them down. Horses that died or were killed on the farm
were buried in the creek under lll8llUre.
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Ponderosa Farm - DAVID THEIS - ctd.

Mr. Davidson told of a horse that had a habit of staying in the barn and would
not leave and was hit with a shovel and killed. It was finally dragged off
into the woods and buried. He had seen Mr. Theis come by a couple of times
after he was fired and paid to ride horses. He told the Board that he worked
for $2o~'OO a. week for about 73 hours of work and was paid by check fi'cm Mr. Holly.
In November and October he was paid $40.00 a week for the same amount of work
Wlder the School Plsn.

Mr. Hardison of Centreville also told of a pony being taken to the creek and
buried. He had seen evidence of other ponies being buried there. He described
the horses as being in poor condition, and being overworked. He believed
Mr. Holly was the owner of the operation. He knew that Mr. Theis worked there.

E11z.e.beth Caldwell told of ma.k1ng reservations at the Ponderosa for certain.;,
horses. When she found she was going to be a few minutes late, she called the
stable. When she arrived, the horses were not available. Her da.ugb.ter 10 1/2,
had not been on a horse, so she wanted a gentle horse fOr her. When a horse came
in that she knew to be gentle, she asked for the horse and was told that she was
not going to get it. While standing there, she saw &. horse cane galloping tOW"ard
them, throwing off a ymmg man, and knocking him Wlconsc1ous. Her daughter was
terrified and did not want to ride e.fter that. She was told "too bad, you don't
get your money back". She said she was not interested in that but this was
her first and would be her last trip to the Ponderosa stables. She was informed
that they did not need her business. She called the hospital to check on the
boy who was injured and was given his mother' s name. She hu taJ.ked with her since
then, and was told that her son has been having nosebleeds which he did not have
before the accident.

Janie Stephanie, Fa.lls Church, Virginia, described her accident on the property.
She knew Mr. Theis and assumed that he wu just working there. She thought that
Mr. Holly was in charge.

Joe Burrell told of seeing barb wire in the field, seeing people thrown off of
horses, horses being beaten or bruised, and soaking wet horses. He ran into Mr.
Theis one day after nob seeing him. for a while 8lI.d Mr. Theis told him. that he had
got married and was out of the horse business for a while.

Mr. Duffy, in rebuttal, said that Mr. Theis at all t.1Jnes hu lived up to the motion
that wu made granting this application. The insurance policy is in the fUe with
the records of tJrls cue. The riders are and have been at all times been insured.
Mr. Theis is the concessionaire and he bad the coverage. The policy covered the
Ponderosa and the operations of the Ponderosa were covered for the Saddling at
horses for hire. It covers Mr. Theis and every individual who is usociated with
the operation.

Mr. Yeatman uked why the insur8lLCe company did not satisty the cla.1ms of the
people who were injured.

Mr. Dui'f'y said that Mr. Murchison had indicated that he had not submitted a c1&im
to the insurance ca::n;pany. Of course, a cl&im is necesse.ry. It the operation is
negligent the insurance cOOIpany will pay.

Mr. Group f'rom the Taylor Agency told the Board that when a report of an accident
is made, the form is tUled out by someone at the Ponderosa and sent directly to
the Lloyds of London underwriters prior to September 6, 1369 and since then to
the Korsema.n' s Association, end en investigator investigates the cla.iJn.

When was Mr. Theis' name added to the policy by endorsement, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Group said on October 27, 1969. Prior to that his name was not specifically
named as the named insured but he did ha.ve coverage. He bad been on the PrDIe rty,
he said, most of the horses are in fairly good condition. ~e one of two
have been thin. He has seen teed there -- hay and grain.

The Board. discussed cJ.aim procedures with Mr. Group.

Mr. Dut1'y again referred back. to the Code of Virginia. saying that the Code of
Fairfax COWlty cannot exceed tM powers given to the Board of Zoning Appeals in
the State Code. There is in the Code of the County a provision setting forth
that the Board may revoke 8. use permit; there is no such power given by the state
Code. He felt that this was a good and orderly operation. He has ridden a horse
there one or two t.iJaes. There is no requirement that any Op! rator under a use
permit has to be present a.t all t.iJaes on the premises. As for acCidents,
in any type of operation saneone is bound to get hurt. Fairfax COWlty has no
regulations on riding stables so any standards that are applied are not :In
existence.
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Ponderosa. Farm - DAVID THEIS - ctd.

Mr. Bmith pointed out that the Board does ha.ve authority to act in My manner to
Saf'egue.rd the safety and interests of the people using these f&Cllities. This
is not a use permitted by right. Granting this use permit to Mr. Theis was
W'lder the condition that he was going to operate under s&f"e conditiona. It has
beecme quite evident that Mr. Theis was not on the premises; he does not have a.
vested right as to the land owner; he 1s only a concessionaire and bis only right
is to Mr. Holly who is the lessee of the property.

Mr. Duffy said he did not believe that anywhere in the record is the word "safety".
Mr. Theis is operating in a good, orderl,y fashion.

Mr. Smith said he considered "orderly" to mean "s&i'e".

Mr. Theis stated that he had purchased thirty saddles this year and has the
receipts. The tack. is not in, bad 8~.

What is the longest period that you have been away from the operation since
the permit was granted, Mr. 8mith asked?

Two or three d~s at the most, Mr. Theis stated. There was a. time when he did
not 11ve on the farm but he does live on the farm DOW. He Il1CIIE!d be.ck in
September. He has about 45 horses and saddles for 30 of them. None of the
saddles on the property are over a year old. Mr. HoUY made the application for
the insurance.

Mr. Barnes noted that the insurance polley was based on gross receipts of $48,000.
Mr. Holly gets 80$ and Mr. Theis gets 20%.

Mr. Yeatman asked what ti:me in the morning the operation starts.

About 8:00 in the morning on weekdays and on weekends about 7:00 a.m., Mr.
Theis replied. He has never seen a horse so tired that he had to be beaten
or drugged to make hiln go. He has hit horses, yes, and probably everybody who
bas ever ridden a horse has hit one. He has used electric prods to make them
go too, and that is not i.nhuma.ne ~~ they are sold on the market. When the
horses get tired, there are spare horses in the field that are not tired. He
has never buried horses· in the stream. The horse that Mr. Davidson spoke of
died of a stroke - as far as they can d.etenrdne, it bad a heart atte.ck. It was
six years old. He has never taken any money out as far as the record goes,
he puts all. his money be.ck into the business, buying horses, saddles and equipment.
He owns about twenty horses right now.

Mr. Duf'fy stated that the Board could take a look at the operation if they wanted
to.

Since he bad never been out to the property, Mr. Yeatman said he would like
to defer final decision and go out and see what it loOks like. He moved that
final decision be deferred.

Mr. Long seconded the motion. Carried 4M l, Mr. Smith voting against the motion
as he felt the case should be disposed of t~.

II
NATIONAL CONBTRUCTION & DEVELO~ CO. mc. ~ Mr. Knowlton read the staff
report. (Copy on file with records of this case.)

Letter rram the applicent requested withdrawal of the application.

Mr. Long moved that the lIilPlication be all.owed to be withdrawn witb prejudice.
Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
tion regarding accessory use to service station:

Mr. Baker moved that the Beard adopt the following interpreta-/ Seconded, Mr.
Yeatman and carried unanimOUilly.

ACCESSORY: Anything which 1s joip.ed to another thing as an ornament, or to
render it more perfect. or whkh acccmpanies it, or is connected with it, as an
incident, or as subordinate to it, or which belongs to or with it; fOr example,
the halter of a horse, the frame of a picture, the keys ·of a house.

A1J'1'OM)BILE ACCESSORIES: Articles primarily lld&pted for use in motor vehicles.
under Revenue Acts. Universal Battery Co. va. U. S. Ct. C1., 50 S. CL. 422, 423,
281 u.s. 580, 74 L.ED. 1051.

--Pg. 29, Black'S Law Dictionary, 4th Ed.
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Interpretation w Accessory use to service station: - Ctd.

GASOLINE STATION: An area of land, including structures th.ereOJ:1, ,or any building
or part thereof that is used solel;y for the retail sale and direct delivery to
motor vehicles of motor fuel, lubricating oll and minor accessories for such
vehicles and the sale of cigarettes, candy, soft drinks and other related items
for the convenience of the motoring public, which establishment may or ma;y not
include facilities for lubricating, washing, ndnor repairs or otherwise servicing
motor vehicles, but not including auto body" work, welding, painting or major repair
work.
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-·Sec. 30·1.8.11, Code of Fairfax County, Virgin &

The rental of cargo trailers is not an &Ccessory use to a gasoline station in
Fairfax county. Under the d.ef'in1tion of autanobile a.c:cessories found in Bl.a.ck's
Law Dictionary, accessories are those items used in a motor vehicle rather than an
item tha.t might utUize acme of the vehicle's power to fulfill a !'unction that
the vehicle was not itself designed to f'ultill. A trailer is not an ornament,
does not render the vehicle more perfect, does not normaJ.J.y accCIlIpany it, does
not accc:zJPEUlY' it &8 a regul.ar or permanent incident, and therefore does not belong
with it as an established part. The ult1mate function of a cargo trailer is not
inc1dentaJ. to the use and enjoyment of a motor vehicle, nor is the function the
same or simil&l".

Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the County Zoning Ordinance (deaJ..1ng with use pel'm1ts in
the C-G District) lists separately the rentaJ. of tr&11ers as a use requiring a
use permit. This distinction 1s l'llade despite the fact that gasoline stations are
pel'm1tted by right in that district. Since the rental of trailers is not
mentioned in the more restrictive caamerc1al districts (C-N, C-D and C-IM),
they are therefore not permitted. Such a use, under Section 30-7.2.10.7, would
require site plan approval.

To ... further Mspel the notion that a trailer is an accessory to a motor vehicle,
Bl.ack's Law Dictionary defines a trailer as "a separate vehicle ••• " As such the
County and State levy tax separately on each and require separate inspection of
each.

If, therefore, a tr&1ler is not an accessory to a motor vehicle, then it must
follow that the rental of tr&ilers is not accessory to the sale of motor fuel.

II
Mr. Yeatman moved to adopt the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals is charged with the interpretation of the
Zoning ordinance, and

WHEREAS, by virtue of their responsibility to interpret the Board of Zoning
Appeals must be constantly aware of actions and practices of the staff', and

WHZREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals, in considering applications for Special
Use Permits, must be cognizant of exact4r what effect their actions will have on
a given catmunity by virtue of accessory uses, administrative practices, and Code
enforcement, and

WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals may expect the actions of the st&tf to follow
prescribed practice Wl1.ess and until interpretations by this Board or by the
courts has required a change, and

WHI!mEAS, any change in rulings, interpretations, practices or actions of the staff
canstitute a change in the policy of the County,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that any administrative change in interpretaticn,
practice or action by the staff which will potentia.lly affect matters of concern
to this Board shall be presented to the Board of. Zoning APPeals prior to their
enactment so that the Board may be aware of the effect these ndght have on their
future actions, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Staff will appraise the Board of Zoning Appeals
of all rulings of the courts and changes in legislation within those areas of the
Code of Fairfax County and of the Camnomrealth of Virginia wi thin the sphere
of this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimous4r.

II
Letter from Mr. William Hansbarger requested an out of turn hearing for the appli
cation of Betty Erkeletian and Sharon Harrell.

The Board agreed to hear this on January 13 providing advertising and posting
requirements can be met.

II
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Request for out of turn hearing - SaWlders B. Moon, school operating in the
Drew Smith Elementary School.

The Board agreed to hear this as soon as it could be posted and advertised.

II
The meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

By Betty Haines, Clerk .. ~

~ 1/,,170

Daniel Smith, airman Date
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The regular meeting of the Board of
zoning Appeals was held on Tuesday,
December 16, 19651 in the Board RoOOl,
county AdminiStration Building. All
members were present: Mr. Daniel
Smith, Chairnum.; Messrs. Clarence
Yeatman, Joseph Balter, Richard Long,
and George Barnes.

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

NORBERT A. NETZEL, appliea.tion under see. 30~6.6 a/the Ordinance, to permit con
struction of add!tion closer to rear property line than a.llowed by Ordinance,
6465 First street

j
Weyanoke, Lots 8, 9, 10 & pt. 11, Blk. a, Mason District, (BE 0.5)

Map 72-1 ((9» (0 8, 9, 10, pt. 11, V-217-69

Mr. Phillips located the property on the map.

Mr. Netzel stated that at the time he purchased the property ten years ago his yotmgste
were ama.ll and his houSe was quite adequate for living purposes. Now that the chil
dren are growing up, his hOUBe needs to be enl.arged. This is an older subdivision.
The odd part about it is that the houses adjoining him and his heme were &ll built
by the same builder. At the time the houses to the right of his were built, they were
closer up than his hoUSe. The Ordinance was changed ;men his house was built and
it had to be pushed back further than the others. The proposed addition would give
h1m 8. family roan and help to oonvert the smsJ..l kiteben into a dining area. He
has owned the property for ten years. He plans to continue to live here.

No opposition.

In application V~217-69, an application by Norbert A. Netzel, application W'lder Sec.
30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit construction of addition cJ.oser to rear property
line than allowed by the Ordinance, located at 6465 First Street, al.Bo known as
t&X map 72-1 «9» (c) 8, 9, 10. pt. 11, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resol.ution:

~, the captioned application hall been properly filed in a.ccordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
lawa of the Fairfax county Board ot Zoning Appeals, and

WHBRBAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appea.ls held on the 16th day of December. 196', and

WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appe&1.s has made the f'olladng findings of' fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is BE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot is 10.74.4 sq. ft.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning 1l,ppeals has reached the following concJ.usions of'
law:

L That the applicant bas satisfied the Board that the following physical. conditions
ex::l..st which wtder 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 8lld/or buil.d:tngs involved:

(a) exceptional1.y shallow lot,
(b) wtusual. ccm.dition of the location of' ex::l..sting buildings.

NCM, THEREFOBE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same hereby
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 this applica.tion

IIld is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one yes.r tram this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by a.ction of this Bos.rd prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
STANLEY M. STIRMAN. application wtder Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit cs.r~
port to be enclosed for roam. addition c10ser to side property line than allowed,
6820 HighJ.9,nd Street, Lynbrook. BU. 13. Sec. 5, Lot 1, Springfield District, (R-10)
80-4 «(2)) (13) 1, v-218-69

Mr. Stirman said he bought the home two yes.rs ago. It is a. small house and he has

OS!
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STANLEY M. STIRMAN ~ etd.

always planned to enclose the cBI'l'ort for a family roan. He called the contractor
and had him give an estimate for doing the work, not lmowing that this would be
in violation of the Zoning Ordinance. Many carports in this subdivision have been
enclosed. He would like to brick it in like the rest of the house. It was screened
when he bought it.

Mr. Yeatman said this would not interfere with sight distance because it is on the
other end of the house rather than on the corner.

Mr. Stinne.n told the Board that the house is about fourteen years old. It is set
on the lot in a peculiar angle.

Perhaps this would set a precedent, Mr. Long suggested.

Mr. Yeatman did not think that many houses were set on the lot the way this one is.

Na opposition.

In application V-217-69, an application by Stanley M. SUrman, an application to
enclose carport for room addition closer to side property line than allowed,
located at 6820 Highland Street, Lynbrook, also known as tax map 80~4 «2») (13) 1,
COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s
adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the puhlic by advertisement in a local news~

paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 16th d8¥ of
December, 1969, and

WHEREAS, the Boe.rd of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is R~lO.

3. Area of the lot is 10,790 sq. ft.

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

1. The a;ppl.icant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exis
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
d itt'iculty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptlon~narrow lot,
(b) unusual cClldition of the location of existing buildings,

HCM T1'1BREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
g1"811ted with the following 11mita.tions;

1. This ~rovaJ. is granted for the location and the specific structure or struc~

tures 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 trcm this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
EIMIN G. FRANCISCO, application under Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit con
struction of carport closer to Capstan Drive than aJ...lowed, 3906 Oak Hill Drive,
AnnandaJ..e District, Sleepy Hollow Woods, Sec. 7, Lot 58, Annandale District, (R~12.5)

Map 60-4 «19» 58, V-219-69

The house is located on a very irregular lot, Mr. Francisco stated, and they have be
trying to build a carport for several yearS. Several construction cClllpanies have
turned them down becauBe they could -m1.y build a carport a1rta:ched to the house
allowing a nine foot width at the rear and twelve feet infrOnt.This~ be an
irregular shaped carport. The variance would be toward Capstan Drive. The carport
would enhance the attractiveness of the area. Because of the steep slope, there
would be a room underneath the carport. This would be of brick construction, same
as the houSe.

No opposition.

In application V~21~-~, an application by Edwin G. Frlllcisco, to pemit con~

struction of carport closer to Capstan Drive than allowed, located at 3906 Oak Hill
Drive, also lmown as tax map 60-4 ((19)) 58, Mr. Long JllOV'ed that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

I
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WHEREAS, the captioned applica.tion has been proper1¥ filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
1&ws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a locaJ. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a. public
hea.ring by the Board of zoning Appeals, held on the 16th day or December, 1969,

AND WHEREAS, the Boa.rd of Zoning Appe&l.s has made the following findings of fact:

The applicant is the owner of the property.
Present zoning is R-12.5.
Area of the lot 1s 12.492 sq. ft.

W~, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

The applicant has sa.tisfied the Board tha,t the following physical. conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance wouJ.d result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardShip that woul.d deprive the user of the :reasonable use
of the land ancVor buildings involved: (a) irregular shape of the lot; (b) exceptionaJ..
topographic problems of the land;

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

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

This variance shaJ.l expire one year from this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5~0.

II
CHARLES W. G. WALKER, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
addition of garage and screened porch and to convert existing garage into room 15.4
ft. froo. side property line, 3214 Amberly Lane, Sutton Place, Lot 87, Providence
Di'trict, (REO.5), Map 59-1 «18)) 87, v-220-69

Letter from the applicant requested deferral to January in light of the opposition,
to aJ.low him to obtain an attorney.

Michael Bradshaw objected to a continuance as the applicant has had plenty of time
to obtain counsel. RoweVEl[', since the applicant was not present to present his
application, Mr. Barnes moved to defer to January 20 if this date is convenient
to Mr. Walker and Mr. Hobson. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
GEORGE M. & JEAN C. POLLARD, application unler SeC. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
erection of stable 73 ft. frcm Beulah Road, 9369 Campbell Rd., Carters Grove, Lots 10
& ll, centreville District, (HE-I), Map 2B~1 ((2}) 10, ll, V-221-69

Mr. Pollard explained that he wished to construct a 13' x 31' stable on Lot ll.
Lots 10 and II are awned and have been developed as a single fa.miJ.;y unit. Each
exceeds one acre in size, having cOOIbined &rea of over 2.1 ac. The house was built
by the previous owners and is not located solely on Lot 10 but on the CCllllD.on line
between the two lots. The propoSed location is the best location for the stable
because of the sharpl¥ sloping terrain. This location would not require remoV&1 of
as Ill&I1Y trees as would some other location on the property. The location which
they have chosen is relatively level, on a ridge plateau running along Beulah Road.
To move the location 100 ft. fraIll the Manzer property would move it off the plateau.
Initially, they would have one horse, eventu&1.ly two. There are informal riding pa.ths
nearby and other stahles in the :1Jrmediate vicinity.

What about the covenants on-l;he property, Mr. Barn! S asked?

Mr. Pollard said they cannot satisfy the covenant as it is set up in the deed of
dedication. Their approach would be to take one step at a time. They would ask
that the variance be granted and then will satisfy Mr. McDiarmid.

Mr. Smith suggested moving the location another rew feet.

Each additional foot is a matter of dealing with the slope, Mr. Pollard expla.1n.ed.
Where they propose to put the stable the east waU would be at the edge of the breaking
point of the slope. Moving it another foot or two would mean a different kind of
construction which might involve additional fill and masonry.
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Mr. Smith read a letter received from Pa.u.l K. McCarthy and Betty J. McCarthy
in support of the application.

Mr. Yeatman was concerned about drainage fran the proposed stable, however, Mr.
Barnes said he felt that two horses would not present any problem. This rlll
ha.ve a ground flO<r which should absorb most of 1t.

Mr. Long pointed out that this is a half acre subdivision and he did not think this
use was ever intended. There are no riding paths of record in the subdivision
and no place to ride without getting on public right of way. This could becOOle
an undesirable use in this small area.

This is RE-l zoning, Mr. Pollard. stated, and the applicant owns two acres.

Mr. smith read a letter fran Mr. Hugh McDia.r:mid regarding the covenants on this
property.

In application V~221-69,an application by George M. and Jean C. Pollard, under Sec
tion 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to pennit erection of stable 73 n. fran Beulah
Road on property located at 9369 Campbell Road. also known as tax map 26-1 «(2»
11, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yea'brlan moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHImBAS' the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirdents of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with-the
by;.;laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, fOllowing proper notice to the public by advertiselilent in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a pub
bearing by the Bo&rd of Zoning Appeals held on the 16th~ of December, 1969, and

WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appe&ls has made the following findings of fact:

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is BE-l.
3. The area of the lot is 46,940 sq. ft.
4. The houSe is located on the property line between the two lots and the
property c8lUlOt be divided again'.

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

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

(a) exceptional topographic problemS of the land;
(b) unusual condition of the location of existing buildings.

N<M THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject appllcatioo be and the same hereby is
granted with the following limitations:

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

This variance shall expire one year from this da.te unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to da.te of expiration.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4~1, Mr. Long voting against the motion.

II
JOSEPH W. lolRQSS, application Wlder Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection
of roof over existing stoop closer to front property line than allowed, 6436 Burwell
st., Monticello Woods. Sec. 7. Blk.. G, Lot 706, Lee District, (R-12.5) Map 81-3 «13)
(G) 706, V-222-69

The front side of his house facing to the south is located 41 1't. frOm the inside
of the sideWalk, which is County property, and 66 ft. from the center line of the
road, Mr. Mross sta.ted. He cannot build without a. variance any closer than 40 ft.
from the sidewalk of 65 ft. from the road. The roof which he proposes to put
over the stoop would extend out about 6 ft. It would be a hip roof with three coloni
pillars and would enhance the appearance of his home as well as give protection
from the wea.ther. He has owned the house since 1964. The porch would not be
enclosed.
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How many other houses like this are located in this subdivision, Mr. Yeatman asked'?

Mr. Mross said there are seven of them with the same entrance. The other six are
located about a half mile or three·quarters of a mile from where he lives. This
is a two story colonial t::roe home with a stoop about 7 or 8 inches high going directly
into the house. The other houses in the area. have a basement. His does not.

No opposition.

In the application of Joseph W. MroSB. Application No. V-222~69. under Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance, to permit erection of roof over existing stoop closer to front
property line than al.1owed, on property located at 6436 Burwell Street, also known as
tax map 81-3 «13» (G) 706, Co\lnty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Beard of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly fUed ill accordance with the
requirements of all applicable state and County codes and in accordance with the by.
laws of the Fairfax COlmty Board of Zoning Appeals, and

1fflEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 16th day of December, 1969, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fOllowing findings of fact:
(1) The applicant is the owner of the property.
(2) The present zoning is R-12. 5.
(3) The area of the lot is 16,140 sq. ft.

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

(1) The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the lend snd/or buildings involved: (a) exceptioneJ.ly narrow lot and exception8J.ly
deep lot;

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

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

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

tl1R'1'HERMOR!, the applicant should be aware that granting r£ this action by this Board
does not constitute exemption fram. the various requirements of this county. The
applicant shall be himself responsible for :fulfilling his obligation to obtain buil
ding perinits, certificates of occupancy and the like through the established procedures

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried 5·0.

II
PAYNE ASSOCIATES & AMBRICAN HOUSING GUILD, application under section 30-6.6 of the
ordinance, to pemit garage to remain closer to side property line than a.l.loved,
6113 Lynley Terrace, Green Meadow, Sec. 2, (R-12.5), Map 8.1-4, Lee District, v-240-69i

Mr. Smith noted that a request had been lIl8de for withdrawal. of the application.

Mr. Baker IIlOved to accept the withdrawal, without prejudice. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman.
Carried W1animously.

II
DONALD JOHNSON, app. under Sec. 30.6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit addition closer to
front and rear property lines t.ban allOl'ed by Ordinance, 3e12 Graham Road, Dranesville
District (R-lO), Mop 50-3 (il)) 28, V-23Q-69

Mr. Howard Johnson of Kool·vent Aluminlim Ccmpany represented the tqlplicant. A variance
was granted for the original construction of the house in 1'50, he said, to allow
construction closer to the rear property line. The applicant now is requesting
permission to construct within 16 ft. again, and the house will not be any closer to
the rear property line than it is now. T!ie roam will be of brick with a gable roof to
blend in with existing lines of thehouse. The roof will not be as high as the existing
roof in order to keep the window in the upstairs open.

No opposition.

'"055
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In a.pplication V-230-69, an a.ppllcat1on by Dona.,ld Johnaon under section 30-6.6 of
the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition closer to front and rear property line
than allowed, on property located at 3012 Graham Road, also known as tax map 50-3
«il)) 28, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WfIERZAS, the captioned applica.tion has been properly filed in a.ccordance with the
requirements of all a.pplicable Sta.te and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals J and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in 8. local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a. public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeal.s held on the 16th day of Dec
ember, 1969, and

WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
that the owner of the subject property is the applicant;
that the present zoning is R-10j
that the area of the lot is 8,049 sq. ft.

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

that the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditiona
exist which under a strict interpretation or the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or UIUlecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land 8Xld/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally shallow lot;

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

1. This approval 1s gi:811ted for the location and the specific structure indicated
in tile plats submitted and not transferable to other land or to other structures on
the same land.

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

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0 (Mr. Barnes out of the room).

II
CAROLYN K. CHRISTON &RA~ND SPAGNOLO, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of the Ordinance, to permit day care, 30 children, six days a week, hours of operatio
Monday. Friday 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m•• Saturday 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.,
4416 Roberts Avenue, Annandale District, (R-17), Map 71-2 ((5)) pt. 9·15, S-237-69

This school is now being operated by MrS. Collins and she is an employee at the
school, Mrs. Christon told the Board. Mrs. Collins' pemdt was issued June 1968.
There is a verbal. agreement between the two of them that Mrs. Collins will turn
the operation over to Mrs. Christon if she gets a special use permit for the
school.

Mr. Smith asked if Mrs. Christon had a letter from Mrs. Collins indicating that she
is relinquishing the use permit?

Mrs. Christon said she did not have as she was not informed that this was necessary.

The Board could not issue another use permit unless Mrs. Collins would relinquish
hers, Mr. Smith stated. Could you get a letter from Mr. Spagnolo and Mrs. Collins t
bring back to the Board at another time on the agenda, he Bsked?

Mrs. Christon said she was working thrOugh a lawyer with Mrs. Spagnolo and she
understood. that Mr. Spagnolo was going to mail B lease to her lawyer.

No oppodtion.

() O~
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Mr. Barnes moved to defer to December 23 for a copy of the
Mrs. Collins relinquishing her use permit for the school.
Carried unanimously.

lease and a letter from
Seconded, Mr. Baker.

II
LISILOTTE (LILO) MA'jKRICH, app. under Sec. 30';'7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit
teaching of embroidery and weaving, owner-operated studio, 6304 Old Dominion Drive,
Dranesville District (RE-l), Map 31·3 ((1)) 131, S-223~69

Mr. Lee Bean represented the applicant who was also present.
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The applicant intends to use this heme at 6304 Old Dominion Drive for embroidery
and weaving studio, Mr. Bean expJ..ained. She is an expert:1n this field and has worked
with the YWCA and other ind.1viduals for years in the business. It is an art in
itself. This would be a. studio to give individual lessons to people who would come
for embroidery and wea.ving and on occasion there would be three or four la.dies in a
group. Genera.l..ly speaking, there would only be one at a. time. Parking will be pro·
vided on the property. There 1s a road that comes into the property off of Old Dom
inion Drive and runs out to the roadWSiY where Mr. Hall has a produce stand. This
property is practically in a. ccmaerci&1 zone and 1s ideally suited for this apera.tion.
The property is rented at the time and only the basement would be used for this
studio.

Mrs. Markrlch stated that her husband died two years ago and. at the lIICIDent sbe and
her children live in ArlJ.ngtOl1.When her ehildreil have left b.oDle, she WOUld probably
move to this location as most of her te&Ch1ng 1s done in Arlington, Washington, and
lot:Lean. She bought this property for the land and remodeled the house in such a wa:y
that she could move in i..JJIlIediately.

Mr. Long felt that this was IIl8JdJInUD utilization of the 8,900 sq. ft. This is a
residential area.

The property next door is used as a produce stand. Mrs. Markrich said. '!'he neighbors
do not object to her application.

Mr. BInith pointed out that the parking spaces shown on the plat do not meet County
requirements on setback..

Mr. Bean said this could be corrected. They prObab~d only need three spaces
on the property. Mrs. Markrich would not be tea c ses at this property,
she would like to have two weaving lOOl'!lB in the st 0 (she needs a place to store
them. now) and this would be similar to a school of ceremics, for example.

It' the application is grant.ed. Mr. Smith said, she would not be a.l..lawed to sell
to the students on the pre:m:i:ses.

No opposition.

In application S-223-69, application by Lise10tte (Lile) Markrich, sn application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit te&cl1ing of embroidery snd
wearing on property located at 6304 Old Dam1nion Drive. a.lso known as tax map 31·3
«1)) 131. County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Boe.rd of zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

Wl'lEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the r
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppealS, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of zoning Appea.ls on the 16th day of December, 1969 and

wwmEAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

(1) that the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
(2) that the present zoning is HI-1.
(3) th&t the area of the lot is 8,893 sq. ft •

.A!lD WBEREAS, the Board of Zeaing AppeaJ.s has rea.ched the tolJ..ow1ng conc1usioo.s ot
law'

(1) that the applicant haa presented testimony indicating cClllpllance with
atand&rds tor special use permit uses in R districts as cante.ined in Section 30-7.1.1
of the Zoning Ordinance, .

(2) that the use will not be detrimental to the character and development
of the adjacent lend and will be in harmoDy with the purposes of the comprehensive
pl8n ot' land use embodied in the Zoning ordinance.

1fW, THlREFORE BE IT RIilSOLVBD, that the subject application be and the same is
he:reby' granted with the tolJ.owing llmitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only for a period. of three years and
is not transfersb1e without turther &etion of this Board, and is for the lOcation
indicated in this application and is not transferable to other land.

2. TIrls permit sball expire one year tram this date unleSS operation has started or
unlees renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.
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3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plata
submitted with thiiJ application. Any additional structures. of any kind, changes in
use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit,
shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. Pupil enrollment. shall not exceed three pupUs at any one tJme.

5. Hours of operation - 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. six days a week.

6. Three parking spe.ces shall be p-rovided on the pmperty in connection with
this use.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
The Chairman of the Board of zoning Appeals was· requested to draft a letter
to the Board of Supervisors Chairman, Dr. William 6. Hoof'nagle, congratuJ.a.ting
WJn on his appointment.

II
PONDEROSA FARM - DAVID THEIS - Deterred tran December 9, 1!J6,.

This has taken a great deal of the Board's time during the past week, Mr. Smith
said. The Board has reviewed additional pertinent information to back up some of the
allegations and test:lmony given at the public hearing. This was made a part of
the record. The Board has viewed the property snd has had an opportunity to study
it.

Mr. Long moved that the Boud ot Zoning Appeals adOpt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has been pesented with evidence which indicates
that there might be cause for revocation ot the special use permit isaued under Sec
tion 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Code ot the County of l'a1rf'ax, Virginia, to David Theis, on
June 25, 1968, to permit operation of a riding stable at 9600 Leesburg Pike which
application was heard as app1ication No. s-845-68, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the permittee under Section 30-6.7.1.;:2 of the
of the county of Fairfax, Virginia, and foll.awing properly conducted public hearing
held an the 9th day cf Dece1llber, 1969 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals is empowered under Section 30-6.7.1.2 of the
Code of the county of Fairf'a.x, Virginia, to revoke a use permit "at any t.ime on the
failU1le of the owner or operator of the use covered by the permit tomserve all
requireIJlel1ts of law with respect to the maintenance and conduct oftbe use", and

W1IEREAS, evidence was presented at the public hea.ring to the effect that:

1. The opera.tion conducted at the above stated locatiCC1 was so conducted as to be
at times hazardous and detrimental to the safety of the publicj

2. The pemittee was not in a position to adequately control the above described
operation by reason of his frequent and continued absence f'raI the property and by
virtue of this relationship to the owner and lessee j

3. While insureJlce coverage was apparently nilable it was not adlll:1n!stered so as
to adequately cover the operation of the use in the best interests of the public
saf'etYj

4. The permittee failed to comply with County regulations perta.ining to the ob
taining of an occupancy permitj and

WHEREAS J the Board of ZOning Appeals has concluded that the requiremeilts of law
have not adequately been met.

NCM, DIBRSFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject use permit be and the same is hereby
ordered revoked, and that all signs relating to the conduct of the subject use are
hereby ordered to be removed baediately.

seconded, Mr. YeatlDan. Carried 5-0.

II
Mr. Randolph W. Church, Jr. stated that on September 10, 1!J68 the Board granted four
special use per.mits to the Virginia Electric & .Power Com:pa.ny, all really part of oo.e
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project. construction on the lines has proceeded 8Z1d is well a.J.ong toward completion.
The substation was the subject ot a previous application in 1965. SCIlle work has been Ir\ c:- t!t
done pursuant to the previous application. This is such 8Z1 important and big tacility V.../ I
saneth1ng like over one manyear ot work went into preparation of the site plan. The
site plan was submitted and has be.. through tour revisions. It has t1naJ.4 been
approved. They were about to go ahead when they fOW1d that the use permit had expired.
This is the most important single application VlPCO MS had before the Board since
he has been representing the CCIlIp8.Dy, Mr. ChtU'ch said. It is 1mportant that they
proceed with this facillty. If the Board considers, that all four of these applications
were reall.y one application, construction has :in fact started.

Meeting adjourned at 3:20 p.m.
By: Betty HaiJ1es, Clerk

II

Mr. Baker moved to extend the original motl00 to September 10, 1970. Seconded, Mr.
Barnes. Carrled unanimously.

Mr. Ye&tm8n moved that the Board~ the minutes of October 21, OCtober 28 and
November 7,1969. seconded, Mr. B&rnes. Carried unan1JnOUSl.y.
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appeals was held at 10:00 a.m.
Oll Tuesday, December 23, 1969 in the
Board Room of the County Administration
Building. All members were present:
Mr. Daniel Smith, Che.irma.n; Mr. George
Barnes, Mr. Joseph Baker, Mr. Richard
Long and Mr. Clarence Yeatman.

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

STRATFORD RECREATION ASSOCIATION, Dro., application under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the
Ordinance, to pennit erection of two tennis courts, located on C!IlI.den Court, Mount
Vernon District, (R-12.5), Map Ill·l «1» 10, 8.225-69

Mr. Norman Hawkinson represented the Association. The proposed tennis courts will
be on property opposite the entrance off Camden Court. All of the homeowners around
the property belong to the Club; they s.ll signed the notice and are looking forward
to getting the tennis courts in. Tennis courts were a. put of their origineJ. plan
and the approved site plan does shOW" them in this proposed location. They have
a. reputable firm to construct the tennis courts and they have plans to put lighting
in. When this 1s put in they will make sure that it does not shine onto adjacent
property. They plan to h&ve the hour of termination at 10:00 p.m., the same tiJDe
as the County tennis courts in the &rea.

original perm!t was granted June 22, 1965, Mr. SlIdth noted, for the pool witb 400
femily mem.bership and 135 parking spa.ces.

They have 148park1ng spaces and 400 family meJllberships. They are at the 11nrl.t now.
Total land &rea is 5.757 a.cres. They serve several conrnunities but their 1ll&in
membership is £ram Stratford Landing. Anyone who is cl.ose enough to the pool and
wants to enjoy it could apply for membership.

President of LittJ.e Hunting Creek Citizens Association, Peter Breninzer, spoke in
favor of the application.

In application S-225·69, an appl,ication by Stratford. Recreation Association, Inc.,
application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit erection
of tva tennis courts on property located on C8m:ien Court J &lso known as tax ma.p
lll-l ((1» 10, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long DlOVed that the Board of Zoning
AppeaJ.s &dept the following resolution:

WliEREAS, the captioned application bas been properq filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in a.ccordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news·
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 23rd daiY of
December, 1969 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.Ls has ms.de the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.757 B.C.

4. That confOrmance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be req,uired.
5. That the original use permit was granted June 22, 1965.

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

1. The applicant bas presented testimony indicating campliance with standards for
special use permits in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

2. The use will not be detrimental. to the character and development of the adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same hereby
is granted with the following limita.tions:

1. Hours of opera.tion: 9 a.m. 0010 p.m.
2. Tennis courts shall be lighted with direct lighting to,protect adjacent property.
3. Tennis courts shall be fenced with a fence not to exceed 12 ft. in height.
4. A minimuxn of 131 parking spaces shall be required.
5. All. other provisions of the original. use permit shall apply.
6. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
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STRATFORD RECREATION ASSOCIATION, INC. - Ctd.

further action of this Board and is for the location indica.ted in the application
and is not transferable to other land.

7. This pe:nni.t shall expire one year fran this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

8. This approveJ. is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats
submitted with this application. Any addition&! structures of any kind, changes
in use or add!tional uses, whether or not these additional. uses require a. use
permit, sha.l.1 be cause for this use permit to be re-evalus.ted by this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
CHARLES M. & ELIZABETH M~ FAIRCIDLD & GREENBELT CONSUMER SERVICES, INC., app.
under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the ordinance, to permit erection and operation
of self-service gas station. lOcated 7201 Little River Turnpike. AnnandeJ.e
District, (C-D), Map 71-1 «1)) ll6B, 8-226-69

Mr. smith asked Mr. Woodson if the Fire MarshaJ. had approved self-service gas
stations in the County? Does the County have any operating at the present time?

Mr. Woodson reported that the Board had had an application severaJ. years ago and
the Fire Marshal did approve it, but it was not in operation now.

Mr. Phillips said his of'1'ice had checked with the Fire Marshal 8lld there is a
memo f'rcm him in the folder.

Mr. Smith referred to the memo from the staff to the Fire Marshal, and the Fire
Marshal's reply. The three questions asked were: Are self-se1."Vice gas stations
allowed in the County1 1£ they are, are there any specific requirements? Would
the Fire Marshal. suggest any c:cmditions that the Board m;lght place on such a use
perm1t~ In answer: "Under Section 16.644, "Autc:matic Dispensing Units. The
installation and use of unattended c:oin~operated dispensing devices for Class
1 liquids is prohibited." Gasoline is a Class 1 liquid. I think this section
of the Fire Prevention Code is pretty self-explanatory. However, we do aJJ.ow
self-service stations that are under the direct supervision of an attendant who
must be able to exercise control of the dispensing units, by either his having
to turn on the unit at the island before delivery can be P1&de and then turning
off the unit or by mechanicaJ. me8l1s establishing the amount of product to be
dispensed prior to the unit being turned on. The attendant must be present at
a.ll times the product is being dispensed and it is his responsibility to see
that a.ll requirements of the Fire Prevention Code are adhered to, such as no smoking,
motors turned off, product dispensed into an apprared container onJ.y, etc:. The
method of operation would lBve to be approved by the Fire MarShal prior
to its being pJ.aced into operation. A Hazardous Use Permit would have to be
obtained !'rca the lire Marshalls Office."

Mr. Pat Moreland, Vice President of Greenbelt Consumers, stated that this is not
:tor a gaaollne. station. They are going to attempt to have a gasoline dispensing
un!t -~ this construction would have no ba;ys, nO mechanics, and would not be
set up as a gas station is thought of' at this point. There would be six pump islandS
and a control houSe where the operator would sit at a console and would be able
at that point to visua.l.ly observe the pump islands and to activate the pumps,
and to record the amount of delivery and the amount of purchase. The plot they
want to put this on is the J.<'Ner left band corner of the L shaped property facing
on Bacltllc:k Road and would have ingress and egress £ran Be.ckllc:k Road. The
pump islamls wouJ.d be shielded by a planter that would alJllOst canpletely surround
them, .with openings for the traf'1'ic. Hours of operation 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and
there would be one operator. This is brand new in this area. He knew of noth;i.ng
comparable to this anywhere in the area. The control bouSe would be approximately
10' x 10' and it would not contain rest rocms or saJ.es area. No marketing of motor
or oil or sale of tires would be done. This would be approximately 25,000 sq. ft.
of land. This area. now is used as a parking lot for a supermarket that exists in
the area. There is quite ample parkins so they would like to use this part of'
the parking lot for this use. There are light stanchions that already exist on
the parking lot and the only other light would be a small Early American type of
lighting over each pump island. This is a Cooperative and they have in 1he
Washington metropolitan area approximately 30,000 members. They currently operate
~2 supermarkets and , service stations, several furniture operations under the
trade name of Scan's, and several pharmacies. This would be an additional service
and it is open to the public. The customers shopping here would be tiE prime customers
for this.

OJ.
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CHARLES M. & ELIZABETH M. FAIRCHILD AND
GREENBELT CONSUMERS, INC. ctd.

There's no restroom in this facility, Mr. Yeatman noted, and no restroom for the
public in the food store. This is a very bad operation. Restroom conveniences
should be provided for mothers with SJnal..l children or for elderly people.
This is not the type of operation Fairfax CoWlty needs. This is not a service
station, it's a gasoline dispensing service. On snowy days, people would have
to get their own gas and it doesn't offer the service that the people in the
COWlty demand.

It does offer a service to the consumer in that the price is lower, Mr. Moreland
said.

People would not pump gas in their own cars, Mr. Yeatman said, not for a ten
cent saving. A woman buying gas there, for instance, might have a car that is
low on oil and she would not know it. This is not a service that the people
want.

There axe people in the COWlty who want the services, Mr. Moreland stated, but
there are others who would take the savings. To this customer would be the appeal
of this type of operation.

Mr. Yeatman thought it was getting into a safety problem when there was no one
there to wipe dirty windshields.

Their main restriction on their growth has been their inability to get people
to operate their stations. The self service would give them a relief, Mr. Moreland
said, and they would be able to pass onto the consumer the savings.

Mr. Long wondered whether this facility should properly be located in a C~D

zone ~ one of the requirements there is that it serve the particular shopping
habits of the people in til! area. Most people require restroOlDS in service
stations and would want one.

OG,~
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They do not expect their station to appeal to
This is a new attempt in marketing for them.
in most stations, there is still a preference
preference. or location preference.

This is an extension
most of the shoppers
gasoline and put gas

of services

are """""'.
in the car?

every consumer. Mr. Morelsnd said.
Even with customer services provided
~~ brand preference, person&1ity

of the supennarket, Mr. Yeatman COJJIllented, and
How many wanen are going to go here and buy I

Their surveys have shown that at least sixty per cent of the business done by
self-service gas stations was by wanen shoppers. There was less reluctance on
the part of the women to pump their gas than there was by men, Mr. Moreland said.

If this is such a good use, Mr. Yeatman questioned why the big oil ccmpanies
don't do scmeth1ng like this?

The aU company makes their profit not only on the sale of gasoline, but the
sale of tires, batteries and &ccessories, Mr'. l«Ireland replied.

Mr. smith pointed out that this is a designed shopping center and he had not been
able to find any plat showing the service station as part of the original design.
This proposal would alleviate many of the parking spaces set aside for the
supermarket itself. The Board does not have information to show that this would
not cause insufficient parking for the store.

This is an area that is seldOO1,lf ever,used. Mr. Moreland stated. This was an
overfiow area.

As the area continues to grow, Mr. Smith IBid. there might be need for these
parking spaces.

Site plan shows that 71 or 72 spaces were required, Mr. Phillips told the
Board, and this number is exceeded now and would still be exceeded if this were
put in.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Moreland if he knew of any similar operation in this area
or the Washington area.

Mr. Moreland said he knew of no simil.a.r operation, either their own or competition.
The only units he has seen that arhsimilar would be in Richmond - these are
primariJ..., fast food outlets sitDilar to Seven Eleven Stores or High I S type
operation that have a P'UlDP outside, operated by consoles inside the store.

I
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CHARLES M.. & BLIZABt.l'H .M. FAIRCHILD &
GBEDBELT OOIfSUMlRS, IlfC. - Ctd.

Mr. loklreland 8&1d there would be a. speaker tram the puIIIp island to the operator
of the console. The custcmer would request a. fillup, it would be delivered, and
recorded on the meter of the console inside the building, then the driveway would
go, past the window so the customer could pay. Or, the eustClller could prepay and
the meter would be pre-set for that amount.

To install any such facility without separate restrocms for men and wallen wouJA
be inconsistent with good planning, Mr. Smith said.

Mr. Long said he had visited a. station in 8. more eanmercial area. and it did have
restroan tacl.1ities. Having Been one, he did not think it would be compatible
with this type of' use in the area.

Opposition: David B. Finnegan, President of the Crestwood Manor Civic Association,
stated that no one in his subdivision received any notice of this application
except for the posting sign. The Association is opposed to this application.
He questioned whether the operation as described by the applicant would meet the
requirements of the COWlty Fire Marshall. The drawings in the rue show that
the proposed station would have a control building located about 60 ft. fran
B&cklick Road. C~D requirements would mean that the building would have to be
at lea.st 75 ft. b&clt. The Association contends that the proposed use would be
detriJDental to the character and develOI;ment of adja.eeilt land. The nature and
intendty of the proposed operation and site layout is such that vehicular traffic
to and frQIII the use would be more hazardous than the normal traffic. Traffic
on Backlick Road is very heavy and fast mov1ng. There have been many accidents,
some inwlving personal injury, at the entrance to the bank. This would increa.se
the tra.ffic turning thEire and increase the tra.ffic hazards. When the supermarket
wa.s built, the develC¥rB ant.icipated sufficient use to warrant two ls.rge parking
lots a.s part of the designed area. This use would destroy one of these lots for
parking purposes. As the supermarket customers increase, the.demand for parking
will increase. Where will they go?

They will use John Ma.rr Drive, Mr. Finnegan continued, thereby crea.ting another
traffic huard. Already the other developers of the district are finding that
they do not provide adequate parking and this problem should not be. ccmpotmded
by eliminating aV&ilable parking now. This use would not be a harmonious part
of the cormnerciaJ. district in which it is situated. This type of use between a
bank and a supe:rma.rket is another typical example of the hodge~podge layout
fOWld throughout Annandale. There is no reason to turn this parking lot into
such an imccmpatible use. In addition to its physical relationship to other
uses, its economic relationship to other service stations located within one
block of the proposed use can only lead to the conclusion that it will hlWe
difficulty surviving or will be detrimental to these other stations. There
are already twenty-six gas stations in the Annandale, area. This station would
be at the edge of the shopping center and would not serve the whole area.
The site layout, location and nature of the displ~ sign in connection with
this use would impair the value of adjoining residential property. There is
already one freestanding sign located on the Backlick Road side of the property
advertising the supermarket. Now, there will be two, or one big one for both the
supermarket and gas station. Such a prospect III81tes one shudder at the
adverse effect it will have on the Creeden property, to name an individual lot
for one, and all of Crestwood Manor.

Mr. Finnegan told the Board that this operation would be objectionable to nearby
dwellings from the standpoint of noise, lights and fumes. At present, the noise
fran the supermarket is very nominal. The only disturbing noise is when de~iveries

are made early in the morning. Gas stations are notorious for creating noise
at hours through the slllllllling of car hoods, running of pumps, etc. There are
no fumes :frCll1 the supermarket. Fumes from gas stations can be very heavy,
particularly' on bot days. At present lights used. in1he parking lot are turned
off in the evening and have not been detrimental to nearby residents. IJghts
at gas sta.tions are far brighter and sta,y on late a.t night.

Mr. Worden, 6841 Columbia Pike, represented ALRT Inves"bnents. He said there are
three stations within Boo ft. of this site and twenty~six in the total area.
Twelve stations are within 1600 ft. of the site. There 1s not a need for this
facility- in the cClllllnUlity and they feel this would change the chara.eter of a
planned, integra.ted shopping center, and they, as owners of Parcel C, feel that
this use has a devaluating effect on our property. They have a building presently
under construction ~- about a $300,000 project -~ and this C-D zoned land is
contiguous to residentially zoned land. They would like to see the area kept
as near as possible to the original concept of the &rea..

Mr. MoreJ.and, in rebuttal, reata.ted that this is not a service station, but only
an extension of services from their supermarket. As far as the ntrlsance value
as to noise, etc. they don't feel tha.t this would be a factor. There would be
no mechanical. work and none of the operations normal.ly aasociated with a service
station. They feel this is going to be a t~ of marketing that is going to
become more and more predcminant.

00
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In application 5-226-69. an application by Charles M. & Elizabeth M. Fairchild
and Greenbelt Consumer Services, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the zoning
Ordinance, to perm1t erection snd operation of self service gas station, located
at 7201 Litt1.e River Turnpike, alao knOlNn aa tax map 71-1 «1» 116B, County of
Fairta.x, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appe&1.s adapt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the eaptioned ~cation has been properJ.y fUed in accordance with
the requirements of a.ll applicable State and COWlty Codes and in accordance
with the by-1.&ws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s, and

WHEREAS J following proper notice to the public by advertisemem. in a local.
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appea.ls held on the 23rd
day of December, 1969, and

WHEREAS> the Board of Zoning Aweals has made the following findings of fact:

Tha.t the owner of the subject property is Charles M. and Elizabeth M. Fairchild;
That the present zoning is C-D;
That the area of the lot is 134.730 sq. ft •• and

WREREAS. the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with standards
ror special use permits in C or I districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2
of the Zoning Ordinance.

2. The use will be detrimental to the character and development of the adjacent
land and will not be in hamony with the purposes of the ccmprehensive plan ot
land'use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM. THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be denied.
Seconded. Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
JAMBS STEWART COMPANY & SID W. FOUInER & SETH HORNE DEVELOPMENT CO •• application
WIder Sec. 30- 6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit variance of setback requirement
for addition of two floors to present structure. 6565 Arlington Boulevard. Mason
District. (C-o). Map 50-4 ((1)) 16. V-234-69

Mr. William Ha.n8barger represented the applicant. The proposal is to add a
second story to the existing building. he explained. with a 25 ft. buffer strip
between this site and the used portion of South Street. No ingress or egress
would be made to or from this site from South Street or across the buffer strip.
In the past operation of the existing fa.cility there has been some complaint
about trash being collected during the night and that 1s a legitimate complaint.
He would like to see placed as a condition of granting that":IlQo~trashbe picked
up after 9 p.m. or prior to 8 a.m. There has aJ.so been complaint about the
noise from the existing cooling system - this should be another condition of
the 7ariance -- that there be no noise or vibration fram this operation.

Mr. Yeatma:n asked if the applicant proposes dedication along South Street and
construction of curb and gutter.

Mr. Hansbarger said the applicant had dedicated 10 ft. already; they would be
willing to build curb and gutter there but going beyond that would be getting
into the buffer area.

Mr. Yeaman discussed the wooden fence on the property and whether or not a
brick wall along there would be a better arrangement. Wooden fences are not
aJ.ways maintained prope~. he said.

D(,'f
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The land area is filled a.t that point, Mr. Hansbarger said, and construction of a. br k wall
would probably not be feasible.

Mr. Foulger told the Board that the building is on piers going into the ground
between 35 !'t. and 70 ft. deep below the basement. If they had to go to this
expense to put in the brick w&J.l they could not afford the second story. He
described the trees and shrubs that are existing on the property now. They
have had· some problem keeping the shrubbery alive and have had to repl.ace sOOte
of it. They constructed the 6 ft. fence the County required and it did ccmply
with the Code. They are obligated to maintain that fence and they will keep it
in good condition. None of the ccmplaints have been about the fence and it
would be unfair to require them to construct the brick wall at this time.
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Mr. Yeatman felt the brick wall should be required DOW'. The property might be
in different hands ,later on. It would be chee;per to construct it now at the same
time as the building.

Mr. Hansbarger told the Board he felt this condition would be unreasonable.
The man has complied with the Code in all respects.

Mr. Long suggested constructing the brick wall a.t the time the Zoning Administrator
determines it is necessary.

When this build1ngwa,s first proposed, Mr. Hansbarger pointed out, the citizens
were made aware that this would ultimately be a five story building. At no
time did they have any trouble with the screening.

Opposition: Mr. Howard Marks, 6549 South street, said he was mt 011 eaking strictly
against the application, 8.S they ha.ve worked out agreements and covenants
witb Mr. Hansbarger. It is true tha.t the cl.osest homes have been bothered by
air conditioning noise -but this is going to be taken care of. They have not
talked of a. brick fence versus a wooden fence. He had a petition in apposltion
to the application but said that after working vi th Mr. Hansbarger to iron. out
sane of the problems, and speaking for three people living closest_to the property,
they would withdraw their earlier objections. They would llke to see the brick
walJ.. PersonaJ.l.y, he said he wouJ.d rather not see the curb and gutter put in
as this 1fOUld make the street wider and people might park &long there.

Mr. Fouglersaid he felt that the noise people had complained of in the past
was due to the fact that one fan has been going faster than it needs to go.
That noise will be corrected. If they go to the second story the present system
of air conditioning would be eliminated.

Mr. smith read a letter fran Mrs. Carl A. Dorr objecting for reasons stated (air
conditioning noise, etc.)

In appJ.ication V-234-~, lID application by James Stewart Caapany and Sid W.
lI'oulger, and Seth Horne DevelopDent COIlIPany, under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to pennit variance of setback requirements for addition of two fioora to present
structure, located at 6565 Arlington Boulevard, Mr. Long 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 a.ll applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with
the by-lawS of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppeaLs, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and rearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppeaLs held on the 23rd da.Y
of December, l~ and

WHEREAS the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOlling findings of fact:
•

The owner of the property is Seth Horne Development Company.
The present zoning is C-O.
That the area of the lot is 4.8415 &c.

That conformance with Article XI (Site P1.sn Ordinance) is required.

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

That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following p~Bical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinan::e would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of
the reasonable use of the land end/or buildings involved: (a) exceptionally
sha.llow lot,

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

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

2) This variance sha.ll expire one yea.:r trem this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by a.ction of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3) Curb and gutter is to be constructed on South Street for the entire length
of the property.

4) A 6 ft. brick wa.ll 25 ft. northerly of the property line Q..ong South Street
for the entire length of the property sh8l.l be constructed at such time as the
Zoning Administrator determines that eXisting screening is not being maintained
in t he proper lllBl1J1er.
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5) That there be no parking along South Street in connection with this use.

6) Trash is not to be picked up from the building between 9 p.m. and 8 a.m.

7) Air conditioning and heating equipnent should be operated so as not to
cause .vibration or noise to adjacent properties.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
CITIES SERVICE OIL COMPANY, application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the

Ordinance, to permit erection and operation of service station, 3101 Graham Rd.,
Providence District, (C·N), Map 50-3 «1» 260A, S·236-69

Mr. John Aylor stated that there is a Citgo gas station in tbe comer of the
shopping center nOW'. The existing statton faces Arlington BOUlevard. They
propose to tear down the old station and build a new one which would face Graham
Road. The application lists the EiWJler's name as Je.ck Coopersmith, Mr. Aylor
continued, but since this was filed, Cities Service Oil Company' has become the
owner. The only benefit which would accrue to the applicant with the new
service station would be an additiona.J. puDIp isJ.snd on Graham Road. There is
a station 1ike they propose loaatedat Tysons Corner. This woul.d be a. three
b~ sta.t!on with entrMce from the rear.

Mr. McIntyre, engineer, told the Board that the mansard is not masonry. The
red bimd around the top will be of a.J.um1numJ and the mansard is a plasticized
material.

Mr. Smith:':said that the other distributors in the County have been required to
build brick service stat;J.ons.

Mr. Stanley Klein, 3131 Graham RoadJ asked about entrance to the service station
from Graham RQad. The traffic congesticm now going into the two shopping centers
is pretty roughJ he said.

According to the site p].an, the entrance will be at the same plaee. Mr. Aylor
said. On the corner next to the shopping center at Graham Road they will
remove the retaining wall so there will be access to the shopping center with
out having to go on Graham Road. There will be no additionaJ. signs placed on
the property.

In application 8-236-69, an application by Cities Service 011 COIJll8l1y, under
Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to I8 rmit erection and operation
of service station, on property lOcated at 3101 Graham Road, also known as tax
map 50-3 «11}) 260A, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of Zon1Jl.g AppesJ..s adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application bas been properly filed in accordance with
therequirementa of;&l1.J.appllcable State and county CodeS and in accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of zoning Appeals, and

WHImEAS, following proper notice to the publiC by advertisement in a local news
paper J posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property orrners
and a public bearing by the Board at zoning Appeals held on the 2,3rd d.a;y of
December, 1969 and

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

L The owner of the property is Cities Service Oil Ccmpany.
2. Present zoning is C-N.
3. Area of the lot is 26,680 sq. ft.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan ordinance) would be required.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals bas reached the following coneJ.usions of
law:

L That the applicant has presented testiJDony indicating caDpllanee with Standards
for Speeia.J. Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2
at the Zoning Ordinance J and,

2. That the use w1ll not be detr:lme:ntal to the character and development of
the adjacent land and will be in l1arIllony with tbe purposes of the COIIlPrehensive
plan of land use embodied in the Zoning OrdiJlance.

NCM, THIIREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject &.pp1.icat1on be and the S8llle
hereby 1s granted with the following limitations:

I
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December 23, 1969

crrms SERVICE OIL CO. ~ ctd.

1. This approvaJ. 1s granted to the applieant only and is not transferable without
further action of this Board and 1s tor the location indicated in this application
and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date wU.eS8 construction baa
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of exp1ra.tion.

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats sub
mitted with this applica.tion. Any additional. structures of any k1Dd, changes in
use or additlonaJ. uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit
shall be cause tor this use permit to be re-eva.luated by the Board.

4. The building is to be of brick or masonry aggregS(tle paneling.

5. This is tor a three bay rear entry station.

6. All lights shall be directed on the property itself.

7. Access 1s to be prC1V1ded to adJacent cODIIIerciaJ. properties as required by
the Land Planning Branch.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
BURR DAVIDSON, app. 'QD.der Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit swiDt1.ng pool
to remain closer to p~rty line than allowed, 6000 Ridge View Dr., Lee District,
(R-12.5), ..... 82-3 (10» (Ej lA, V-235-69

Mr. Walter O'Neal represented the applicant. When Mr. Davidson discussed COD
struction ot _the pool. with the contractor about a year and 8. halt ago, Mr. David
1011 ,raised the question of who would be responsible tor getting bu1lding permits,
etc. '!be contractor said tha.t he would and it was put in the contract. Then
this IIUDIIler he was cited tor violation of the setb&Ck requirements. This was a
licensed contractor in the County at the t1:tDlt, however, be no longer has a
license. This was through no tault ot the applicant, he lef't it up to the con
tractor. When the violation was brought to Mr. Davidson's -&ttention, he 1JImed.1
&te4r c&lled the contractor and inf'ozmed him of the situation. The net result
was that the builder was very sympathetic but Mr. Davidson should go ahead. and
do wbs.t he thought was the best. Mr. Davidson, attempting to cOOIp!Y, contacted
sever&1 other ccmpanies to see what he could do. Sixteen times he was told
tb&t they' could not help him. He presented a copy of Mr. Davidson's contract
for the record.

Mr. Davidson told the Board that Ambassador Enterprises &Ssured him tha.t they
would meet all County and pool regu1&tions. He was very surprised when he was
cited tor violation.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Davidson it he had fulfilled his agreement on financing
arrangements.

Yes, cc:mpletely, Mr. D&vidson said. They were p~ for it on a five year
buis. Originally the price of the pool was over $4,000 and they told him
they would give him a discount of $l.,995 since hewsa the first one to install
a poo1 of this type in the neigbborhood. Neighbors across the street did buy
the same pool and paid sllghtJ.y more for it. The pool cannot be moved and letters
in the folder fram. pool ccmpan1es indicate this.

No opposition.

In application V-235-69, an &pplication by Burr Davidson, under Section 30-6.6
of the ZOning Ordinance, to permit sw1mm:1ng pool to remain closer to property
line than allowed, located at 6000 Ridge View Drive, also known as tax map
82 ...3 «10)) (E) lA, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHERIUS, the captioned application has been proper4r filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board ot Zoning AppealS and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the
23rd da.Y of December, 1969, and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals hs.a made the fo11oW1ng f'ind.:l.ngs of fact:

The owner of the property is the applicant.
Present zoning is R-12.5.
Are& of the lot is 1l,OOO sq. f't. of land, and

U/
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December 23, 1969

BURR DAVlDSOlf • ctd.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.ls ha.a reached the .following conclusions of
J.aw:

1. The Board has found that non w compU8I1ce was the result of an error in the
location of the buUding subsequent to the issuence of a building permit and

2. The granting of this variance will not impa.1r the intent and purpose of
the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detriJnental to the use and enjoynent
of other property in the :lJImediate vicinity.

Nai, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
hereby 1s granted. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5;';0.

II
VIC'l'OR A. KOELZER, qlP1ication \U1der Section 30-6,6 of the Ord1n811ce, to permit
carport to be enclosed for garage 16 f't. 1"rom. side property line J 2432 carey
Lane, Valewoods Eats., Lot 5, Centreville District, (RE 0.5), Map 38-3 «6» 5,
v-216-69 (deferred from December 9)

The property was purcllased with the intent of building a garage, Mr. Koelzer
explained. Contra.et to :purchase the property included an option to' build the
garage. Carey Lane 1s 8. dead end street on which there are twel.ve houses.
His neighbor's carport and his carport fa.ce ea.c:h other and the space between
the two will be fifty-three feet. The neighbors have no objection to the
proposal. The garage would be an asset to the neighborhood. -There are six
other houses with the same problem.

This presents a probl.eJlli':1'or the Board because of the number of hOUBes involved,
Mr. smith said. It six out of twelve people do the same thing, this would be
tantamount to rezon1ng and this Board is prohibited :f'r0lll doing that. One
approach would be to bring this to the attention of the Board of Supervisors.

No opposition.

The Board discussed other possibilities rather than granting a variance.
Mr. Long suggested going before the Board of Supervisors and havi.ng the entire
subdivision rezoned R-17.

This might be diff':Lcult, Mr. Knowlton pointed out, as most of the area is zom d
HE·l or BE 0.5. The Board would -be reluctant to rezone R-l? as this might set
a precedent.

Mr. Koelzer presented a copy of his contract dated AprU 17, l~9. (See folder.)

In application V-216·69, an application by Victor Kalelzer. under Section 30-6.6
of the ZOning Ordinance, to enclose carport closer to side property line
than allowed, on prope:rty located at 2432 Carey Lane, also mown as tax map
38·3 ((16)) 5, COunty of Fairfa.x., Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resoluticn:

WHEREAS, the captioned application ha.s been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of a.ll applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by.!a.wa of the Fairfax COUnty Board of zoning Appp&ls, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a loca.l
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public bea.ring by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 23rd
day of December, l~', and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has nl8.de the fo1J.ow1ng findings of fact:
1) that the owner of the property is the applicant,
2) present zoning is HI 0.5,
3) area of the lot is 25,301 sq. ft.,
4) required side ye.N.,aetback is 20 ft.,
5) the It;IPlicant was told by the salesman at the time of purchase that he could

enclose the ca.rport,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning App! a.ls has rea.ched the following conclusions of
law:

1) the a.ppl1cant has satisfied the Boa.rd that the following pqsic&1 conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user
of the reasonable use of the land BZ!d/or buildings involved; exceptionaJ.l¥
narrow lot,

NarI, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same hereby

oc,8
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December 23, 19651

VICTOR A. KOELZER etd.

is granted with the following limitations:

1) 'l'h1s approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or
structures indicated in the plats included with this appJ.ication anly', and is
not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2) This variance sha.ll expire one yes;r f'ran this date unless construction h&s
started or lmles8 renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
CAROLYN K. CHRISTON & RAYM:lND SPAGNOLO - (deferred -from DeceiDber 16. 1969)

Mr. smith noted that the Board was in receipt of a. letter frem Mrs. Collins
agreei.nsr to rel1nquish the use permit tor the Little River Day School to Mrs.
Christon. Also, a. copy of a lease fram Mr. Spagnolo had been received, da.ted
December 23, 1969. for ane year, beginning November 1, 1970. WluLt happens
to the lease tram. nov till November 1970, Mr. 6m1th aaked1

Mrs. Collins is present4 operating the school, and 1s planning to leave the
area, Mr. Leventhal (Mrs. Christon's attorney) explained. She has not decided
what date she will give up the school.

I

I

Mr. Smith was con1'uaed by the November 1, 1970 date on the lease ~ the Board cannot
set up a standby use permit, he said. Mrs. Christon does not have a lease until r
1970 1il0 the Board could grant a we permit effective that dati! •

The school is :in operation now and Mrs. Christon wants to start as soon as she
can. Mrs. Colllns lease nms until November 1S'1Q, Mr. LeventbaJ. said.

Mr. Smith suggested deferr:ing action SAd when Mrs. Collins has decided when she
will re1.:l.nquish her use permit, the Board couJA pJ.a.ce this back on the agenda.
The Board should know what date the use permit will be relinquished. They cannot
grant two use peDlits on the same property. The Board deesn' t know whether Mr.
Spagnolo would give Mrs. Christon a lease prior to November. If Mrs. collins
has a lease until that time, the Board sb.aul.d see a copy of that before granting
a seoond use permit.

Mr. Leventhal suggested that the Board grant the use permit today and it would
not be effective anyway Wltil an occupancy permit has been obtained.

'!'he Board was reluctant to grant a special use permit Wltil Mrs. Christon has
an effective lease on this property. The one given the Board is not effective
now.

After more discussion of the lease, the Board deferred the application to
January 13, 1970 for a current copy of the lease ~~ a lease ·that is in effect
or a memo of agreement between Mrs. collins, Mrs. Christon a.ud Mr. Spagnolo in
the transfer of the lease for the operation of thi.s school.

II
:he Board granted an out of turn hearing to Hazelton Laboratories, Inc. :for
January 13, 1970.

II
An out of turn hearing for January 20, 1,-,0 was granted to Mary Ruth Beesen, for
operation of antique shOp.

II
Letter fl'am James McIlvaine requested withdrawal of his application for variance
(v-1oo-69). The Board agreed to allow withdrawal without prejudice.

II

Meeting adjourned at 3:20 p.m.
By Betty Haines, Clerk

II

HAROLD M. SHAW, JR. - Request for extension of use permit. The Board granted an
extension to November 26, 1,-,0.

I The Board authorized an out
for January 20.

of turn hearing for the application of Long & Foster

~~~ 1'0/7
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appeals was held at 10:00 a..m.
on Tuesda.y, January 13, 1970 in the
Board of Supervisors Roam of the
County Administration Building.
Those present: Mr. Deniel Smith,
Chairman, Mr. CJ.ai'ence Yeatman,
Mr. Joseph Bilker and Mr. Richard
Long. (Mr. Barnes was absent.)

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Loog.
,

Election of officers for ),.970: Mr. Daniel Smith was re-elected Ch&ixman; Mr. Clarenee
Yeatman re-elected Vice-chairman, and Mrs. Betty Haines, Clerk to the Board.

II
BE'l"l'Y L. ERKILETIAN & SHARON HARRELL, app. under Sec. 30-1.8.33 of the Ordinance, to
permit operation of riding school and stable, Amon Chapel Rd. and Walker Rd•• Dranes
ville District, (RE-2), Map 7. B «1» 86, 88, 8-249-69

Mr. York Phillips located the property on the map.

Mr. Hansbarger submitted Dew plats to the Board and stated that since the application
was filed the applicants have incorporated snd are stockholders of the Deerfield Horse
center, Inc. which woul.d be the operator. The owners are Mr. and Mrs. Hanes. This
is an out of turn hearing granted by the Board because the present operation which
Miss Harrell has at Westgate is no longer suitable in this location. Since the
Board 1Bade this detenW1i,tion was made, Miss Banell has 'been transporting horses
to this location and back. to Westgate.

Mr. Hansbarger presented a copy of the Articles of Incorporation and asked that the
application be amended to include both the individuals and the corporation. The corpor
ation is the lessee of the area that is subject to this application. The two applicants
are the tiro majorstockhold.ers and WOUld be responsible for the operation.

Mr. Yeatman moved that the appllcatioo be amended to include the name of the Deerfield
Horse center, Inc. and Betty Erkiletian and Sharon Harrell. Seconded, Mr.. Baker.
Carried unan1Jnously..

Mrs. Erkiletian is President and Miss IDu'rell Vice President of the Corporation,
Mr. Hansbarger stated.

Mr. smith noted that the Chair was in receipt of the Corporate Charter from the State
Corporation Comnd.ssion dated December 2, 196' and was in proper form. The number of
directors constituting the initial board of directors is three, and the names and
addresses of the persons who are to serve as the initial directors are listed -
Betty Erkiletian, Myron P. Erkilet1an and Sharon Harrell.

Mr. Hansba,rger told the Board that
the stable would be 180 ft. x 140 ft. and would set back a distance of 150 ft. fran

the property line along Arncin Chapel Road. The baJ.ance of the facill ty would be for
parking and riding tract area. The stable itself, in addition, would contain a riding
area where horsemanship and equitation could be taught. The rest of it would. be for
staJJ.s.. He presented a picture of the proposed stable. The arena would be 80 ft. x
150 ft .. inside the building he said. He alao presented a. plat showing the improvements
in color, and said the remainder of the land would be used for grazing of horses.
They are not dependent on this acreage to produce all of the feed for these horses -
there must be supplemental feeding, he said.

Mr. Hansbarger presented pictures of the property. All of it would be totally fenced,
he said. The purpose is riding and stabling of borses,to provide instructi<.?D in horse
manship and to breed and sell horses. There will be no horses for hire as the definition

, ot! riding stable might indicate, he continued. In addition, they have an insurance
policy, which he would present to the Board, but would lil!:e to have back with the
understanding that he would submit a cOPY of it to the Board. The intent here is that
this be a first cl.ass operation and in an area. of the County where this type operation
should be.. The number of pleasure horses in America in the past ten yea.rs haa tripled
in number. There are more horses here tod.q than there were when the major occupation
was farming. unfortunately, the number of people qualified to take care of horses has
decreased because the u .. S .. Cavalry School which used to train most of the instructors
closed about thirty yea.rs ago. There were no fe.cilities in this area until recently
to train people in the proper care of horses, equitation, etc. until 1964 or so when
the Morven Park International. Equestrian Institute was established on a 300 acre area
in Leesburg by people who saw a. need to train people in the proper instru.etion and
handling of horses. He presented a. copy of Miss Hs.rrell' s certificate as an assistant
instructor. A number of riding school permits have been issued by the Board, but
he wouJ.d submit, from the information he b&d, that there are none better qualified than
this young lady, Mr .. Hansbarger continued.

I
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January 13, 1970

BETTY L. ERKILETIAN & SHARON HARRELL - Ctd.

Mr. Ha.nsbarger presented letters in favor of the application from people who are now
boarding their horses at Miss Harrell's present operation. Miss Harrell has been rid
horses since she was ten years old, he said, and has been teaching for ten years.
She has a. certificate from the Morven Park Institute. The oath she takes when she
leaves the school. is as follows: "As I begin the teaching of' riding and the equestrian
arts, I affirm that the horse is man's partner, not his slavej that progress in horse
manship caaes through kindness and understanding, mt canpulsionj that the honor of l'llY
profession demands profound levels of knowledge pra.ctice and ethics j and that equestri
campetition requires the highest standards of sportsmanship, particularly since the
contestants include not only humans, but animals as well. In a.ccepting the diplcma
of the Morven Park International Equestrian Institute, I now dedicate myself to these
ideals and to the riders and horses who entrust themselves to my care."

Mrs. Erldletian is not only a horsewoman, but her children have benefitted from Miss
Hanell's instruction, Mr. Hansbarger told the Board. She is in a financial position t
see that this operation is a success.

Mr. Smith questioned the section W'l.der which the application was filed. Mr. Hans
barger said it should have been Section 30-1.8.30, this was probably a typographical
error. The ma.ximum number of bO&rding horses, horses that are there for instruction
f or sale, would be eighty on the sixty-six acres, and on the 125 &cres, a total of
150 borses. He was not sure that there would ever come a time when these maximums
lfOU1.d be reached. Facilities would be adequate for this number of borses. Miss
Harrell's feed bill for the caJ.endar year 1969 was $16,506.03, verified by a written
statement hom Southern States.

The Board in the past bas limited the number of horses to one per acre, Mr. SlDith
cCllllDlt8nted. He felt tb.&t it had become Board policy over the years.

Ml'. Baker said be felt there would be plenty of room. for the horses to exercise on
the sixty-six acres and from the statement presented regarding feed for the horses.
he did not think the horses were going to star'V'l:'.

Mr. Smith said he did not think that having the land sustain this nwnber of horses
vas in question. This 18 the largest land &rea,:before the~ in a long time.

Mr. Yeatman stated that he knew of no statute that sa,ys only so many horses per acre d
be &1lowed. HOW'many horses will the stable bold, he asked?

There would be seventy stalls in tbe stable, Mr. Hansbarger replied. Most of the
applications granted by this Board for this type operation were on smaJ.l areas and in
more concentrated areas. In this application they propose thirty-five parking spaces.
They will provide wha.tever parking is required.

Another thing, Mr. Ha;nsbarger added, which lUlght not be germane, tbe owner couJd put
sixty-five houses on this proper)y on two acre lots and the .iJllpact on the neighborhood
would be far greater witb that developnent. This proposed use would hold the open space

Is Mrs. Erkiletian a graduate of any school of instruction, Mr. Smith asked?

No, she will not be an instructor, Mr. Hansbarger answered -- she will be an owner.

Miss Harrell told the Board that she lives in McLean but plans to move to Great Fa.lls
1£ the use permit is granted. Hours of operation would be f"rClll 8 a.m. to 10 p.m.
There woul.d be an indoor facility to use at night. There would be lights on the outdoor
ring but these would be turned off.

Do you propose to inst&l.l lighting on the outside to cOlllplete anything tbatmight be in
progress at dark, Mr. SD11th asked?

Yes, MilS Harrell replied. The lights would be focused on 'he inside of the ring.
They don't need the outdoor lights very often but in case sarething was going on
they would like to have them.

Would lights be needed for protection of the property, Mr. Smith asked?

There might be a light by the barn, Miss Harrell replied.

Mr. Yeatman asked if there would be a watchman on the property.

I .J.

o7/

Mr. Long asked if Miss Harrell belonged to a riding association having prescribed rules
for the care of horses.

I
They are leasing a house on the property for a caretaker, Miss Harrell said.
like to build an apartment at the barn for him. The house is right above the
six acres of land and connects with this property.

They would
sixty-
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BETTY L. ERKILETIAN & SHARON HABRELL ~ Ctd.

There 1s the Fairfax Horseman I s Association, Miss Harrell stated, -S-6e she belongs
to that. She did not think they had any A8J. rules or regulations about the care of
They had a lot of three dB\Y work at Morven Park.

Mr. Slnith asked if there were some guidelines or sme national organization under
which they would 0J;e rate as far as horseshows.

rses.

I
The Virginia Horseshow and American Horseshow Association would rate them, Miss Harre
said. Stewards are sent out to each show. Mrs. Erkiletian is the President of the
Corporation. There is an outdoor riding ring, they would instruct in the rinS, and h e
a n outside course with jUJDps &I'ld trail rides so the children would get used to being t
in the field with the horses. Mr. Hanes has said they could use his land for trails

This land could not be used unless it is a part of the use permit, Mr. Smith
pointed out. If riding trails are proposed outside the sixty~siX &Cres it should
be noted as to where it would be.

It this is correct, then at the time the trails are established they would come
back. and seek a use permit tor these trails, Mr. Hansbarger stated, and this would
include the baJ.ance of this 125 &Cres which is not SUbject to this use permit.
This would be a good thing tor the CO'Wlty and would open up a vast recreation pro~

gram in the CO'Wlty. It might be caruparable to Rock Creek Park.

Mr. smith stated that Rock Creek Park is a government operation ~- this is a private
operation. Riding easements shoul.d be approved by the Board if they are outside
ot this acreage. Uses on the property are normally 100 ft. from a.ll property lines.
Grazing at the horses could be done on the entire sixty-six acres but if the use
is granted, there should be sane restriction as the 100 ft. setback.

Mr. Yeatman a.sked Miss Harrell if she does any work with the School Board on
instructing students in riding?

Not yet, Miss Harrell said. She is very interested in teaching children. She
would have s.pproxinlately thirty boarders and the rest of the horses would be
owned by the Corporation, she sud.

Mr. Alan Harrison, 3816 N. Dittmar Road, spoke h1~ of Miss H.8.rTell's present
operation and urged the Board to grant this permit.

Mr. Richard Shea, 440 Walker Road, President of the Great Fs.1ls Citizens Asso
ciation, urged the Board to give favorable consideration at the application. This
was discussed at their meeting in January with 100 persons attending. There
wa.s overwhelming support of this application. The riding stable would preserve the
125 acres in open space and green fields that would otherwise probably '..be
turned over to a housing develOt;ment. A riding stable is consistent with the rural
nature of Great Falls. Traffic fran this operation would be considerably less than
it this were used for b.owl:es. Prior to this lIleeting there was a meeting held on
this by their Executive COIlIDittee - seven were in favor and four opposed.

John W. Hanes, Jr., resident at Great Falls and owner of the property in question,
spoke in favor of the application. The terms of the lease which they have tenta~

tively proposed with the applicants have been very carefully drawn to provide .
protection as far as he is capable of doing so, both to h.iJllsel.f and his neighbors,
he said. These terms llmit tbe operation ot this riding Center to persons having
horses boarding there who are enrolled in a course of instruction or who are menibers
of a riding club approyed ~ the riding stable to maIte available f&e1lit~ s of this
center to the children of reat hlls who are qualified to ride or who tD&y' not have
& horae. Terms of the leue provide tor M1ntenance of the property in its
p1esent condition. The present COD.dition of their fields is excellent. Provisions
of the lea.se require that this be maintained. He has also agreed to make available
for whatever length of time they want including the length of the lease -~ ten year
letB e with five year option. '!he farm house which he has said he will lease to
them is approximately a quarter mile tram the stable and in full view of it.

There are a goodly number of stables in the area, Mr. Henes continued, but very
few that are qualified or able to give instruction. His CMn fifteen year oJ.d
daughter who is not qualified to give instruction has been asked to give instruction
to children in the area. There is a need for this type of operation. With regard
to the question of trails, in their area the private property owners have been
amenable to allow1ng riding through their property as long as it is not uncontrolled
public riding. They would have no objection to students riding in connection with
an installation such as this and would welcome it. If this permit WOUld not allow
trail riding they would ccme b&Ckfor a permit at a later date. Mr. Hanes stated
that he is very fond of his area and has lived there for twe nty years. He intends
to live here the rest of his life. His house wmlld be about a h&lf mile fram. the
stable.
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January 13. 1970

BETTY L. ERKJ:L8TIAN & SHARON HARREIJ, - etd.

Mr. Hanes stated that be bas no part 10 the operation other than is set forth in
the lease. The reason they got into this originally W&S because it was: Miss Harrell's
idea. She haa taught his children riding for many years. She got squeezed out of
her present operation and they felt highly enough about her to saur that they were
willing to go along if she could get the penoits, etc.

Mr. Bob Mouser. veterinarian, 6400 union Mill Road, Clifton, Virginia, fully agreed
as a horse owner and property owner in the County that an operation such as this
is needed in the County and he is looking forward to it. The County needs responsible
people to set examples for its present riding schools and f'uture development d'
riding schools in the county. Miss Harrell is genuinely interested::ln the care of
horses, he said. He brought a.long fourteen pages of his calls to her present
operation, he stated, and she does not wait until the horse is real sick before
calling as some people do; she calls right BMa:.:r. She is very aonaerned 8,lld very
interested in her horses. The County should enaourage her to stay on and follow
through with her plans and help her in every we;; possible to develop this
facility that the County needs, he said.

Mr. smith said there was no question of Miss Harrell's qualifications.

Mr. Clarence Crystal, horseman and rider, praised Miss Harrell's ability to turn
students into accomplished riders.

The Board has never heard anything to the contrary, Mr. smith noted. The Q'lly
problem about her present operation is that the land disappeared and the horses
are still there and they got out on 'he School property.

Mr. George Wise, 633 Walker Road, spoke in opposition for himself and on behalf of
neighbors in the area. Their opposition stems f:rom fotU' basic reasonS of objection,
he said, andthese reasons are necessarily interrelated. They are talking about
an expenditure of probably in excess of $200,000 and possibly more. This money it
is stated will have to be borrowed on a ten year payback. On $200,000 loan at eight
per cent it will take $2400 a month to pay the principal and interest. The area
contains sixty-six acres and they are taJ..ldng of more. They are talking about
eighty some horses, and. several hundred students, horse shows, rid:l.ng ccmpetition,
public address systems, etc. This in their opinion will be a highly commercial
operation with profit as its 'objective. This is not basicaJ.1.y to serve the people
living in the area - it will be used by many persons living outside of the area.

One objection, Mr. Wise continued, would be to the cCllllnercial operation -- the
nature and size contemplated will seriously disturb the peace and quiet of the
neighborhood and their enjoyment of their own property. This would adversely
afi"ect the use of the neighboring property which they own and would be contrary
to present zoning. A number of :lJlInediately adjacent property owners join with him
in these objections - they will. be Il8Dled later. This use permit would be incon
sistent with the Rural Residential cnaracter of the Great Falls COlIIllUDity,. There
is a ccmmlercial area in Great Fa.lls at Walker Road and #193.

Trai'fic would not be the same as in connection with a fanning operation. Mr. Wise
told the Board. The owner of the property as asserted his purpose is to help p~
his taxes and offers this as a means of keeping the land undeveloped. If such
a highly cCllIIllercialized use is to be the price, they wouJ.d prefer to rely upon the
present RE-2 zoning to ma1Jltain the area. The traffic hazarda on the roads in
relation to this use is probably believed to be the most serious objection of the
residents. Roads are narrow and heavily traveled at the present time, Walker Road
particularly so. The entrance off /fJ.93 serves an expanding cODll1ercial area with
a number of gas stations, a 7-Eleven titore, a new sheet metal plant and a fire house.
The scb.ool is a short distance north of this intersection. There is a substantial
volume of school bus traf'fic on this narrow road~Se1teralmiles north of the school
is a country club with five hundred members creating heavy traf'fic conditions on
many occasions. The intersection of Arnon Chapel and Walker Road is a very dangerous
one with virtually no visibility in caning fran Arnon Chapel into Walker Road.
River Bend Road, the other meana'; of access to this property, is even worse in
teZWI of narrowness and hills, but possibly not quite as heavUy traveled. There
are no sidewalks in the area and a number of children walk to school or ride bikes.
The school area, is the gathering place for ch1ldren after school for Little Lesgue
practice, etc. end it is a highly dangerous situation at the present t!tae. Any
increase in vehieular traffic would make it more dangerous,p&rticularly so with
vans, horse tra.1lers, ete.

There is no real need for a riding stable here, Mr. Wise continued. '!'bere are other
facilities available in the area. The position of the Great Falls Citizens Association,
he contended, shOUld be given very little weight by this Board. There was inadequate
notice of the meeting and inadequate discussion -as the matter was taken up after
11 p.m.

/0

0?3



,"+
J anua.ry 13, 1970

BETTY L. EBKILETIAN & SHARON HARREr..L - Ctd.

Mr. Wise told the Board ths.t more than fifteen or twenty of Miss Harrell's horses
were put on this property and have been standing in the open field without any
shelter for same time, since before Christmas, in zero weather with the wind
blowing.

Mr. Yeatman asked Mr. Wise if he awns horses.

No, Mr. Wise answered, but he might say that this is not an anti~horse situa.tion
in any W8\Y. He has been a.ssociated with horse events in the County for twenty
years and 1s a. member of the Fairfax Hunt (President and on the Board of Governors)
and helped get the steeplecbase event started; has ha.d a class A rating in horse
shows.

A statement was made that this would devaluate properties in the area., Mr. Yeatman
said. and referred to Ballantrae Farms in McLean. This is probably the highest
priced residentiaJ.. property in Fairfax County today, he said, and the stables that
used to be there did not devalue this land.

Mr. Wise said he was not' saying that fifteen or twenty years or thirty or forty
years from now the value of the property was going to be lessened - he was
concerned about now and the next ten years or so. This objection is not becaue
this is a horse opera.tion; it is beca.u.se it is a large scale cOOllllerc1al operation
with people outside the area patronizing this. This wauJ,.d not be of such volume
if this were a case of Miss Harrell or Mr. Hanes' da.ughter havirtg a little operation
on the property. He was concerned about the size and scope of this operation.

Col. George H. MulJ.holland stated that he had. been a cavalry officer in the U. S.
Army for thirty years and was a graduate of the Cavalry School and a specialist in
advanced equitation. There has been a. great deal mentioned about no horses being
for hire - ,yet they are going to give riding inst:rncticn, he said. When they give
riding instruction on one horse they are hiring a horse out. They can give riding
instruction in two minutes and then s8¥ go ahead and ride the horse for an hour.
There is a very fine line between riding instruction and. hire of horses. He is
not against horses, he said, but he is against living next to horses. He has lived
as close to horses as anyone and has managed horses and knows what stable manage
ment consists of and what it requires as a matter of feeding, watering and drainage
and there will be stable odors particularly when there is a ccncentrationof
seventy-five horses. The septic tank and field seems pretty smalJ. and he also
questioned how they were going to water the horses. When horses are working and
it is hot weather one horse will drink. fifteen gallQllll a day.

Friends who own property near this stable will not be able to sell their land, he
said, and and if be lived next door the first thing he would do would be to get
the County to lower the assess:ment on his property. No one wants to 'bu¥ next
door to a stable. Several. schools in the area are "conking out" and perhaps the
reason is that there is not enough demand. He would like to.lB..Y something in favor
of the management of the horses, Col. MJ.lh.olland continued -- Mr. Wise brough1i.:llP
the fact that horses have been out in the open. This is not the best thing
you can do to a horse but as long as they are properly fed and are not in a draft
they get wa.rmth fran their grain. If they were fed on grass they would die, but
feedin g grain keeps a horse warm.

Mr. courtney Snyder, living directly across from the proposed stable, appeared in
opposition to the stable entrance being directly across from. his entrance.

It is normal policy to require a deceleration lane to be built in order to facilitate
the turning of vehicleS into the property, Mr. Smith pointed out.

There is a 300 ft. clearance required, Mr. Phillips stated, on sight distance.
There is a hill to the west and a dip to the east and the only wfW to clear this
300 ft. would be to locate the entrance here. The staf'f would recommend a
standard 150 it. deceleration lane.

John Lock, 326 Walker Road, stated that he was in favor of all the points brought
out by Mr. Wise and is opposed for reasons stated. His main concern was the traffic
situation, he said.

Mr. Smith agreed that this type of operation does generate sane additional traffic
but it is traffic generated during the dfWlight hours which would not normally
affect the cClDlllUIlity travel and Wshhour traffic.

Mrs. Lloyd Goode, 620 Walker Road, said she wanted to go on record as saying she
respected the feelings of all the horsemen ana. the quallfieations of the people
but as a property owner she wondered l10w many people would want to bU¥ her house
and one acre next to this operation.

The Board has never been able to ascertain facts that show that such an operation
decreases property values, Mr. Smith stated, and if anyone could give the Board
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facts and figures to prove this, the Beard 'lroUld be g1e.d to hear it.

Esther Roll.ison, 710 WaJlter Road., said she had no objection to the operation in a
business manner but she has lived on a farm and knows that the anim&ls do give
off a stench and there is no wa:y to get grass to grow in the rings, so dust would
be & problem. Also, with animals there are flies. ffite ,ron<lered how they would get
rid of the accumu1.a.tion of litter b:om this opere.tion.

If the permit 1s granted, the Health Depe..r-Qnent would supervise the operation, Mr.
Smith assured her. Without 8. use pennit 8. man could have 100 horses here and there
would be no supervision. under use permit, the number of horses would be liJD!ted
and the Health Department would be responsible for supervising it. My canplaints
shouJ..d be registered with the Zoning Administrator's office and the situa.tion would
have to be corrected or the permit could be revoked 11' such a situatioo prevailed.

Mr. smith asked those in favor to stand; then he asked those opposed to stand.
A mmb er of people stood both t1mes.

In a.ddition to those who have addressed themselves in opposition, there are present
in the roan the following in opposition, Mr. Wise stated: Mrs. Marge Fowler; Mrs.
Ruby Thanpson; Clarence GoOde; Alice I. Wa.ruer; Lucille Hill; Pat Collier; Edward
Deuss; Martin Gardian; Mrs. Jolm Lock; end ~etters from the following expressing
opposijion: Mr. end Mrs. Royer; Mr. and Mrs. Chism; Mr. and Mrs. Presgraves; Mr.
and Mrs. Fitzgerald; Mrs. Elizabeth Cooke; Mr. David Dean; Mr. end Mrs. Wesley; Mr.
and Mrs. Lyle; Mrs. Vivian Kincheloe; Mr. and Mrs. John:Shifflett; Mr. Lloyd Goode;
Mr. Philip Goode; Mrs. B. H. Warner; Mr. e.nd Mrs. Warren; Mr. and Mrs. Custer; Mr.
and Mrs. Jack Kearns; Mr. and Mrs. F. Channing Smith a.nd Mrs. Louise Crews.

In rebuttal. Mr. Hansbarger stated that Mr. Wise's concern was the cOOlDlE!rcial nature
of the operation. This is true, it will be commercial, but as he read the Ordi
nance. there are a number of uses permitted in a residential zoning classification
in addition to single-family residential, both as a matter of right and also with
use permits. He has never known until today. he said. that such an operation
would be inconsistent with the rural. character of the area. If you don't put horses
here. where do you put them, he asked? The commercial land in Great Falls that
was referred to is filled up with service stations. There is not sufficient area
at that point. Traffic hazards on the road are going to be increased because there
will be more traffic, but when you compare the traffic with what might be if de
veloped in single-family banes with twb cars each and the latest figures fram Alan
M. Voorhees & Associates shows that each car generates six trips a da,y, this would
be a substantial number ot cars that would be generated by single-family development.
The adverse effect on property values -- this has already been answered.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that it was mentioned that the applicants were four months in
filing the application. If this is so, he is to blame. They came to a lawyer and
he gave them advice. If it was wrong, then he should be blamed. Dr. Mouser is
present but Col. Mulholland answered the question of horseS in the col.d being in
humane. The application meets all requirements and standards imposed by the Ordi
nance for use permits and he would ask the Board to give favorable consideration.

Mr. Smith wanted to know about the method. of disposal of the accumula.tion of
litter and manure. There will be conveyors inBide the barn to remove it to trucks
or warore spreaders, Mr. Hansbarger explained. If to spreaders. it '<fO\lld be spread
back on the property. If the Board s8iYS no,. then there are plenty of greenhouses
in the area who would be happy to bu.v this manure. There would be autClll8.tic·'watering
in the barn 8l1d water in the fiel.ds.

Mr. Yeatman brought up the subject of parking. He felt that seventy-five parking
spaces on the property should be sufficient. In any event, there could never be
parking along the road for any reason -- horseshows. etc.

Mr. smith was concerned about the dust problem. Cars and trucks driving across a
field would generate dust, he said. The parking area should be an assigned area
and should be ample tocO'V'Sr the use itself so people would not be driving around and
creating a dust problem. Also, the ring - he was sure that Miss Harrell W&6 urare
of the fact that the ring wouJ.d have to be kept under control too as far as dust i8
concerned, they could probably sprinkle with salt to keep back air pollution.

The Board again discussed the method of ell. sposal of manure - Mr. Long felt it would
be better lei't up to the Health Department. Some of the manure would be better
disposed of on the fields. In the insurance pollcy, he noted, it refers to "grazing
of horses".

This is the insurance in effect while they are using the land for grazing of horses,
Mrs. Erklletien explained. They have a letter fran the insurance ccmxpany which
states that they will cover them ccmxpletely with a different type more complete
insurance at the time of construction.The prelDiU!lll3 on the two are completely dif
ferent when the operation is not being run beca.use the risk is not the S8.llle.
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Mr. Long asked if the proposed hours of operation could be cut dawn.

Every once in a while a horse show might end at 10:00 p.m. but they are usually
over at 6:00 or 7:00 p.m., Miss Harrell stated. 'lll.ey very seldcm run beyond dark.

It is normal practice for the Board to have a. 9:00 p.m. closing time for outside
activities, Mr. Smith informed. Is it necessary to open at 8:00 a.m., he asked?

No, Miss Harrell said, there might be boarders rid1ng or she might be riding at
8:00 a.m. and would not like to have to wait till ':00 a.m. to ride. Classes normally
start at 9:00 or ':15 a.m.

There should not be any moving of horses in vans to coincide with school bus traf'fic,
Mr. Smith suggested. This is very :important because of the narrowness of the road.
If' granted, this should be alleviated.

In application s-249-6" an application by Betty L. Erkiletisn, President, and Sharon
Harrell, Vice President, Deerfield Horse Center, Inc., an application unier Section
30·1.8.30 of the Zoning Ordinance, to pennit operation of riding school and stahle,
at Arnon Chapel Road and Walker Road, Dr8lI.esville District, also lmawn as map 7, 8
«1» 86, 88, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long 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 appllcahJ.e State and County Codes and in accordance' with the by.
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Ar!f;e als and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 13th day of Jenua.ry,
1970, and

WHBREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. The property is owned by John W. Hanes, Jr. and Lucy D. Hanes.
2. Present zoning is RE·2.
3. Area of the lot is 66.23$1 acres of land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
5. The applicant held a per:mit for this operation in another location

issued July 28, 1964.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following concl.usions of
law:

1. The applicant has presented testim.ony indicating cOlIlpliance with standards for
Special Use Permits in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance and Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 and 30-7.2.8.1.2.

2. The use will not be detrim.ental to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
lam use embodied in the zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This is granted for a period of three years.

2. An insurance policy providing for the protection of the public ($500,000 for each
person; $1,000,000 eaCh accident; $50,000 property damage) shall be maintained at all
times in connection with this use permit.

3. Maximum number of horseS on the premises at anyone time shall not exceed eighty.

4. Separate restroOIllS for men and women shall be maintained on the premises.

5. A record of all riding accidents shall be maintained and made available to the
Zoning Administrator upon request.

6. Horses shall not be ridden on public roads in connection with this use.

7. A State standard. deceleration and acceleration lane shall be constructed
on Route 682 at the entrance, and seventy-five parking spa.ces shall be provided
on the site.

8. Hours of operation for normaJ.. riding a.ctivities will be f'rem 8 a.m. to 9 p.m.
seven days a. week.

9. Horse shows shall terminate at 7:00 p.m. unless prior approval has been obtained
from the Zoning AdIninistrator.

10. AD. noise f'rom loudspeakers shall be confined to the preJll1ses.
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li. Manure shall be stored and disposed of in a ll18Ilner approved by the Health
Department.

12. Riding rings shall be maintained dust~free.

1.3. This approval is granted to the applicants only and is not transferable without
f'urther action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in this appli
cation and is not transferable to other land.

14. This permit shall expire one year from this da.te unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the date of expira.tion.

15. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats
submitted with this applica.tion. Any additional structures of any kind, changes

-in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a. use
permit shall be ca.use for· this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Yea.tman. Carried 4-0.

II
WAYNEWOOD RECBEA1'ION ASSOCIATION, application under· Section 30·7.2.6.1.1 of the
Ordinance, to enlarge existing swimming area in existing recreation area, located at
W~ewood Boulevard and D&lebrook Drive, Mcnmt Vernon District (R-12.5), Map 102-4
«5» (2') 2'C, S-233-69

Mr. Arthur Ungerleider, President of the Waynewood Recreation Association, stated that
they were limiting their membership to 515 families who~ are residents of W~ewood. They
are just about at their membership limits now, fluctu&ting between 4Sl5 and 515. Their
proposal is to build a second swimming pool for a two-fold purpose: the adult DIeJllbership
wanted an additional facility in which they could swim as· th<:! present pool is usua.lJ.y
filled with children. Throughout their ten years existence they hl1l.ve bad a program of
swiJmh1ng and lifesaving instruction whieh runs into the normal swim hOurs. This means
closing off a part of the pool during this time. There would be no more people bere
with two pools than with the existing facility; it will not increase the membership.
They have 71 parking spaces and the parking lot has never been filled except on the
fourth of July. The pool is within walking distance of the membership.

The Board nomaJ.J.y requires one parking space for every three family memberships,
Mr. Smith stated. All people using the facility would have to park on the property
itself. They cOUld not park· their cars on the street and walk to the pool. Swimming
meets are what usually generate the most traffic and there should be enough parking
spaces to take care of this trafi"ic. ;00 members would require 125 parking spaces on
a 1-3 ratio. EJc;panding these facilities means that probably more people will come at
a time and if this application had not been filed, they could have continued with the
71 parking spaces they now have. In all cases where these facilities have been
expanded, the Board has required the parking facill ties to be updated to meet t~· s
standards of 1-3, or in no case less than 1-4.

Mr. Ungerleider was reluctant to extend the parking as the parking lot has not been
filled in the past, he said. If they are forced into a position of having to enlarge
the parking space it would be a costly operation. They don't want to encroach upon the
existing playgrO\lJld or baseball diamonds. The open land that they have is filled with
100 year old trees and it wo\lJ.d probably be in those areas that they would have to
expand the parking.

Mr. Yeatman agreed that the parking should be upgraded. They will probably be having
more sw:lm meets and according to the plats presented, there is a lot of vacant land
here.

The plat does not show the baseball diamonds, Mr. Smith pointed out. That was not one
of the things that was originally granted. If this application is granted, the motion
would have to be expanded to include the basebaJJ. fields.

Opposition: Mrs. J. G. Bass, 1020 Da.lebrook Drive, whose hOlJle faces directly into the
recreation area. Natura.lly, they object because the noise situation will be intensified.
They have not been able to use their screened porch in the sumner time because of noise
from the· P.A. system. Also, it has been rB,I6 for guests of theirs to be able to park in
front of the Bass house, she said. People using the spaces are obviously across the
street at the recreation area. There is a colOssal lack'Of parking so people park
in front of her houSe and on Danton Lane on the side of her house. There are many times
when they go down Dalebrook. Drive and see children going into the pool area alone, running
out in fi'ont of automobiles. As to the statement that everyone is within walking distance
of the pool -- perhaps they are within walking distance, but they do not ws.1k.
They park in front of her hoUSe and she objects to this very seriously,Mrs. Bass said.

The area is not maintained properly in that litter is prevalent, Mrs. Bass continued. It
is e.l.ready an impossible situation and it will beccme worse. They have presented no plans
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Yes, sbe replied, and they intend to continue to belong but she would rather see it be
an 8.ttra.ctive situation rather than an eyesore. The parking has to be taken care of
and the esthetic values have to be considered because aJ.J. of these things bear on prope y
vaJ.ues.
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for keeping the area. !rem becoming even more of an eyesore. She does not like to have
to get out in the middle of the street and pick up Coke canS, ice cream papers and
popsicle sticks, Mrs. Bass said. The solid brick wall to the southeast which they
propose to build would be an un&Cceptable s1tuation. If this brick w&ll has to be,
she would like to see it included in the requirements that there be 8. bank of shrubbery
to obscure noise and the litter and eyesore. She did not believe that the plans as
presented were acceptable on the points mentioned and there was not an accurate poll
of the tota.l. membership Sought in connection with the a.pproval or disapproval of
the pool. Information concerning the meeting was delivered by hand.

Mr. Yeatman asked Mrs. Bass if the pool was there when her house we.a built.

It was there and they accepted what was there a.t that particular time, Mrs. Bass repl1e

Mr. Yeatman asked if Mrs. Bass were a member of the club.

Have you ccmplained to the managers of the pool about the problems, Mr. Yeatman asked1

Yes, Mrs. Bass replied.

Mr. Yeatman asked if Mrs. Bus had complained to Mr. Woodson, the Zoning Administrator.

No, they did wt know they could, Mrs. Bass replied.

1lIry campla.int or violation should be brought to Mr. Woodson's attention, Mr. 8m1tb
expla:ined, and he lfOU1d send an inspector out to verity the viol.ation, the operator
wouJ.d then be notified to correct the situation. If this 1s not corrected, then
they would be served with notice to show C8UI e why the permit should not be revoked.
When this applica.tion was orlgi~ granted the Board was not as definitive as they
are today. He assured Mrs. Bass that there woul.d be no more puking on the street
if the Zoning Administrator is notified.

Mr. Smith noted several letters in opposition -- one from Mrs. Bass and one from Mr.
Rohr whose objections are genereJJ.y the same as Mrs. Bassi, and a letter from. Mr.
Thompson which mentions the additional police surveillance.

Mrs. Bass asked Mr. smith what she should do if someone parked his car in front of
her hoUSe and proceeded to the pool area.

Notity the Zoning Administrator's office iJmDediately, Mr. Smith replied. Get the tag
number, give date and amount of t:l.me the vehicle was parked there. Do this severaJ.
times and there will not be any more problems.

Mr. Yeatman said he would not malta a decision on this until he had seen a new plat
showing everything on the property, more parking spaces, and location of fence or
wall.

Mrs.E.eRoy'LutefJ,Jr. told the Board that she is not a. member of the pool, stated that
most of the parking is on Da.lebrook Driva. She did not know that she could complain
to anyone. She, too, objected to the litter from the property, and sald she felt that
the recreation area wa.s pretty well saturated now. If they build another pool
she did not know where they would construct &dditiona.J. parking spaces. She said
she understood that the swing and seesaws would have to be moved to put the pool,
bringing the pool within 25 ft. of the sidewalk. of Da.J.ebrook.

This would not be permitted, Mr. Smith a.ssured her.

Mr. Albert J. Rohr, 1014 Potoma.c Lane, said he would like to see a better sketch of the
plat. The parking lot is empty 90 per cent of the time; Dalebrook Drive is f'ull
90 per cent of the time. Both gro'Imups and children walk out from behind parked
vehicles and he has had to slam on the brakes many times to avoid hitting children.
It is a very dangerous situation, he said.

Mrs. Morris Glover asked about the noise from the P.A. system.

Mr. Smith assured her that it would be corrected -- all noise would have to be con
tained on the property. He asked Mr. Ungerleider if he were aware of the noise.

They have a P.A. system which is needed for variouslMim activities and they do pla.v
music, Mr. Ungerleider said. They can correct the voltUlle and will do so. :rlhe
beer cans in the street do not come from their vending machines. Their softdrl.nk
machines dispense only pa.per cups not to be taken fram the property. The ice cream
papers come from ice cream tha.t is sold by vendors throughout the neighborhood rather
than from the recreation area.
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Mr. Ungerleider toJ.d the Board of their labor costs and the a.rcb1tectur&1 landscaping
billS; the cost of seeding and shrubbery; the cost of the watering system. These are
things that are being done to enhance the area. The wall is not a part of the bids; it
has been talked about. They felt the brick waJ.l would be better estheticaJJ.y than a
wire fence but there is no assurance that it will be built.

If there is any intent of placing the wall, it would have to have approval from this
Beard, Mr. smith said. If a wall is proposed it should be shown on the plat as well as
all existing facUities and anything proposed. The Board will not require architectural.
landscape drawings but that probably will be required for site plan.

Going back to the litter, Mr. Ungerleider said, thare is nothing that someone would be
doing inside of an area of the new pool that would create a litter problem. The grOWlds
they are speaking of are outside the swimning facilities and are free for the general
public to move in end out of. They have chained end placed litter receptacleS about
but the problem is difficult to control.

There should be a fence put up to keep people fran waJ.ldng frm D&lebrook Drive to this
property, Mr. Yea'bnan suggested, and there should be 150 parking spaces provided on the
property. It would be cheaper to fence it than put up a brick wall.

The parking situation :is going to be cleared up, Mr. Smith stated, or the permit is
going to be revoked. There will be no more parking on the street. The officers of
this Association S'e responsib1e 1"or seeing that there is no parking on the street.

Put the members on notice that they cannot park on the public street when they came to
the swimming pool, Mr. Yeatman suggested. This application should be deferred for new
plats showing the increased parking and where it will be located, he said. It should
also show the location 01" the basebalJ. fields.

If there is a waJ.l proposed, this should also be shown on the plats, Mr. smith said.

Mr. YeatlDsn moved to defer to Janua.t"Y 27 for decision only. Seconded, Mr. Baker.
Cs.rried unanimously.

II
CHESAPEAKE & POTOMAC TELEPHONE CO. OF VIRGINIA, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.2.1.4 of the Ordi·
nance, to permit erection of addition to existing dial center, located at Rt. 29-211 and
Moore Rd., centreville District, (HE-l), Map 43 ((1)) pt. 12, s-242-69

Mr. R. W. Church, Jr. stated that the very attractive building presently in place was ~r ved by
.the_B:ard in November 1964. The Planning Commission aas :l:'ecOlillnended:lapproval of this
application. The existing building will be extended back and will practically double the
room for available equipment. The highest point of the existing building is 18 ft. The
property contains 1.2 acres and the addition is necessary to serve the rapid growth of
the area. There are two employees at the existing facility and in 1980 at full expansion
there -will only be eight employees. There will be no storage of vehicles and no servicing
of vehicles; no noise, dust, smoke, t\unes, traffic hazards, etc. When the first appli-
cation was presented it was made clear by an expert that this facility would not be detri-
mental to property values and woul.d be in harmony with the existing and proposed developme
for this area. It appears now that construction will not begin until April 1971 and Mr.
Church said he would request the Board to give a two or three year time-limit on this
application,.

No oppos! tion.

In application s-242-69, an application by Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Company of Virg a,
application under Sec. 30-7.2.2.1.4 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of addition to
existing dial center, located at Route 29-2ll at Moore Road, Centreville District, also kn
as tax map 43 ((1» pt. 12, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

'WHI'mEAB, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper, post
of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public hearing by
the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th day of January, 1970, and

I"'lElJEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has me.d.e the following findings of fact:

1. The property is owned by the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE-l.
3. Area of the lot is 52,357 sq. ft. of land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.
5. Original permit covering this operation was granted November 24, 1964.
6. The Planning Commission approved the location of this use under Sec. 15~1.456 01" the C e

of Virginia at a pUblic hearing held Januar;y 8, 1970.
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AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follaw-ing conclusions of
law:

The applicant has presented testimony indicatiJig compliance with standards for special
use permit uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordi
nance, and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of
adjacent l.a.nd and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limita.tions:

L 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 this application
and is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats sub ..
mitted with this applica.tion. Any additiona.l structures of any kind, changes in
use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit,
shall be cause for this use permit to be reevaluated by this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
TRI~C01.lNTY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.2.1,2 of the Ordinance, to
permit erection and operation of electrical substation, located near intersection of
Cain Branch of Cub Run and Braddock Rd., Centreville District, (RE-l), ~ 43 ((1))
pt. 12, S~241-69

Letter fram the applicant I s attorney requested tieferra1. The Board deferred this
to February 24.

II
SAUNDERS B. maN CHILD DEVELOFMENT CENTER, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordi
nance, to permit operation of ds,y care center, 8100 Fordson Rd. (Drew Smith Elementary
School), Mt. Vernon District, (R-12.5), Map 101-2 ((1)) 47, S~254-69

Mrs. Sandra Lowe, Director, stated that the school was previously housed in a pre~

fab building which was poorly insulated and did not provide adequa.te storage. The
present facilities in the Drew Smith Elementary School do provide adequate classroom
space and storage to meet their needs. According to County standards the maximum
number of children they could have would be eighty WlleSS they occupy additional
classroams at the school and there is no more space at this time. ChUdren walk to
school or ride the school bus. The school operates from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. five
days a week.

No opposition.

In application 8-254..69, an application by Saunders B. M::lon Child Development Center,
app. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinence, to permit operation of day care center,
8100 Fordson Rd., (Drew Smith Elementary School), Nt. Vernon District, (R-12.5),
Map 101~2 ((1)) 47, COW1ty~of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application h.&5 been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes end in accordance with the by~laws

of the Fairfax COWlty Board of zoning APJe als, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice, to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th day of January, 1970, and

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

1. The owner of the property is the Fairfax County School Board.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 8 acres.
4. Confonnance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
5. Dse pennit for this operation on nearby property was granted November 23, 1965.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:
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The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with standards for special.
use permit uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30~7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance,
and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in haImony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

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

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

4. Maximum of eighty children.

5. Hours of operation 7:30 a.m. - 5:30 p.m. M:mday through Frld8\Y.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
FRA'IERNAL ORDER OF EAGLES, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.5.1.4 and 30-3.2.1.1 of the Ordi-
nance, to permit access over existing right of way across residential property, 4241 Shir y
Gate Rd., Springfield District, (RE-l), S-229-69, Map 56-2 ((4)) 12.

Mr. H. A. Urie presented his notices, however, there was not proof that two adjacent
property owners were notified. Col. Whitlock and Ethel Dennis, adjacent property owners,
were present and said that they had not been notified.

Mrs. Dennis told the Board that the Eagles ha.ve been using this land since last year,
and they have had. a viola.tion notice on this property.

Mr. Urie said they began operation November 1969.

Mr. Smith pointed out that the violation notice was given on October 6 for occupying
the building without an occupancy permit. Have they si'bcereceived the permit, he
asked?

Mr. Woodson said that application was made to the Board of zoning Appea.J.s upon receipt
of the violation notice and they still have not received an occupancy permit.

Mr. Urie told the Board that the property was leased fran the Tri-County Real Estate
and the Eagles were told that this use was a. proper one in this location. They are
leasing with option to buy. He did not have a copy of his lease.

Withaut a copy of a valid lease, the Board has no legal right to act on this application,
Mr. Smith said. According to the application, the property is owned by the P&8ll Dix
Enterprises.

Mr. Harvey Esser, Secretary of the Eagles, said that a. copy of the lease was filed with
the County when they tried to get their use permit.

Mr. Smith a.ga1n pointed out that notices were not proper.

Mr. Baker moved to defer Wltil such tiJDe as the Board has proper information. Seconded,
Mr. Yeatman. The applicant should also present a copy ot bis lease, and the building
should not be used until they get an occupancy permit.

Mr. t1rie said he had received a temporary occupancy permit, however, upon presenting
the paper to the Chairman, it was discovered that it was actua.J..ly an extension of the
violation notice to January 13.

Mr. Koneczny, zoning Inspector, told the Board that he had received a cctDplaint and upon
iJ.1vestigating, he could see that alterations were being made and that they were occupying
the building without an occupancy permit. He presented Mr. Urie with the violation
notice. Mr. Urie could not apply for occupancy permit Wltil site plan requirements
had been met and he had applied to the Board.

According to the deed, Mr. Urie said, they do have an access to Rt. 29·211 but they
felt this was a safer access from Shirley Gate Road.

Ool
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Mr. Koneczny advised that Mr. Urie has requested site plan waiver which was granted
under certain conditions and the occupancy permit could not be issued until such
cond!i.lions were met. They WC'Uld also need to have the alterations inspected and
approved by the County.

Mrs. Dennis told the Board that at times there have been 15 to 20 cars on the property
night after night, day after d!lU'"o This dwelling is on a one~family septic field
and cannot acconnnodate this number of people. There have been dances held there
and alcoholic beverages sold.

Mr. Urie told the Board that the Eagles were planning to meet there tonight. He was
warned by the Board and Mr. Woodaon that no further meetings should £Ie held on this
property until an occupancy permit had been obtained. This is a very dangerous
situation and the Board has no authority to grant an access over residential land when
there is one existing over commercial land.

In application 5-229-69, an application by Fraternal Order of Eagles, an application
under Sec. 30-7.2.5.1.4 and 30-3.2.1.1 of the Ordinance, to permdt access over existing
right of way across residential property, 4241 Shirley Gate Road, Springfield District,
Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax Cawtty Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous property owners, and a public hearing
by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 13th day of January, ,1970, and

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

1. The property is owned by Paan-Dix Enterprises.
2. Present zoning is RE-1.
3. Area of the lot is 3.429 ac.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance would be required).

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

1. The applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with smllrida.rds
for special use permit uses in R districts as contained in Sec. 30-3.2 .Ll'of',-the
Zoning Ordinance, and the applicant does have direct access to the property over
Comuercial land from a major highway. The access they seek is over a secondary road
and t~ residentially zoned land and is not in compliance with this section
or the Ordinance.

NOW,THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be denied.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
The following three applications were deferred to January 27 to aJ.low the Planning
Commission to consider them on January 19 and make recommendation to the Board:

FAIRFAX COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordinance, to
permit construction of fence and additional building, 2220 Fairfax Terrace, Lee
District, 83-1 ({14)) Elk. C, Lots ll8B thru 126A, 152B thru 160A, excl. of 153A and
B; Blk. D, 1778 thru 185A, 5-237-69

FAIRFAX COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY, app. Wlder Sec. 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordinance, to
permit construction of additional one million gallon standpipe, ~ocated 3717 W. Ox
Rd., Gentreville District (BE-l), Map 46-1 ((1)) 62, S-238~69

FAIRFAX COUNTY WATER AUTJI)RITY, app. Wlder Sec. 30-7.2.5.1.5 of the Ordinance, to
permit construction of additional pumping station, located 5413, 5415 Rolling Rd. (Kings
Park) (R-.12.5) Map 78-2 «6)) 1, 3-239-69

II
HAZELTON LABORATORmS, nc., app. Wlder Sec. 30-7.2.5.1.5 of the Ordinance, to permit
addition to existing building, 9200 Leesburg Pike, Dranesville District, (BE-l) ,
19-4 «1)) 16, 3-264-69

Letter from the applicant requested withdrawal. The Board allowed the application
to be wi thdrmm without prejudice.

II

I

I

I

I



Ow,

I

January 13, 1970

DEFERRED CASES:

CAROLYN K. CHRISTON, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit day care,
30 children, 6 dau's a week, hrs. of operation Monda;r - Friday 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.,
Saturda,y 10 a.m. to 4 p.m., 4416 Roberts Avenue, ArmandaJ.e District, (R-17), Map n.2
(5» pt. 9-15, 8-237-69 (deferred fram Dec. 23)

No one was present to represent the applicant.

Mr. Yeatman moved that the application be denied for lack of interest in the case.
Seconded Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

o ~3

II
STOHLMAN CHEVROLET - Route 7 The Boa.rd granted an extension of the petmit to
January 28, 1971.

I II 13 '10-

Mr. Woodson asked the Board if piano lessons, one student at a time, could be considered
as a home professional. office, allowed by right.

If it is one student at a time, it would be all right, the Board agreed, but for groups
of students a use penni t would be necessary.

II
Mr. Yeatman moved tha.t the minutes of November 16 and 23; December 9, 16 and 23 be
approved &8 written. Seconded, Mr. Baker. carried 5·0.

~=--L;;i:1L~
Daniel Bmith, Ch&irman

?e== 9, 197C) Date•

The meeting adjourned a.t 4:30 p.m.
By Betty Haines
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The regul&r meeting of the Board of Zoning
Appeals was held at 10:00 a..m. on Tuesday,
Janue.ry 20, 1970 in the Board Room of the
County Administration Building. Mr. Daniel
Smith, Chairman, and Messrs. Richard Long,
Clarence Yea.tman, and Joseph Baker were
present. Mr. George Barnes was absent.

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

Mr. Knowlton explained the operation of the new timing device just insta.1l.ed in
the Board Room.

ROBERT P. STOCK & VIRGINIA B. PASLEY, application under Sec. 30~6.6 of the Ordinance,
to pennit division of Lot 53 having less area and frontage than required, 3032 Cedar
wood Lane, Mason District, (RE-I), 50-4 «23») 53, v-243-69

Mr. Stock stated that he owns property abutting Mrs. Pasley's Lot 53. There is a
strip of land in the rear of her property about 39 x 59 ft. which for the most part
has fairly large trees on it and a S1Ilall portion coming out to his lot line. The
maintenance of this portion of her lot which is outside of her fence line has been
difficult. There are drainage problems when they have heavy rains. He wishes to
buy a portion of that and her lot would still be over 1/2 acre. He has no intention
of building on it, but wOUld s:i.JlJ:ply maintain it or put a tool shed there.

Under this section of the Ordinance, Mr. Smith said, Mrs. Pasley is the only one who
could present the hardship.

This is an old one acre subdivision, Mr. Yeatman said, and some of the lots are
smaller than would be required today. It's a lovely subdivision and nothing has
been split up.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Knowlton if a. portion of Mrs. Pasley's lot could be sold to Mr.
Stock without a variance.

No, because she would have to subdivide the land, Mr. Knowlton replied, and to subdi
vide takes a variance from this Board or a rezoning. The entire subdivision which
probably took place bet'ore the present zoning was put on the property does not con
form now to the one acre zoning of the land. The lots will average slightly over 1/2
acre throughout the subdivision. As explained to us when the application came in,
Mr. Knowlton continued, the precise size of the lot a.f'ter this subdivisLon would not
make it the smallest lot in the subdivision and would be larger than the minimum
lot size if this were a cluster subdivision in RE-l zoning.

This is not a cJ.uster subdivision, Mr. Yeat!nan said.

I
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Mr. Smith felt that Mr. Stock had not made a case for
that Mrs. Pasley was not present to give her version.
involved here, she has control of the land, and it is
an outlot seems an unreasonable request.

himself and it was
Actually there is

average lot size.

unfortunate
no hardship
To create

Opposition: William A. Dennon, 3048 Cedarwood. Lane, said that cutting the back of
this lot off would reduce the size of the lot to where it would be smaller than
other lots on the street. This would break up the long property line that now exists.
The people living on the street are not in favor of this. There have been other
attempts to break up lots in the subdivision and they have not been successful so
far. If this is granted, they fear it will set a precedent.

In application v-243-69, an application by Robert P. Stock and Virginia B. Pasley,
application under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pennit division of Lot 53 having
less area and frontage than required, property located at 3032 Cedarwood Lane,
also known as tax map 50-4 «~3)} 53, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, foJ.J,.oring proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 20th of January 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of fact:
l. The property is owned by Virginia B. PaSley.
2. Area of the lot is 27,444 sq. ft. of land.
3. Present zoning is RE-L

WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Aw>eals has reached the following conclusions of law:

I
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1. The lqIpliC8Jlt has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist which
Wlder a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practice.l
difficulty or urmecesse.ry hardship that wou.1d deprive the owner of the reasonable
use of the land involved.

ROW, TJiIERER)RE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same hereby 1s
denied.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimo11aly.

II
NORMAli H. STEVZNS, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit double ca:rport
to be enclosed for garage closer to side property line than allowed, 1822 Abbotsford
Drive, Centreville District, (BE 0.5), Map 28-2 «14» 208, v-244-69

Mr. Yeatman moved to place this at the end of the agenda as no one was present to
represent the applicant. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
JOHN H. NICHOlSON, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pennit erection of
building closer to rear lot line than allowed, 118 Gordon Rd •• Providence District,
(I-G), 40-3 «1» 8A, v-246-69

Mr. Phillips located the property on the map, indicating that same of the property
was located in the city of Falls Church.

Mr. Hugh Cregger, attorney, represented the applicant who was a.l.so present. This indus
trU1..1.y zoned property abuts residential property and a 100 ft. setback would be
required. They are seeking a variance to erect the building at 25 ft. Mr. Nicholson
is a contractor, licensed by the State, he conducts his business at this site. He
presented pictures of the building. He proposes to erect a 14 ft. building for
stor88e of building materials and equipnent. His equipment is on the lot now. The
14 ft. warehouse would be 30 ft. wide by 80 !'t. long. It would encOl:Ilpass 2,400 sq.
ft. It would be tucked in behind the office building that is there now and wOUld not
be seen from Gordon Road.. They have been through two hearings in the city of Fal1.s
Church and have one more bearing to go. They appeared before their ArchitecturiU.
Design Cormnittee, they approved the design of the building. Over one ha.J.f of the
building will be located in FaJ.ls Church. They appeared before their Planning Com
mission for site plan approval and they had approved the site plan last night based
on the preliminary hearing subject to their final determination after elevations are
given to them. The t!rection of this building will improve the site as they will be
putting the b~J.a~ titerials inside. There is no variance necessary in Falls
Church. Thiiip:l'o~:i'~y is now being offered for sale; it has no buildings on it and
Mr. Cregger stud he contacted both of the absentee owners. CoL Jemison signed the
letter sent to him and he stated that he had no objection to the request. He contacted
Mrs. Peeples - she had no objection. The residentialllJroperty is being offered for
sale at commercial prices contingent on zoning. Some screening would be necessary at
the back line and they would be Willing to put in reasonable screening that the Board
might require. Access to this property is Gordon Road, this is in the City of Fall.s
Church.

Mr. Nicholson has other property, Mr. Smith said. Why not combine the two properties?

It's true, they are both owned by Mr. Nicholson, Mr. Cregger said, but he hopes to
develop that as a separately lot entirely.

This is a 75 ft. variance, Mr. 3mith commented, it would be more in keeping with
good planning if it were leSS.

This property, although zoned residentiaJ., will never be used for residential purposes,
Mr. Cregger said.

This is probably true, Mr. Smith~eed, but why not a 50 ft. variance rather than 75
ft.? This would be more in keeping with a canmerciaJ. category. You are basing youx
request on the probability that this will eventua.l1.y be a commercially zoned area.

Mr. Smith felt this was an unreasonable request.

Mr. Cregger showed a picture of the building presently existing on the subject property.
They hope to construct the neW building to store tools and equipment which are now out
in the open. He did not think this woul.d be detrimental to the residentiaJ. property
which would be zoned for commercial purposes.

According to the map on the wall., all. of the land in the area except for the residential
land is zoned for high intensity use, Mr. Long said.
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This inll be a cinderblock building, painted green, same as the office building there
now, Mr. Cregger said.

Mr. Barry, Zoning inspector, said the existing zoning on the property would allow
for a contractor's yard under the Ordinance. He pointed out a hypothetical situation
that the Board may or may not take into consideration -~ the use of the property
as a contractor's yard would a.l.low for the storage of' almost any type of material
exposed to the open and purely from. the esthetic standpoint it would be more objectionab e
than a building where the materials would be confined.

Mr. Long said be felt the rear of the building should be constructed of brick materieJ..

If the residential property were rezoned to townhouse zoning what would be the
required setback, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Long said he believed it would still be a 100 ft. setback.

To grant a 50 ft. variance might be reasonable, Mr. Smith suggested, but going beyond
that would not be reasonable.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer to February 10 to view the property and for Mr. Barnes
to be present. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4~0. (For decision only.)

II

MARVIN KIRBY, a.pp. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit lot with less width
than allowed at building restriction line, 6118 Ramshorn Dr., Dranesville District,
(RE 0.5), Mop 31-1 «6» A, V-251-69

Mr. DougJ.aBs Mackall stated that Mr. Kirby inherited this lot from Mr. Henry Hirst
who was the owner of Parcel 16 and half of this subdivision. This lot was left
as an outlot in the original subdivision because Mr. Hirst owned a horse and the
horse grazed here. The horse died about thirty d8\YS after the subdivision was
recorded and Mr. Hirst has since died and Mr. Kirby inherited this lot. This is a
corner lot with not enough width at the building restric:tion line. The lot is
31,000 sq. ft. and is zoned BE 0.5. It's a beautiful buUding site on the side of
a bill in a nice area. Yeonas has developed property to the left of this. They don' t
have E5 ft. 1'ran Merchant Lane at the building restriction line. They are asking
the variance so they can build a house on the lot.

This was not made an outlot to achieve the proper density, Mr. Phillips stated, be
cause the remainder of the lots in this subdivision all conform. The definition of
an outlot is an outlot that does not comply with the area and frontage requirements.

Mr. Kirby intends to sell the lot, Mr. Mackall stated. No other variances would be
l:recessary.

Mr. Smith said it would not be in order to grant another variance to construct a
house, if this application is granted.

No opposition.

In a.pplication V-25l~69, an application by Marvin Kirby, application under Sec. 30-6.6
of the Ordinance, to pertDit lot with less width than allowed at building restriction
line, located illS Ramshorn Drive, Dranesville District, also known as tax map
31-1 ((6)) A, County of Fa.irfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the foJJ.owing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Board of ~ing Appea.ls. and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertising in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 20th da,y of January
1970,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.ls has made the following findings of fact:

L The property is owned by Marvin Kirby.
2. Present zoning is HE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot is 31,~ sq. ft. of land.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haS rea.ched the following conclusions of law:

The applicant bas satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
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difficulty or unnecessary hardship or deprive the user of the rea.oonable use of the
land; (a) exceptionally irregular shaped lot; (b) shallow lot; (c) unusual conditions
in the location of existing residences.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be granted.

Mr. Smith asked if the shed on the property would be removed.

Mr. Mackall said he did not know.

The corn crib straddles the two property lines, Mr. Smith said, and it should be removed
prior to utilization of this as a building lot.

Mr. Long said re would amend his motion to include this.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. The building should be removed before any building is placed
on the property, he said.

It would appear that the structure is in violation of the setbacks, Mr. Barry pointed out.

Mr. Kirby does not own the land that 90% of this shed is on, Mr. Yeatman said.

He should remove the portion that is on his property, Mr. smith said.

Probably the simplest wa;y, Mr. Barry suggested, would be for his office to handle the
einforcement of the setback requirements for this shed.

Carried unanimously.

II
CITms SERVICE OIL COMPANY, application under Sec. 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance,
to permit additional pump island, 3340 Ga.l.lovs Road, Poplar Hill Subd., Lot 20,
Annandale District, (ON), Map 59-2 ((5)) 20, S-252-69

Mr. John Aylor represented the applicant. There was a special permit issued to this
location for three bays and two pump islands and Mobil did not go through with the
transaction. Cities Service Oil Company bought the properly in September 1969. Relying
upon the fact that there were two pump islands and three bSlfs, Cities Service went
through with the transaction. The county discovered !.;hat at the time the original
use pennit was issued there was only one pump island so today the staff SUggested
they came back for approval. of the additional. pump islend.

Who owns the property now, Mr. cmith asked? Does Mr. Mitchell still own it?

No, it was sold in September to Boron Oil Company, Mr• .A;ylor replied, and that is a
company in the east t1:Jat will exchange properties with Cities Se1'Vice Oil Company as
soon as the statiOn is caaplete. For tax reasons they exchange rather than by
outright sale.

Perhaps this application should have been made in the same name as the existing pe:nnit,
Mr. Smith suggested.

This pennit was issued to Mr. Mitchell originaJ.1.y, Mr. Smith said. Mitchell & Leathers
were the pennittees.

Harold Mowbrs\y, certified land surveyor in AnnandeJ.e, said he prepared the original
pla.t for Mr. Barber 8lld Mr. Leathers showing proposed station with one pump island.
For scme reason they did not pursue the station. He then prepared site plan for
Mobil Oil Company show'ing two pump islands and three bay service station. For sane
reason they didn't exercise their option and it WaB taken by Cities Service. He
t1len revised site plan to show their station and was informed by Pla.nning that it
did not confonn to the original. use permit. On the original it shows one pump
island. They have now deleted the island to confonn with original use permit but
would prefer to have two islands. These iSlands do meet setback requirements of
the Ordinance. These set further back tram the road than those proposed by Mobil.
This will be a brick Colonial type station. Bt\Ys will open in the front. Mobil
proposed a side opening.

Mr. SJDith said he felt this was a better arrangement than the original one.

Mrs. Carol Weber, 3414 Luttrell Road, a.sked if there 1s going to be an exit onto Luttrell
Road.
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The pump islands are farther removed from Luttrell Road in this application than they
were originally, Mr. Smith stated.

Mrs. Weber said they are not in favor of an exit on Luttrell Road as it is a bad
situation now.

There are two entrances from Gallows Road, Mr. Aylor said. Those permits have been
issued by the State. They are 1n place.

Mrs. Robert Barteni, 3413 Luttrell Roa.d also objected to an entrance on Luttrell Road.
The traf'fic situation is bad on the corner as there is no visibility to the left.
Large trucks park on the side of the highway in front of 7-Eleven and they cannot
see. This exit on Luttrell could cause a lot of accidents. The location of the
service station 1s where the school children wait for the bus every morning. They have
no objection to the statil:m,:but the additional traf'fic would be hazardous to the
children.

How about making this exit only on Luttrell Road, Mr. smith asked?

Mr. Aylor said he was not even sure the Highway Department would give them a permit.

Not having an exit on Luttrell would create a problem as far as traffic flow is con
cerned. This station will not create traffic - most of the traffic will be in the
area anyway. In the future if a new reJllP setup goes in it might create some problem
because of the closeuess to the Beltway, Mr. Smith stated. M8¥be a stop light would
have to be put in.

People on Luttrell Road could get onto this travel lane even though t hey are not going
into the station, Mr. Aylor said, and continue on past the 7-Eleven and feed into
areas where there would be a controlled traffic light. The citizens would have a
right to use the 22 ft. travel lane. Cities Service also has to build a sidewalk along
there and it would be easy for the children to wait on the sidewalk.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Phillips if he had any additional information on the possible
revamping of the ramp?

Mr. Phillips said it was not likely that there would be anything more than a diamond
interchange there because of the interchange at Route 50 and Route 236. If there is
anything planned, it's a very long range plan, which is not adopted.

Mr. Charles E. Krebbel, Chairman of the Zoning Committee in Camelot, supported the
comments of the other two ladies regarding Luttrell Road. He reviewed the history
of this property, and discussed the traffic problems. If the pump island could be
put in so the exit on Luttrell Road would be constrained, the people in Camelot
would not object.

Increasing the pump islands does not necessarily increase the traffic, Mr. Smith
told Mr. Krebbe1. It only makes it safer to get in and out and serve people at a
faster rate.

In application S-252-69, an application by Cities Service Oil Company, application under
Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to pennit additional P\lJllP island,334o Gallows
Road, Poplar Hill Subdivision, Lot 20, also known as tax:ms.p 59-2 «5» 20, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long 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 County and State Codes, and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 20th day of January 1970,

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

1. The property is owned by Boron Oil Company with Cities Service Oil company the
contract purchaser.

2. Present zoning is C-N.
3. Area of the lot is 31,725 sq. ft. of land.
4. Use is covered by use perm!t granted 8~6-68.

5. Conformance with Art. XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

W1!EBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indica.ting compliance with standards for
special permit uses in C or I districts as contained in Sec. 30-7.1.2 in the
Zonin, Ordinance, and that the use will not be detmental to development of
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive
plan of land use provided in the Zoning Ordinance.
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NCM, THEBEFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same hereby is
granted, with the following l.iJnitations:

EntranceS and traffic flow onto Luttrell Road shall be as approved by Land Planning
Branch.

No parking signs sha.ll be pl.aced on Gallotra Road and Luttrell Road along the entire fTont
of the property.

Provisions for curb and gutter and sldew&lk shall be made aJ.ong the entire frontage of
Luttrell Road.

This approval. is granted to the applicant onl.y and is not transferable without further
action of this Board and is for the locatian indicated in this application, not trans~

ferable to other land.

This permit shall expire one year fran this date unless construction has started, unless
rellewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Gr8l1ted for buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted with this application. PJry
additional structures of any kind, che.nges in use or additional uses, whether or not
these additiona].. uses require a. use pennit, shall be cause for this use pennit to
be re-evaluated by this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 4-0.

II
OHlRATION BREAKTFmOUJH, mc., app. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit
operation of weekdS¥ pre-schoo~ in cClDlll1UIl.1ty room in apa.rtment bui~ding, 6700 James
Lee St., Providence District, (C-G) Mlql 50-4 ((6)) ~, 2, 7A, S-253-69

Mrs. Dawn Russell represented the applicant. This would be a morning pre·scllool not to
exceed 16 clll1dren in this room which has been donated by the owners of the property
as a cCllllllUllity roan or neighborhood center. This would be up to four year olds.
It ' s an educational facility and many of the mothers do work, but it's only mornings.
Many of the cllildren could come from a baby-sitting situation in the apartments to the
school and return to lle child care situation. There are church funds to pay the teacher
but they will have to charge to cover c~eaning and supplies. As a matter of pride the
people should be expected to pay something so they are projecting a cost of $5.00 per
month for each child. They have pennission to use this roam but do not have a lease.

The Board has to have a letter or ~ease, Mr. Smith said, indicating that they have
permission to use the premises. The Board shOUld have a copy of the cllarter and by
laws also.

Mrs. Mildred Nickelberry, 6708 James Lee Street, Resident Manager of the Apartments,
stated that there was an agreement for them to use this room for this purpose.

Mr. Yeatman po:lnted that some of these apartments do not have an occupancypennit.

Occupancy permit wuld have to obtained before this could be utilized, Mr. Smith noted.

This would not take p~ace in the afternoons, Mrs. Russell explained, as the room is
in use by older schoo~ children for after-school activities then.

No opposition.

Mr. Long moved to defer for one week to obtain a copy of the corporation papers and
the lease or arrangement between the apartment owners and the applicant. For decision
only. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 4-0.

II
NELS-ON A. HEl\WINN, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the ordinance, to permit carport c~oser to
side property ~ine than allowed, 8132 Belleforest Dr., Providence District, (R-12.5),
Map 49-2 «4)) 3, V-256-69

Mr. Gilbert Bell, contractor, stated that the owners felt there was a need for the
carport as a safety factor, so the windshield would be clean as he drive1r to work
each morning. Neighbors are not opposed. The house is about ten years old and it
ha..s no carport or garage at the present time. This would be a two car carport.

The fact that the applicant desire,S a carport is not one of the basic reasonS the Board
can grant a variance, Mr. Smith pointed out, there has to be a topographic reason,
odd shaped lot or some hardship in cOIUlection with the land before the Board can grant a
variance.
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Apparently the location of the septic field does restrict construction to sane degree,
Mr. smith noted.

Mr. Bell stated that some of the houses on this street have carports or garages.

No opposition.

He could. extend a carport 5 ft. into the minimum side yard by right, Mr. Smith noted,
and this would give him an adequate carport. A variance would not be necessary.

In application V-256-69, an application by Nelson A. Hermann, application under Bection
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit carport closer to side property line than al1.owed,
8132 Belleforest Drive, also known as tax map 49-2 «4» 3, Mr. Long moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with re
quirements of all. applicable state and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the COWlty Board of Zoni..iJ.g Appeals and following proper notice to the public by
advertisement in a local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous
end nearby property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held
on the 20th day of January 1970 and

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

1. The property is owned by Nelson A. Hermann.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. The area. of the lot is 22,931 sq. ft. of land .

.AWJ WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship and would deprive the owner
of the rea.sonable use of the land and buildings involved. (a) exceptionally
narrow lot j (b) unusual condition of the location of the buildings and septic
field.

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

1. This approval is granted for the location of the specific structure indicated in
plats included with this a.pplication and is not transferab,le to other land or to
other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall. expire one year from this date unless construction baa started
or unless renewed by action of this Beard prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Yea'baan. Carried 4-1, Mr. smith voting against the motion for reasons
stated.

II
The Chairman read a letter requesting withdrawial of the application of CHARLES W. G.
WALKER, a.pplication under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit addition of garage
and screened porch and to convert pisting garage into roClll 15.4 ft. hem side
property line, 3214 Amberly Lene, rovidence District (BE 0.5), Map 59-1 «(18) 87,
V-220-69.

Mr. Baker moved that the application be a.llowed to be withdrawn without prejudice.
Seconded, Mr. Long. Carried 4-0.

II
Mr. Woodson read a letter from Judge Sinclair reappointing Mr. Daniel-Smith as a
Board member for five years.

II
MRS. MARY RUTH BEESON, TULLY BALLENGER &: GRADY RILEY, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.7 of
the Ordinance, to permit antique shop in single residential dwelling, 7047 Haycock
Rd., Dranesville District (R-10) 40-3 (1) pt. 90, s-263-69

Mr/}. Arlene Covey, real estate agent, represented Mrs. Beeson who lives in Auatin, Texas
SQe'has not lived on the property fur six years. The property is va.cent at the present
time. She does not intend to return and live here. They have a lease fran Mr. Riley
and Mr. Ballenger - they now have an antique shop in Arlington on Wilson Boulevard.
'!heir plans are to move the antique shop to this property which contains 2 1/2 acres
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and ample parking, and because it is near a shopping area. and an area. which is rapidly
chenging. it appears to be a very natural place for such a use. The property has been
vacant for over a month.

Will there be antiques sitting around outside, Mr. Yeatman asked? What category of
antiques do they propose?

At the present time they deal. in pictures, dishes, and general antiques, Mrs. Covey
replied. It would not be permitted to have the antiques outside. They also understand
that the house bas to be resided in in order to have the antique shop. Their present
shop is in Parltington and they have operated there for two or three years.

Oscar E. Kingsley, 7048 Haycock Road, spoke in opposition. As far as he can see,
there would be no disadvantage to having an antique shop across the road from. him, but
if it is graJlted, he would like to have certain things considered: he discussed the
curve on the road and the peak at the hill where there is no visibility one way or the
other. It is very dangerous. rt is a 20 ft. road where there is no parking. He has
lived here for 40 years, he said, and this is one of the most dangerous roads in the
County. There is a 25 to 30 ft. bank there also.

Mr. George Lilly spoke in opposition. The CRMH apartment zoning which first brought
him into this kind of zoning activity about ten years ago - bas not been built on yet.
It is tied to the development of Route 66. He was also concerned about the trai'fic
situation in the area. Improvement ,?f Haycock Road by the State Highw8\Y Department is
not anyt.h!ng in the Umediate future. This property is right at the top of a hill
as you come up from the shopping area and behind th&t, still in Falls Church, are some
garden apartments. This is rea.ll.y a transfer of a commercial operation from. a commercial
area to a residential area. This is literaJ..ly a subterfuge of a commercial zoning.
This is an encroachment into a residentiaJ. area planned and developed in that fashion.
The driveway into this property is totally blind and people have been killed at this
very spot. Pemitting this use would campoWld the dangerO\J,s which alreadY exist.

Mr. Howard Richmond, owner of the Falls Plaza Apartments, spoke in opposition.
He read a letter to the Board objecting for the following reas:ms: (1) There is no
need for a conmercial operation in this location as there is sufficient camnercial
facilities nearby. (2) From the rear of the shopping center to points north the
area is entirely residential and commercial development of this type would not
coincide with surrounding uses. (3) The antique stores in operation place all types
of articles, furniture, etc. on the front lawns of these establishments. (4) Would
lower property values. (5) This is on a septic system which bas already had special
permission for its retention. This system often emits foul odors and has necessitated
action by the City Health Department on various occasions. Commercial use of
this property would increase the problem. (6) The road cannot accommodate the
additional tra:ffic fram this operation without widening. (7) Would require substantial
off-street paved parking to accommodate the traffic. (8) This amounts to a COJlIll8rcia.l
use in a residential zone.

Mr. Rs.1.Ph ryes, 68~ Haycock Road, concurred with statements already made in opposition.

Mr. Phillips read the stai'f comments: The staff is aware of the serious traffic hazard
along Haycock Road in front of the property and this condition could be expected to be
increased by this operation. However, the staff feels th&t if the permit is granted,
it would create an opportunity in which the overall problem could be sCU\ewhat lessened.
Staff recanmends that if granted, the relocation of the driveway be made to the northern
end of the lot where the road flattens out somewhat and that grading and elimination of
shrubbery be Wldertaken to 1mprove sight distance fO[" the drivewB¥ and road. That
construction of a standard deceleration lane be Wldertaken, and that in line with the
proposed right of way, the proposed cross-section of Haycock Road of 90 ft. that land
be dedicated to provide right of way 45 ft. fran center line.

Mrs. Covey agreed that the bushes reaJ..ly should be removed no matter what happens to the
property. The use would be half residential and haH ccmDerciaJ.. Status at the
property in the past has been depl.orable; the property has been used as a rocm1ng house
for twelve men, and there haa been a health h&Z&rd according to neighbors -- rats, etc.
from this property. An antique shop properly run would be an improvement.

In application s-263-69, an application by Mrs. Mary Ruth Beeson, 'l'Ul1.y Ballenger and
Grady Rlley, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.7 of the Ordinance, to permit antique
shop in single residential dwell1ng, 7047 Ha:ycock Road, tax map 40-3 ((1)) pt. lot 90,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

Wl'lEREAS, THE captioned application bas been properly filed in accordance with all
applicable state and Cowlty codes and in accordance with the by-laws of the Fa. rfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals beld on the 20th day of January 1970, and
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AND WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. The property is owned by Mrs. Mary Ruth Beeson.
2. Present zoning is R~lO.

3. Area of the lot is 96,796 sq. ft. of land.
4. Conformance with Art. XI (Site Plan Ordinance) would be required.

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

L The applicant has not presented testimony indicating caupliance with standards
for special use permits in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Ordinance, and the use will be detrimental to the character and development of
adjacent land and will not be in harmony with the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the same hereby
is denied. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
HENRY A. LONG & P. WESLEY FOSTER, JR., TRUSTEES, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance
to permit variance to height lilllitation in C~N zoning district to allow a commercial
office building of 66 ft. in height, and variance from sideS, front and rear setbacks,
located N. W. corner of Little River Turnpike and Prosperity Avenue, Providence
District (CN), 59-3 ((7)) pt. 17, V-265-G9

Mr. Richard Long disqualified himself as he is brother of one of the applicants.

Mr. Ralph Louk, stated that he had received a notice fran the Planning Commission
yesterday indicating that the Commission would consider this application on JanuaIy
29 at 8:15 p.m. and he would ask the Chairman to find out if there were people present
to speak and find out whether they should have the hearing nOW or defer it in view
of the Commission's request.

Mr. SBith read the letter from the Planning Carmnission stating that the Cormnission
would consider this application at their meeting of January 29. He felt the Board
would be in order to hear the application today. Is there anyone who would be
opposed to the Board hearing the application and deferring decision Wltll such time
as receiving a recormnendation from the Planning Commission, he asked? Since there
wa.s not, the Board decided to proceed with the hearing and defer the decision.

Mr. Louk stated that the applicants have come up with plans for an office building
for this particular property of a1Jnost 2 acres. It's zoned C-N and in this district
you can have different things - shopping center, office buildings, etc. The height
al.1owed for an office building is 40 ft. In designing an office building for a
particular property, reaJ.ly what determines the size of the building is parking.
On the plat there are 167 parking spaces. In utilizing this 2 ac. tract under the 40
ft. height limitation without the variance, they could build the office building but
instead of the building they think would be desirable, it would have to be "L" shaped
and go along Prosperity and back. It would have more ground coverage and the same
square footage. By the increase to 66 ft. the number of square footage in the office
building would not be increased. Average height above the 40 ft. is about 20 ft. - to
be specific it's 26 ft. on the #e36 side, above ground level; on the side next to the
Texaco station would be 13 ft. above the 40 ft. j on the north side the height would be
20 ft. above. The other variances as far as setbacks are concerned, if you go above
40 ft. we are required 2 ft. for every one foot height above that. Beca\ll e of the
topography and the shape of this property they think that it's best utilized by
orienting the building to Prosperity Avenue and setting it as far baok as possible,
taking it up to the line al.ong the ccmmon boundary with Texaco. The building is 60 ft.
wide and 150 same feet long along Prosperity Avenue, setting back along the Texaco line.
This would be a mixture of office useS. (real. estate, bank, and mixture of offices)
Long and Foster are real es.tate agents. This is old C-N zoning.

Opposition: Mrs. Robert Knudson, 3712 Woodburn Road, stated that she was really not
in opposition or in favor, but thought that if the office building were eventually
built to look like the drawing, it would be cOlIlpatible and would be an asset to the
area, however, that is a very congested area already traf'fic-wise. Residents are
literally boxed in already by schools and churches and fUrther congestion would not be
fair to them. She feared that if this were gr811ted, the Board would have no more
control over it, and it llligbt not turn out the w~ it is pictured.

Mr. Knowlton stated that construction would have to follow an approved site plan.

Tam. Hicks, 4502 Mull.1n Lane, represented the Little Run Citizens Association, apposing
the application as the proposed use of the property is unreasonable. An office
building of the size proposed is inconsistent with the surro\mding area.

Mr. Louk stated that additional parking sps.ces could have been shown on the plat but
there were areas where they were saving the trees. There is an area of green space
to the north which also could haVe been used for parking. The problem with the churches
is that traffic is concentrated on Sunday mornings and other times when they have
activities where as in an office building they would be coming at the same times, but
it would be against the flow of traffic.
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Tra.tfic is not being increa.sed because a. bUilding the same size can be built with more
lot coverage and would have the same number of parking spaces and automobiles, Mr. Louk
continued. He could not anticipate the tra.fflc problem indicated.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer action till e.fter the Planning Commission has heard the
application and made recommendation. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
The Board returned to the 10:20 item ~ Norman H. stevens - v-244-69. Still no one was
present to represent the applicant.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer to February 17. Notify him that he has to be present or have
an agent present to pursue the matter. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0.

II
The Board discussed the list of requirements in connection with BZA applications presented
by Mr. Phillips.

() 73

/

;I Mr. Baker moved to amend the BZA by-laws to read 10 minutes for the applicant; 15 minutes
for the opposition; 5 minutes for rebuttaL Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 4-0.
/ / of the S~lemental instruction sheet proposed.
Mr. Phillips suggested striking Sec. F - Format,/ This was inadvertently added in when
it was typed. The Board agreed. Copies should be mailed to the Board members before
final approval is giYen.

II
Mr. Covington stated that Camputer Age Industries, Inc. on Arlington Boulevard have
recently purchased a. bankrupt stock brokerage school and they want to train stock brokers
at this location. Will they have to come back to the Board for expansion of their
permit?

Is this a separate school Wlder separate curriculum, Mr. Smith asked? Is it a separate
entity or will it be incorporated into Computer Age School?

I
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It would be incorporated into Computer Age, Mr. Covington replied, but it would have a
different curriculum.

Mr. Smith asked for a statement from them, a memorandlDD. as to their intent and the Board
could act formaJJ.y on it rather than on a verbal basis.

Mr. Coyington did not recall what the name of the firm was. He would get a statement of
what they intend to dO, he said.

The Board should know how many additional students; how many students overall; and what
effect this would have on the spa.ce in the building, etc. Mr. Smith said. There is a
lot of land there.

II
Mr. Covington referred to a letter from Mr. Hansbarger regarding Wallingford Private
School. In 1956 a use permit was granted to Grace A. Wallingford to operate a private
school at this location. She has operated the school continuously since September of
that year. Recently she entered into a contract to sell the property upon which the
school is located and wishes to transfer the use permit to Miss Barbara Hardy. This
is scheduled for March 1, 1970. It would be appreciated if the Board would permit the
transfer of the use permit without further proceedings.

The Board does not have authority to transfer use permits from one person to another, Mr.
Smith said.

They are not transferable, Mr. Yeatman said.

Is that on Annandal.e,Road, Mr. Smith asked? She got an expansion a couple of years ago.
She would have to have a fonnal application filed by the perSon moving in. If it were
granted to a corporation and she was selling her stock, it would be a different thing but
this was to an individual and is not transferable.

II

I
Would astrologers be handled
Would it require C-G zoning?
won I t grant him a license in

in the S8Jlle light as a. palmist, Mr. Covington asked?
State requires this man to pay $500 license fee and they

a residential zone.

Board agreed to abide py State's determination and definition.

II



January 20, 1970

Mr. Covington said there is a new type of restaurant caning to the County -- called
"Jack in the Box". Cars drive in, look at the menu board, then place the order,
and pick up at the window. Would all of these be counted as signs?

This is not a m-lve in and :park restaurant, Mr. Smith said.

This is a continual flow of traffic, Mr. Covington said - people do not park there and
eat.

This is a mounted menu, Mr. Smith stated, with a speaker ~ there is no parking there.
He said he would like to know the size of this, size of the lot, size of the buildins,
etc.

II
Mr. Baker asked if a bea;uty parlor on first floor of apar1Eent in CRMH zoning could
have a sign on the building?

Mr. covington said this is for the patrons who live in the building; no visible outside
advertising would be allowed.

"Designed primarily for the residents of the building" Mr. smith stated ~- it's not
restricted to them.

Mr. Baker said he was referring to River Towers Apartments.

Mr. Baker agreed to get together with Mr. Barry and go down and try to ascertain whether
it is in conformity or not.

II

o1l.f

I

I

The meeting adjoumed at 4:00 p.m.
By Betty Haines, Clerk
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The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning
Appeals was held on January 27, 1970 in the
Board Room of the County Administration Buil
ding. All members were present: Mr. Daniel
Smith, Chainnanj Mr. Richard Long, Mr. Joseph
Baker, Mr. George Barnes and Mr. Clarence
Yeatman.

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

Mr. Smith announced that congratulations were in order for Mr. York Phillips,
Administrative Assistant with the Board of Zoning Appeals. This morning at 5:34
he was presented with a 9 lb. 5 oz. baby boy. This is not the reason for him not
being present tode.y; he is on a special assignment this morning. He was sure that
Mr. Phillips was very proud as this happens to be his first child.

II
TYSONS TRIANGLE LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
variance from 75 ft. bUilding setback line to place proposed office on the property
line, located at Tysons International Shopping Center, Dranesville District (COH)
39-2 «1)) 65A, v-247-69

Deferred for readvertising and reposting to February 24.

II
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION ENDCMMENT, INC., app. under Sec. 30~7.2.5 of the Ordi
nance, to pentlit combination of uses under Group V, located southerly side of Leesburg
Pike, apprOx. 2900 ft. N. of intersection of Airport Access Road, Centreville District
(RE-l) 28-2 «1)) 11, 19, 5-248-69

Marc Bettius represented the applicants. This is an extremely well established group
of individuals who have dedicated themselves to the preservation of America's wild
life and her naturaJ. resources. The Wildlife Federation has sought for considerable
period of time to find a location for their national headquarters. At the present
time the operations they conduct are widely scattered throughout the United States and
at present they are located inso'far as administration is concerned in the Washington
area. Several years ago and several owners prior to the applicant this very attrac~

tive piece of landacape was the subject of a most unnatural- and uhhea.lthy land use
and constituted a significant erosion problem on its front. Owners who acquired the
ground subsequently.were irl~rested in restoring the land. When the Federation acquire
this ground late last year, they felt that it realized the promise of a dream to
them. The site, some 19 acres in area, has very rough terrain; it is very beautiful
and attractive. It is the intent of the applicants to utilize the cleared part of the
s ite for the erection of the structure and utilize the remainder for the creation
of nature trails and preservation of wildlife. They intend to create on their own
facility a place Where the citizens could observe wildlife on their own site.

The applicants have agreed to dedicate a travel lane, etc. as required by the County,
Mr. Bettius continued. The topography drops off very dramatically. The terrain is
ideally suited for what they intend to do. There will be a plaza level under the
building where computer functions will be carried out. The main office building
will be a maximum of 38 ft. high, measured from the highest elevation. Overall
area of the structure will be 100,000 sq. ft. At their own option, they have set
the building 320 ft. ba.ck from Route 7. Total coverage on this site is less than five
per cent. In a recent study that was requested by the County fran planners Hammer,
Siler & Greene, it was indicated that saneda;y this property could be used for industr.t
uses. This is in an area of one-half acre land use and to take a site wch as this
and put single-family hQlDes on it would be a waste. Cost of the structure will run
into several million dollars.

Mr. smith questioned the section of the Ordinance under which the application was
filed.

It would be the eleemosynary section, Mr. Bettius said. There is a great deaJ. of
research proposed for this site but he did not think they would qualify under the
Melpar Ordinance. Research and development would not be their primary function.
The question of eleemosynary use was directed to the staff and County Attorney.

Mr. Long disqualified himself from participating in the bearing ~ the plat they are
using for their presentation was prepared by his firm as far as the boundary survey
is concerned, he said..

Mr. Smith felt that Mr. Long's statements could be very- valuable in the discussion,
however, if be wanted to disqualify himseU in voting, that would be all right.

Mr. Bettius said be believed this was a key site in the 'development of Fairfax County.
The building would be of contemporary nature and they anticipate a maximum of 250
employees with 265 parking spaces. The building would be 90' x 450' inclUding ship
ping and storage area. This is a.ll for use by the Federation itself; no sub~leaBing.

95
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION - Ctd.

No apposition.

Mr. Joe Bagalo of the Leo Daley Company of Washington stated that he did not have
a rendering of the proposed building but the material would be either reinforced
concrete structure or steel fibre structure similar to the construction of the
County Administration Building. It would be of architectural design. Air·conditioni
and heating equipment would be on-grade and would be enclosed.

In application s-248-69, an application by the National Wildlife Federation Endowment
Inc., application under Section 30-7.2.5 of the Ordinance, to permit a combination
of uses under Group V, ~ocated southerly side of Leesburg Pike approximately 2,900
ft. north of intersection of Airport Access Road, Centreville Di~trict, also known
as tax map 28-2 ((1)) 11, 19, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeat!nan'.moved·thAt'othe
Board of Zonin~ APPeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of t'he Fairfax C01.Ulty Board· of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newsp/p er,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and alUbli
hearing by the Board: of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th day of January, 1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haa made the following findings of fact:
1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is RE-l.
3. Area of the lot is 853,788 sq. ft.
4. Conformance with Art. XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.
5. The owners will build and dedicate a service road along Leesburg Pike.

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

The applicant has presented testbnony indicating ccmpliance with standards for speci
use permit,uaes:inR'districts -as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinan
and the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent land
and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehendve plan of land use embodi
in the Zoning Ordinance.

Nex;, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same hereby 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 this applicatio
and is not transferable to other land.

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

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

(4) It is understood that there will be 265 parking spaces provided and that they
will dedicate and build the travel lane as required by the County.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0, Mr. Long abstaining.

II
WILLIAM COHEN & ROBERT L. & RUBY L. GROVES, app. under Sec. 30~7 .2.6.1.3 of the
Ordinance, and Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of da.Y school
five days a weEit, ages 3-5, nursery 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.; kindergarten 9 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
and to permit building closer to side property line, 9525 Leesburg Pike, Centreville
District, (RE-l), 19-1, 19~3 «1)) 19, 5-250-69 and V-250-69

Mr. Tom Lawson represented the applicants who were also present.

Mr. Lawson stated that he wished to mDend the name of the applicant to the Corporation
name -- Educo, Inc. Mr. Cohen is the owner and head of the operation.

Mr. Smith asked for copies of the corporation papers authorizing them to do business
in the state of Virginia.

Mr. Lawson did not have a copy with bim. Mr. Cohen is contract purchaser of this
land. Possibly the Board could grant the permit to Mr. Cohen with the rlght to
transfer to the CorPOration at a later date.

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

January 27, 1'70

WILLIAM COHEN & ROBERT L. & RUBY L. GROVES - Ctd.

This is a little irregular, Mr. SIIIlth said. The Boa.rd baa to first verity the fact
that there is an existing corporation and whether it is qualified to do business.

This is the first time the Corporation has undertaken operation in Virginia, Mr.
Lawson said. They have six schools in Maryland.

This puts the Board in a bad position, Mr. Smith stated, being asked to grant a
variance on a piece of land which Mr. Cohen does not own. He bad knowledge of the
existing need for variance prior to purchasing the property.

The house would be used as an office, Mr. Lawson stated. The cinderblock stable will
be torn down. The building shown on the plat will be where the school will be.

Will this barn confono to the building code for school use, Mr. Smith asked?

Obviously, the building does not conform at the present time, Mr. Lawson answered.
They will make subst8Jltlal modifications to make use of the building. They plan to
have 300 students in the school. There would be a new building added. The first
phase of the operation would call for 200 students and 100 more when the new
building is constructed.

Mr. Groves stated that the barn was built about ten years ago and the new storage
building was built 4 ft. fran the property line. The shed across the property line
is only temporary. He ownS the property next door and this was to a.l.low the
horse'! to get into the shed.

Mr. SJD.ith had no objection to completing the hearing and granting a special use
permit for the school but not granting the variance until such time as the Board
has received a report from the Building Inspector on the barn. They might find that
it would be more economical to remove the entire building and build a new schooL
There was a question in his mind, he said, whether the contract owner has a hardship
that would allow the Board to grant the variance.

Mr. Yeatman pointed out that the location of the septic tank was not shown on his
plat.

~(

Mr. Lawson told the Board of Mr. Cohen's background and qualifications and asked
that the pennit be granted to Mr. Cohen with the right to transfer the use permit
to Educo, Inc.

I
Mr. Lawson said the soil man had been
would have to meet County standards.
type of operation.

out and the property perks all right. They
Flint Hill School has 500 students on this

I

I

The Board has in the past stated that use permits are not transferable from individual
to individual on schools, Mr. Smith said. It would not be transferable frem an
individual to a corporation without additional action by the Board.

Mr. Robert Murphy stated that he was contacted by Mr. Coiren to investigate this
property. He contacted Soil Consultants of McLean, Virginia to conduct percolation
tests on the property. They met with County officials and located the most likely
spot for septic field, conducted tests, and issued a report with the knowledge that
this would be used for school purposes. There is adequate area in the rear to serve
200 students in the barn and additional area in the front to serve the addition to
be applied for later.

The Soil Consultant presented a plat which showed soil conditions on the property.

No opposition.

The Board should see the original construction building plans and see if the Building
Inspector would allow this barn to be used for school purposes, Mr. smith said.

Mr. YeatmaiJ. suggested having 30 parking spa.ces shown on the plat for the thirty
employees plus parking for the school buses.

Mr. Long moved that the aPPlica.tion be deferred for infonnation regarding parking,
septic field loca.tion and size, the building facade (type of exterior) and corporation
papers. There should also be correspondence frOm the County stating that this
structure would be approved for this use. The Board should also know how me.ny
buses they propose to use. He added that he wo>J1.d sJ.so like to know the applicant's
plans for treating the side of the building facing Mr. Groves property. Seconded,
Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
The application of CHARLES D. & MARIAN MARTDI & J1JRGE1l D. HEEL, app. under Sec.
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit beauty school as home occupation, 6579
Little River Turnpike, Annandale District, (RE 0.5) 72-1 ((1)) 8, S-255~69 was
withdrawn without prejudice, at the request of the applicant's a.ttorney.

II
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BELTWAY SHDPPES, INC. tis SUBURBAN HOUSE, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.5.19 of the
Ordinance, to permit dinner dancing, located 6585, 6587, 6589 Back.lick Rd., Lee
centre, Springfield District, (GG), 90-2 ((1)) 29, 5-257-69

Mr. D. C. Fischer, President of Beltway Shoppes, Inc. represented the applicant.
He did not have a copy of the certificate of incorporation. They have occup:i.ed
these three buildings for three years, he sta.ted; total floor space of the three
buildings is 6,600 sq. ft. They have a permit fOr 165 people in the entire area
at the present time. If the pennit for dancing is approved they would remove four
tables and would have a capacity left of approximately 149 seating capacity.
The three stores have been opened up into one large room. Dancing would take place
in the center building in an area of approximately 19' x 12'. Hours of operation
would be fran 11 a.m. till midnight with dancing from 7 p.m. to 12 midnight.
They would like to start off with two or three days a week and expand to six days
a weeki they are closed on sundays.

NO opposition.

In application S-257-69, an application by Beltway Shoppes, Inc. T/A Suburban
House, application under Section 30-7.2.10.5.19 of the Ordinance, to permit
diIUler dancing, located at 6585, 6587, 6589 Backlick Road, Lee Center, Springfield
District, also known as tax map 90-2 «1)) 2~, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long made the following motion:

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

WlIDEAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspa.per,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a.
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appea.ls held on the 27th da,y of
January 1970 and

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

1. The property is owned by Lee B and Rosa L. Schindel.
2. Present zoning is C-G.
3. Area of the lot is 4 acres.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance )will be required.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of la.w:
(1) The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with standards for
special use permit uses in C or I districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and (2) the use will not be detr.i.Jnental to the character and
development of adjacent Jand and will be in ha.nnony with the purposes of the ccm
prehensive plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

1. Dancing will be Monday through Saturday from 7 p.m. to 12 midnight.
2. Dancing will be in an area 19' x 12'.
3. Total. seating capacity wouJ..d be limited to 149 patrons.
4. This approve.l. is granted to the applicant only and is not transfere.ble without

further action by this Board and is for the location indicated in the application,
not transferable to other land.

CMr.','LOnK:'e.dd.t.oll that'he <iidnot include the staff rec<mmendation that the application
be SUbject to dedication of 25 ft. along the front of the property for the State
Highway sys tem) •

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman, however, he would like to see some dedication to the state
where the sidewalk. is, he said.

Mr. Smith pointed out that prior to penn1t being issued, Board should receive a copy
of the certificate of incorporation for Beltway Shoppes, Inc. and they might also
list the manager or person who would be responsib:e for the operation in case the
Zoning Administrator shouJ,.d wish to contact them. Carried unanimously.

II
BESSIE R. TAYLOR, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit lots with
less width than required, 1932 Virginia Avenue, Dranesville District, (HE 0.5)
Map 41-1 ((9» 2Al, v-258-69

This is a variance to allow subdivision of this parcel into three lots, Mr. Knowlton
explained, with actually five separate, distinct variances requested: one, to permit
variance on lot frontage; and on the two lots to be created in the rear there would
be a one hundred per cent variance because they would have no frontage on a public
State maintained road. The next two variances would be on the two houses and since
this drivewe.Y serves.lots it comes under definition of street and the setback for
the three houses on either side would be 75 ft. from center line.

I
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BESSIE R. TAYLOR - Ctd.

Mr. Ed Wine, real estate agent, represented the applican.t. Mrs. Taylor has owned the
property for fourteen years, he said; sbe lives on the front one-half acre 'Wlder
consideration. Mrs. Taylor was recently widowed and has fOund it necessary to sell
the property now. Somewhere along the line it was mentioned that the property might
possibly be subdivided into three lots. When he showed the property, Mr. Wine continued,
he told his client, a lady doctor who has agreed to purchase the property subject to
this request, that there was pcpossibiUty of subdividing the land. Dr. Mary Goepfert
is the contract purchaser. She will definitely live there if she buys the lend.

The existing house is not shown on the plat, Mr. Smith pointed out. Why not subdi~

vide this into one lot in the rear with an easement serving it, he asked? This might
be a reasonable approach but the subject applica.tion is Wlreasonable. Are sewer and
water available, he asked?

Yes, Mr. Wine replied.

Mrs. Taylor's daughter stated that her mother would be willing to go aJ.ong with the
one lot in the rear. She just wants to be able to show proof of. the value of the land.

Oppositicm.: Mr. J. C. Ozell, 1910 Virg!.it1e. Avenue, stated that he had a petition signed
by twenty~six people in opposition. He sald he had 3 1/3 ac. and he subdivided his
property but he had. land enough to do it. He built a house andsold it to Mr. Peek who
is present. He has cm.e acre exactly. The 25 ft. right of way to the left of his house
was put in to provide access to the house in back. They assumed the other acre and he
has 1 1/5 acre left. He did not need a variance as he had plenty of roam.

Mr. smith CC!llmented that granting the application would not bring the lot size below
the one hal.f acre zoning requirement. The proposed lots would all be one~haJ.f acre
in size. There is no variance being sought frau. the lot area requirement. As far as
notice to property owners, the notices were a.d.equate and the property was posted.

It is not show. an the plat, Mr. Ozellr:coil.t1nued, but Mrs. Taylor hasS. dri~
existing an her property nov 0111 tbe lett side of her house. If sbe is to put another
driveva;y going to the rear property on the right side of her house,· there would be two
drl~ an 1/2 acre of land. Wh;y not extend the existing driveway to the rear, he
suggested.

Mr. Smith felt that if Mr. Coielt, contiguous property owner had been present, it would
have been advantageous to the Board to have his camnents.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Ozell if he would object to Mrs. Taylor subdividing this into
two lots rather than three?

Mr. Ozell felt that would be a very good aJ.ternative but he would object to two
driveways, he said.

Gene Stevens, 1915 Franklin Avenue, stated that the contDU1":S of the land are not rolling
as described by the agent for the applicant. The contlDUJl of the land drops of f
rather sharply. He was a little worried about the drainage situation if the application
is granted.

Mr. Barry, zoning Inspector, called the Board's attention to 8Jl Ordinance effective
January 1 of this yea:r controlling the tapa as far as building sites go. On any type

of new dwelling a certified plot plan is required as well as vertical. and horizontal
elevations as fa:r as dr4.inage goes as to how it will affect adjoining property.

Mrs. Taylor said she would not continue to live on the property. It would be sold as
she can no longer keep up the grotuld.

Mr. Long moved that the application be deferred for the following information on a
certified plat: (1) subdivision showing on1¥ one lot in the rear of the propertYj
(2) showing all existing and proposed buildingsj (3) public utilitieS proposed to serve
it; and existing and proposed entrances. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried tulanimausly.

II
FA!RFAX FALLS CHURCH MENTAL HEALTH CENTER, app. Wlder Sec. 30-7.2.5.1.1 of the
Ordinance, to permit expansion of office space to provide file space and intervieWing
room, 2949 Sleepy Hollow Rd., Mason District, (R-12.5), Map 51~3 «(15}) 4, S-259-69

Mrs. Shirley HYl.and represented the applicant. The addition will be 10' x 13', she
said. and would be used for file space and interviewing room. They are using trailers
for interviewing now. They now have over 1,000 cases a year. They have to add to
the office to keep up with the growth.

No apposition.
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FAIRFAX FALLS CHURCH MENTAL HEALTH CENTER - Ctd.

In application S-259-69, an application by Fairfax Fall.s Church Mental Health Center,
app. under Sec. 30-7.2.5.1.1 of the ordinance, to permit expansion of office space to
provide file space and interviewing room 2949 Sleepy Hollow Road, Mason District, (R
12.5), Map 51-3 ((15)) 4, couoty~6f Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the ca;ptioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of a.1l applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th. day of January, 1970,
""d

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

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 31,594 sq. ft.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan ordinance) will be required.
5. The applicant is operating under use permit granted by the BZA April 27, 1965.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals bas reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testilllony indicating compliance with standards for
special use permit uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance. and the use will not be detrimental to the character and development
of the adjacEn t land embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This use permit shall be an extension of use permit granted April 27, 1965.

2. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable withou.t
further action by this Board, and is for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

3. This permit shalJ. expire one year from this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanblously.

II
RHOADS & STRICKLER, INC., app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit lots with
less area than required by the Ordinance, 6328 Windsor Avenue, Lee District, (RE-l)
91-3 «3» 27. v-260-69

Mr. Rhoads stated that this subdivision has been on record since 1938 or 1940 and
some of the lots were left in this subdivision, probably because they would not perk.
The particular lot they are talking about will perk - sewer and water have just
been put in by the County. The applicants have owned the lots for four or five months.

The applicants were aware of the zoning at the time of purchase, Mr. Smith said.
The zoning in this area is BE-I and the lot itself now is approx1ma.tely one-ha.l.f
acre.

All of the lots in there are approximately one-half acre and they are building
on some half acre lots, Mr. Rhoads continued.

One-half acre lots would be no problem, Mr. Smith replied, but this proposal :Is to
cut lots down to the R-IO size. The application wouJ.d have to be justified, he
said. There is no hardship involved.

The hardship, Mr. Rhoads explained, is not only on builders but on people trying
to buy houses. They would like to subdivide and build two houses. Land is so expen
sive that it raises the price of houses quite a bit.

The OrillnSnce does not give the Board author!ty to grant varlances< fOr this reason, Mr.
Smith said. Since the other houses in the subdivision are on half' acre lots or larger
this seems to be an unreasonable request.

This Board does not have authority to rezone land, Hr. ~ei.tIIlan stated. Probably this
application should be made to the Board of Supervisors.

No opposition.
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RHOADS &: SmICKLBR, INC. - Ctd.

In a.pplication v-260~69, an a;tPlication by Rhoads &: Strickler, Inc., application under
Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit lots with less area. than required by Ordi
nance, 6328 Windsor Avenue, Lee District, also known as tax map 91~3 «3» 27, COWlty
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners I and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th day Of January, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has roa.d.e the fOl.lowing findings of fact,
1. The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE-l.
3. Area of the lot is 23,298 sq. ft.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of "Zoning Appeals las reached the following conclusions of law:

The applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist which under a
strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or
wmecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
land;

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

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

SUN OIL COMPANY, ~. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of ser
vice station closer to rear property line than allowed, N. W. corner Rt. 50 and Downs
Drive, Centreville District, (C-G), Map 34 ((1» A, Bl, V-124-69 (deferred from
November 25)

Attorney for the applicant requested deferral as they have not yet worked out a solution
to their sewer problems.

The Board granted a deferral of sixty days with the understanding that no furilher
deferrals would be granted.

II
WAYID.'WOOD RECREATION ASSOCIATION, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to
enlarge existing swimming area in existing recreation area located at Waynewood
Boulevard and Dalebrook Drive, Mt. Vernon District, (R-12.5), Map 102-4 ((5» (21)
21C, S-233-69 (deferred from Jan. 13)

Mr. smith noted the new plats received from the applicant and read into the record
a letter from Mr. Ungerleider, President of the Association. (Letter on file with
records of this case.)

Mr. Yeatman said that seventy-five parking spaces in his opinion were not adequate.

They are doubling the :f'u1..l capacity of their pool and will probably have swim meets,
etc. Mr. Smith stated. NormaJJ.y the Board requires 1-3 parking.

Mr. Long stated that ladies in the audience at the pUblic hearing referred to trash
and parking on the street. He asked them if they feel that people are cutting through?

Definitely, it is easier, Mrs. Bass replied.

Mr. Long asked about hours of operation.

Mr. Smith suggested 9 a.m. to 9 p.m., same as for other pool operations in the
County. They could have special. events with permission from the zoning Achninistrator
unless they become nuisances. He asked Mr. Woodson if he had had complaints on trash.

Mr. Woodson said he had had several calls on trash.

In application S-233-69, an application by Waynewood Recreation Association, application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to enlarge existing swilmning area in
existing recreation area located at Waynewood Boulevard and Dalebrook Drive, Mount
Vernon District, also known as tax map 102-4 ((5» (21) 21C, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board. of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: j
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January 27, 1970

WAYNEW'OOD RECREATION ASSN. - Ctd.

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to con,tiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of ZOning Appeals held on the 27th day of January
1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the follow1ng findings of fact:

L The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 8.53 ac.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.
5. This use is operating under use permit granted March 8, 1960.

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

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

2. That the use will not be detrimental. to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the swne hereby
is granted with the following limitations:

1. This use permit shall be an extension of existing permit granted March 8, 1960.

2. All parking in connection with this use sha.:U be confined to on-site.

3. 150 standard parking spa.ces are to be provided.

4. All noise from the loudspeakers is to be confined to the premises. All lighting
is to be directed onto this property.

5. The property is to be fenced entirely with a 4 it. chain link. fence wbere none
is presen~ existing.

6. Hours of operation' a.m. to , p.m. 7 days a week. om.:,a.dult and teen nights the
Zoning Administrator may extend the hours to 11 p.m.

7. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
further a.c:tion of this Board and is for the location indicated in this application
and not transferable to other land.

8. This permit shall expire one year frotn this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by this Board prior to date of expiration.

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

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

Mr. Long said he would amend the ,date of public hearing to January 13, 1970 rather
than January 27. Seconded, Mr. YeaUnan. Carried unanimously.

If there is any question of shrubbery, Mr. smith stated, the applicant indicated
when he was here that they would landscape to be pleasing to the eye.

Mrs. Bass stated that a chain link fence would be very unattractive.

Mr. Long clarified his motion by saying that the intent was to fence the whole nine
acres.

II
FAIRFAX CmmTY WATER AUTHORITY, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordin8l1ce, to permi
constr1lction of fence and additional building, 2220 Fairfax Terrace, Lee District,
(RM-l), 83-1 ((14)) Elk.. C, Lots 118B thru 12M; 152B thru 160A, excl. of 153A and
B; Elk. D, 177B thru 185A, 3-237-69 (deferred from January 13)

Mr. Richard Hobson represented the applicant.

/ OJ
I

I

I

I

I



I

I

I

I

I

.LU0

January 21, l,-rO

lAIBFAX COUNTY WAma AU'lHOlUTY - Ctd.

Mr. lIob_on introduced Mr. Fred Griffith, Assistant Engineering Director of the Water Jf) ~
Author!ty. This ill an application on an existing Water Author!ty property in Lee V
Distriet, be stated. There 18 existing lIunt1ngton pumping st..tioo en this site, and
an existing warehouse on this site. This 1s for an additional teJIlporary warehouse
and to fence the entire area. It 1fU orig1naJ.J.y owned by Fairfax ~aullC8 Canpany.
The application under Group II tor a second temporary stor. warehouse to house
copper tubing, fittings, etc. plus & fence for the entire area. It will be of temporary
cOIUItruetion 63.8 t"t. by 24 ft. which rill be moved fraD. the Ccapanyls present location
in Annandale. Tb&t site 1s being 80ld. The proposed warehouse 1s & necessary addltionaJ.
accessory to the suppl.y of water service to the &re&. With the integration of the
lD.1nt1ngton plant, the tormer Alexandria Water properties, additianal storage space 1s
neeesa&ry and it would seem logical and efficient to locate this additional space at
existing splWe. He uked Mr. Gritfith to locate the general water service area
serviced by the Huntington plant.

0rig:1.naJ.ly this was the Fairfax Kydraulica system, Mr. Griffith stated, the
first systell they purchased. It consisted of three wells, a pumping station, and a
100,000 gallon storage tank. It vas the headquarters of the Fairfax. Ifydraullcs systell.
When the Fairfax county Water Authority took over they made it beadquarters of a
system tor the SIImI! basic area. Since then &1.l they haw done is basically" expanded
the system frail. this point. They have a.equ1red other water eaapanies in the area and
are now serving basicaJ.ly out of this taeil1ty from along the City of Alexllldrili., out
the :!eltvay to Braddock, Braddock to #l23. and #123 back to the COUnty line. They have
two b.,.ic ~s 01' t'fQ anlM that they sene - the Hunt1ngton area south, and then the
north area which is served by the yard out on Lee 1Ii~. They don' t expect much more
than they have in there now 'beclIUBe even though they have expanded facilities, they
are to ,the maximum invent017 th&t they feel is desirable. '!'bey need. IIOre warehousing
for the copper f'acilities that are very expensive and subject to inside storage. With
the present chain link tence it is open to the people in B\mtington; they plan to put
a 6 ft. board fence &.long the back of the property lines of people backing up to
the facilitj:. This 111 a low. svmap;y area. The: Park Authority owns about half the site
and the Water Authority owns the rest.

The original BZA permit was granted in 1~7. Mr. Hobson stated, before the Pom eroy
Ordinance waa adopted, to Fairfax !ydr&U1ics. In 1!68 as approved by the Plann1ng
COIIIlli8sion. the Water Authority acquired additional. properties at the dte in CCG
junction with tle Park Authority. Q:l OCtober 7. 1!N58 the Fairfax COUDty Planning
Coaa1ssion recClllDended. tha.t a special use permit tor additional storap capacity
be 1hl1ted to five years and if the Water Authority had not been able to relocate its
fil.eillties withhl that period, the Planning CCIIIIl18sion would be able to giw the matter

1hrther considera.tlon. This is agreeable to the Water Authority. that the permit
be granted tor a fbe year period, tor the proposed addition. lie showed a picture
of tbe building which would be moved to the site. (A metal building sibl1lar to a
Bu.tler building. )

It would be located 35 ft. fran Liberty Avenue and 75 ft. rrc.. the property line, Mr.
Jk)bscm e<m.tinued; Liberty Avenue is not a street that serves anything but thi8 property.

Liberty Avenue now has been vacated, Mr. Griffith stated, and aetual1.y' tbey own halt
of Liberty Avenue. They are now 60 ft. trail. the nearest property line.

Actua.lly, Mr. !IobSOD continued, he thought the other fenee should be a part of the
~'s motion, ItDd be said he had. one suggestion -- under section 30-7.2.2.4, there
is ltD additional finding of tact required; this is an BM-l zone and there Was no
opposition at the Plarming Calmission hearing. This i8 .. logical and proper place
tor this type of storage, it will be temporary, and he suggested that the Board
lJait itt 1 !

WUl there be any outside storage with this new building. Mr. Bm1th asked?

The Y&l.uable materials would bel stored inside. Mr. Griffith stated. There will still
be scae outside storage. There will be a 6 ft. chain llnk. tenee around three aides
and a 6 ft. board fenee backing up to the residenti&l. properties.

No oppoaition.

In appl.ication S-237-~, aD aPPlication by the Fairfax county Water Authority, under
Section 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Za:J.tng Ordinance, to pemit construction of fence and
additional. buUding, on property located at 2220 Fairfax Terrace. also known &8

tax IIIllP 83-1 «14» JUk. C, Lots 118B thru 126A; 1528 thru 160A, exel. of Lots 153A
and B, Blk. D,lT7B thru 185A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Loag aaved that the
Board of z.onini'Appeals adopt the fol.J.owing resolution:

WBZBBAS, the captioned application haa been properly t11.ed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance nth by-laws
of t be J'airtax County Board ot zoning Appeals, and.
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WJIERIAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspe.per,
posting of theproperty. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and. a
public bearing by the Bo&rd of ZOning A1Jpeala held. on the 27th d.q of January.
1'l7O.

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

1. '!'he owner of the property is the applicant.
2.. Present zooing ia RM-l.
3. Contormance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required,
4. The subject use is operating under use penlit granted to Fairfax lfy'draulics, Inc.

M.., 17. ,'''',. and August 15. ,'''',.

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appe&1s has reached thefoUowing conclusions of law:

The applicant bas presented test:lJllony indicating c~1.iance with standards for
special use permit uses in R districts cc::atained in section 30~7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinlll'lce. and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and deve10pllent
of t he adJacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of .the comprehensive
p!an of 18bd use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

Naol, Tm!PORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following 1imita.tions :

1. This use pemit is an extension of pem1t granted to rairf'aJc B;ydraul.ics. Inc.
Mq 17. l~' and Augu.st 15, l~'.

2. Temporary building to remain for only a five yea.r period..

3. ~rty is to be fenced in accordance with pats fUed with this application.

4.. This approval is granted to the sppllcant onl,y, not transferable without :further
aetion of this Board and for the locationindicated in this &pplicatiQ'l, not trane
ferable to other land.

5. 'lh18 permit shall. expire one year trail this date unless construction or operation
haa started or unless renewed by action ~1-' this Board prior to date of expiration..

6. 'l'his approval 18 granted for buildings and uses indicated on plt.s submitted with
this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses whether or not these additional uses require a use permit shaJ.l
be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

Seconded. Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Long emended his Dotion by add1ng another finding of tact: The 1oc&tion proposed
is necessary for the :rendering of proper eff'1clent service by the proposed facility,
alii the proposed use will be an integral. part of facUit:le s already existing on the
site. l.fficient operation of wells. puJIIPS and reservoirs and mains leading tberef'rom
requires convenient access to parts, fittings and other supplies.

Mr.. Barnes accepted the amendment.

Mr. smith asked if there was intent to dlm¥ additional. time on the building if
necessary?

Five years is al1 right. Mr. Hobson a.greed ~ maybe at that time they will have to
caae back for an extension. they don't knOW', but the point is to have the County
review it at that time.

This is right. Mr. Long said.

Carried unan1mously.

II
FAIRFAX CWlI'l"f WATER At1!'lIlRITY, epplication under BectLon 30~7.2.2.1.5 of the
Ordinaree. to pemit ccmstruction of additional one million gallon standpipe, located
Yll7 W. OX Road, Centreville District, (RI~I). Map -46-1 «1» 62. S-238-6' (deferred
traa J &nU&1'Y 13)

Mr. Richard !robson represented the applicant..

Hr. Smith reminded the Board that this was defetTed trail January 13 and deferred in
order that -the Planning CCIIllldssion might consider it ad make a reeanraendation.
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FAIRPAX COtJRTY WA'mR AtJ'1'II)RI'rY - Ctd.

Mr. 8J1:1.th read the Planning Ccmlission :l!!COIlIIelldation for approval as requested.

There is me existing tarlk on the site and the application Is to add 8. second one, Mr.
!lebaOll expl.a1ned. This is an application un4er See. 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordinance,
Groop II, to add & seCCIld 1,OOO,(l(X) gallat water tank, 60 ft. in diameter; 55 ft.
iD height, and located 60 ft. f'raD. the nearest property Une. ·Th!s':ls"ClIl"u1lSting
Water Authority propertY aJ..ongdde an existing identical tank as shown on site plan
IlUblaitted. lie introduced Mr. P10Jd ElIp\l, chie:r Engineer of the Water Aut1lOri'ty.
!!.'be reason for the request for the tank, it 18 neceeaary to meet add.itional needs for
ser'f1oe in centreville District geDerallJ' between the site and centrev1lle and in
the Reston area and Mr. Empu will point out the lines leading up to the proposed Bite
and lines tberetrClll to the &rea that will be served.

Mr. Blapu located the exi8ting tranllllli8l1on IIl&in &long Route 50 where tbeytake their
nter and pump it to Pairfax Circle pulllping station, east of' Fairfax Circle, up Blake
Lane, down Germantown Road and out Wap1es Mill Road. It a1.lIo serves the Dulles Inter
national Airport lUld serves the developDent of Greenbriar, Carey's deve1oplllent, Chanti
down Stringfellow Road, cut 2'-211 to Centreville, London Towne, the new shopping center
and proposed apartments. This tank is located at Penderwood. They have & eontract
undel"W8¥ to reinforce the trUlSJlisa10n II&1tl with the construction of II. line in the area
to increue the C1Lpacity to brirlg water to tbe tank to meet the peak demand period.
During the past year the nuctU&tiOl:l bl"the level of the t8llk b&8 been rather extreme
due to the large number of euatwlers that have been put on the SY'8tem and wta t they
would propoae to do is build another storage tank of the SSlDe size to meet the increuin
deJlands of the sy'sta.

The aite waa acquired in July l~ by' the Water Autbority, Mr. 1Iobson stated. In the
special use penl1t granted 011. the previous tank, it vas noted on page 3'5 of aiDute
book number eight, July" 26, correctiOll, l~, that an additional tank might be required.
Thia inatal.1atioa will notba"le employees st&tiOlled there but will receive periodic
inllPection arld maintenance, 81U118 _the existing tank. lie showed a picture of the
exlating tank.. The neareet propert7 ower 18 sixty feet a~. The propot:ed tank will
be awq t'raIl OX Road. end e!oser to and ill the direction of Waples Mill Road..

At ita .eeting OIl the l~, u 8tated, Mr.. I{obson continued, the P1Amrlng Ccmd.asiCl1
reCQlD8Dded approval. The appl1catioa lI&eta all the requirements of the
Ordinance. The etf1c1ent operatioa and utilizatioa of existing water lines f'1'<ID. this
site vould require that &dditiOlla1 storage aapacity be on thi8 site, that the increased
develos-nt in the centreville diatrict sener~ requires increased delulDd for water
service. This tank will be an integral part of the system alreadT existing.

1(0 oppodtim.

The Board discussed the color at the tank. Mr. HobsOD aaid it lfOU1d be the sa. color
u the existing tank.

What &boat planting trees, Mr. LCIlg asked'

They do not pl.an to plant any additional trees, Mr. JIobsOll. replied.. There are trees
around the d te now _d the proposed tank. will be loca.ted behind tbe existing tank.

In application .s-238-6" an appllcatiOQ b7 the J'airtax. count;y Water Authority, 1mder
BectiCG 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the ZOIling Ord1nance, to pe1'lllit construction of addition&!
ODe a1llion gaJ.lon standpipe, Propert7 located at 3717 West OX Road, &lao known as
tu map 1J6-1 «1» 62, COUDty of Nrf'aJ:, Virginia, Mr. Long IDOved that the Board
of zoning Appeals adopt the following -- resolution:

WDBIAS, the captioned application baa been properly f'1led in &Ccordance vith the
requirements of all applicable State _d County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax Count7 Board of ZODing Appeals and

WDRBAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the prope1"t7, letters to contiguous and nea.rby property owners, and a
public hea.r!ng _ the :Board. at Zordng AppealB on the 27th dq at January 1"'0,

WIIBRBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of f'&ct:

The owner of the property is the applicant.
'!'be present zoning is RB-l.
Area of the lot 18 1 ..~54 &C. of land.
Con.:f'ormance with Artic1.e XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.
This use i8 operating under use pemit graDted July" 26, 1!'60.
The subject site has been reviewed by the County Site Selection ee-1ttee and
wu reCGIIIeDded for approval.
The sul:lject application h&I been reviewed by the Planning CCIlIII1saion at its meeting
or J8I1u&r;Y 1, 8I1d has been recOllllended for approval.
The location proposed is necell8&ry for the rendering of efficient and proper service
by' the proposed facility in that the usepropoaed will be an integral part of the
facilities and uses already existing on this site. Increased develClplll!!nt in the are of
centreville District served f'rcm the site requires increaaed water storage capacity.
The etticient operation and utilization of the existing water lines and other
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FAIRll'AX COUII'l'f WATER AU'rHJRm - etd.

water distribution equiP118nt require increased storage capacity at the site pro
posed.

WJIBRBAS, the :Board of Zoning Appe&l8 baa ruched the following conclul10l1.8 of law:

The applicant baa presented testimony indicating caapUance with Itmdard,s for spec!&!
use pem1t Wlea in R districta conta1ned in Section 30·7.1.1 of the ZOIling Ordinance
and that the ue will not be detr~Dtal to the character and developlent of adJacent
1aDd and will be in harmoay with the purposes of comprehendWI plan of land UIIe embod!
in the Zoning Ordinance.

JfCIl, TlllRlFORB !I IT RlSOLVBD, that the subject application be lII1d the same is hereby
granted with the following lWtations:

This permit is an extension of & pend.t granted July 26. l~. The tanks are to be
painted similar in color to the existing tank. smau trees are to be planted on the
site to provide screening where neceuary. mtd.erground electric aervices are to
be provided to the site. This approval. 11 g!'8Ilted to the appliclUIt c:lIl4, not trans
ferable without turther actian of thia Board, and 11 tor location indicated. in this
appllcatlon, not transferable to other land. This permit shall expire <me year frail
this date UIl1eu con.Btructioa. has started or Wl.leu renewed by action of this
!!o&rd prior to date of expiratioo.. ThiS approval 11 granted tor the buildings and
uaes as indicated on plat wl:a1tted with this appJ.ication. Any additiCliial str\lc.tures
ot IlIQ" kind, cbaDgeli in ute or &dd1t1oDU uaes, Wbetber or Dot tbeu IMidition&1
uses require a use permit, shall be cause tor this ute permit to be re-evaluated by
this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unan1moully.

Mr. LoDg stated that regarding plantine: 01' trees, the Board bas been doing that to
all the public facUlties. The screening is wry good nov but lherever ,it is torn
down or disturbed it should be replaced with 8JI&1l. trees to provide screening in the

"''''''''.
II
FAIRFAX COUI'1'Y WAmR AUTRORITY, appJ.ic:a.tion under Section 30-7.2.2.1.5 ot the Ordinance
to pendt construction ot additional pumping station, located 5413, 5415, Rolling Rd..
Kings Park, (0-12.5), 78-2 «6» 1, S-23'-~ (deferred frail J&D. 13)

Mr. Smith announced that this was deterred f'1"QIl Janue.ry 13 at the request of the
PlMn!ng Ccmaission in order that they lI1gh.t boJ.d a bearing on it.

Mr. Ricbard JIIobSOl1 represented the ~licant. In this application, Mr. J. Corbal1l,
Director, ad h.1zuelf will try to explain where the site 1a and what they propole to
do, Mr. lIJbson ltated. 1'b111 i8 a.n application tor an additional. pumping sutton oa.
8I'l existing Water Authority property on Roll.ing Road. Kings Park SUbdivision. The
existing puIllping sutton is to serve the area to the north and wst of the site &lUi
to permit flexibility of vater lIervice to enable water to be pumped fl'OIlI the OCcoquan
reservoir aerYice area to the Pot<aac River service area.

Mr. COrbalis, pointed out the location on the 1II&p.

It appears, Mr. SIlith said, that this is actuaJ.ly a booll_r, ad not lin actual
IJUlIPing station. It's a booster to the exillting system, is it not?

There will be two additional PIJIlPs put in, Mr. Robson said. lie was not sure wb&t
the distinction wu between a booster PUIIP ad a DeY facility. 'l'his will be two new
pumps IUld a new structure which v:Lll enable them to do a DlDIIber at things &II Mr.
Corb&lis will. describe.

Mr. Corbalis said the terms cOUld be COf1sidered synon£lllOU8 of pumping station or
booster JNIIPing station; .it merel,y means taking water frt:a one pressure IUld lifting
it to a higher pressure. There is an existing pumping station on this site. It is
a small, II08tly underground pumping lltation, the functim of wbich is to provide
adequate pressure witb1n the northwest corner of the K1rlgs Park Subdivillion. The
proposed station 1s quite di1'terent in ita function and baa littJ.e relationship
to the existing sution a.nd tor their presentation this attemocn, the Board could
disregard the tact that there .u,y or may not be lIllY relationship between the two.
There are three pumps in the exist1Dg station, pumping a million gallons & da.v, and
utiUzed to provide adequate pressure in a high elevation of the Kings Park Subdivision
and iulediately surrounding area. ibat station will continue in operation as it is
nov, providing the same function U now provides. The new station 18 designed to do
an entirely cl.fterent task. Retarring to our system, Mr. Corb&1is continued, now the
pr:l:al.ary source ot supply is the OCcoquan Creek tacilities acquired rrc.. the Alexandria
Water Ccapsny. There are several large transmission l.8bes leading trom. the trea'baent
facilities to the distribution facilities within the county. They are eoncemed todq
with only one of theJa - • 36 inch maiD. that ccaes up Route 123 to OX Road tottle point
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at which UPCQ trMedBaion high line orosses Ox Road. The transmiuion main then
fallon the VKPCO eaaement across country WItH it CClR8 out on Rolling Road. About
midway they are flOW buntUng a booster P\DIlPing station which will be in operation
this 8UIIIIllIlr in order to provide for the increasing nee~ of the service &rea north of
that location. There is nov a demand tor increasing amounts of water north of Bradd.ock IA 7
Road which can only be supplied fram the OCcoquan fsell1tY'. The other lource<1t supp1¥ (/
111 fraG the PotaDac River through. coanect1on at the Falls Church system which in
turn bu,ya vater flUIthe District of Co1.UIIlbla. and that system Y&8 lnstallad in l~
with 8. tranaaiasion m&in CCIDing down G&1.l.GII Road par&1lellng the Beltway to Route 50 to
a storage tank at the hospital, west out .Arllngtcm. Boulevard along the l1ne discusaed
by Mr. Ilmpu in the previOWl cue. It 18 tmipurpoae of the proposed a:tation to move
the water froIll the Kings Park area at the end of the 36 inch transm1saionlll&1n, north
and hlDediately eut of the CitY' of Fairfax into the ,older service &rea to lleet increasiD
demands, 'Wbere it woald be picked up by the l"airtax Circle pumping statl.on. brought out
to Penderwood thus mak1r:lg more vater available to the centrevi1le ..Chanti1J¥ area.
At the s_ t1me the increasing deve10pDent of areas weat of Kings Part require additiOQ
s\lPPl¥ of vater and this station would provide that vater through tranlhliasioa ma1ns
shawn en the map. The proposed station will bouse two puaps ultimate17, each 10,000,000
gal.loaB.. The initial 1mtaJ.l&tion would be ClI1e pump at 10,000,000 gallons a day.
'!'bere 1s no storage at thia site.

When theY' tir.t considered this project they thought in terms of superstructure abow
grade, Mr. CorbaliB continued, to house all of the equipaent, the exterior &ppeuance
to resemble .. residence. They submitted with the appllcatioa. the suggested architectural
features of tbat P\DIPing station. During the course of discussion before the Plamling
ee...l1881cm., the neighboring propertY' owners indicated that while they weren't in 8JmP&tby
with 8DY P\lIIPing station, it theY' had a choice. they would preter it to be underground.
'ftMt7 haw subsequently giwn study to the -.tter of placing it underground and have
conceived of a plan wb1ch would pe1'Dl1t that to be accQllPl1sbed as shown OQ the loftr
&ketch. This WOII1d be " concrete vault SQllll 10 !'t. in height. 20 !'t. wide and approxi
mately 40 tt. long, 2 ft. of which would protrude aboveground, but the ground would
be sloped and sodded so that it would not appear as a wall and would cause no problems
vith children fa.ll.in&: oft it 1f they ahou.ld gain access to it. lbIewr, t hey- do
requi:r:e a small auperstru.cture to be placed em top of the sl8b, & bu1l.d1llg of shout
10' x 12' a1Jailar to what many people ba'Ve in their yaxd u tool houses. to provide
stairwq acce8S to the equil,'lDent below and to~house the forced ventilation equil,'lDent.
The cost ot doing either of these plana i8 about the seme in the order of $100,000.
bY' bad thought the superstructure above grade vaa the prefuable one to blend vith
.urrounding rea1den08s, but 1f the neighbors prefer, they would be just &8 happy"
to put it UDderground.

This is the anl,y property' that the Water Authority bas in the area, Mr. !IobsOQ pointed
out, appropriate tor the locatlon of this site.

Oppoa1tion: J. Q. Mclfab, s,44 Victoria Road. said he appeared before this Board when
the 0rig1nal application for the stsndpipe V&8 discussed. lie discussed nui8ance n-aa
vater leU1ng OIl hi. property and also adjoining property. TheY' a.re not overj~d
&bou.t this 8IIplication, he sald, they realize the: public need but they are property
owners and..theT have to think about their property values. '!'bey would rather see it
s~re e18e. '!be original tacility was to aerve Kings Park but the new facil1ty
rill be serrlDg SQllllbody else and it shOll.1.d 'be located in scmeb04 else's bact yard.
There III1Bt be plenty of good places in ibld.u8tria.l pe.r" or shopping centers where
these could SO.

'l'be land ia UIlderutillzed at the preleDt t1JDe. Mr. Smith 8aid. Actu.&l.ly the Water
.A11tborit)r doesn't aim this land -- the ci'tizens do ad the citizens are the ODeS
'WIlo are going to pq tor it. He would. think tbat 01tizens would thi.Dk kindly" of the
Water Autbor:l:t7 tryiDg to utilize existing p1'apel'tiea rather thaD. CClII.deaJ.1Dg property
and~ treMDdoua DOWlts far it. 'fbe users of the water are eventua1l¥ going to
pq tor it. Scaa of that iIldustrial land 1s $1.0.00 .. square foot. This 1s &lmost
probiblt;lve. W..ter rate. are going up treJleD.dousq it they h&'18 to go into areas
like this. The precialdaant factor is the piping &Z'1'angeJIeIlt, e1.evatian, etc. 'l'hi8 is
to 1lerY8 K1np Put. &8 nll as the entire Ccnmty. 18 there any noise traa tile eXisting
tacil1ty, be uked?

Sitting en hi. patio en .. quiet 8Ualer evening, be C8D: hear the pumps, Mr. McNab add.
These P\1IlW8 are 8JD&ller than the ODeS they are taJJt1ng about, now.

The newer pap. are probabl;r better battled aDd th.ereabould,n't be any noise, Mr.
SJdth laid.

Inside the house, he cannot hear the pumps, Mr. McNab continued. Mr. G&llegber's
porch rill be pnctically on top ofthil :new taeili-ty.

This is a large lot, about three tWI u large .. the. size required in this zone1ME'.
Long stated. He II\Igested that planting a row of trees might act u a sound barrier
to cut down em the Doise.

In "period of eight years, the first two or three ",en were the wore. aa far as the
water problAms were concerned, Mr. MclI'ab said. Tbey haft had cnl¥ Illinor problems of
vater sp1l.lage lately.
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There 18 actually • d.ra1nage ravine running down one side of his property, M:r. MclIab
said, and they have noticed aClle IID&ll pools ot water and they suspect it 18 caD!ng
fran the water station. 'l'ber were told that it had to do with lellkage traD. .cae
underground valves. The Civic Aasociation had a meetiDg on th1a md they voted
against locating this in Kings Park. Mr. Mc1ffib sdd that he is an engineer with
twenty years experience I!II1d he baa designed underground statiOllS, both private
and federal. Hi. preference would be to pu.t this undergromd. 'fhey have to
tbiDk abou.t when they !Jell their hou8ea, too. '!'he omen are very concerned about
property values.

Since 1'5', Mr. Smith laid, he baa been tryi.ng to fiDd acmeme with proof th&t
anything of this nature woul.d dewJ.ue property - 110 tar they have not been able
to find anyone with this proof'. S~ ot the beat real estate appraisers in the
CotUlty have stated tb&t they have no ad:verae etfect on adJacent property values then
or ever. :n&alcaJ.ly these &re' "ailent neighbor," - they don't have children who rtm
around and make noisea.

David R. GalJ.egher, closest property owner, sud if there baa to be one put here,
be YOl1ld be in favor of the underground station. The noise troIll the puIIP there
DOW does not 'bother him but 11' they put in another larger one abowl ground,
or<underground with part of 1t st1ck1Dg above ground, there 1s going to 'be more
noile. lie bas no ob~ection to tbe ODe there nov but this new -CDe would not ~nd
in with the CCDlUJli'ty. lie hal not had 8DY water probleJlla. There 11 scae trash
acCUllRl1ation, but be geta it in his yard too f'1'aI people dri'rlng claim Rol.llng Road..
What is the P08l!11i'bil1ty at tbs puttJ.ne: in sa-ething else in this locaticu ton
ye&1'8 trca nov? 'rbeJ' cauld put in two .are puIllPs perb.a,pa.

Mr. 5m1th sud be did not know what future needs vould be. It would be dit'fieu.lt t'or
this !o&rd. to estaal1sh a llmitat101l until such tWa .. tbe7 -MIte an appJJ.catioa
wbich the Board f'eels 18 bey'cmd the scope of the ava.ilable 1.Bad &rea. 1'he standpipe
was vell 8pelled out in the orig1naJ. application - the Board felt this wu Dot the
pJ.a.ce tor a 70 ft. h1.gh stM.4pipe mel he was sure the Board woW.d. stick to this.
lie would hope that Illy tuture BO&rd. woW.d. refer back to the orig1n&l minutes.

Mr. Charles L. DoI2Delly, a,46 Vietoria Road, diseu8Bed the vater cc:a1ng down the
h1ll dur1ng • dry' HUOI1. __ 1"8IIIOV1.n8 the JlUIil er ot trees II&I'ked by the Water
1tultlority, they lose the root structure which is presentl¥ bo141ng back the n01'm&l.
water as it t&1l8 OIl the ground. lie env18ioned more water nowibg dawn the hill
unrestricted by trees or root stl'UCture, etc. possibly' causing b&88IIeDt leakage, etc.
Putting it underground might mean tbe loss at fewer trees.

Mr. 8JI1th assured him that UDder the new site plan techniques, the water aitue.tion
would be corrected. Run-Gitt water f"rull any part ot this lot vould ha'Ve to be diverted
fraI the re8identi&l propert7.

David White 080ected to the tac1lltJ'. It does not serve K1ngs Park and should be
located in another area. The big trees 011 the property will be t*en down. It vas
Btated by one at' the pntlDen that in ten ;y8ars they would no longer Deed this s1te
and to put this ~Y" into this propertY" and destroy the trees, 18 .IIOD8y down the
drain. It it IIWIt CCIlI8 in, the underground strllCture ltould be the lesser of two
evils without the superstructure.

Mr. SIlith read the P1aml1ng ee.n..ion reCQllllendat10n tor approval with the
toll..orin8 ccndit1008: that sea. CCD8ideratiOll be given to requiring this to be
underground and it &bow ground, it should be made certain to b1elld into the
neighborhood; that underground electrical services to the site be required and that
tr&natomer be pJ.&ced un4ergrouP.d ewn if this is an llAove ground. tac1ll'tY". That
the record ot tbl!t prev10111 hearing be researched and if there wu & CClIlII1taent tb&t
there would be no expulsion, the Board ot Zoning: Appeals should sticlJ. to that. bra
lr&8 no d1sCWilsiOl1 at that t1me, and being one at the IIeDlbers an the Board at that
time, Mr. Sllith said, tbe Board. felt that the ClIlly restriction was to the above
ground standpipes propo8ed. '!'bat tm area be policed. maintained. and JDCIIftd .. and
these are reem.endationa the Pluming co.dssioo Ill8kes to this Board.

Mr. Nobson referred to Mr. McBab's })01nt OIl vater lelkage - since the Water Authority
hal acquired the property tbeJ' have never received any~ta about spi.llage
at vater f"rca the station. If it ewr should occur, they sbould be notified, and
it would be oorrected ~ate4. 1'be point_ &8 to location tor thiB taeillty,
these were the po1nts put to the Pluming CCldlisa10n at their bearIng, and the
CalD.ias1oa. did approve this location. -It the citizens teel that an UIlderground
tac11itT 18 more desirable J they wUJ. put this tn. 1he7 rill tr;y to coatol"ll. ..
best they CllZl practicil:U7 to the neighborhood and theretore between the two and
sq their prefennce i_ tor "I". 1'b.18 111 8D. R-12. 5 zone and it' the Water Author!ty
were not here, the lot would be divided up into tIIo or three lots with IlIUCh leBS
trees there; there II1ght be a1ngle-taad.ly baDes with garages -and driV8'W8¥8"and.·the
water run-ott would be cauide:rably JIOre than toreseen nth this proposed ptmlping
station. 'lhe trees with the red marks 011 theJIl are trees that they want to protect
rather than cut down. They will preserve as many as they can.
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Mr. smith &&ked about the venting of possible averaOW'· frca the tmd.ergrowd fac111t,. 
would it be directed away fraD. the residential area?

lIleeessarUy, Mr. Corbalia replied, there will have to be & 8UIllp in this vaul.t in which
there will be a BUmp pump to discharge any' drainage f'raD. within the building. It
rill be discharged out the front of the lot and into Bol.11ng Road, atorm dr&1nage or
ditch that exists. '!here will be no surface drainage trcm 81X¥ faulty' piping within
the station. Any surface dra1nage would be f'rcml rainfall and would be accOllllOd.ated
same 88 it is now.

'l'heY' rill put it where Streets and Drainage tells tbem to pu.t it, Mr. IIobsOll said.
The point about this facility not being needed in ~ years, YU that if the increased
supply 1s obtained f'raD the PotaDac Hiver &8 opposed to the OCcoquan and the Potcm&c
service area extends graduaJ..ly south to &CcalD.od&te tbia area, then they would not
except in tiJaita of emergency, need this !'&cUity a£ter ten ;years. This is IIIin1ma1.
impact upoI1 the area and is tor t1'e general he&1th and wl£are ot Fairfax Ccnmty. The
Plamling CCIIIlI1ss1on baa approved the general locatial 8Ild ·it 1s • proper facility and
cc:apl1es with all provisions of the Zca:ling Ordinance. Ke submitted that they would
be putting one house !Xl 8.. lot that would have three hO\l8es it developed for residential
uae8 and· in the other alternative, they lave .. little garden tool bouse ama.ller than a
garage rather than three hmtaes with possibilities of two bouses or ga.rages. This is
minimal. iJlpact. '!'hey WIIIlt to be good neighbors; they will Jaa1nUin the property and
make it appropriate for the neighborhood and rlll maintain &8 %llUlY trees &8 possible
on the lot.

In application S-23'~, 811 application 'bJ" the l'airfax ~ty Water Authority, an
application W'lder Sec110n 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordinance, to pe:ndt cm.structicn of
addition&! pumping atation, located 5413 and 5415 Rolling Road, Kings Park, also
known as tax map 78-2 «6» 1, County of l'airfax, Virgin1a. Mr. Long IllOved that
the !oard adopt the following resolution:

1fIEBAS, the captioned. application baa been properly tiled. in accordance with require
_til of all appJ..icableSt&te IIIld County Codes ad in accordance with the by-lava of
the J'airfax County Board of ZOI11ng Appeals. and

WDRIAS, following proper notice to the public by &l:hertl8ement 1:0. a loc&l. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to coo.tigl,lous and nearby property owners, and a
public bea.ring before the Board of Zoo.ing Appeals bUd on the 27th d.IQ" at JIIIlU&ry

1"'0 and

WDRBAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals b.u IDade the foJ..l.ov1ng findings of fact:

1. The owner at the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning ie R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 43,560 sq. ft. ot 1uld.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site·Pl8ll Ord1nance) is required.
5. SUbject appllcation lfU reviewed by the COuDty FacUities Site Selection CCIIIIllittee

and recl:lllllended for approval.
6. The application vas re~d by the Planning eo.aiss1on at ita meeting of J8I1u&ry 1"

U70 and 1'8CCD1eDded tor approval subject to certain CCIlSiderations.
7. The aubject ase is operating under use penDit granted August 7. l~.
8. The location proposed is nece8l&ry' for the rendering of proper and ef'f'icient service

by the proposed facility in that (a) the use proposed rlll suppl.ement the existing
pIDIping s:tUien ,on the site. (b) Location proposed ill required tor efficient seni
to the area to the north and west where new dew10pllent is tu.ing place IllDd the
demand for vater service is increasing. (c) Loc&tion·proposed for the pumping sta- ~.

tbtwill pendt flexibility in souree of water supp1;y" and that vater frail the OCco
quan reservoir C8Il. be pumped into the Potc:aac River vater service area.

WDREAS, the !card of ZOD1ng Appeals has reached. the tollow1ng concJ.usionB of law:·

The RPPliC8l1t has pre.ented te.t1:alloDy indicat,*cc.pl1aaoe with standards tor special
use permit uses in R-districts CClIltained in Bectioa. 30-7.1.1 of tbe ZClrdng Ordinance
and the use w1ll not be detli.Mntal to the character and deYe10pDent of adJacent
land and will be in~ with the purpose. of the ca:aprebenaive plAn of land
use embodied in the Zea1ns Ordinance.
1fQI, TlBRIlOBB !I I'1' RlSOLVD, that the subject eppllcation be and the __ hereby
i. granted with the following limitatiOll8:

1. This Wle pemit i. an extension or a pemit granted Auguat 7. 1~.
2. '!'he P\lIIP8 are to 'be installed -below grcnmd. with a 10' x ]2' bu1ld1ng of s1Jll1lar

COIl8tructicm 8Zld IIl&ter1al &8 the existins SUbdivision, CClIlatructed above the
ground.

3. '!rM.,~.....·to be planted at randal to make the property attractive and to Ibate noise
and deve10plent 18 to be in accordance with renderings tiled with thil application.

4. Electric service and transformers are to be wderground.
5. This approval. is granted to tbe applicant cnl,y lIZld is llot transferable without

.LU::1
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:rurther actiCl1 of this Board and 1s tor the location indica.ted in this application,
not transferable to other land.

This perm! t shall expire one year f'raD this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by' &CUm of this Board prior to date of expiration'

This approval 1s grcted tor the ~e8 11114 build1Dga 1ndiC&ted cmpl.atB submitted
with this sppllcatiCl1. Any additional stru.cturea of 8l1Y kind,~ in use or
&dd1tioaal uael, wbether or not these additional uses require use per.mit, shall be
cause for this use }le:nU.t to be re-eval.uated by this Board.

Seca1ded, Mr. Ye!lotmul.

Mr. SlIl1th asked tor & rendering of the building for the folder. Mr. Hobson gave b1m
the one d1ap~d to the Board.

Mr. Hobson asked. a question about the transformer. If Vepco would allow them, they
would probably pl.aOe the transformer on • pole and saaething in the motion indicated
that it had. to be UIlderground.

Mr. Long s&1d he wu just following the Planning CalRisalon' 8 reCClllllendation.

Mr. SIl1th stated that the transformer doesn't make lU1Y noiae and reasonable placing
or it in the enclosure wou1d be all right. HI!! said he wou.ld be concerned about
pl.acing an electrical trcaro:rmer in the damp a1r with the possibility that there
migbt be water ap1l.lap at 8C1lle date.

TheY'voul.d prefer to put the transformer on the poJ.e or in the little house on
the property, Mr. HobaOll aaid.

Probably the PlaDning ca.da81cm did not give this much thought, Mr. SlIIitb suggested.
It it'. on the site, it ahoul.d be placed in the house. !'Ie wouJ.d hope that it could.
be placed otf the lite, proIlably on a pole. If its OIl the site, it would be either
in the house or unl ergf'O\D1d.

Mr. Long amended bis motion -- it it's OlD. the site it wou1.d be UDderground or 1natal.le
in this &ma.ll stncture. Mr. Yeataan accepted the amendment.

II
OPERATIOB BBBAKTHBOWH - This was deterred :f'raI. January 20, Mr. SJll1th remnded the
lSOard 1D receive COf!T ot & valid lease end copy of the corporate ch&rter for the
operation &Di the by-l&wa. This lfU def'ernd tor decision, only.

The requested intormat1Q1 was not in the toJ.der.

Mr. Long moved to def'er until after the office baa received the necess&.ry papers.
Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. C&rr1ed unan1mOualy.

II
troRMAR H. SHVIRS - Deferred f'rom JIU'lU&rf 20 as the applicant was not present.

Mrs. 1'l0DlBll K. Ste'ftllS stated that her hwlband 1r8IJ here and YU gOing to present
the case but be bad to leave. 'l'h18 IIPPllcatlon C8lll8 up before but it wasn't clear
to theIll that they bad. to be pre8eJlt. Her husband baa polio and they are ready to
lllOW: 1nto the boule but they can't IllOW unles. the 8&1"8P is closed in.

Mr. SXIl1th noted a petition signed by people :lJl the .neighborhood stating that they
had. no objectlOll and hoped the Boa.rd. vou.ld vaive the 1.0 dq notice requirelaent.

Mr. Yeatman IIOV8d to va1ve the 10 da;r requ1reJDent. Seeonded, Mr. Mer. Carried 4-0,
Mr. SlIith _ta1Di.ng. ..
Mn. S~ stated that the subdivision i. about one year oJ.d and has about 164
boIlees. This houe b OIl the b&lt acre aide flDd about &11 the carports are one car
ca.rportI or enclosed. p.n,g& Whezl they bought the property, they wre under the
1mpreasiOll that tbeY coul4enc108e it without ~ probla..

Are there any houses that have enclosed garages, Mr. Long uked? Coul.dn't you have
bought one of those?

That was a two-story house, Mrs. Stevens replied. All. of the bouses were sold.
TM.s house just happened to "kick. out" and they live in a. house now where you have
to COIlle 1nto the dOUble garage, completely &Cross the recreation ro<lIlI. and up eight
steps with groceries and With her husband em a. crutch and she having had a spinal. twJi
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opera.tlon recently. this one leads direet1¥ from the garage to the ki teben OIl ground
level in front and back.

Mr. Stevena apparently doesn't even awn this property, Mr. smith noted, it's owned
by the Yeonu caapany.

Mrs. Stevens said they made settlement on it quite & while ago. They bought it in
lIoveJllber, or bousht it in OCtober and made settlement on it in November.

Apparently;you didn't om it November 18 when the application was made, Mr. SIa1th Bud.

If' tbey can't ccaplete the g&r88e J Mrs. Stevens add, they woW.dn I t be able to IlOve
into the house. '!'he carport hu already been fireproofed and the tolcler saLd they
YOUJ.d be ule to enclose it tor a garage. The exhaust system has been vented out
the roof instead. of out the carport. Mr. SuBlers, adJoining where the garage
woul.d be, said it would be an asset to the property and be does not objeet.

Mr. Smith 8&1d be would like 88Sur&Dce that the carport WILl COI1stncted to be enclosed
.. a gar.. He would &1ao like to verify the fact that the Stevena' hold title to
this property. He 'All CCIlcerned abou.t a vari&nce be1Dg requested On a new houae
that's newr been lived in.

It- the carport were constructed with the intent of enelos1Dg it for a garage, Mr.
Lc:m.g 8&1d, and these peop1e bought it thinking that the variance had been granted, it
1a a hardship.

Mr. smith objected because nothing was filed with tbe application to aub8tantiate Mrs.
Stevens' statelDents regarding the circumstances under which theY' bought the hOll8e.
The Board has denied appllcaticn8 baaed on physical. conditions of an individual..
It .. had the 11'Ifomation that a contract had been signed with the Yecnas Caapany
stating that this carport wu built to be encJ.osed &S a garage~ it would be different,
Mr. 8m1th said.

In the extra option 8heet~ there was a statement that this had been fireproofed for
tuture enclosed garage f'rQll carport, Mrs. Stevens said, and there was nothing 11'1 the
CODtract. The lot hu 100 ft. trontage and 1a 200 ft. deep. TheY' have IlI&de application
for building permit and it i8 heing held up until the Board acts on the variance.

Whoae name was the building permit taken out 11'1, Mr. SIIlith asked?

Ifozman H. Stevena, Mrs. Steve:a s said she thought. They would never have put their
lllOOey in this house if -they" bad thought they could not encJ.ose the carport. Tb1.s
was an optional feature on the "extra" sbeet.

It theY' don't get the gsrap, Mrs. Stevens continued, they would bave to sell tbe
house and get me with a cJ.osed in garage.

Mr. YeatlD8n moved to defer to February 17 until all the i tem8 have been cleared up and
Mr. Ste'VeJlS can be present with the right information that the Board needa to justify
lP'8Dt1ng this type of varillllC8. Seconded, Mr. Baker. The Board ahould have a copy
of the contract~ 8c.ething 8howing the HttJ.ement date, and a report fraD. the Building
Inspector. Mr. Know-lton sboQld furnish the Board with a copy of the building pe:mit
applicaUon now in the ZCIning Office. Carried unarrlmoualy'.

II
The Board is in receipt ot a letter traD. Ificholas B. Argerscm.~ requesting a change in
tbe motion to &CCQIIDodate a two 8tory bui1d1ng, Mr. Smith stated.

Mr. Paul Kincheloe represented Dr. Argeraan. He said he appeared before the Board on
lfovember 18. At that time he had not ta.lk.ed with the client tor several months -- be
bad been out ot the country -- last s~r he had propo8ed a one story office buUd1ng
on the subject property'. Mr. Kincheloe filed the application in that way and tbe
letter forwarded to adjoining property owners 8tated that be was requestins a setback
for OI1e story building. At tbe bearing, Mr. Kincheloe was 8till W!lder the 1.II:prenion
that he dedred to put the one atory building there. In the _8&1tiM, Dr. ArgersOll
and bis architect had gotten together cd decided to Il8ke this a two story build1.ng
due to the c<lIl.B1dersble real. estate taxea 011 the property. The applicaUon was
preseated tor a one story buildiDg IIDd approved that way. Several da.,ys later he
learned trc- b.iB cllent that It vas to have been a two story building.. He asked
tbe Board for guidance .. what to do next. The Doctor has t1nanc1ng and is ready
to go but this 18 holding hJm up. Since tbe hearing~ one other thing has CClDe up
on this parcel. Tb1.s 18 a wry irregular shaped lot and there 18 a little triangular
piece of property' which cuts into the property which everyone felt was taen by the
COuntY' when the road aloog there was condemned. He baa done 8C11le title work in con
nection with f1nccing end it baa been indicated that the parcel was not acquired by
the County, therefore it would probably do away with the necessity of his being bere,
Mr. Kincheloe said.
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0rig:lAi.ll..y', Mr. Kincheloe continued, when the property was cond.emed for widening
N. Beauregard Street, it was proposed to cut baclt into the property considerably
deeper than they eventu&ll:y took and the line was going to ccae through the
triangular piece and take off more frontage. About the time they were negotiating
on that, between the time the condemnation suit Ya8 tiled, the propertY' cCIIIIlenced
to change hands and Dr. Arger8a1 got into it and as they were drawing up deeds and
contracts and holding up escrow pending I!l. aettlement of condeJllDation bearing, it 1fU

felt that theY' were going to take the trianguh.'r piece tJ.ong the front. 'lhat is
where they got into the problem with the SU1"'Vey. His cJ.lent was waiting tor the
disposition of that and be YU going to try to develop the property. In the Deant:l.me
he had a surveyor CCIlIe out and survey the property and this 1s perhaps why the
1.1ttle triangulAr piece got there. This locatioo is behind a large Shopping center
and everything alongthere is becoming ccmaerelal. The ingm 88 and egre8ll to the
property was restricted sa as not to create any more tra.ft'lc hazard on N. Beauregard.

When this application was heard, Mr.sm:Lth reealled, there wall a tZ'elDendoua 8mOl.U\t ot
opposltion to a one story building and this pJ.at was the 8811e one that went to the
Board. of SUpervisors. This Board cooJ.d not change the IllOUon to accClllDOdate .. two
story bullding &8 shown on the plat without having .. ccaplete new application, ne"
hear1ng, based on this new infomation. ActualJ.y, the Boa.rd of Supervis(J's restricted
this.

They did not restrict the buildJ.ng, they restricted the access, Mr. Kincheloe said.

It the applicant desirea a turther hearing, he woulc1 have to tile .. new application)
Mr. Bm1th .Nggested, for .. two s1;ory building. There was SQll8 question of being
able to provide parking for .. one story bullding.

It it turns out that his ellent owns the tr!lUlgular piece of property, he vouJ.d meet
the 50 ft. setback requirement, without his having to be beret Mr. Kincheloe 8&1d.

If this could be verified. it would cJ.ear up the intent ot the Board of Supervisors,
Mr. 5D1hh s&1d.

COnsensus of the Board V&8 that a nev appJ.lcaticn wou1d have to be tiled for .. two
otory l>uil.d1ns.

II
ALKXANDRIA M:n'OR LODGE M Request for out of turn hearing.

Mr. Ye..talan mewed 'to grant the request for out of turn hearing aa Boon as possible
lDeeting posting and advertising requirements. Secended, Mr. Baker. Cs.rried
unanimously" •

II
JACQlJBLDlB S. IOVAl( - Requested out of tum. hearing for permit to operate riding
school, Ill\aD8r camp and related tack shop on I!L tam. in centreville. She hu 62 horses
on the property nO'll euld would like out of turn hearing. Copy of le&8e and insurance
policy has been BUbm1tted. The Health Depart:ment has inspected the new property 8Dd
is satisfied with the septic and water systems and a lettler lIlLll be forwarded in
a few~.

Mr. Smith questioned "tack shop".

'!hey WOIl1d like to sell hard hats there, Mrs. Novak. sald, as a sa.tety precaution.
They do rent them.

This is a residentially zoned area and under the Ordinance, Mr. Slllith s&1d, he did
not belleve the Board had authority to set up s&les in a residential. zone. She
could provide helmets and charge rent, perhaps. The hard hat oou1d be included in
the fee for riding instructions but to sell, she would have to have State sales
tax 8Ild &11.

Mrs. Novak. said she understood. that other riding schools advertise in· the Yellow Pages
of the Virginia phorle directory tbat there is a. tack. shop a.t Jane Dillon's fa.na en
CJ.arke crosaing Road in Vienna.. There is one next door to her MM OlPs)'" Hill l'&rm -
where they sell tack aad equipDent. Patty" s Riding Academy sells tack aJ.ao.

Mr. Smith uked Mr'. Knowlton to investigate this.

Mr. Long moved that the applica.tion be heard as soon as possible. Seconded. Mr.
Yeatman. Carried \lD811haously.

II
Mr. SBiith recalled tblLt Mr. Covington appeared at the lut Meting ot the Board and
requested consideration for Cmputer Age School. The Board is nov in receipt of a
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letter 1'rta Mr. Tall Lawson 1n conneetico with this. "The tol..1cnfiJlg information 18
turn1abed pursuant to our te1epbooe CODwr8aticm of January 21, lfTO. relative to
the ee-puter Ace Ind\lstr1ea, Inc. caaputer Age Induatries baa acquired full owner"
llhip at an iAdWi tri&1 counseling tim. TheY' will be locs,:ted. in the _.. building
but w1ll retain ita separate identity. Itid\mctions will be plre4 educational in
In'Wl8tment counaellng service. They' p1..ID 1;0 ,start the program. with aD eveD1Dg seJD1Da.r
during the veekda,ys. The seJl1nar. Y1ll :teminate at 11 p.m. and if the deaBDd varr&nts
tbey will schedule classes during the noral working hours. Size ot each claas would
be l.hdted to 20 students. As you know, Cc.puter Age Industries, Inc. baa spent ..
COIlsldereble 8IDOUD.t of IIlOIle7 l"eJIIDdeling the present facility and I tb1nk. &l.l CQlcerned
will agree th&t the present operatioo baa been & decided mprovaent and "'Attractive
add1tiOl1 to the &rea. I vould appreciate ;your taldng this up nth the Board. ot zoning
AJi.fPel!L1.a in determining. whether or not we will haw to secure an amendllent to our
special Wle pe:nD1t issued by the Boud of Zoning Appe&ls J'U1¥ 30, l~."

eon.sensus of the Board was that & new appllcatlC11 would have to be t1l.ed. in the name
at the investment tim speclt;ying wbat part at the bu1ld1ng would be uaed, proposed
mJIIIiber of students, JaaXimum DUllber, and what effect this would have ClR the parking
requirements aad whether or not the build1Dg is designed to take care of this
ad.ditloa&l number of people.

II
Hr. &a1th "'ked. Mr. KnawltoA to coa.Yey tbe BQN'd.'. congn.tul&t1onl to Mr. fh1ll1PI 8Ild
tell him that they &re very h8pp;y tor h1m, 8Ild. tor his , lb. ICD.

II
Mr. Xnowlton diacussed the prov181on in the Ordinance regarding notification to the
Pluming Ccadss1an of Soard ot zoning Appe&le: cues thirtJ' dap prior to BZA beuing.
What 18 concerning h1a, be said, are e:ppllcatlons lllte the <mes tod.ay granted 811

wt of turn heuing which tble ID8¥ well 'be before that 30 day period.

It' a \Dlderstood that any bearing granted out of turn by' this Board 11 pu.lled off by'
the Plamt1ng ca.1aa1on, posslb1,;y procedure would be in order to notlt;y Pl.anDing
CCllB1.llan. that ac:aeone hal requeated out of tum. hearing and if the Board granta it,
that the Planning CadDissian be notified and it they desire to take thia oft, it
ia understood that this ia not _at in allY-.y to clrcuavent the procedures as tar
as the Plamdng Ccmaisslon 18 concerned. It's ~ a. means. of accalDOd&ting people
with certain hardships.

It they want to hear it, the Board could defer action on it, Mr. Long suggested.

II
The meeting adJourned at 6:50 p.ll. &:
....y !1aiDe.. Clerk --""""'" • I _ ~4-

~~~~A~,~,~-~~~~~~:::';!Jt.lq:!/:::"1::'-"
D8Iliel SIdth, Chaifaan - Date
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The regular meeting of the Board
of Zoning Appea.1B was held on
Februe.ry 10, 1970 in the Boe..rd
Roam of the Fairfax COUnty Admini
stration Building. All members
were present, although Mr. SlII1th
arrived late. (Mr. Joseph Balter,
Mr. Rieha.rd Long, Mr. George Barnes,
and Mr. Clarence Yeatman.)

Mr. Yeat.mBn, Vice Chairman, ca.lled the meeting to order and noted that the Chail'ltlllll
would be a little bit late.

TIMOTHY RUSSELL, D. D. 5, app. under Sec. 30-2.2.2, 30-67, 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the
Zoning Ordinance, to permit dental office, Apt. 108, 6631 Wakefield Dr., Mt. Vernon
D:lBtrict, (RM-2), Map 93-2 «(1» pt. Par. 7A J 8-261-69

Mr. Grayson Hanes represented the applicant. Dr. Russell went into the River Towers
caaplex in 1966 as a resident under home occupa.tion. he exp1.&ined, and received an
occupancy permit from. the County. All inspections were made and approved. He sub
sequently moved out and did not re&lize that he then terminated the hcIIle occupation
category. He has invested in this dental office a sum of $J.3,OOO tor :lIlIprovements.
He has an x-rq Dl&Chine, f'ulJ.y protected by lead shields, on all sides. He has
8li'PUate amperage to take care of his own electricity. There are 515 apartment
units in this ccmplex itself and his purpose is to serve the residents of River Tavers.
This is a two bedrOarl ~tment converted to a dental office with an entrance
fraa the side oxe ning into the regular corridor. There are no parking problema.

Mr. Hanes said that he W&8 initi&lly rather worried &bout the jurisdiction of the
Bo&rd to gra.nt such a permit, however, upon eJt8lll1ning the minutes of the Board,
he found that in M&rch of 1969 the Bla rd gr8l1 ted a similar application in the
C&valier Apartments. The precedent baa been established~ He presented a petition
with 372 signatures in favor of the application. There are six parking spaces
reserved for the dental office.

No opposition.

In application 8-261-6" an application by Timothy Russell, D. D. S., an application
under Section 30-2.2.2, 30-67, 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
dental office, located Apt. 108, 6631 Wakefield Drive, also known as tax map
93-2 «1» pt. Par. 7A, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of ZOning Appe&1s adopt the folJ.Owing resolution:

WHBRIAS, the captioned application has been proper4r filed in accordance with the
requirellll!lnta of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of zoning Appeala, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to cOlltiguou.a and nearby property owners. and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th dq of February, 1,-,0

AND WHlRBAS, the Bla rd of Zoning Appeals h&s made the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the property is Ralph D. Rocks.
2. Present zoning 1s RM-2.
3. Catformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

AND WHEBKAS, the Board of Zating Appeals has reached the following conelu8ions of
law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating caapliance nth Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and that the use rill not be detrimental to the character and
development of adJacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the
caaprehensive plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

ROlf, THEBD'ORB 8B IT RISOLVED, that the appJ.ication be and the same hereby is granted
nth the f'OJ..iLOifing lhdtat1ons:

1. This approval ia granted to the applicant only and is not trl.Mferable without
fUrtherection ot thia Bo&l"d and ia tor the location indicated in thia application
..d 18 not tranaferule to other land.·

2. Thia permit shall expire ane year 1'raI this date unless operation baa started
or unle8S :renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval. is granted tor the build1ngs and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any changes in use or &dditional. uses, whether or not these
additional. uses require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re
evaluated by this Board.
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TDIlTHI RtESBLL, D. D. S. - eM.
designated

4. Six/parking spaces shall be set aside in connection nth this use permit.

seconded, Mr. Barne.. carried 5.<1.

II
c. C. ctl)!, M. D., app. under Sec. 30-2.2.2, 30-67, 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the Ordinance,
to per1l1t 1Il8d1cal attice, Apt. loB, 6641 Wakefield Drive, Mt. Vernon DiStrict, (RM-2)
Map '3-2 «1» pt. Par. 7, S-262-~

Mr. Grayaon Harles represented the applicant. 'l'hia application is IIWlar to the one
jut beard, he 8aid, and he asked that the petition and pictures presented in the
prior cue be IIIade I. part of the record on this case. Dr. Cboi'. of'f1ce is located
011 the Bide, on. growld floor. Parlt1ng (six apaces) is provided. Thb office 18
pr1llar1ly to Berve the residents of the apartment project. Dr. Cool is a General
Practitioner and 8ee8 patients by appoin'bDent only f'ran 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. The
original doctor in this cCIIlplex lived there and operated &8 • home occupation. In
Augwlt or la8t rear be moved and Dr. Cho! came to the County, got an occupaney permit
to operate as I. haDe occupation and intended to live there. However, he found later
that he would rather not live -there but would like to have his office there. He
"I1l.l have two employeeII • There are no x~ray' me.eh1nes involved in his practice,
and the amperage is on a 8eparate meter and i8 sufficient. This office does not
require the IIl1me type of amperage as the dental oft1ce 1lI. the prior application.
He will have a nurse and receptionist.

No opposition.

In application S-262--69, an a.ppllcation by C. C. Choi, M. C., application under Sec.
30-2.2.2, 30-67, 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the Ordinance, to permit medic&1 office, located
Apart:aant 106, 6641 Wakefield Drive, alllO known as tax map '3-2 «(1» pt. Par. 7,
COunty at J'a1rtax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of ZOning Appeals adopt
the following rellolution:

WHEBKAS, the captioned appJ.ication has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and CO\U1ty Cocies and in accordance with the by
1.11 of the Fairfax County Board of zoning Appeals, and

WHDEAS, fol..1OWi.r8 proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting or the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property ownerS, and 8.

public hearing by the Board of ZClting Appeals held CG the loth day of Febnary 1970,
ond

WHDBAS, The Board at ,Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the property is Ralph D. Rocks and Eugene 1". Ford.
2. Present zoning is RM-2.
3. conformance with ArticJ.e XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

WHERBAS, the Board of ZOlling Appeals has reached the following concJ.usions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating cc:apliance with standards for
special use pe:rmit uses in R Districtll as contained in Sec. 30-7.1.1 at the Zoning
Ordinance and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and development
of the adJacent land and 'Ifill be in b&rmany with the purposes of the OOIlPrehensive
plan of land use eJIbod1ed in the Zoning Ordinance.

ROtf, THKRBl'ORB !IE IT RlSOLVED, that the subject application be lUld the same hereby
ill granted rlth the following 1Wtat1ons:

1. This approval 18 granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
f'Urther action of this Bo&rd, and is for the loea.tion indicated in this application
lIDd 111 not transferable to other land.

2. This pe:rmit shall expire one year traa this date unlen constructioo or operatic:n
las started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to expiration.

3. This approvaJ. is granted tor the bu1l.d1ngs and uses indicated on plats submitted
nth this eppl1catioo. Any additional structures of any k1nd, changes in use or
add!tional uses whether or not these uses require a use pe:rmit, shall be caUse for
thia use pel'Dlit to be re-evaluated by this Bo&rd.

4. There nll be six designated parking spaces in connection with this use permit.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Ce.rr1ed unanimously.

II Mr. 8m1th took the Chair.

LOGAN FORD CO., app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit variance of outside
d!sp1.a¥ area restriction allOlfing it to exceed inside display &rea, located 6801 CCIIl.
merce st., Sprl.ng1'1eld District, (C-o), Map 80-4 «6» Par. 4c; V-1-70
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Mr. Grayson Hanes represented the applicant. This application 18 .. bit cempl1cated,
Mr. Hanes stated. '!'he existing use permit was granted M&rch 13, 1962. Mr. McGinty
who prepa.red the site plan, 1s present, and Mrs. Hunter and Mr. MorriS, the owners
of Logan Ford. em. Februa.ry 10, 1960 this property was zoned C-G. In the applicatiQL
before the Board of Supervisors it w&8 represented that the purpose of the zoning
was for the operation of an auto sales lot. That is what took place. The Board
of Zoning Appeals approved .. portion of the property for a uaedcar lot before this
cJ.1ent purchued it. On March 13, 1!*62 .. special use pel'lll1t was granted under Group
X of the C-G zone whereby .&lea and. rent&! lot for autos is allowed. That was approved
for the entire three pJ.ua acres. In ~ of l~ Logan Ford purchased the property
a nd OIl June 4, l~ site plan vu 8ppJ:'0Y8d abow1ng the buUd1ng and parking as
now axiS". In l~ it wu apparent to the operators at this apncy that they were

mable to ~:i:ve proper aen1ceto~n bu¥1ng their cars there. The pupoae
beb1nd this lIppl1cat~OIl 1a to &1.l.ow thea to give more _chID1cal service and adclitiQlal
1lD1'king space. TbeIJP1'OP08al If&I to extend on to the present buUding and to build
a tier of three storie. under 40 ft. tor parking of autos. As he interprets the
Ordinance, first of al.l they have a use permit to operate an auto sales agency.
What they intend to do is nothing more than they are doing now. This tier was not
enclosed on all sMes and -the County will not approve the Bite plan until they get &

variance fran the BZA to allow this outside diSPla¥ area. They cona1d.er this parking
on the tiers as outside dispJ.q area because it is not tuJ.ly' encl.oaed.

This is a very technical. case, Mr. Hanes continued. There is a provision in the
OrdinUlce as a matter ot rf.6ht for the operation of a park1.ng or re~r~ j,n
C-G. He felt this would CQII8 under that definition, however, the P1ulning Engineer
considers this outside displa,y area. There will be no increased displq. They
have a display roan in the front for new cars. The new structure would &1leviate
some of the congestion they. now have and would be a safety factor.

Mr. Long said he felt it was a good idea but what is the hardship involved?

They cannot continue to operate atdhe present location and give custamers satisfactory
service, Mr. Hanes replied; they sell cars and would like to give service to them.

Mr. smith questioned whether or not the Board of zoning Appeals had authority to
grant such an application. It the Board did grant it, be tes.red it lll1ght set a
precedent.

Mr. Morris stated that ..tf'irat glance, it seems they would be increasing the display
area, but this is not the case. The purpose is tor service. If they were not adding
any other ii'ertt~ facllities, they would not need to do this for d.1spJ.a.y. What
brings this up ia the additional eight mechanics. They will move their dispJ.a.y space
.from the ground to the second fioor. em. the ground, instead. of d1s~ space, they
will have space to park custc:mers cars that will be cCllll1ng to the eight additional
mechanics.

No opposition.

Mr. Pbilllps asked whether this bad been discussed with Mr. Woodson. Mr. Chilton
Is not empowered to interpret the Ordinance. If any person is aggrieved at the
decision of the zoning Administrator, then he would make an appeal to the BZA.

Mr. Koneczny stated that Mr. Woodson is out of town and Mr. Covington is acting in
his plACe. He has been asked to act on Mr. Covington's behalf, Mr. Koneczny stated.
As to his interpretation, he could onl¥ find that it wouJ.d be considered repair
garage and storage.

Mr. Long moved to pl.ace this at the end of the agenda and have the Planning Engineer
mme in and discuss this with the Board. Seconded, Mr. Yeatlll8n.

Carried 4-1, Mr. Smith voting ag&inst the motion.

II
CHM\LES COLEY & ROY DANIEL T/A FAIRFAX CUE CLUB, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.3.6 of
the Ordinance, to permit operation of recreation center, ,452 Main St., Pickett
Shopping Center, Providence D1strict, (C-D), Map 58-4 «1)) 51E, 8-2';070

This application was deferred to March 10 as Mr. SYart had not sent out the required
IDtices.

II
ARCHIE & MIRLE G. McPHIRSCfi, app. under Sec•. 30-6.6 of the ordinance, to permit CODstru
c tion of addition 16 ft. frQD aide property line, 9114 S8llt8iY'8l1a Dr., Providence
District, (HE 0.5), Map 58-2 «9») 151, '-3-70

Mr. McPherson snd be W&II requesting & variance due to the location of the existing
dwelling on the lot. In the original construction the house was built at an acute
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ARCHIE & MERLE G. K:PHJmS01'l - Ctd.

angle on the lot. The proposed addition is an enlargement of' the kitchen and
addition of a famlly rocID on the upper level with storage and a study on the lover
level. To construct it farther down the existing dwelling would mean that constroc
tion would be tWt1ng place aU the back beciroolllll. The house lflL8 C<xl8trocted in 19M
or 1!J62 and he purchased it in 1965. It is a split foyer haDe.

Mr. Smith noted that this i8 the old section of Mantua developed on half' acre lots
and the newer areas are on R-12.5.

No oppoa!tion.

In application V-3-70, an application by Archie & Merle G. McPherson, an application
under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance; to permit construction of addition 16 ft. f'roIII.
side property line, located at 9114 SBIltqma Drive, also known as tax map 58-2 «9»
151, Co'tmty of Jairfax,Virginia, Mr. Leng moved that the Board ot ZOning Appeal8
adopt the fOllowing Resolution:

WHBREAS, the captioned application has been properly t'1led in accordance with the
requirements of' au applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
b~l.ava of the Fairtli.x County Board of ZCI1ing Appeals, and

WlIBBEAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting ot the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hev1Dg bf the Bovd of Zoning .Appeals he;J,.d on tho loth ~ of' Febnary
1970 and

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

1. The applicant is the owner ot the property.
2. Present zoning is RB-Q.5.
3. Area of the lot is 20,075 sq. ft. of' land.

AND WHERBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the f'oUowing conclusions of' laII':

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the f'ollowing ph;ysical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user
at the reasonable use of' the land; (.) unusual CClIldition of the location of'
existing buildings,

1fC1Il, TlI:REJ'ORB BI IT RlSOLVBD, that the subject application be and the same hereby 1&
granted with the f'olloring lim1tatiCl1s:

1. This approval 1s grated torttbe"!9C&M.aia md',:. the specific usell.:1ad!.tated in the
plats included. with thi8 application only, and is not transferable to other land
or to other structure8 cmtbe 88111e land.

2. '.rhis variance sb&ll expire one year:rrc. this date unle88 ccmstzuction has s~d.
or unle88 renewed by &CUm ot thi8 BaLrd. prior to date of' expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Bs.mes. Carried unurlmously.

II
THB SOO'1'HLARD CORP., app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of' the Ordinance, to permit variance tor
s1oa!rwell, 6400 CCIIIIIerce St., Lee District, (ClM), 80-4 «1» 22C, v-4-70

Mr. Buford Dulte, a.rch:Ltect, represented the appllcant. These are additions:: to the
existing office bu1ld1ng, he stated. They are adding approximately 15,000 sq. ft.
to the building. This is an additional noor on the building. There is onl3 one
legal fire exit and lIllY additional space would require a second exit to serve all
fioors, inc.ludins the basement. In looking tor a place to put the stairwell
they find the on1¥ pl.ace they can put it 18 in front at the building which is on the
opposite side ot the existing stairs. The stiir itself rill be ab,out 32 f'eet trcm
the property line. lnt:1mate height of' the bullding will be 40 ft.

Wh7 can I t they arrange the stairwell in such a Ill8lU1er ao it would not be necessary
to calle into the setback area, Mr. 8mith asked'l

To get adequate footings which would have to be down below the basement level in
order to support the existing stair they would have to cut through tbe existing
structure and this wou1d be an a.1JIJ)st impossible technical problem. If' they cut
this building they must supply' tootings to the basement area and this is impoaUble.
It cuts beams all the W8\Y thtDugb the existing buUding, Mr. Duke explained.

No opposition.

J.J.f
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In application v-4-70, an application by The Southland Corporation, an application
\Ulder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit variance for st&irweU, 6400 COOl
merce Street, al.Bo known as tax map 80..4 «1» 220, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS J the c sptioned application has been properly fil.ed in &Ccordance with the
requirements of all. applicable state and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laYS of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, £o1.lowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, itters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
plblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals on the loth davr of Febnary, 1970
ond

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

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is eliot.
3. Area of the lot is 1.10716 &Cres of land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be"required.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has rea.ched the following conelusions of
law,

The applicant has sa.tlstied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a. strict 1nterpreta.tion of the Zoning 0rd1nance "lfOIl1.d result in pra.cticaJ.
difficulty or unnece88a.ry hardship that would deprive the user of the rea.sonable use
of the land and bulldings involved; (a.) unusual condition of the location of
existing buildings,

NOW. THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. tha.t the subject application be and the same hereby
is granted with the fo1low1ng limitations:

This approval is granted for the location and the specific steucture indicated on
plats included with this application only and is not transferable to other land or
to other structures on the a8llle land. The stairwell is to be located a minimum of
32 ft. haD Ccmuerce Street.

Seconded. Mr. Yeatman. Ca.rr1ed 4-1. Mr. Smith voting against the motion a.s he felt
the applicant has a reasonable use of the property and to grant a varl.ce on the
front setback in thi8 area under these conditions is not good p1.ann1ng.

II

HENRY A. IQ& & P. WBSLBY FOSTER. JR•• TRUSTEES. app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordi
nance. to vemit variance to the height limitation in-the C~N zoning district to
aJJ.ow a cClllllerci&l office bui1.d1ng of 66 ft. in height and varUnC8 from sides. front
and rear setbacks, located N.W. comer of LUtJ.e River Turnpike & Prosperity Ave ••
Pro)Jidence Distc1ct. (C~N). MeIp 59-3 ((7» pt. 17. v-265-69 (deferred frail January
20)

Mr. Richard Long disqu.aJ.1fied himself and left the roaD.

Mr. Smith read the reC<lllllendation of the Planning CCIlIDl1ssion reCQlllleIid1ng deniaJ. of
the sppJ.ie&tion.

Mr. smith made sever&1 ccmments regarding the recaamendation: Firat the land is
zmed C-N and has been zoned C~H tor a number of years and the Planning Ccmnission
should have taken action to change this if they did not agree with it. and whether
the Board of Zoning Appeals agrees with it or not. they mu.st plan the beat they can

fbr proper developDent of these C-N areas. He disagreed with the Planning Calaission' s
statement that "any criteria which would penDit a variance on this property could
also apply across Prosperity Avenue where a bank. bullding i8 planned" - any action
WOUld be baaed on the merits of each case. he said.

The BIa'd is also in receipt of a letter from the applicant's attorney. Mr. Smith
continued, and read the fallowing:

/ / ~
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SUBJECT:
BY:
FOR:

Board of ZOD1ng Appeals
Feb1'\1&1Y 10. 1970
Ralph G. Louk. Attorney
Application v-265-.s,
Henry A. Long and P. Wesley ll'oster, Trustees
Of'fice Bu1l.d1ng V&r!811C8 Northwest Corner Prosperity Avenue and LittJ.e
01..r 'turnpike (236)

I
In view of a Sta.:f:t' Report made J8DU&l"Y' 29, 1970 after the bearing before the

Board of ZOl1.1ng~ of January 20, l~O. the fo1l.owing rebuttal. to the report is
offered:



I

I

I

I

I

J'eb1'UAl'7 lO, 1,..,0

BIIIRl' A. LOll} AKD P. WISLIY lOSTZR - ctd.

1. Paragraph 1. of the report prows the caae tor the variance as the staff'
agrees that the land eu be cc.plete1¥ Uied tor an ottice bu1.l.ding.

2. Pu'agraph 2. ot the report 11 incorrect; the C-R' &1.lon 811 &wrage of 3 1/2
.torie. in beight above lJrClUDd IIld 1/2 belolr gl'OlUld or 40 tt. --- the request 1s tor
ID average height of. 5 1/2 stone_ lIbove ground and 1/2 story below ground making
.. &wrage dif't'e1'enC8 of two stories IIIld not "twice the al.1.owable height" which
would be 80 ft. 'lhe requelt 18 tor 5 stories &long the north and moat of the west
sides.

3. Paragraph 3 OIid.ts the tact that the Board of Supervisors rezoned the
said contiguous residential property to caanerclaJ. otftce buil..ding use contrary

to' the 1"ecalllDendation of the Planning Cc::em1s81on.

4. This would not be an 1ntruBiQl1 into adjacent single-tllllllly uses. The subject
property 1s surrounded by CCIlIIlercial.ly zoned property except to the weat where it
adJo1Dl property owned by Eakin Properties, Inc., a part ot which was recently
zoned COL by the Board. An office buUding use haa much less 1:Ilpact than retail
stores or highway oriented uses aJ.l.owed in the CB zone.

5. The subject property baS nine (,) sides. It 1s except!OI1&1ly D&1'row lL10ng
236 and the developaent of adjo1n1ng property has caused exceptionaJ. topographical
condition which 1fOU1d effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the USe of the
property fOr CN uses. i'hi& 1s not the case across Prosperity Avenue where a bank
bu1ld1ng i8 p18l1lled sa 1nd1cs.tcd 1n the Staff Report.

6. The property Y&B originally rezoned Rural Business on October 15, 1947.
A strip of' land 5,.4' wide bas been taken along Route 236 f'or road widening since
the original zcm.ing. '!'he property is onJ.y 125' wide along Route 236 and required
ro&d widening under site plan control. aJ..ong Prosperity Avenue, incl.uding trawl lanes,
etc., leaves ClI'l4 90' remaining for deYelopoent. CCIlmereial stores of an average
depth of 75' along the North line would be impossible under present county site plan
B tandards. With the property width of' 133' along the rear of the present Texaco
gas station would enl\Y' allow a store building of 41' if you deduct 18' for a fire
lane, 8' we.J.kll'a,y, 62' parking bay, and 4' bumper overhang.

It is submitted that Section 15.1-495 of the State Code applies in that a physical
hardship exists which deprives the owner oJ: the reasonable use of his land and, at

the same time, upholds the spirit of the ordinance."

Mr. Barnes noted that be was BM8;:f during tbe bearing of this case but he haB read
the Jllinutes and inspected the property.

In application v-265-69, an appllcation by Henry A. Long and P. Wesley Foster, Jr.,
Trustees, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit variance to

tie height limitation in the C-N zoning district to s.Uow a caJIIlercial office building
of 66 ft. iit height, and variance fran sides, front and rear setba.cks, located N. W.
corner of LittJ.e River Turnpike and Prosperity Avenue, ProlI1adence District, uso
known as ta;a; map 59-3 «7» pt. 17, County ot Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved
that the Board of Zoning AppealS adopt the following resolution:

WHBREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
~ ot the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

UIIREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and &

public hearing by the Board of' Zoning Appeals held on the 20th d.a;y of January, .1970,
and

WHBREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the folWwing findings of fact:

1. The applic:ants are the owners of the property.
2. Present zoning is CaN.
3. Area of the lot is 1.99745 &0. ot land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ord!narm) is required.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appes.ls has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant haS satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the ZOning Ordinance would result
in practical. difficuJ.ty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) excepticaally
irregular 8hspe of the lot; (b) exceptiOC1&J.4r narrow lot; (c) exceptional.ly
sbaJ..low lotj and (d) exceptional::~graphicproblems of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject apJllcation be and the same hereby
is granted with the tollawing 11mitations:



.L,cu
:Pebl'lary' 10, 19'70

HDRY A. LONG & P. WESLEY FOSTER ~ etd.

1. This approval is granted for the location md the specific structure or struetures
indicated on plats submitted with this application only" and is not transferable to
other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall. expire one year trm. this date unl.eSB construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. There shall. be a brick wall six feet high made of faced brick (probab1¥ same type
of brick used in the building) on both aides, one toot inside the property line
aJ.ong the weater4r side and northerly property line in lieu of planting. This
caoes under site pl.an controJ..

4. The applicant shall construct in accordance with exhibits on rue with this
application.

Seconded, Mr. Baker.

Carried with Mr. Yeatman, Mr. Barnes and Mr. Baker voting fOr the motion.
Mr. Smith voted no - he agreed with the variance but was concerned about'what the
Board's position on height llmitat1m8 should be. Mr. Long abstained.

II
JOHN H. NIcmLSON, app. under sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of
building closer to rear lot line than aJ..l.owed, liB Gordon Road., Providence District
(r-L), """ ""-3 «1) SA, v-246-69 (deferred fran JllDll8ry 20)

The reason tor the deferral, Mr. Cregger :recalled, was to all.ow Board members to- vier
the property, and 11' they have not looked at it, be YOU1d ask for another deferral.
'l'his is vacant land and is zoned induatrial.

Mr. B&rDes felt it would be better to have the storage under roof r&ther than out
in the open as it is now.

Mr. smith stlll felt that the V&r1snce requested wu unreasonable.

In application v-246-69, sn application by" John H.
o
:Nicholson, application under Sec.

30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of building cJ.oser to rear lot line than
allowed, ll8 Gordon Road, aJ.so known as tax m&p 40-3 ((1» SA, County" of Fa1rf&X,
Virginia., Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the tollolrlng
resolution:

WHEREAS the captioned application has been properly- filed in accordance with the
requireJfJents of all applicable State and county' COdes and in accordance with the
by9lura of the Fairfax: CountY" Board of Zon1ng Appe&1s, and

WHEREAS, foll.ow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property", letters to contiguous and ne&rlly" propertY" owners, and a
public hearing by the Beard of ZOning AppealS held on the 20th d8iY of Jarmary, 1~70,

""d

WHEBEAS' the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of tact:

1. U1e owner at the property' is the applicant.
2. Present zoning of the property is I-L.
3. The property contains 11,270 sq. f't. at land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

AIm WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appe&1s has reached the following conclusions at
law:

The applicant has satiified the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty' or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of the land and/or buildings invol.ved: (a) exception&1l.y" narrow and shallow lot;

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one year f'rcm this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The rear of the building shall be constructed of brick material.

4. Standard. Fairta.x Cmmty stockade type fence 6 ft. high and standard screening
shall be p1.aced on the rear property line.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-1, Mr. smith voting no as he felt the variance request
was unreasonable and could not justif'y voting in fa.vor of it.

II
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BESSIE R. TAYLOR, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, :to pel'lll1t lots with less
width th&u required, located 1932 Virg1n1a Ave., Dranesville District, (RE 0.5), Map
41.1 «9» 2Al, '·258-69 (doferro' frail January ""

Mr. Wine presented new plats.

Mr. 8m1th noted that the garage would probably have to be moved it the present drive
If&y is extended to the rear lot. He questioned whether a 12 ft. easement would be
practical for exit and entrance to the rear property.

Under the Ordinance an easement can be 10 ft. wide, Mr. Long noted.

It this is granted, Mr. Smith said, it should be noted that there could be no addi
tional driveway to the rear property. '!'be existing drivew~ would be extended to tl'e
rear. The existing lot with the house meets the 1/2 acre requirement except possib~
on f'J:ontage. It is understood that the garage would be removed and the variance
would be granted on the house. How old is the house, he asked?

The house is sixteen years old and is of brick construction, Mrs. T~lor's daughter
t old the Board.

Mr. Wine added that public· sewer and water are available to the property.

In application v-258-69, an application b7 Bessie R. Taylor, application under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pemit lata with less width than :required, located 1932
Virginia Avenue, also known as tax map 41.-1 ((9) 2Al, county Of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Long JOOVed that the Board of Zon1Dg AppesJ.a aclopt the following resolution:

WHBBEAS; the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirelfaents of all lqIplicable State and county Codes and in accordanctr.. lIith the
by-lawa of the Fairfax County Board of zoning AppealS, and,

WHEREAS, fol.l.ow1ng proper notice to the JiI1blic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
pelting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 27 day of January 1970,

WHEREAS, the Bo&rd of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is BE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot is 1 1/2 acres.
4. This was deferred :frOm January 27 for new plats.

A:ND WHEREAS, the Board of Zco.ing Appeals has re8bhed the fol..lowing cooc1usials of law:

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physic:aJ. conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
diff1.c:ulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of the land end/or buildings involved; (a) exceptiona.l.l;y narrow lot; (b) unusual
location of existing buildings.

NQl, THBREFORE DB IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. 'l'hia approval is granted for the location and the specific struc'ture or structures
indicated in the plats included with this application only and is not transferable
to other land or to other structures an the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year traD. this date unless ea1struetion has
started unless renewed by actioo of this Board prior to expiration.

3. 'l'b.is ia to divide, the subject property ato a IIl&X1:lDuIl of two lots with a 12 :ft.
eue.ent tor ingreas lUld egreB!' to the rear property placed along the soutber1¥
property line. EntrSlce to the front lot shall also be by the 12 :ft. easement.

4. The existing garage is to be removed or relocated within the one year time limit.

Sec:onded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

Mr. Smith c:larif'ied the motion by saying that the subdivision should be of record.
within the one year; if not, it would die tor 1&clt of processing.

II
WILLIAM COHEN & ROBERT L. & RUBY L. GROVES, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit building closer to side property line, and Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordi
nance, to permit operation of dq school. 5 dairs a week, ages 3-5, nursery 7 a.m. to
6 p.m., kindergarten 9 a.m. to 4 p.m., 9525 Leesburg Pike, centreville District, (RE-1)
Map 19-1. 19-3 «1)) 19, 5-250-69 &DdV-250-69 (deferred from January 27)

Mr. Lawson advised that the BuUding Inspector had checked the bullding and approved
it as meeting Code standards for the schooL

..LL..L
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WILLIAM COHEN & ROBBRT L. & RUBY L. GROVES - Ctd.

ObviouaJ.y, there are going to have to be modifica.tims to the present building
before it can be used tor school. purposes, Mr. Lawson said.

There 1s nothing in this letter f'rca the BuiJ.ding Inspector to indicate that this
building would be approved tor the school, Mr. Bmitb stated.

Mr. Phillips sta.ted that he had talked with the building inspector and had been
told that the requested infOrma.tlon had been subm1tted and had been approved.

Mr. 8m!th asked 'to have a letter f'ram. the Building inspector's office to that
effect.

Mr. Lawson said that Mr. Murp~ W&S to be present today with other inrormation requeste
by the Board, however, he has not showed up yet. He presented 8. cagy of the by-laws
of Educo, Inc.

Mr. Bmith noted that no correspondence had been received fran the Health Department
regarding the site. The applicant apparently is now approved to do business in the
State of Virginia, however, the application will have to be deferred for other
information requested by the Board.

Mr. Pete )bran appeared befOre the Board questioning safety factors involved with
8. school opera.tion in this location. He presented dra.wi.ngs to illustrate what
his obllections were. Health officials have reported the results of' perc.o1.&tion
tests but they were not :requested to report to the Board the location of 300 students
on five acres without county publlcutilities, he said. Perking required for
school buses and employees I cars would take up a. large area.. There would be little
area left. for the chiJ.dren to p].8\Y. Plans for Route 7 show no cross-over and a left.
h.end turn would be bnpOssible. Resident Engineer for the state Highway Department
has said tha.t it is State Policy to have cross-overs not c1.oSer than 800 £'t. in
a 55 m.p.h. zone and cross-over to the property would be denied on this basis alone.
Route 7 recentJ..y had its speed limit raised to 60 m.p.h. The pJ.an the appllcant
submitted stops short of showing this median strip and the hazardous driving
conditions. This request should be denied because of vehicular tra.ff'ic to and fran
the property which would be hazardous and inconvenient.

Mr. Harry SIII1th, 1441 Montague Drive, said he had noticed no posting sign on this
property and was not aware of the application until the last couple of days. He felt
that if the application were granted it would encourage other coomercial. develqllllent
&long Route 7.

Mr. 8m:ith explained that this was not a rezoning and schools are aJ.1owed in a
residential. zone with a specisJ. use permit t'rcm the Board.

Mr. Pbilllps advised that the property was correctl.y posted. This is a deterred
bearing and the signs were put up several weeks ago and have been removed nov.

Since Mr. Murphy still had not arrived, the Board proceeded to the next item on the
agenda.

II
OPERATION BREAKTHROUlH, mc., app. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.3 or the Ordinance, to
permit operation of weekday pre-school in CQmllW1ity rocm in apartment buUding, 6700
James Lee st., Providence District, (C-G), Map 50-4 ((6)) 1. 2, 7A, S-253-69
(deferred tram Jan. 27)

Mr. Pbillips reported that the Board bas not received the information requested.

The Board agreed to defer this until the infonnation is received, at which time the
staff could put the case back on the agenda.

II
Mr. Cov1ngton presented a letter addressed to Mr. Woodson regarding the Sun Oil
Callpany service station at 7030 LittJ.e River Turnpike. '1his wasCOllstructed in
1964 according to site plan #236 call1ng for a two b~ station. Nov. they If'OU1d
11Jte to CCIlstruct a third bq. Consensus of the Board was that a new application
would have to be tiled. Policy of the Board baa been to upgrade these service
stations whenever possible.

II
LOGAN FORD CCIofPANY (deferred tram. the moming session) • Mr. Hanes reported that
&1'ter he had talked with Mr. Chilton, he was in agreement that they d:ld not need the
variance tor outside display area to exceed inside disp1l\v area. 11& was in agreement
with the interpretation given for parking garage .. .- He asked the Board to make a
motion that they had seen a. plat showing the proposed facilities.
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LClGAlf 10BD CO. ~ Ctd.

Mr. Smith said the Board would not make & formal. motion until the applicant has
obtained site plan approval. He did not believe the Beard shou1d have had this in the
beginning. First the applleaat should have gone to Mr. Woodson and had h11D dent
this.

by were directed by the start to apply' tor the variance, Mr. Hanes s&1d.
Perhaps they could withdraw their appUcat1on.

Hr. smith disagreed with the request tor vithdr&wal. The Board 1f11l hold th18 1n
abeymce untll ~ site plan baa been approved.

II
Hr.~ raised. several questions regarding dog kennels, riding stables, etc.

Mr. smith told him to address &. letter to the Board setting forth his request and
the Board vould ·be glad to dJ.SCI1SS th18 at a 'future meet!ng.

II
lIr. Koraeczny reported on his inapeet1oJl8 of riding schools in the Coubty that are
selling saddles and related items.

II
Request for wi tbdr8ll8J. of' appllcatian of CAROLYK CRISTON. Mr. Knowlton informed that
he had received a letter :f'raD. the applicant's attorney requesting withdrawal. The

. letter which he said he had sent previously waS never received by Mr. KnOwlton's office,
therefore the Board denied the application at &. previous meeting.

Conaensus of the Board was that the denial action stands.

II
Mr. Knowlton reported that & 8'tack of letters had been received regarding the
appllcation of WAImlOOD RBCllXAnON ASSOCIAfiOB which was granted with the provisions
of 8. fence around the entire property, uui add1t1ClD.al on~81te parking. It seems that
the citizens are objecting to these requirements and wou1d like a rehearing.

Mr. Long stated that he made the motion on the application and they could have a
:rehearing but it would not change his thinldng on the additlon&1 parking.

Spokesman for theW~ Recreatim Association stated that they intend to file
a letter asking for a. rehearing. They bad a meeting la.at night and everyone was
against the fence.

The parking was a major problem, Mr. smith recalled, and he was not going to
move an that.

The Board agreed that the Waynewood Recreation Aasoeiati:m should get everyone in
agreement on whether they do or do not want the tence and the Board would disCllSS
this at a future date, however, they should lie sure that everyone is in agreement,
particul.arly the three le4ies on Dalebrook Drive, betore caa1ng back to the Board.
'!'be Board will not discuss the parking - that is a mandatory requirement at the
Ordinance.

II
Mr. James T. Lewis, 8027 Leesburg Pike, represented Mr. Ray Bu8hwa who was intereste:l
in starting a private cJ.ub in Fairf'ax County, on thirty acres presently zoned R
12.5. This would be a private, profit type social. cJ.ub for engineers and scientists.
Would this be allowed under section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of' the Ordinance? The land in
question was at W&lnut Hill 01;1 Annandale Road.

Mr. smith suggested to theBoard that they send this brochure to the staff' and have
(lhem.SO over it and make a'reCClllDendation to the Board. Frcm what be could see,
he thought it would be getting into SaDe areas that are not permitted as far as use
permits are concerned. This is not a CCIIIllUIlity use, it is not a recreational use,
and it's not a school.

Mr. Long said be felt it would be' of benefit to the County and if the staff' could Bee
a way that they could be be welcaaed into the ccmnunity, everyone could benefit. The
County is changing and perhaps this should be looked a.t.dn a new light.

Consensus of the Board was that this should be turned over to the staff' f'or review
with discussion betore the Plann1ng CCllIIlisaion and Board of Supervisa:"s, if they wish.

II
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Mr. Phillips stated that February 24 has a relatively light agenda. Mr. Knowlton and
he were thinking of presenting any kind of presentation regarding pJ.anning and zoning
and would like SaDe suggestions fran the Board as to what type of things they would
like to have discussed on that date. The BcB.rd will m&k.e suggestions during the
next week.

II
Mr. Thomas Lawson asked the Beard to defer the matter of WILLIAM COHEN & ROBERT L. &
RUBY L. GROVES, hopetully until next week, and they wouJ.d have aJ..l of the int'ormaticn
requested by the Board. He submitted a letter from. the Health DeIartment stating
t hat they have reviewed the location and the plan shown by the applicant is adeq,uate
to serve 300 students pJ.us the staff. This is a memorandum fran Mr. Clqton.
The pJ.ats are with the Health Department.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer decision to next week. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried
unanimOuSly.

II
Mr. Phillips again passed out copies of the supplemental instruction sheet for
BZA applications. The Board wUl take this under advisement until next week.

I

I

The meeting adjourned at 4:50 P.m.
By :aetty Haines, Clerk .-/Q ; IJ ¥'7,!-~.._

Dan1el~
01 q/7 0___;..:......:... ---'D.te
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appeala "lIB held at 10:00 e..m.
OD Tuesday, February 17 J 1970 in the
Board Roca of the County Administration
Building. All members were present:
Mr. Daniel smith, Cbail'm&D.j Mr.
Clarence Yeatman, Mr. Joseph Baker,
Mr. George Barnes and Mr. Richard
Long. The Clerk to the Board was
absent due to illness, The morning
session was taken by Charlotte
Russell and the afternoon session by
Donna .Robey.

The meeting was opened witb 8, prayer by Mr. Barnes.

H. D. HALL. app. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.3.1 ofthe Ordinance, to permit erection and
operation of service station, located E. -side of Rolling Road, approx. 396 ft. S. of
O1d Keene Mill Rd., Springfield District, (C-O & R-12.5), Map 79-3 «1)) pt. 5,
8-245-69 .

Mr. John Aylor represented the applicant. He stated that a service station was the
best possible use for this land. The next best use .auld be a drive-in restaurant.
The applicants would like to use the land for a Sunaco Station, Colonial design.
They plan to set aside a 54 foot st1"lp as a buffer which is not a requirement of
existing reguls.tions. They do not feel that they are creating any traffic problems
because the primary back-up is on Old Keene Mill Road west, and Rolling Road south.
A service station of such design wouJ.d be harmonious under the requirements for
special use permits. Rol.ling Valley is the closest residential &rea and the service
station would have no serious impact on the value of hanes there.

Mr. John Herrity, 6703 Portree Court, and President of the Rolling Valley Civic
Association,spoke in opposition. All of the people in oppositlilon were not present,
he said, because of the weather.

Mr. smith stated that he thought that the two people present in opposition were
enough and that the Boa,rd makes its decisions on facts and not on how many people
are opposed to an application.

Mr. Herrity stated that central SpringfieiLd has become a dUmping ground for eyesores ah
the people of West springfiel.d are determined not to let thiS happen to them. He
cited the gas stations and the Super Slide as examples of eyesores. He felt that the
station would be an econoodc liability and woul.d create traffic pI'Qblem8 and requested
the Board to deny the application.

Mr. U. T. Brown, 6102 Roxbury Avenue, Cardinal Forest) stated that he baa been with
'l\!:x&Co for ten years in va.rious fiel.ds of management and nOW awns a Shell station
in the &rea.. He did not feel that there W&S a need for &nother service station in
the area and warned that it Fairfax County is not careful they are going to nave
a gasoline &1J.ey.

Mr. Yeatman stated that he lived in a. higher priced heme thanilhe hanes in this area
a nd there were eight gas stations within two bl.ocks of h1m.,r'-He stated that this had
not lwrt him and that there W&S a need tor service stations. The Board. bad seen this
need when they zoned the 1and C-D in 1960. He asked if any of the stationS in the area
have State inspection licenses.

Mr. Brown said that they do not but be has an application in with the State to obtain
one. The individual dealer works twelve to sixteen hours a da.y. he SUd, and- the
rights at an individual DlU8t be protected.

Mr. Yeatman reminded Mr. Brown that th1S1&8 a free enterprise system that we live in.

Mr. Aylor rebutted that there would be a travel lane and the State W&S going to make
this area four lanes. There woul.d be no left turns going south. The people of the
area need the service that they would provide.

Mr. Knowlton read the Staff report recalIllending denial of the applicatioo.

Mr. smith read the Planning CcmaiaBiOl1 reccmrlendation for: denial of the application ..

Mr. Yeatman lllOved that the application be deferred in order that the appllClmt
ccnld submit a pl.an for the entire developaent in his ownership. Seconded, Mr. Lmg.

Mr. Smith said the item woul.d be deferred to February 24, 1970 and that there would
be no public hearing on that date. The applicant need not aubm1t a new plan - this
is deferred so thatBoard members can take a l.ook at the property in question.

Motion carrled Wlan:imous4.

II
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STRATFOlID RECREATION ASSOCIATION, INC•• app. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the O:tdinance,
to permit erection of additional sw1mm1ng pool and appurtenances, additional buildings,
and expansion of membership to 500, located at Camden Court, (R-12.5), ill-l «1»
10, 8-6-70

Mr. Norman A. Hawkinson, 8717 Blueda1e Street, President of the Association, presented
the case. He asked that two of the requests be removed from the application -- the
swUming pool and the membership increase. What they want is an open shelter with a
roof, 30' x 50' on a. concrete slab ~I x 60'. They Dlight move the softdrink machines
under this shelter and put some picnic tables there.

Mr. Bmith noted that they have provided sufficient parking spaces.

No opposition.

Mr. Long moved that the existing use permit for Application S~225-69 be enlarged to
incorporate the shelter as shown on this plan. Seconded, Mr. Bames. Carried 4-0.
Mr. Ye&tman was out of the room.

II
ADDISON M. RC11'HROCK, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit enclosure of
existing screened porcl1 closer to side property line than allowed, 2202 Forest Hill
Road, Mt. Vernon District, (R-10) 83~3 «14) (19)ll, V-7~70

Mr. Kenneth Hardbower represented the a.pp1.icllll.t. He stated tha.t the existing structure
is one third masonry '1ftth screen pM;elS, they want to remove the screen and install
windows and put in sliding doors to a patio. They are asking for a 1.17 ft. variance
which would enhance theproperty. The Rothrocks own the house and have lived there for
about twenty years.

No opposition.

In applieation No. V-7-70, an a.pplleation by Addison M. Rothrock, applieation tmder
Seetion 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit enclosure of existing screened porch
closer to side property line than allowed, on property located at 2202 Forest Hill
Road, also known as tax map 83-3 «14)) (19) ll, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board. of ZOning AppeaJ.s adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of zoning Appea.ls held 011 the 17th day of February, 1970, and

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

1. The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R~lO;

3. The lot contains 7,500 sq. ft. of land.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the foll.ow1ng conclusions of law:

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physieal conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical.
diff'iC1Uty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptionally narrow,lot, (b) exceptiona.l.JT
shallow lot, and (c) unusual condition of the location of existing buildings.

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

1. This approvs.l is granted for the location and the specifie strueture or structures
indieated in plats included with this application only and is not transferable to
other land or to other struetures oil the same land.

2. This variance sbalJ. expire one year from this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date ofecpiration.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. carried unanimously.

II
WILLS & PLANK, INC., app. under sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permi'i variance
of width requirement on Outlot A which is to be consolidated with Lot 1, Creek Cros~

sing Road, Miller Lane, Wexford East, centreville District, (R-12.5), Ms.p 2S-4 «1))
39, V-17~70

Mr. John Aylor represented the applicant. They had planned to have the road enter a
little further up on the land, he said, but that would have -.de the lot have high
b8Dlta and fewer trees. He said the staff bad suggested an outlot with 105 ft.
frontage and to be conveyed to the ee-unity Associatim. V.A. & F.H.A. did not think
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WILLS ,. PLANK, INC•• Ctd.

it right tor the citizens to be pa.ying for this.

Are they &8king to ineorporate outlot A with Lot 1, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. ,qlor replied yes J and that in order to get V.A. 1oan4 1t would be better
to get this incorporated. They had tried to g1ve the land to the owner of Lot
58 but he did not want it.

No opposition.

Mr. Lcm.g moved th&t the Boa.rd approve the follow1Jtg resolution:

In appllcation V-17-70, &II. application by Willa & Plank, Inc., under Seeticn 30-6.6
of the ZOning Drd1nance, to permit variance of width requirement on outlot A, on
~rty located at CreekCrossing Road and Miller Lane, &1so known as tax map 28-4
(1» 39, County of F&1rf'ax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved tha.t the Board of Zoning AppealS
adopt the foUmdng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly tiled in accordance with the
requirements of· all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by.
1.8:n of the Fairfax County Board of ZOning AppeaJ.s J and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a
public hearing b,. the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 17th da.Y of February 1970,

"'"
WHRBEAS, the Board of Zoning APPeals has lllB.de the following findings of fact:

1. The applicant is the owner.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the outlot is 1,735 sq. ft. Area of the lot is 12,536 sq. ft.
4. Outlot A will be canbined with Lot 1.

WHEREAS, the Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical cond1tions
exist which Wlder a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance wouJ.d result in
practical. difficulty or WUlecess&.ry lBrdsh1p that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land, (a) exceptiOnal topogrlij;lhic problems of the land,

NOW, THIREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted.

1. This approval is granted for the location and specific uses indicated in the
plats incl.uded with this application onl.y and is not transferable to other land or
to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall. expire one year £ran this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date ofecpiration.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
FRANCIS E. GADELL & MARGARET GADELL, app. Wlder Sec. 30-6.6 of the ordinance, to
permit building cl.oser to side property line than allowed, located w. of Leesburg
Pike (Rt. 7) approximately a.eross from Spring Hill Rd. (Rt. 684), (I-P), 29-3 «1)}
2, Centreville District, V-9-70

Mr. Thomas Lawson represented the applicant. He submitted a letter £rem Hr. Daniel
S. Capper, adJacent property owner, stating that he had no objection to the request.
Mr. Lawson stated that Mr. and Mrs. Gadell have for SaDe time operated a meat locker
pJ.ant near the Tysons Corner section of the County. Because of the recent land
transactions which have occurred in this area, they will h&ve to move their
operation to the proposed Site. The land is zoned I-P which will permit this type
of operation and pursuant thereto they fUed a site plan. The staff felt they could
not waive the yard setback aequirements and that this would have to be done by the
Board of Zoning Appeals. Publ.1c facllities (sewer and water) are available in ade
qu&te capacities :1Daediately across Leesburg Pike and there are no soil problems
concerning the B'libject lI1te. The area is either zoned or master planned fOr indus
trial purposes and the parcel 1Drediate4' ad,1a.eeut (Capper's Nursery) is zoned RE-l.

The appJ.icants wish to continue their business in this area, Mr. Lawson continued,
but because ot the unusual. topographical configurat1<Xl of the :parcel, they would be
unable to fit their proposed buiJAing on the site without a side yard variance. The
lot contains approx1Jllately 1.77 acres but it 1s very long and narrow and without a
variance they would not be able to construct an adequate facllity to continue their
business.

..LLt



.LCO
February 17, 1970

FRANCIS & MABGARET GAIELL ~ Ctd.

No opposition.

There was discussion among the Board meJDbers as to other possible locations for the
building. The Board finalJ.¥ agreed that Mr. Lawson should get in touch with Mr.
Lockhart and see it the buUding could be moved back another 2 ft., making 1t 4 it.
fram Capper's Nursery.

Mr. Long asked Mr. LAYson if he would like to have the Board defer a.ction on this
until the end of the agenda. so th&t he could eonta.ct Mr. Lockh&rt. Mr. Lawson said
he would.

Mr. Yeatman moved to adJourn for 8. forty~five minute lunch break.

Upon reconvening, the Board continued with the application of Francis E. and Mar
garet G8dell.

Mr. L&w'son said that he had talked with Mr. Lockhart and they bad agreed to eome over
two more feet.

Mr. Long stated that he did not want & miS'iUlderst811ding that the BZA approved the
parking &rea. The county Code requires five spaces per 1,000 feet of fioor area
and there was tentative approvaJ. on the site plan to move the parking to the rear
of the building.

In application V·9-70, BllN'P1!catlon by Francis E. Gadell and Margaret Gadell, an
application under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to per.mit building c10ser
to side property line than allowed by the Ordinance l on property located at Leesburg
Pike across from Spring Hill Road, also known 'as tax map 29~3 «1» 2, county of
Fairfax, Virginia., Mr. Long moved tha.t the Board of Zoning Appea.ls adopt the
follow1ng Resol.utioo.:

WHIRKAS, the captioned appllca.tion bas been properly 1'1led in accordance with
the requirements ot all applicable Sta.te and county Codes and in accordance with
the by~laws of the Fairfax County Board of ZOning' Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nea.rby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals hdd on the 17th day of February, 1970
....d

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

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. The present zoning is I-P.
3. Area of the lot is 1.76735 ac.
4. Site plan #1586 has been submitted to the County.
5. The required side line setback is 20 ft. f':CI!' the proposed building.

WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of l&w:

1. The applicant has satisfied the BoB.rd. that the foJ.J.ow1ng physical conditions
exist which under a strict. interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:
(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot; (b) exceptionally narrow' lot;

l«1fi, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same is here
by granted with the following limitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one year fran this date unless constrnction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the elate of expiration.

3. The building shall be located 4.0 !'t. from. the CODlllOll line with Meredith Capper.

4. The parkiDg shall be arranged to provlide a 23 !'t. travel lane behind the loading
platform.

Seconded, Mr. Banles. Carried 5~0.
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JACQUELINE S. NOVAK, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit riding
school, summer aamp, boarding horses and tack shop, approx. 160 acres located at 5320
and 5322 Pleasant Valley Rd., centreville District, (BE-l), Map 42 & 43 «1» 35,
8-10-10

Mr. SllI1th stated that he understood that Mrs. Novak wanted to sell hard hats and
riding equipment. To his knowledge, this has never been allowed in this type of
operation.

Mr. Koneezny said he had investigated several operations and two out of three locations
make sales al.ong with instruction.

Mrs. Novak asked if she would be allowed to sell a hard hat as part of &. series of
riding lessons? They are required to be worn by insur8ll.ce regulations.

Mr. Smith suggested renting hats to students.

Some people would prefer to have their own hat, Mrs. Novak said. It's quite inconvenien
for them to buy SCXDe place else. They like to put their cldldren in ber hands and feel
that she should take care of them.

Mr. SIlIith felt "tha.t convenience was not a criteria. She doesn't sell theJn the riding
pants.

They don't require them to wear the riding pants, Mrs. Novak said. They are required
to wear the riding hats ..

Mr. Yeatman referred to the golf and country club nearby ~~ they sell shoes, clubS,
balls, etc. What is the distinction?

This is a membership club - the property is owned by them, it's a permanent thing,
Mr. Smith said.

Mr. Long felt that sales should be 1.1JIlited to certain items, sold to students ~.

Mr. Barnes pointed out that many people cannot afford to pay $16.00 for e. hat.

Used hats would be sold for much leS8, Mrs .. Novak said. At present they e.re rented
for 30 cents an hour and she P8iYs sales tax on the rental.

Mr. Smith objected to retail sales in residential areas. The Board of Supervisors bas
indicated many times that this is not perm!tted.

Mrs. Novak did not consider this & coomereial venture - people would not came here
just to buy equipment. Her customers would like to bring in used riding equipment
and trade it and there is no pl.ace they can do that. They do spend a lot of mc:ney
for riding equipment and when the child grows out of it they have no way to dispose
of it, so they f eel this 1s a convenience to them. It is not really e. money making
venture. She would probabq take a l~ call1llission on the tre.de.~ins.

Mrs. Novak said she would probably be selling pr1JDar1ly used hard. hats, frail $2.00 up.
At the present, time she baa about 35 hard hats em band in all sizes.

What happens when ;you sell those 35 and ;you get another lOOT Mr. Smith asked..

Sbl!I would have to replenish her stock anyway, she said, oceasionally' they are lost
or daaaged.

Consen8U8 was that certain items only' were to be sol.d: hats, shirts, socks, breeches,
vests, coats, boots, crops, spurs, basic riding attire and c1&asbooks. !'his would be
torstudents only, it would not be open to the general public.. This is especial.ly tor
the children ccming out of the county schools.

Is it the consensus of the Board that these sames saJ.es would be alJ.owed under any
use permit operating in a similar faahion, Mr. Smith aaked?

No, each case shou1.d be considered on its own merits, Mr. Barnes said. The reason
he was in favor in this case is that Mrs. Novak is out in the country and there is
no place within 20 m:il.e:s where they could buy these things.

The Zoning Administre.tor cannot change the lAw for one individual and not: another, Mr.
8.m1th said. and if it is pennitted here, it should be legalized throughout the area
for similar operations.

Mr. Yeatman moved to allow this list of items to be sold in schools of this type under
use permit throughout the County. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Mr. LOng amended the motion
to "the sale of essential tack; riding hats, crops, cJ.othes, books. sale being
1.1JIlited to the users of the riding school only."

It should be changed to read "for the schools under a County recreation program", Mr.
Barnes said..

Mr. smith felt that would be discr:lmins.tory and he would not vote for such e. motion ..
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JACQUELINE S. NOVAK M Ctd~

Mr. Yea'bn8.n said he did not think the Board could stipulate that. They would ha.ve
to ha.ve the right to do it if they have a. use permit to operate the sebool.

Mr. Barnes said theY' should have ~r display of tack, etc. in a specific place;
it should not be out of the hoUSe; it should be in one of the buildings.

And there should be no signs outside advertising sale of this equjlpment, Mr. Yeatman
added, no telephone directory advertising, etc.

Why couldn I t the Board adapt this as a pollcy and let each riding stable apply
individuaJ.1y, Mr. Long suggested? When they did, Mr. Covington could handle it
with a letter.

Mrs. Novak said she would like to ha.ve the equipment in her office because of vandaM
11sm. Her office is on a closed porch at present and she would like to move it into

III apartment directly across :f':toan the house which would be kept locked at all times.

Mr. S!Dith noted that all of the buildings to be used are going to have to be approved
by the County Inspections Division.

Mrs. Novak asked whether she would have to set her ring back 75 ft. !rem the center
line of the road. It's a roadw8iY. Mr. Slltith said. and the ring would have to be 100
ft. from the property line as stated in the Ord1nance.

Mr. Barnes felt that the applicant should provide 35 parking spaces. The field
would hold 500 carS. if neeessary, fOr large shows, Mrs. Novak said.

Voting on Mr. Yeaman's motion to allows::hoo1.s under use permit to sell the equipment
named, and that Mr. Covington send a letter to schools of this type infOrming them
that if they CcmIC 1n. they would be given the same advantage. This is a policy matter
Mr. Yeatman and Mr. Baker accepted Mr. Long's amendment - that the applicant may
sell the named essential items, to be used in the riding school only, that there be
no advertisement of the sale of tack and equipnent. Carried. Mr. smith voting "no".

Would this include stock p1ns and tie pins. Mrs. Novak asked?

Mr. Slllith felt this was getting into the jewelry business.

Mr. Barnes said he hadn't included it. but he would.

Apparently the thinking is that the applicant would be allowed to use the house for
waiting and recreation, Mr. Sndth noted. Does the Board intend to grant a variance
to allow a ring to be constructed as indicated on the plat?

They have a lot of land, the Board agreed, and they shouJd be able to find a place
on the property that would not require a variance. As long as she meets the setback
requirements and indicates prior to construetion where she would like to put the ring
it would be all right. The pe:nrdt, if granted, should be granted for the Ufe of
the lease.

At the present tlme, Mrs. Novak Said, she has 55 horses of her own and six boarders,
bnnthe property. She would like the Board to allow her to have llO horses, maximum.
It's a large farm and extremely well fenced. They are doing over sane of the stables.
They probably have 10 or 15 stalls at the present t:l.me. The horses are kept in the
fields and brought in to feed them. The veterinarians have told her that it's health!
for a horse to stq out in the field and the horses are in good shape. They have
more than adequate water.

Mrs. Greenwood spoke in favor of the application.

Mr. smith noted correspondence from people in the area stating that they had no
objections to the appJ..ication if certain restraints are invoJt.ed to insure protection
of the rights of property OWIlell"S in the area: proper fencing around the property,
riding restricted to that property only, barns and feeding facilities be provided for
the horses, proper sanitary tacHities, persons using the facility will be kept otf
others' property, and that they be required to carry insurance to cover damage to
others' property caused by the horses or persons using the facility.

Mr. Long noted SaDe of the items to be covered by the motion, if granted - sale of
tack, hours of operation, deceleration lane, separate men's and ladies' restroans,
horses should be cared tor properly. fence to be inspected by the Zoning Administrator

Mrs. Novak said she does not have lights now, but probably would have them inst&lled.

This is a very lonel;f country road, Mrs. Novak said, and the traffie count per hour
1s rot more than one or two cars at the most. The road is clear in both directions.
They will remove an:r buabes that might obstruct the view and they wouJ.d prefer not
to put in a decUerat1Cl1l l..8De. '!'here is .. 41teh a.1oI:1g either side of Pleuant Valley
Road, runoff for atom. sewer, and putting in .. deceleration lane woull require them.
to pipe that, which would be en expensive proposition. There will be a one W8iY
entrance and exit so cars will not meet eaeh other. It they have borse shows there
will be police there to he~ with the traffic.
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JACQ.tJELINE S. NOVAK - Ctd.

Mr. Knowlton stated that the staff .did not reeCllllDend a deceleration lane in this
case and it was beC8.UBe Mr. Chilton did not suggest it. This type of use canes
under site plan control and such a thing cOUld be obtained thrOUgh 81te plan if they
thought it absolute1.y neces8&ry. Probably what 1s needed here more than anything
else is just an improvement to an entrance which 1s now 8. driveway, to tum. it into
So wider and easier turning movement to get this number of cars in and out.

The summer camp entaUs for the children who are advanced beginner level or above
three howrs of riding 8. dq, two hours of Red cross instructed swiJIID1ng, and work
with the horaes on the ground and whenever they bave a rainy day, saaething like
arts and crafts. The chiJ.dren who are beginners, Mrs. Novak ccmtinued, usually the
younger and less experienced children have two h6urs of riding, two hOurs of sw1JlIning
and arts and crafts.. '!'he sw1Jmnlng, of course, takes place at the LUe Fairfax Park
Authority pool. The school f'Unlishes transportation. Total number they would ask
for is 75, however, they have limited the camp this summer to 50 ehildren at any
one time. Perhaps by next ll\lIIIDer they could taJte 75. None of them stay overnight.
The camp is operated from 9:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. TIE chlldren bring their own
lunches.

Mr. smith read the report of the Health Department.

ME-. Long moved to deterred for an inspection of the property to determine the suitahiti
of the proposed use. Mrs. Novak should provide the Board with a revised plat showing
the use of ea.ch building on the property. If inspection can be made prior to March
10 the Boe.rd could make a decision then. seconded. Mr. Yeatma.n.. Ce.rried 3-2.

II
DEFERRED CASES

NORMAN H. STEVENS, spp. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit double carport
to be enclosed for garage. 1822 Abbotsford Dr•• Waverly, Sec. 2, Lot 208, Centreville
District, (BE 0.5), Map 28-4 ((14)) 208, Y-244-69 (deferred fro1D Jan. 20)

Mr. Stevens stated that he wished to enclose the carport because of the elements,
because of disability, and because when he bought the haDe he understood he could
enclose the carport with no problem. He plans to move in this week end. The house
is situated on a narrow lot and a 20 ft. side line is required. There are no steps
in the house and due to his handicap, he bought this house with the intent of enclosing
the carport. Across the street is quarter acre zoning and they can be closer to the side

'l'h1s is a new subdivision. Mr. Slllith pointed out.

In application y-e440069. an application by Norman H. Stevens. an application under
Section 30-6.6 of the ord1nance, to permit double carport to be enclosed for garage
on property located at 1822 Abbotsford Drive, also known as tax map 28-4 ({14) 208,
County at Fairfax. Virgmia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following
resolution :

WHZREltB the captioned application has been properly rued in accordance with require.
ments or all appllcable State and county Codes and in accordance with the by-laws of
the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appe&.l.s. and.

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in &. local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a
public hearing by the BlWd of ZOning Appeals held on the 20th day of Je.nu&ry, 1970,

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appe&1.s has made the following tindings of fact:
1. The owner is the applicant.
2. Present zoning 1s BE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot is 20.024 sq. ft. of land.
4. Required side line setback is 20 ft.
5. The applicant has established that he thought he could enclose the carport at

the t:lJne of purchase.

WHEREAS. the Board of zoning Appe&1.s has reached the folJmr1ng conclusions of le.w:

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
d11"ficulty or unneCessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the lana and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptional.l.y irregular shape of the J.oti
(b) exceptionall.y narrow lOt; (c) unusual. condition of the locatical of existing
build1Pgs.

BOW, iHEREFORE BE IT RBSOLVlIID, that the subject application be and the same hereby
is granted with the fbllowing limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structures indicated in
the pJ.ats included with this app1icat1on only and is not transferable to other land or
to otlulr strnctures on the Sallie land.

.l0.l
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February 17, 1970

NORMAN H. STEVENS - Ctd.

2. This variance shallexpire one year from this date unless construction baa
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Furthermore J the applicant should be aware th&t granting of this action
by the Board does not constitute exemption fr(m the ve.r1ous requirements of the
County. The spplicant sb&ll be himself responsible for f'Illtilling b1a obUgatiOll to
obtain bu1J.d1ng pemita, certificates of occupancy and the like through established
procedures.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-1, Mr. Sm1th voting against the .lIlOtian.

II
ALElWlDRIA MOTOR IODGB, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ord., to per.mit variance in
height 11m1t (Sec. 30-3.13.5 (0) of the identification sign, loca.ted U. S. Rt. 1 and
CapitaJ. Beltway, Mt. Vernon District (C-G), 83-4 «1» llA, v-8-70

Mr. Ha.nsbarger represented the applicant.

Mr. Sm11:h noted th&t the Board had received a memorandum from the Planning CCIlIIlission
requesting the Board to defer the appJ.ication to a date after March 5, 1970 to give
the Ccmmission 8. chance to review the appJ.ica.tion.

Mr. Smith recalled that the .8ZA granted a. height variance to the building itself
a number or years ago, atter the Bo&rd of Supervisors amended the Ordinance. Then
the aaaendment was allowed to die l.ater. In view of that, this is a unique situa.tion
where the question is whether or not the user of the building for the use orig1n&1.l¥
intEnded doesn't have sane vested right to -pl.&.ee a. sign at the height now granted
by right, simply because it va.s a variance. The zoning category dictates the
height of a buiHing.

Mr. Knowlton stated that the present ordinance would not allow this particular
type ot sign. Even it this building met the height requirements of the zone in
which it is located, this particuJ.a.r sign w::lUld not be permissible under the Code.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that the memorandum fran the Planning Conmission was j1.8 t
dictated apparently today;, This application was filed January 23. At that time
they asked the BZA to grant an out of turn hearing, tor what they felt were emergency
reasons under the circumStances. They h£lIe a., motel which has ·been in the process of
deteriorating over the :years, and without a sign on the roof" (6 ft. high letters
and 4 ft. high letters) they feel it is a handicap. The area th&t they a.re asking
for would be permitted under the existing Ordinance but not at the height they are
asking for. It they had to pl.ace it under the existing Q):'dj,nance allowance they
would cover up abOJ.t two floors of roams w:i.th a Howard Jolmson's sign.

Mr. Long said he had seen this site maPY times and wondered what va.s going on
there.

If the sign is grsnted, it is a sign that is pemitted by right, the only change
would be the height itself, Mr. smith sta.ted. In granting the variance in height
in this particular zone category granted these people the right 00 a.onstruct the
building there. The only thing they are requesting nw is tbe variance in height
of the sign.

Mr. Barnes said he felt they could put the sign there by right.

Across the street, in the City of Alexandria. Holiday Inn has a penthouse there
w:i.th a big electric sign and people earning to the interchange can find Holiday Inn
but they can't find Howard Johnson's, Mr. Harsbarger said. Mr. Marx was the
Planning Canmission member who asked that the Planning Ccmmission take this
item oft for consideration. Assuming that the COIIIllission has this right, to pull
off a variance, under Sec. 30-6.13. they ha.ve scheduled their hearing for March
5 which is more than 30 daiYs. He explained this to Mr. Marx, that it was an
emergency, and he felt it was not proper, Mr. Hansbarger continued. The County
Attorney has told him that there's nothing in the Code that is a mandate that the
Board wait until after the Camdssion has taken action on a. variance. If the
Board feels the variance is proper. it would be an injustice to de1ll¥ it.

The BZA granted an out of turn hearing on this application, Mr. smith reeall.ed.
in view of the urgency of the situation. If the Board delays it any longer, they
would defeat the originaJ. request for the out of turn hearing. If the Board does
take action, it would be only on the height of the sign. The Board doesn't have
authority to modify the sign ordinance and it would be onJ.y in this unique situation
where by virtue of a. variance to begin with where the bui1d1ng was aJ.lowed to
exceed the height in the zone area. For this reason the Board should act 4oday.

No opposition.
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February 17, 1970

ALEXANDRIA KY1'OR LOOOE, Continued

In application V~8-70, an application by Alexandria Jot)tor Lodge, under Sec. 30-3.13.5
of the zoning Ordinance to peI1llit variance in height l..imit of the sign, property
loca1:ed at U.S. Route 1 and Capital BeltlJay. also known as tax map 83-4 «l)} llA,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the 8ZA ~t the following resolution:

'WHBR8AS, the captioned IqlPlication has been properly filed in accordance with all
&ppllcable State and county Codes, and in a.ccordaree with the by-l&ws of the Fairfax
COUnty Board of zoning AppeaJ.s and

WHEl\EAS, follO'lf1ng proper notice to the public by advertiSs.ent in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, at 8.

public hearing befOre the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s held on the 17th day at February,
1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appea.ls has made'.tDe.,folloiling findings of fact:
1. b owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. The present zoning is C-G.
3. Area of the lot 1s 5.2833 ac. of land.
4. Ai,height variance W&B granted for the building.
5. The County Attorney bas stated that the Board of Zodng Appeals may act on the

application, without Planning CODIidsslon action.
6. The sign must conform to existing sign reguJ.a.tions.

AND WIIREAS, the Bo&rd of zoning Appe&la has reached the following conclusions of law:

~ applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance wouJ.d resul.t in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land end/or buiJ.dings invo1'Yed: (a) unusual condition of the height at the
existing building;

NOW, THIUFORI BB'IT RISOLVBD: That the subject application be and the S8lle is hereby
grented with the tol..J.oll1ns l.:1m1tations:

1. This approval 1s gnnted for a specific sign indicated in plats included with
this application on1¥ and is not transferable to other land or to other structures
on the same land.

2. This variance ahall expire one year trcm this date tmless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Yes;tm8n.

Mr. Smith noted that there was no question in his mind of the authority of the BOard,
and this was not done s1:mpl.y' to disregard the request of the Planning CQIIlII.1ssion but
it came abOut simpJ.y becauae at a height variance to begin with and an out of tum
hearing was requested by the appllcant. The fact that the Planning CQlmission
pulled this on the 29th :tDeans they c:ould not hear it within the 30 daiYs which is
normall¥ allowed under the Ordinance.

Carried unan:l.mously.

II
roaR SISTERS OF ST. JOSEPH, INC. - Request for extension. The ds.y care center bas
been approved but wfortunately there have been 8(De delqs. The building is It&ked
out but the weather has made it difficult to paur the footings. They would like a 30
d ay extension. Mr. Knowlton stated that site plan has been approved and the
building pennit issued. Mr. Barnes moved to grant 30 days :f'rcIll February 18, 1970.
Seconded, Mr. Yeatman, for 60 daiYS. Mr. Barnes accepted this amendment. After more
discussion the Board voted for a 30_ extension !'ran February 18, 1970. If they
find this is not adequate, they can request more tme prior to expiration date.

II
Request for changes in use permit for HERMAN H. KLARE, JR., 2021 fhlnter Mill Road.

Mr. Smith read a letter frOm Mr. Klare, dated February 14, 1970, outlining the
requested cl1anges. After much discussion, the Board &greed that Mr. Klare file a
new application. It voul.d be schelluled as soon as possible.

II
Letter from W. T. Henry, 3325 Sle.de Run Drive, Fs.lls Church, Virginia - Requesting
an extension of his variance granted .February 18, 1969 on Lot 42, Sec. 1, Lake Barcroft.
The tight money sittation has prevented his going ahead with OOttstructicn. The Board
granted a one year extension f'rolll February 18, 1970.

II
BUIJ, RUN WINCHESTER SmDTING CENTER ~ Letter requested that they be sJ.lowed to be open
on Monday, February 23 and close onWednes~ of that week. Mr. Baker moved that the
request be granted since this is a one t:lJae special request. Seconded, Mr. Barnes.
Carried tmanimous4.

133



February 17, 1970

Letter fran Robert M. Hurst regarding an appllce.tion of William. R.·Wilson for a
variance, scheduled for hearing an February 24, requesting deferral to a later date.
He was out of town when the letter came advising him. of the hearing date and did
not have a chance to get his notices out.

The Board agreed to defer this to March 17 when the item comes up on the 24th.

II
Review of supplemental instructions - Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the
supplemental instructions as presented by Mr. Phillips. Seconded, Mr. Yea.tman.
Carried unanimouSly.

II
ste.f'f

The Board discussed proposed/presentation for the 24th meeting.

II
The Board adjourned a.t 6:30.
Minute. by, Charlotte Ru..elllln~~

Dan!:l Smith, C
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The regul.e.r meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appeals was held on Tuesday,
February 24, 1970 in the Board Room
of the County Office Building.
Those present were: Mr. Daniel Smith,
Chairman, Mr. Clarence Yeatman, Mr.
Joseph P. Baker. and Mr. George Barnes.
Mr. Long was absent.

The meeting was opened with a pra,yer by Mr. Barnes.

TYSON'S TRIANGLE LIMITED PARTNBBSHIP. app. unqer Bec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to pennit
variance from 75 ft. bufiting setback line to place proposed office building on the
property line; and 75 ft. variance to adja.cent R district, located Tyson's International.
Shopping Center, (CO-H), 39-2 «1» 65A. v-247-69 (Dranesville District)

Mr. William Hansbarger represented the applicant. Some two or three years ago at the
request of the applicant the land was zoned to the C-OH clusit'ication, Mr. Han,sbarger
explained. This permits office buildings up to a maximum height of 150 ft. In the
subject case J the office building proposed is 13 stories or a height of 150 ft. Under
the Zoning Ordin8ll.ce the frOnt yard which would be the yard in the interior 0'1 the
Tysons Shopping Genter must set back 1 ~ 1 for each foot above 45 ft. in height.
They meet that requirement. There is a steep rise from #495 back to the property
8lI.d the property lines comes roughly to the tap of the ridge. They propose to put
the building right up to the property line on the Capital Beltway 8lI.d 75 ft. fran
the adjacent R property. There is a steep bank from this point going down into the
Hollinswood Subdivision. '!he reason for putting the building in this position on the
lot is that 1le&8onable use of the lot would require maximum utilization under CO-H.
m.tilllately they p18ll. more than one building here and with the second building they
would plan to have undergl'OWld parking. He has checked with the Highway Department,
Mr. Hansbarger continued, 8lI.d the Capital Beltway baa about 360 ft. of right of way.
The only thing the Highway Department expressed concern about was that they preserve
enough space to make a ramp fran Route 123 to #495 in the future. Mr. Brett says
they don't want a dedication at this point simply because standards might change over

1he years but at such time u they 8BiY they want the dedication, the applicant will
grant it.

If there had been & PDC zone at the t1me of rezoning, they would have requested this,
Mr. Hansbarger said, and since they have the minimum acreage required, the setbacks
would be done away with. In this case since the 75 ft. variance would not interfere
w ith anybody and for the ult:l.Jnate utilization of the property, he felt this met the
Ordinance requirements.

At the time of rezoning, was the Board of Supervisors &Ware that variances would be
necessary, Mr. Smith asked?

No, because plans were not totaJ.4r formulated at that time, Mr~ Hansbarger repl.ied.
If this appl1l1tion is granted, it will be a "shot in the arm" for the Hollinswood
Subdivision which has been lying dormant, and it might mak.e it worthwhile for someone
to go in there. People could live here and work in the proposed office building.
They plan to have two. possibly three buildings, here in the future.

Mr. smith was concerned about providing enough parking on this site, however, Mr.
Hansbarger said they would be required to ccaply with the parking requirements ~ the
Board of Zoning Appeals cannot vary this anyway.

Mr. Phillips pointed out that although the variance was being requested on the residenti fl
side, that property was included in the master plan for camnercial. develOpDent. If
the property were zoned as planned, this variance 'WOuld not be necessary.

Mr. Woodson said it was his interpretation that the Board does have authority to grant
this application.

No opposition.

Mr. Smith noted a letter from Mrs. Spirrell dated February 16 stating that she has
no objections to the application.

In application V';'247~69, an application by Tysons Triangle Limited Partnership, an
application under Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit variance from 75 ft.
building setback line to place proposed office building on the property line, and 75 ft.
variance to adjacent R district, located Tysons International Shopping Center, (COH)
also known as 39-2 (1» 6SA, County of Fe.1rfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application baa been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the by~

laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals,and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,

f----- -----II--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---~~~.---~~~~___f~~~-
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Febnl8.ry 24, 1970

TYSONS TRIANGLE Loom PARTNERSHIP - etd.

posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th day of February
1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.l.s has made the following findings of fact:
1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is COHo
3. Area of the lot is 5.1422 ac.
4. Site Plan will be required in accordance with Article XI of the Code.
5. FUture development will. have to have underground parking.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appe&1s has reached the following conclusions of
law:

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the fallowing physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) irregular shape of the
lot; (b) topographic problems of the land,

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be granted, with the
following lim!tatioos:

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

This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the dAte of expiration.

The applicant has agreed to dedicate land for a ramp from #123 to #495 at such time
as the Highway Depa.rbnent wants it.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 3-1, Mr. Smith voting ag&inst the motion as he felt
it did not meet the criteria set forth in the variance section of the Ordinance.

II
BAR J STABLES, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit operation
of riding stable, 8424 Hilltop Rd., Providence and Centreville Districts, (RE-l),
Map 49-1 ((1)) 17, 8-20-70

Mrs. Tony Ann Johnson stated that she is leasing about 70 acres for the operation.
It used to be run by her husband and father-in-law but it 1s unller her control
now. She did not have a copy of the lease, however, said that Mr. Earl N. Chiles,
the owner of the property was present. The hours of operation would be from 9 a.m.
to 5 p.m. every day and in the summer t:1me they woW.d be open from. 8 a.m. to 8 p.m.
They board aboutbtelve horses and they have twenty that they ride. They would
probably never have more than 40 horses on the property at e:ny one time.

Mr. Baker said he had noticed a. lot of junk on the properly. Mrs. Johnson told him
ths.t they are now in the process of cleaning that up. They do not have an insurance
policy in effect now.

Mr. smith said that an insurance policy would be required since they are responsible
for accidents ths.t occur on the property. The Board has required &ll other operation
in the County to have insurance in effect.

No opposition.

Mr. Earl N. Chiles, Jr. sta.ted that originally there were 99 acres involved, however,
Route 66 split the property and now there are about 78 acres on· one side and 7 acres
on the other side of it. She is leasing approximately 70 acres -.he will provide
Mrs. Johnson with a. copy of the les.se for the Board.

Mr. D1Jnsey, Zoning Inspector, reported that his office had never received any com
pla:h1tB about the operation.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer to March 10 for decision only, for a. eopy of the leue
~d insurance policy. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0.

II
WILLIAM R. WILSON, app. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit division of
lots with less width and area. than required, 2509 Fowler St., Providence District,
(R-l0), 40-3 ((1» ]]gA, 0-21-70

Mr. smith recalled that the Board on February 17 had stated their intent to defer
this application at the request of the applicant's attorney on that dAte. Deferred
to March 17.

II
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February- 24, 1970

TRI COUNTY ELECTRIC COOPERATtVE, application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the Ord.
to permit erection and operation of electrieaJ. substation, located nea.r intersection
of Cain Branch of CUb Run and Braddock Road, Centreville Dlstr1ct,(RB-l), 43 «1»
pt. 12, 8-241-69 (detened ""'" Jan. 13)

Mr. Richard HobSOD represented the app1.1cent. He gave the ba.ckgromld of the Cooperative
8Ild located the existing linea of service. Tbeneed for this t&e1lity is just &

re.mlt of increased developl8llt in the aouthem end of the Co-op lines in Fairfax
County. As a temporary device the Co-op has gotten a tempor&ry meter inste.lled
where it adjoins Vepco linea at Cent1'9ville, whereby Vepco feeds power into the
line at this point. The proposed s1te~dlately adjacent to the Vepco transmission
line which will be the source of power for this S'Ubstation. There is no cClllDerelaJ.
or industrial land within one mile of this site. This application was heard by
the Pl.anning CCIlmission and approved, with the request tha.t the sppllcant dedicate
55· ft. fl:'OOI the present right of we;y line for tuture roadS and that no parking be
shown in the 55 ft. The site plan has been revised that we.y.

Mr. Hobson stated that they do not own the property; the owner is Mr. Earl N. Chiles
and Tri-Caunty is a public utility with the power of 1mminent d.oJ:md;n and a condemnation
suit is pending in court. Parking will be provided as shown on the site plan. This
will not be a manned substation. Screening around the site is shown on the p1an
with 2 1/2 ft. evergreens, 6 ft. evergreens, and a ehain link fence with redWood
slats. Screening is shown on three sides. They have not shown it on the Vepco side.
The proposed site is necessary under the Ordinance for the rendering of efficient
service by the applicant. If they did not have the sub-station 1JJIDediately at the
vepco high tranSlDission line, they would have to have a. high powered transmission
line a mUe down the road to the sub-station. He presented an "additional finding
of fact" for the Board to consider in connection with this case.

Mr. Smith suggested that the Board not act until the applicant has obtained a 18ase
hoJ.d interest or title to the property.

Mr. Hobson asked that the Boa..t'd make tis action contingent upon getting that. They
will file a quick-take as soon. as they receive word frao. the Board that it is
in agreement. The case has been pending for same time and they have.'left it
pending ttllthey got to the Board.

Mr. 8m1th asked if the facility wouJ.d have one transformer with a standby transformer.

There will not be a spare there at all times, Mr. Hobson said, but there is a storage
pad shown on the plat. Ma.xiJiJum height on this site wou1d be 37 ft. for the switch.

Mr. Chiles stated that they are not eagerly looking forward to e:rry such instAllation
bJ.t they don't feel they should oppose it either. They would be interested to see
ma.xilaum screening imposed on this property. He owns 474 acres in the area..

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer fDr decision only. This could be put back on the agenda
at Mr. Hobson's convenience. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unaniJDously.

II
Mr. Phillips told the Board that he had received the requested info:ma.tion regarding
the application of OPERATION BREAKTHROUGH, INC.

Mr. Smith noted the capy of the State corporate Charter dated 2-12-70 and a copy
of the lease running for two years.

In appJ.icatton S~253-69, an application by Opera.tion Breakthrough, Inc., to operate
a weekday pre-school in ccmnunity rocm of apartment building, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of the Ordinance. located at 6700 James Lee Street, also known as tax map 50-4
«6}) 1, 2, 7A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yea1nan moved that the Board of
Zoning AppealS adopt the follaw1ng resolution:

WHEBEAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all a.ppllc&ble State and County Codes. and in accordance with the
by-!&vs of the Fairfax CountY" Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in & local. newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of ZOning Appeals held on the 20th day of Januar,y,
1970. and

WHEBEAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. The property is owned by James Lee Limited Partnership.
2. Present zoning is C-G.
3. Site plan v1ll be required under ArticJ.e XI.

WHEREAS, THE Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testiJllony indicating compllance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance. and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and developnent
oftha adjacent land and w1ll be in hamony with the purposes of the ccmprehensive
plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

LuI
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February 24, 1970

OPERATION BREAKTHROWH, INC. - etd.

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

This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
further a.ctlen of this Boo.rd 8Ild is for the location indicated in this application
a nd is not transferable to other land.

This pennit shall expire one year £rem this date unless operation has started or
unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

This approval is granted :2) r the buildings and uses indicated on the plats submitted
....th this application. Any additional. structures of any kind, cl18nges in use or $ddi
tional uses, whether or not these additionaJ. uses require a use permit, shall be
cause for this use permit to be re-eva.lua;l;ed by this Board.

This will run with the lease which expires August 31, 1971.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimous1¥.

II
Mr. Smith announced that the Board voul.d hold. a discussion with the staff 8Ild hear
suggestions from. the Board: of Supervisors, Planning CCllllldasian and the staff.

Mr. Knowlton introduced Mr. Willi.. HoOfDagle, Chai:nD8ll of the Board 01' SUpervisors;
Mr. RU8IIell }Ie,U, Cb&1man 01' the Planning CoIa1ssionj Mr. George L1l.ly", Vice Chair
man of the Planning canm1ssionj and Mr. Robert Jentsch, Director of Planning.

Mr. Jentsch described the t\lnetions of the Planning Office and discussed the rapid
growth taking place in the County.

Mr. Knowlton discussed the duties of the Division of Land Use Administration
and their relationship to the Boards and CCIIlIDissions of the'County.

Mr. Hess spoke regarding the responsibilities and duties of the Planning Ccmn1ssion
and said he hoped that the Board and the Planning Galmission could get together
soon to hold :further discussions.

Mr. Lilly said that the on1.y problem he knew of was the coordina.tion of the agenda.
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. He hoped that scmething could be worked out
so the Planning COllIll1ssion could consider certain BZA applications prior to the
BZA hearing date.

Dr. Hoof'nagle stated that he was happy to meet with the Board of Zoning Appeals.
The County has to set up objectives and assign priorities and work to9fa.rd these
goals.

Mr. James Patrmel, Director of the Division of Land Use Administration, and aJ..so a
member of the Boa.rd of Zoning AppealS in the Town of Vienna, told the Board hew
the Board of Zoning Appeals in Vienna TiJPera.tes~

Mr. Knowlton suggested setting aside a period of 20 minutes on each BZA agenda.
for discussions with the Staff. Consensus of the Board wa.s that 20 minutes at the
beginning of each meeting should be set aside for such discussions.

to
Mr. Yea'bnan said he felt that it would be very helpf'ul/the Board if the staff
would make recc:m:nendations on each applica.tion caning to the Board. Mr. Baker
agreed, however, Mr. Smith and Mr. Barnes objected to this.

Mr. Pamnel told the Board that it was his experience both in tle City of Falls Church
and the Town of Vienna that the staff made recommendations to the Board of Zoning
Appeals and it had worked out very well.

Capt. C. W. Porter, Director of the ,llepartment of county Development, invited the
Board to a meeting Thursday afternoon, February 26, at 2 p.m. in the Board Roam..
It will be a meeting of developers, engineers, citizens, attorneys, a.reh1tects,
and the whole spectrum of peopJ.e interested in current developllent particularly
with respect to revising the siltation ordinance.

Mr. York H1illips gave a brief talk on the work of the Land Use Administra.tion
Division as related to the Zoning Ordinance.

The Board recessed for twenty minutes for lunch.

Upgnreconvening, the Board proceeded with the deferred application of H. D. HALL.

Mr. Knowlton recalled that the application had been deferred so the Board members
couJ.~ view the property.

Mr. Smith read the Planning Ccmanission recarrmendation for denial. and a letter fran
Mr. Richard GiJner, dated Febrnary 13, urging denial of the application.
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February 24, 1970

H. D. HALL ~ Ctd.

In application 8·245-69, an application by H. D. Hall. under Section 30-7..2.10.3.1
of the Ordinance. to permit erection end operation of service station, located on
the east side of Rolling Road, also known as tax map 79-3 «1» 5, COWlty of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly rued in accordance with the
requireJllents of &11 applicable state and COWlty Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax county Board Of Zoning AppealS, and

WHEREAS. foJ.lOwing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and 8.

public hearing by the Boesd. of zoning APPeals held. on the 17th dq of February, 1970,

AND WHEREAS, the Board or ZOning Appeals hall: made the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is C-D.
3. Area of the lot is 28,365 sq. ft.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has re&ched the follow1ng concluaions of
law:

The appl.icant has pre8ented test.1Jnony indicatihg ccmpllance with Standards tor Special
USe Permit USes in C or I Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and that the use will not bedetrlmental to the cl1ara.cter and deveJ.opnant
of the adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the cc:mxprehensive
plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM, 'l'IIIREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and 'the same hereby
is granted with the follo'liring lim!tations:

L The applicant shall maintain the wooded 54 ft. pa.r<:el to the south of the property
(which is part of this property) in its natural state and 1t Is never to be used
for service station purposeS.

2. This approval is granted to the appllca,nt only, and is not transferable without
f'I1rther actlon of' this Board, and is for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.,

3. This pennit sh&ll expire one year fran this date unless constnlction or operation
has started or unJ.ess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

4. This approval Is granted fur the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. 1lny additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
add1tion&l uses whether or not these additional USes require a use pennit shall be
cause tor this use permit to be re-evaJ.uated by the Board.

Seconded, Mr. :Barnes. Carried 3-1, Mr. Smith voting against the motion as he felt
that at the time the Board at Supervisors rezoned the land it was tor "a gasoline
service station and related stores" and this use permit is not in ha.rmcmy
nth the intent or the caaprebensive land use pJ.an.

II
'!'he .Boud diacuased a letter reee!ved~ the InternationeJ. Town and Country CJ.ub
re~ cal8tructicn ot a new go1.t cart storap building. The letter stated that
the~ would be cme size and the plats showed another. After more discussion
the Board agreed that a new application must be f1l.ed.

The meeting adjourned at 2:35 p.m.
By Betty Haines, Clerk

.Lv:?
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appeals was held at 10:00 a.m.
on 'l\1esday, March 10, 1970 in the
Board Room of the County Administration
Building. All members were present:
Mr. Daniel Smith, Chairman; Mr. Joseph
Baker, Mr. Richard Long, Mr. Gea ge
Barnes and Mr. Clarence Yeatman.

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

CITY ENGINEERING & PEVELOEMENT CO., app. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Ordinance,
to permit erection and operation of service station, 6383 Little River Turnpike.
Springfield District, (C-D), 72~3 ((1») pt. 56,8-5-70

Mr. Mike smith represented the applicant. Total. area of the property is 2.7 ac.
of which the applicant desires to sell 29,000 sq. ft. to Citgo for use as a service
station. The architecture is somewhat modern. The development of the tract into
this particular use in conjunction wi th the planned office building use which will
follow the developnent r£ the service station would result in the continuation of the
service road across the front of the property. Ali far as the traffic is concerned,
the service station would not cause any greater traffic than would be permitted by
right fOr uses in the C-D category at present. The impact on the area would be
very slight considering the total developuent plan the developer haa for the tract.
The property to the 1nmediate west owned by Mr. Q;uigg is zoned for office building
use,.and he presumed wouJ.d be developed for that, ED in the foreseeable future
there would be office buildings, the service station, and apartments when that
corner is callpletely developed. The plats show screening that they feel would protect
the properties to the east and south.

Mr. John McIntyre, engineer. stated that the aervice station building construction
would be of aggregate stone paneling, the same materieJ. as they station they propose
to build at Arlington Boulevard and Graham Road. This material is known as "Mira Wall.".
The station will be a little over 120 ft. from Little River Turnpike and a little
more than 75 ft. from the service road. There will be two pwnp islands and a free.
standing canopy, with three rear entry bays.

Opposition: Mr. William Houston, 5204 Cherokee Avenue, represented the Lincolnia
Park Civic Association in strong opposition. They opposed the application because
they felt it would have an i.m:pact on surrounding development and because of the
poslillble impact on the stream valley nooding problems. He gave a report made by
the County Sail Scientist regarding soil conditions in the area. which was made at
the time of the rezoning, indicating that some of this land was filled a number
of years ago and SaDe more recen~, which rates poor for supporting large buildings.

Mr. Houston submitted that the application, if granted, would hinder appropriate
development and l.and. use of adjoining properties. The location, intensity and
nature of the use would be objectionable to nearby dwellings. Also, the use sought
would have a detrilltental effect an the qu&l.ity of the water in lie stEe. which bar·
<!era thia property and would &ggrava.:'e nODding conditions downstre8Zll. Grease, aU
and spilled gasoline would be washed into the stre8Zll. There is no need for an addi..
tional gas station in this area aa there are already more than enough. to serve their
needs.

One of the problems in this case is that the land haa been zoned, Mr. Smith stated,
into a category which makes it possible for a gas station to go there. He asked
if this particular brand already has a station in the area. Mr. Houston replied
that they do not.

Mr. Knowlton reported that the Planning Comnission pulled this case off the BZA
agenda and established it for hearing hb'tU8ry 26. Prior to that the staff
prepared a staff report which basically said three things: (1) the area 1s zoned
C-D for designed shopping center but the single use submitted on part of the tract
is not the design for the entire area; (2) that the rezoning was sueh that its proxi
mity to the apartments might cause sane problems; (3) that without the developnent
of the entire tract this particul&r use on the fi'ont could preclude good development
on the rest of the tract. The staff concluded that service station use alone is
not a proper use for the property but is a proliferation of this type of l.8 e aJ.ong
#'236, however, if the applicant were able to suJ)mit a plan for deveJ.opnent of the
entire tract the staff would review the plan. This report was transmitted to the
Planning Camnission. In the meantime, prior to Planning Comnission hearing, be
applicant submitted to the staff the plan for the developllent of the entire tract
indicating the rest of the property would be used for an office building. The
staff reviewed this and went before the Planning COlIIlli.ssion with a recommendation
that the use permit be granted with a condition that the service station
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March 10, 1970

CITY ENGINEERIlfG & DEVELOMNT CO. 4 Ctd.

be permitted provided that it not open prior to beginning of construction of the office
buil.ding, 8. wa.y of trying to tie the two planS together. The Planning camnission's
report states tha.t for reasons stated in the attached staff report the recamnendatlon
to the BZA was for denial.

Mr. Mike Smith stated that the developer is hopeful that develo};lDent of this tract will
eliminate many of the impact problems that Col. Houston referred to with respect to the
stream and drainage.

Mr. Dan smith said that he did not believe the questions raised regarding pollution
of the streams was relevantj tha.t would not be dumped into the Run, it would be
channelled into a storm drainage.

Mr. Knowlton toJ.d the Board that he had not seen the drainage plans but would assume
that it wou1.d go into Turkey Cock Creek. Intimately it wau1..d have to go into it.

Mr. McIntyre explained that all of the drains within the building go into a grea.se
trap which 1s required by the County and from there goes into a regular sanit~ sewer.
The office building and the service station is the only development plan for thJ.S
area. They plan to build the service sta.tion and then the office building. The
developer will commission the architect to begin plans as soon as the transaction
wi th Citgo is concluded. They have their plans ready and a.re prepared to go ahead
with development of the station immediately.

Mr. Knowlton stated that the sta.ff recorrmendation was that finaJ. occupancy permit not
be granted to the service station until the office building construction was begun.

Mr. Smith noted a. letter of opposition to the request from Mr. Gerard Lupine.

Mr. Berl Erlich stated that he and his wife own City Engineering & Development Company.
They bought this property severaJ. years ago. He assured the Board that if a use permit
is granted this afternoon, he would commission Mr. Mussolino to proceed with plans
for the office building. On the recotm:rlendation that the building be built first, it
is difficult because the property for the service station 1s ~eing sold to Citgo.
Citgo has exercised the option 9Y contract and they wi.ll take title within thirty
da\vs after the use pennit is granted. They have plans and financing. The highest
and best use for the property is an otf'ice build1ng and that's what he intends to
develop it for.

Mr. Knov1ton said he would assume tta t the service station is going to take & few
months for site plan approval and a few more JDOD,tha before construction. In order to
guarantee that the entire package will be constructed, prior to occupancy permit
being issued tor the service station, a. buil.dins partlit sh&ll bve been issued for
construction of the oftice building.

Mr. Brlich assured the Board that he was going to build the ottica bullding but said
he couJd not bang this contingency on CitgQ.

In applica.t1on S-5-70, an IIppllC&tion by City Engineering 8nd Deve1opDe:nt Co., Inc.,
application to permit erection 8lld operation ot service st&tion, 6383 Little River
Tumpike, &lAo known as tax map 72-3 «1» pt. 56, County of hirfu, Virg1nia.,
Hr. Long IllOvsd that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the 1'ol.l.owing reaol.ution:

WHIBBAS, the captioned application has been properly tiled in accordance with the
requ1raents of all spp11cable State and CountT Codes and in ac.eordlmce with the by
laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appe&l8, lIDd

WIIBRBAS, fol.loring proper notice to the public by adwrt1se.ent in 8. local nevapaper,
posting of the property, letUrs to contig\lOl18 and naarbl' property owners, and a.
public hearing by the Board of zoning Appe&l8 held OIl the "lOth day of March, 1970 and

WHIRIAS, the Board of Zoning Appe&l8 has made the follow1ng finltlngs of fact:

1. The owner of the subject property is the appllcant.
2. Present zoning is C-D.
3. Area. of the lot is 29,463 sq. ft. of land.
4. COIlfomance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) would. be required.

WHIBIAS, the Board of Zc:ming Appeals has rea.ched the following conclusions of law:

1. The appllcmt h&8 presented test:lmcln7 indica.ting caapliance with Standards for
SpeCial Use Permits in C Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the ZOl'l1ng
Ord1nance.

2. The use will not be detrlmental to the char&Cter and develO};be11t of the a.d.1aeent
land and wtll be in ha.tmony' with the purposes of the callPrebenaive plan of land use
embodied in the zoning Orltlnance.

.L4.L
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March 10, 1970

CITY ElfGINEBRING & IEVELOHoIBRT 00. INC. - ctd.

NC1i, THBBEFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that thl; subJect tqlpllca.tion be and the same 1s hereby
granted with the following J.1JD1tations .

1. The service station 1s to be oonstructed of precast aggregate stone materiaJ.,
with three service b~ and two pump islands.

2. Service bqs will open to the rear of the station.

3. Irregular strip of land &long the east property line shall be planted with trees
of a size IIlld shape as approved by the Land Plamling Branch.

4. site plan for the service station and of'fice building shall be prepared simultane0U8
$J,d service station is not to be opened prior to carmencement of erection of the office
building.

5. This is granted to the applicant and Citgo cnly and is not transterab1= without
further acticm of this Board and is for the location :indicated :in this application and
is not transferable to other land.

6. 'l'h1s per.mit shall expire one year trail. this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of' expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
FAIIUl'AX COUlfl'I SCHOOL BOARD. app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of' the Ordinance. to permit addition
closer to Miller Rd. than a.llowed. 3000 Chain Bridge Road, (Oakton Elementary School),
Centreville District, (BE-l), 47-2 «1)) 34, Y-ll-70

Mr. Ed }.bore represented the applicant. This is a proposed addition to the Oakton
Uementary School. he stated, located, on a 9.29 acre site. It is the School Board IS

intention to expand the facility by upgrading and providing new facilities and increasing
student capacity to 690. The 1969-70 enrollment WlL8 530. The shape of the addition
is very awkward for JDBDy reasons. BaDe of the problems they have encountered are the
propoaed w1den1ng of Route 123 which is a current proJect, and the dedication that will
be required tor the service drive along the frontage at #123. In addition the Highwa,y
Department wilJ. be relocat:ing to a certa1n degree the intersection of' Blake Lane and
in the future the School will be required to provide a new turnaround and access to the
school with adequate parking fac1l1ties along the front 01" the school.

Sanitar;y' sewer septic seepage pits have been approved for the addition by the Health
IlepartJDent, Mr. Moore cootinued. 'l'bey have to be loc&ted in a certain area because or
sol1 conditions. They will have to w1den N:I.ller Road and dedicate an additional 15 ft.

Mr. BJ..ack:well, adjoining property' owner) expressed concern about the seepage pits.
How YOUld theY' a:ff'ect his well?

Since the well 1s spproximately 600 .. 700 ft. fran the seepage pits, it :shou!d have no
effect on the well, Mr. smith assured him.

•
Mr. Bl.aekwell also expressed concern about drainage fran the school. property, however,
he was assured that this would ceme under site plan control IIlld could not be dumped
on bis property.

In appllcat10n Y..ll-70, application by Fa.irfax County School Board, application under
Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit addition closer to Miller Road than &llowed,
3000 ChaIn llr1dge Rood (OoItton n-ntary SchooJ.). also known as tax _ 47-2 «1»
34, COunty at Fairfax. Virgini&, Mr. Long moved that the Board at Zoning AppeaJ.s adopt
the f'o11ow1ng resolution:

WHIRIAS, the captioned application has been properly tiled in &Ccordance with the
requirements of all applicable St&te and County Codes and in &Ccordance with the by-laws
or the F&1rtax County Board. of Zoning Appe&1s, and

WlIERRAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting at the property', letters to contiguous IIlld nearby property oners, and & public
hearing by the Board at ZOning .Appeals heJ.d on the loth d8\Y' at March, 1970 and

WHIRBAS, the Board of zemtng AppeaJ.s has lIlade the t011ow1.ng findings of tact:
1. Owner of the subJect property is the 8Ippllcant.
2. :present zoning i8 BE-l.
3. .Are& of the lot is 9.2963 acres ot land.
4. Required setback fran MUler Road is 75 ft. from center line.
5. Conformance with Art. n (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals baa reached the follow1ng conclusions of 1IDr:
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lI'AIBP'AX cotnr.L'!' SCJK)OL, BOABIJ - ctd.

1. '!'he applicant has satisfied the Board that the toUow1Dg physical conditions exist
which under & strict interpretation of the ZOD1ng OrdiDance would result in practical I U 3
difficulty or lJDIlece88&ry' hardship that wouJ.d deprive the user of the reasonable 7
use of the land/and or bu:1l.d1ngs 1nvolved:

~
&) exceptionally' irregular shape of the lot,
b!WUSual condition of the location of existing building,
e proposed road wideDing,

lfON', THDBFORE BE rr DSOLVID, that the subject appllcation'IB and the same 1s hereby
granted, with the following llm1tatiana:

1. This approval 1s granted tor the location and the specific structure or structures
1nd1c&ted in the plats 1nc3.Uded with this application CJD4r, and is not transferable
to other le.nd or to other structure. em the ·8ame land.

2. nus variance shall e]Cpire one year :1"rODl this date unJ.ess construction has s"tarted
or unJ.eas renewed by action of this Bovd prior to date ot expiration.

SeeCllll1ed, Mr. Barnes. carried unan1mously.

II
AMERICAN M:>BILK lDm CO., app. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Ordinance, to permit
mobile haDe sales lot, S. s1de of Rt. 50, one mile W. ot Rt. 28, CentreviUe District,
(C-G), 34 «1» 102, 8-]2-70

Mr. John T. Hazel, Jr. stated that the 8ppUcant has acquired the tract of growtd
CCGta1ned in'the appllcatim. This property 18 in the western part ot the County just
..t ot the 1ioudoun County line. This is a tract of land (100 acres) zoned for lIlObile
,ark use five years ago. It is serviced by CXle of the five plants in S8nitary' District
#12 and more p&rticu1&r4, by one of the tour plants in that district built by Fairfax
Colmty under the bm.d issue. 1'he fifth pJ..ant now involved in tbis district iA the
Levitt plant as part ot the Greenbriar development. This plent is the :tou.rth at four
built by CountY'" f'und8 UDder the band iSlue. It is the CIll¥ plant vb1ch baa not had any
dewlopaent. This propoeal would. utilize those sever tacWties. '!'be land under
CCD8ideration b zCI1Il!!Id C-G, and is a two acre parcel located. astride the entrtUlceY&y to t
mobile haDe coort. PIupose at th1a IIPPlication is to aJ..l.ow uae of this two &ereS as a a
court primarlJ,y' tor the hemes to be sold 8I1d located em. the park area to the 8OUth. This
area is subject to a site p].an which 11 w1.thin one or two ween or approvaJ.. They plan
loCate and be in business in the sale or mobile balMta between now 8I1d April 15. All
technical prob1eJU haw been accaaodated with the singl.e excepticm. of' nwer, which in
hill opinion has also been acCCDDOdated althOUgh be hal seen a cClllDent which Mr. Knowlton
vould bring to the Board's attentic:n later duriJJg the hearing.

It this was a s1ngle..rlUll1ly residential dew1oplllent, Mr. HAzel continued, the builder
put Jmdel hales OIl six lota 8114 when the project Y&B CXlIllPJ..'ted, he would. sell those lots.
:Because this is ror mobile baDes they are required to get a permit to exhibit the hemes
for sale. '!'he County has had. the sewer J?l.aDt tor ten years without euataDers. This is
a burden to peopl.e -in 6aIlitary District #32 who have carried the aueeess ot Sanitary
District #l2. He hilt that the county Bofrd of Supervisors voul.d approve 811 lIg1'6e1llent
mKing sever taps available to this property and to sq that sever 11 IlOt available
until that action by the Board is a little grandiose to describe what is a routine tactor
ot deve1apD$nt. He baa talked with Sanitation and carl ch&racterlze their attitude &8

f'ul lIIlt1cipation, Mr. Hazel s&14. It is obvious that the housing problem in this
country 18 ~roach:1ng a eriais both in avallabiUty ot' bca:IIes aad in tbe pricing ot
hales. He felt that the sppllcarlt would ,be able ,to demonstrate har mobile haIles
CIIIl be developed attractively IIIld how they CIIIl provide hoUSing at a reasonable cost.
These mobile baIles will be caa:pJete read;y to occupy units, on the lot, IIIld will sell tor
$8,000 .. $J2,000. The lend. is leased at a rate between $65 IIIld $7.5 a IIlCIlth. The lease 0
the land provides on..site 1mprovements, the pad, ava1l.abUitY'" ot' all. utility connectioos,
etc. HaDeS can be financed in the vicinity ot' 15-20 per cent down.

No opposition.

Mr. Knowlton stated that it has been hard for the starf to disassociate this application
f'.raD the rest of the application. He noted a letter 1'raII the COunty Executive stating
that the Board of Su:pe:rvilors has scheduled on the April 1 agenda the request :fbr 365
taps to the Upper Cub Run treatment plant. lor this reasoo the start vou.J.d reCCllllleDd
that the Board ot Zoa1ng Appeals consider deterring action until after Apr11 1.

Mr. Hazel objected to deferral. He felt that d.elapwere a welpCl:1 and a tool. sncl could b
uaed to severe4 daDliIge a pro.1ect. It would be aU right tor this Beard to gnnt the
IIPPlicat10n with the condition that it sewer taps are not avaiJ.abl.e within 90 dlliYl, the
permit would require rebe&ring or renewal and if the Board of SUpervisors does Dot appro
the sewer taps, this IIpProval would not need to continue in existence.

Mr. Saith read the staf1' report on this appllcat1on.
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AMlRICAB JoDBILB JI()H! CO. - Ctd.

Will anyone with & tr&1ler be aJ.lowed to rent & lot here. Mr. Baker &liked. or will the
have to buy a tra.Uer f'r<:a the people who own the pa.rk?

Because of the fact that traiJ.ers have been so far excluded in Fairfax County,
they would take SaDe of the people who wish to move in, Mr. Hazel replied. Since the!
business is part1¥ selllng tr&ilers, you could not expect them to take in three
hundred people who might arrive the first dIQ' and wish to JIOVe in.

Mr. KnowUon sa1d the sta:t't' felt that to gnnt the sale when the rest at the appli ...
cation 1B still pend1ng before the Bo&rd of Supervisors would be grantblg a vested r1

the land 1fh1ch may or may not be C<lD8isteDt with the actic:aa that the Board of Supervis
had in mind. Consequent.4", the staff feels that any part ot this proposal should wait
the Board of Supervisors decision i. made.

Mr. Hazel said he feU that the Board at Supervisors baa no authority to w:lthhold
these sever taps.

In application 5-12-70, an application by .American Mobile HelM CQllp8llY, t.o permit mobi
haDe sales lot. located South side of Route 50, one mile West of Bou.te 28, also knOWll,
as tax map 34 «1» 102, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved th&t the Board
adopt the tollowing resolution;

WHIRIAS, the captioned appUcation baa been properly t1.led in accordance with the
reqq1rements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance nth the b:r
laws of the Fairfax County Board of zadng Appeals, and

WHBRBAS. fo.ll.owing proper notice to the pul)lic by advertisement in a local. newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
publlc hear1ng by the Bo&rd of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th d-.y- ot March, 1970, and

WHBRIAS. the Board ot ZOD1ng Appeals has made the fol1.ov1ng findings ot tact:
1. '!'he owner ot the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning of the property is C~.

3. Area of the lot is 3.6310 &C. of land.
4. COnf'ozmity with Article XI (Site Plan OrdinJ.nce) will be required.

ABD WHKRBAS, the Board ot zcming Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law: 'l'heapplicant baa presented testimony indicating cClllpllance with Standards for
Special Use Pennit Uses in C Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and development
of the adjacent land and will be in 1larmODy with the purposes of the ccmprehenaive
pJ.an of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NeW, THIRDORB HI IT RBSOLVED, that the subject application be and the s_
is hereby granted, with the fo.llowing limitations:

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

2. This permit s~ expire one 18a.r trcm this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the date of expiration.

• 3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated an. platl submitted
with this application. Seconded. Mr. Ban1es. Carried ....1. Mr. Sllith voting sgeJ.nst
the motion.
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• VILLA Ll!Z ASSOCIAT:lS, epp. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to permit CClll.
DllUlity association swiJla:1ng pool, located N. of Lee Higl1lfq and E. side of HUnter Rd.
Providence District. (R1'C-5). ltS-4 (1» pt. 31. 8-13-70

Mr. Grif't'in Garnett, representing the applicant, did not have proof at notice to two
adjacent property owners. 111e Board deferred the application to AprU 14 tor proper
not1fication. .

II
CARSON LD FIFER, 1lPP. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pel'llit var.Lutce for
add1tioo 20 ft. f"raD. property l1De, located intersection of Hilltop Rd. (#744) and
Lee Hwy., (#29...211), Providence District, (I-L). 49-3 ((1» 74A Be 75, V-14-70

Mr. Bernard Fagel.a0ll represented the IIpplicant. The application ia to pemit
construction of a storage addition 20 ft. from the'.property line. '1his il a very
point ot a triangle and at the t_ the or1g1nal application 1fU tiled they did not
ask for an additional variance even thOugh they had to dedicate & service road. which
is & major part of tb1s particular property. '1bere probabl¥ was a variance granted
on the Martin & Gass property which is adjacent.
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C.ARSOR LIB J'Ill'ZR - ctd.

Mr. SII1tb did not th1Ilk there had been a V&l"illlC8 granted 00. the Martin & Gus property.
1'h&t was built at & ditferent ~J prior to.ute plan requirementa.

Rosslyn Tire Caapany' is the tenant and has a 20 year lesse trcm Dr. Fifer, Mr. lagelaCll
expla.iDed.

No appas!tion.

In application v-14-70, an spplleat10n by CarlSon Lee: Fifer, appUcatlon 1.U1der Section
3O-bob at the Ordinance, to pel"Dl1t variance tor addition 20 ft. f"rcm property line,
1oe&ted intersection or H1lltop Road and Lee Highwq, aJ.so known .. tax lDIp 49-3«J.» 74A & 75, Mr. Lc:mg JDOV1i!d that the Board adopt the tol..1owing resolutim:

WHmBAS, the eapticmed applleatiOl1 baa been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all amUicable State and County' Codes and in aceordaDce with the by
laws of the P'&1rtax eounty Board of Zcm.1ng Appeals, and

WHIREAS, tollow1..D8: proper notice to the public by advertlsementin a loc&l newspaper,
POlting ot the property, letters to CODt1guouB and nearby property owners, and &

public bearing by the Board ot Zming Appeals held on the loth d.q of March, 1970, and

WHIBBAB, the Board of' ZCD1ng Appeals haS made the tolloring findings of' tact:
1. The owner of the subject property 18 the appllcant.
2. Present zoning of the propert7 is I-L.
3. Area of the lot 1A 35.672 sq. ft.
4. ee:.pllance with Art. XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

WHIRBAB, the Board of Zcaing Appeala has reached the tolJ.owing cancJ.uslona of law:

~. The applicant has satiSfted the Board that the following pbJaical conditions exist
lddch under a strict interpretatim at the Zoning Ordinance would result 1n practical
diff'iculty or unnecessary- h&l'dsh1p that lfOU1.d deprive the user of the reasonable use
at the land and/or 'buil.dinSI' involved:

(a) exceptionally narrow lot,
(b) exceptional.ly shal.l.aw lot,

101, THI!:RDORB BB: IT RISOLVED, that the subject appllca.tion be and the same is hereby
gr.anted with the toll.owing limitations:

1. '!'his approval is granted tor the loeaticm and specific structure or stru.ctures
indicated in plats inc.luded nth this application on1¥, and is not transferable to other
lud or to other structures en the same land.

2. Th1s variance shall expire one year fl'aD. this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Bo&rd prior to date of expiration.

3. Exterior of the additicn ab&ll be constructed of red brick material a1mi1.ar to
the existing building.

Beconded, Mr. Yeaman. Carried unanimously.

II
The Board adopted the following Resolution regarding extensions of permits:

WDREAS, Bection 30-6.15 of the Code specifies that "!!!, extension" of .. use permit
.. be granted by the Board of ZOD1ng Appeals beyond the one year time limit, and

WHDBAS, the county is invoJ.ved in a s~ leading to a new Zooing Ordinance which
could have an effect upon use permits granted, and

WHIlIRAS, changes in the 8Ur1'O\mding use of land and in the codes under which we
operate warrant that use pemits are not of the same relative value trcm one time to
aaother, and

WHBRIAS, it baa been dete1'll1ned that the present one year restriction allows ample
t:ime for the preparation and approval of a site p1an. and for initiation of CClIl8tru.ctien,

lQrf, THIBDORE BE IT RESOLVBD, tb8.t the Fairfax county Board of ZOD1ng Appeals hereby
e8tabUsbes as pollcy that:

1. No use permit ma;y be granted JDDre tbanone extensien.
2. No extendon ....,. be grented UDl.e.. the lIPPllC8Z1t has presented ev1.dence that 'the.

CQIldit10ns preventing h1JI trall CCIllplying nth the origin&l pemit const1tuted ..
hardship not of hiI 0II!l do1ng.

3. No use permit extension shall be for a period in excess at' 180 dqa.
4. No extension of & use pemit IbAll be grlll1ted for .. pemit which has expired.
5. No pendt which does not meet the requirelll8Dts of this r8solutiCl1 -.v be continued

except bY' the f'illng at' .. new appllcation, the p8iYJDent of & new tee, the subJIl1ssien
ot new plats and other supporting material, and the holding of a public hearing
as required in any new case, and.

.L4:J
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March 10, 1970

Policy .. Exten8i0D8 of Permits .. ctd•

.BE IT llUBTHER RESOLVID, that this resolution sh&ll. beCCDe part at and incorporated
into the by-laws of tbe Board of zming Appeall, fairfax COUnty, Virginia., being Arti
IX, Section 2 of ae.id by-l.&wa.

II
E. JAX SMITH CONSTRUC'nOlf CO., appUcation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord1nance, to
permit var1ance on troD.t setback\1458 and 1464 Ingleside Ave., West ~1!lIl, Drane...
ville District, (C-<IL), 30-2 «7 ) (1) II thru 16, V-15-70

Mr. Fhllllps noted that the appllcation requested reduction in pUking requirements
and the staff d1d not advertise. tbb tor hearing &8 the Board is not authorized to
reduce parking under the Ordinance.

Mrs. Zena smith luted that the property' 1s zc:aed tor office ua8 and wouJ.d be used tor
office use. It would require a 50 ft. setback and they are &8ldng tor 35 ft. inasaaleh
as the 50 ft. setback would run through the building. The land was rezmed approxi
.ma.te1¥ tour years ago. At the time of rezming they had no intention of putting
a building between the two existing build1ngs which they now use tor offices.
'l'hey vou1cl do & lot of work on the f'root 80 that the &&1. result wou1.d look
like <me buil.d1ng with the m1dd1e portion being higher than the two on each side.
The construction~ has occupied this hoWIe tor three or tour years and have not
been able to get an occupancy penlite They have not been approached and told that
they were illegaJ.ly" oceu;pying the house. The other house 18 used as &. re&l estate
off'1ce.

Mr. Nicholas YaroraJd, living on J.Dgleside Avenue an the same side of the street, .spoke
in favor of' the appllcation. '!'bis is lID unusual situation, a very narrow street and
the depth of tJ1e lOts c:aly 125 ft., be said. The other residents are not interested
in ehang1ng to samething other than residential use, but they knOW' that one of these
d.qa 1t will beecme intolerable for residential purposes.

Mrs. Robei"t T. AndNWS, t'epresenting the McLean Citizens Association, stated that
the Association has a standing pollcy of opposing requests for variances unless there
Is same overrid1ng reason to all.Ow the variance and todaiY" they are not opposing the
variance to aJ..low tbe use of existing buUdings. by feel that the existing build1ng
&long Ingleside shOuld be permitted to be eonverted to otf'ice use U lID inter:lm use.
Ingleside is shown aa a Ito ft. 1dd.e street intended for internal circulation. It
1s eurrentl¥ 25 f't. The proposed McLean CBD master plan now betare the Planning CaD
mission provides that Ingleslde rill become part of tJ1e McLean by"-pass, It, four lane
road to by-pa.ss the business area, is propOSed in f'ront of' this structure. They haw
recalPended that the right of weN' be 60 ft. wide for the five year plan. The plan
consultants have reCClllllended a rider right of YeN' because they envision a larger
tratf1c l.oad. However, the Board should be aware of' the fact that this is designated
now as a 40 ft. ride road. They would oppose the variance on the new construction.

Mr. CeJ.vin CoJ.e stated that he lfOU1d not oppose the use of the existing buil.d1ngs

in the manner in which they have been used. since 1963. The Sereen1ng that was
required in 1965 has not yet taken place.

Mrs. 6mith stated that the screening was not put in because the people in the &rea WlU1 d
the J.end to remain open.

Mr. 8m1th pointed ou.t that if' the variance is granted to aJ.J..ow the use of' these two
existing bui.1.d1ngs, the applicant would be required to~screen under the aite plan
ord1n.8nce.

In application V-15-70, an application by I. Jay Sm1th COIl8truction~, an
application to pe:rmit variance OIl tront setback, 1458 and 1464 Ingleside Avenue,
also lmown &8 tax up 30-2 «7» (1) II tbru 16, cmm.ty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long IIIOVed that the Board adopt the following reso1utioo.:

WHDEAS, the captioned application has been proper1¥ t'iJ.ed in accordance with the
requirements of all epplicable State and County Codes and in accordance rith the
by~ of the Board of ZOrdng JWpeaJ.a J and

WHBDAS, foll.owing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a l.ocal news
paper, posting of the property, .letters to contiguous and nearby' property owners, and
a public bearing by the Board of ZOning Appeals held 011 the l.Oth da,y of March 19'70,

WHBRBAS the Board of' ZOIling Appeals has made the foJ.lorlng findings of tact:
1. '!he 'applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning 18 COL.
3. Area of tbe lot is lB,75O sq. ft.
4. CQ'lf'01"Jlllllloe rith Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) Y1ll be required.

WHEREAS THB Board of zoning Appeals has reached the tall.owing concJ.uaiona of' lair:

!'f ~
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Mareh 10, 1970

.B. JAY SMITH poIiSTRUC'lIOJf CO. - ctd.

1. The appllCIDt baa satisfied the Board that the toll.ow1ng physical conditions
exist which under & strict inteI'Preta.ticm at the Zoning Ordinance would resul.t

in p:ractie&1 ditf'icu.1:tyo or mneee88&ry hardahip that would deprive the user of the
re..enable use of the land/and or bu1.ldinga involved; (a) ahaJ.law lot; (b) 'UJl"lIP&l
concl1tion ot location of exist1ng buildings.

lUf, THBRDOBB BE IT RBSOLVED, that the subject application be and the 8a111e hereby is
granted, with the following l.1m1tat1ons:

1. This variance 1s to the existing buildings shown on pJ.ats included with this
sppllcatlO11 ~.

Seconded, Ml-. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
PABK ROO & CARPB'l SHOP & SIIMCB GEOlID!:, app. under Bec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to
pend.t sdditiOll. closer to property linea than &J.J.cwed, 7732 Lee Hwy'., Providence
District, 49-2 «U)) l2A, (0-<1), V-19-70

In the statt' notes, there 18 • long discussion on this application, Mr. Pbillips
stated. As tar BIJ the eppl1cation is CCI1cerned, the Lee H1~ side of the lot 1s
the short :t"rcm:tage and therefore the 1'ront of the lot; the aide opposite the parallel.
to Lee Hig1:Dfa¥ 1s the rear of' the lat. The aide along M!Lry Street 1s & side yard,
however, it requires a trent yard setback, and. the aide opposite Mary Street is •
side.:.:requiring 25 ft. setback, or the height of the bu1ld1ng. In add1tiCll, three variance
would be necess&17: Ca> & variance of 16 ft. is ~quired to allow the addition to
encroach within 34 ft. of Mary' St. j; (b) a variance of 20 ft. is recprl.red to allow
the bulld1ng to be built on the north property line, IIlld (c) a variance of 10 ft. i8
requj.red to allow the northwest comer of the bu1J.ding to encroach within 15 ft. of
the property of an R district (25 ft.) requirement.

Mr. Richard S~ represented the applicant. He stated. that they have no problem
with the Lee Higbwa.y requirement but be did not feel that they needed three variences.
The buiJ.d1Dg wouJ.d set back 34 !'t. f'1ul. Mary' Street which woul.d be 1n conf'orlllance
with the otber 'buiJ.d1ng8. The third va.r1aIlce mentioned woul.d be on the northwest
eomer of the lot. '1'tl1s strip .is teclm1caJJ.y residential but he did not think. there
would be any problem rezoning it to calIDl!l'cial. The building which they propose to
enlarge is 50' x 80'. '!'he staff' bas given SCllle indication on the parking that woW.d
be required. and they are prepared to ccmpl.y. They would move the cl.eaning and drying
operation traD. &CroSS to the street to the larger qu&rtera. The building &Cross
the street voul.d be used for a.dd1tional storage and drying apace.

Opposition: Mra. Marian Yarger stated that the have just purchased the bu1ld1ng in the
rear of Park Rug's present bu1J.d:1nS: BIld have 8J'Plied tor occupancy permit. They
have: not moved into the bu1J.d1ng yet. '!bey have no objection to the variance traP
Mary Street but they have found out that according to the def1n1tion of the Code,
their property woul.d be em the rear of that bu:l.J.d1Dg. The Code specifies 20 ft.,
which is flAe. Mrs. yarger said that her building i. old. and. was built within one
foot of the property line. They have windows and air cond1tian1ng un!ts on the
side and hot water heat in the buUd1ng. It 1a &bloat prohibitive to put in oentral
air cond1tianing. They have roc:IIIS that are llghted from. the side and to protect their
own in'¥est1llent, they YOU1d have to oppose bringing the new cDnstru.ctim up to the
property Une.

Mr. Harry C. Tqlor, speaking on behalf of the owner of property at 7800 Lee Highway,
said that 1nasmUch aa the appllcant expects to expand his build1Dg, this DIl!IIllS it would.
CCIIIe within 3.5 ft. of his parents; property line. by feel. -that existing regulations
shoul.d be adhered to and the setback variance OIl the.t side shoul.d not be granted.
His parents' land is stUJ. zoned Reaid.entiaJ..

Ia. 8II1th nggeated that perhapa the~ variance that shOUl.d be considered 'WOUld be
to celie cl.cNIer to Mary street.

Mr. Sbadyac said he could appreciate Mr's. Yarger's air and llght problem, and suggested
that .they go 3 or 4 ft. frail that propert7 line rather than to the property line.
The buil.d1Dg: will be c1nderb1ock. with brick. f'&c1ng. As far as the residential strip
is COIlcerned, the sppllcant i8~ that, and he had. no doubt that a rezoning to
CQIlIIIerc1&1 vould be granted.

Mr.Sm:lth expJ.a1ned that there i& no topographic situation here to warrant a vvianee.
'!'he Board CfWlot grant a variance DIl!Irely tor the 8ppllcant's convenience.

The Board. deferred decision em thia matter to April 21 for new pl.ats shaw1Dg the '
e4d.i.tional piece ot land.

II
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ROBOT A. BU'rLIR, 'rRUSTU, app. \mcier see. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit reduct!
of front yard setback trca 65 ft. to 60.95 ft. f'l'all center line of Valley Avenue,
D1'llIlesv1Ue District, 49-2 «11» l2A. V-19-70

Mr. Ricb&rd~ :represented the applicant. This is 8. n&r1'OiI lot in 8. residential
area tb&'t 18 undeveloped. Valley Avenue is undeveloped and baa not been used in 8.

loo.g t1JIe. Lota &arQl8 the street are YK8At and :property to the north 1s va.caut.
This lot 18 onl3 -77.55 ft. wide. The)" propose & 28 ft. ride house and Deed 4.35 ft.
reduction in the trent setback. Valley Avenue 1s dedicated but js not used.

Oppoaiticm.t," Hr. Ven:U Loe.k,; 1742 Vall..ey Avenue, and Mrs. Sanchez, co-owner with
Ml'. Lock, appeared in opposition. 'l'bey felt that the variance vauJ.d adversely
affect their houae which 18 150 yea.rs o1d. and if' Vl!lJJ.ey Avenue is opened on account
of the variance, it WQU1d run through the front of their bOwIe.

Mr. Smith assured the1ll. that the variance would not open Valley Avenue. He noted
& letter f'ran Mrs. Bessie M. Miller opposing & reduction of the re&r yard setback.
There JllIl8t be SaDe misunderstanding, he said, as there is no variance being granted
adjoining the MUler property - this v&l'1li1llce is 1'rOm Valley Avenue.

Mr. Shadyac suggested that Mr. Lock petition to the Board of Supervisors for the
vacation ot Valley Drive.

In appUcation V-18-70, an application by Robert A. ButJ.er, Trustee, appJ.ication
under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit reduction of front ~rd setback
£'ran. 65 £"too to 60.95 :ft. from center line of VaJ.l.ey Avenue, also known &II tax map
31-3 «8» 29,\ tbr1l 35A, Mr. Long lOOVlld that tbe BoanI of ZOI11ng Appeals adopt tbe
f'Ol.lawing resoJ.uticm:

W'H£BBAS, the c.ptioned application bas been proper4 fil.ed in accordance with the
requireJllltDts of all applicable State and COWlty COdes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairf'ax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and

'IlHBBI.AS, foJJ.cr.dng })rOpe1' notice to the public by advertiaement in a locaJ. nevupa:per,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals 'hel.d on the 10th daiY of March, 1970,

AHD WHBBIAS, the Board of Zming JIppeala baa Dl,de"t!letfo1J.alf1;ng f1nd1nga of fact:
1. The owner of the subject property is the sppllcant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 15,073 sq. ft.

WHIBKAS, tbe Board of Zon1ng Appeals has reached the foJ.J.ow1ng cancl.usions of lur:

1. The applicant has satisfied the BOard that the tollawing phyaical ccmditiOl1s exist
which under a strict interpretation of the ZOD1llg ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or umteC888ary hard8h1p th&t would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the 1.eDd 8r1d/or buildlngs involved;

~, T1BRD'ORI DB IT RBSOLVJm, tb&t the subject application be and the same is bereby
granted with the foll.owing lindtaticms:

.1. 1his approval i8 granted for the location and the specific structure or
structures 1nclicated in the plats included with this application only, and
is not trarlaf'u'able to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. 1h1s variance shaU expire one year from this date unless ccmstruc:tion has
started or unless reneved by action ot this Board prior to date ofexpiratian.

3. A str1p of land 4 ft. wide shall ,be dedicated to Valley Avenua for future road
widening.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unani:lllOu8ly.

II
JOHN W. l'IOCITA, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 ot the Ordinance, to pe:na1t erection ot carport
to e~ to .1 ft. fran side property line, l807 Barbee Street,. Grus Ridge, Sec. I,
Blk. 1, Lot 8, _sville Distrtct, (0-12.5) 30-4 «(8» (1) 8, V-24-70

Mr.. 19oc1ta stated that due to & ptwaical condition which msts ell the lot (a
Urge tree) he is denied nomal access for a curport. It he bad to abide by regular
z.on1D8 resulatiauJ, be could construct tile :evport but coild not get in due to the poet

Mr••th suggested bui.1d1ng a 13 ft. cuport which would be 7 ft. n-aa the property
line.

The bowie has a large overhang, Mr. "odta explained, and he wished to carry the s_
root line to 1lhe carport.

Mr. Bmith suggested granting a variance to allow him to have a 2 ft. extension on the
overhang and set the posts at the 7 ft. line. This would give a usable carport.

I
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March 10, 1970

JOHlf W. HOCITA .. Ctd.

Mr. Smith noted & letter of objection traa the adjacent neighbor, Dr. Peroid.

Mr. Noclta said that Dr. Jeroid had not lived in that house tor ten years lIlld the
bac1f. yard is the worst 1oolt1ng in the neighborhood.

In appllcatlca V-24-70, an appllcat10n by John W. Nocita, application under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erecticn of carport to extend to 1 ft. fran side
property l1ne, 1.807 _e Street, elBa known .. tax _ 30-4 «6» (1) 6, COUnty
ot Fa:f.r:fax, Virginia, Mr. Lcug moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

WBREA8, the captioned application has been p:roper1¥ t:Ued in accordance with the
reqUirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1naccordance with the by
laws of the FaJ.rtax eounty Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous andnaubJr..property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals beN on the 10th day of March, 1970, and

WHEREAS J the Board of Zoning Appeals baa II18de the following t1nd1ngs of fact:

1. The owner ot the property' is the appllclIllt.
2. Present zoning Is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is ll,880 sq. !'t.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning ' Appeals has reached the foJ.J.ow1ng conclusions ot law:

The applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical cond1tions exist which
\mder a strict 1nterpretatJ.cm of the ZOning Ordinance would result in practical dim
cul.ty or ur:mecess&ry hardship that would deprive the user ot the reasonsble use ot
the land and/or buildings invoJ.ved,

1'Dl THEBEFORE m: IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same hereby is
denied.

Seconded, Mr. Benes.

Mr. smith pointed out that Mr. Nocita cou1d bui1.d a carport within 7 ft. as indicated,
with a 2 ft. overhang. This would allov him to pl.ace the posts at the 7 ft. mark and
have a 2 ft. root overtumg. Mr. Woodson agreed.

Carried~.

II
JlIFERRBD CASES:

CHABLBS COLBY &. ROY rwt1EL T/A FAIRFAX CUB CLUB, app.: under Sec. 30-7.2.10.3.6 ot the
Ordinance, to permit recreation center, 9452 Main St., Pickett Shopping center,
ProvideD" Di._ct. (e-D) 56-4 «(1» 5lB, S-2-70 (dererred t>an Feb. 10)

Mr. !'rank Swart represented the sppUcant. '1'h1s b&8 been a tragedy or errors. '!'be
applicant baa been operating here tor a couple ot years. The recreation center
cont&1ns approximately' 12 pool tables in the Pickett Shopping center. It's in the
heart or the ahoppins; center BIld. the property'line between the City and County of
7a1rtu is just wide the wall of the store portica which he leases. When they
opened in 1968 they applied to the County for a license and he vas sent tothe
ZODing Office. for aD occupancy permit. 1he County then sent him to the City because
of the tact that there vas Ill. agreement between the County and the City that the City
would luue all the occupancy permi108 and pollce the shopping center. All the other
stores there have had occupancy permits iasued by the City. The applicants did obtain
an occ:upe.ncy pemit f'rom the City 8Ild. ha.ve been occ:upying the property under th&t
permit th1nldng it was legal &11 the time. This past December they were given notice
by the COUnty officials that because this store was in the County, they did not have
a proper oCCU;PIll.CY pemit. The City now says they shouldn't have issued the permit.
This is a lOgical. location for this type ot business 8Ild the County Board itself indirec
put its stamp of approval on it vben last tall. they went to the Board asking to smend
the Ord1nance regardiDg }lOOl balls. Prior to that t1me & state law said unless the
County adopts 811 ordinance regulating pool halla. state law will be spplicable, and
no CIle under 18 can go in them. They went to the Board IlI.d asked that it be amnded
to make it:aore liber&1.. They did, they IIlIde no restrictions, and any age can go
into the J'OOl hall. As a matter of polley, no one under 18 is &dm1tted during school
hours. otber than that, cbiJ.dren do. CCIIIe in with parents. '1'here is televisioo.,.
chess and checkers and six pinb&ll machines, and a snack bar, in add.1tiQ'l'to the pool
tables. Bo alcoholic bever~s are sold and there are no plans to sell any.

Bo opposition.
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FAIRl"AX CUB CLUB ... Ctd.

On weekdays they operate 1'rOIIl. 10 a.m. to Ill1dn1ght; on weekends 10 a.m. to 2 a ••• ,
Mr. SW'8rt stated. They are open sewn~ & week.

In appl1caticn 8..2-70, 811 appllcatica by Ch&rles ColeY' & Roy Daniel i'rading As
Fa:Uf'ax cue Club ~r Sec. 30-7.2.10.3.6 of the Ord1nance J to pemit recreation
center, located 9452 Main street, alao lmown as tax map 58-4 «1» 5U, County
of J'a1rtax, Virginia, Mr. Long I*M!d that the Bo&rd ot Zoning Appeals adopt
the tolloring resolution:

WHIRIAS, the captioned appllcation has been properly' tiled in accordance with
requirements of &ll applicable State aDd County Codes and in accordance with by
lava of tha Fa:1rf'ax county Board of bing .Appeals, and

WHIBBAS, f'ollaw1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in 8. loeal De1nIp&per,
posting of the property, letters to cont1guowJ and nearby property OlfDer8, and a pub
bear1ng by the Board ot ZOning Appe&la held an the lOth dl\Y at March, 1970, and

WBER!AS, the Board ot ZOning Appeals has made the tol.l.owing :findings ot tact:
1. The owner ot the subject property 18 Pickett L1m1ted Partnership, 8t!d/or

Pickett Shopping center, Inc.
2. Present zoning is C-D.
3. Area ot the lot 18 414.,604 sq. ft. at land.

Hr. Smith asked that th1a be amended ... the appJ1catlon~ covers 3,000 sq. ft.

Mr. LoI1g accepted. '!'he area of the lot 1s 3,000 sq. ft. This use will be in a
planned shopping center.

WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the :follOwing conclusions ot law:

Tbe applicant has presented te.t~ indicating ccapliance with standards tor
special use permit uses in C districts as conta:1ned in Section 30-7.1.2 in the
ZOIUng 0rd1.nance. 1he use vU1 Dot be detrimental to the character and develOp
ment ot adJacent land and will be in h.&rJIcny" with the purposes of the eaaprd'lenaive
p1.an for land use provided by the ZOning Ord.1nanee.

ROW, THIRBFOBB BE IT RBSOLVlm, that tbe subject sppllcation be and the i:ame is
hereby granted, with the following l1m1tations:

1. There a:re to be twelve poo1 table., tv, lix pinball machines and a snack bar.
2. '!he age l1JD1t 18 unrestricted, with no sale of alcoholic beverages.
3. This approval i. granted to the appJ.icant onl3', not tran.:terele without turtber

action by this Board and is tor the location indicated in this appllcation, not
transferable to other land.

4. This permit sball. expire one year trcm this date unJ.ess operati<m baa started
or unless renewed by action ot this Board prior to expirati<m.

Seconded, .Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Swat't po1nted out that Mr. Long had CIllitted the chess and checkers.

Mr. Long and Mr. Barnes accepted obese and. checkers as a part of the motion.

Carried unl!U1imOuB4r.

II
JACQUELID S. ROVAK. TIA PO'1'OMAC IQUITATION, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the
0rd1nance, to pemit riding sehool., 8'\D11ller camp, boarding horses and tacit shop, 5320
and 5322 Pleasant Valley Rd., Centreville District, (RB-l), 42 & 43 «1» 35, 5-10-70
(deferred frail Feb. 17)

Mr. Koneczny said that a cagy of tleinspections report was in the folder.

Mr. Smith read letter frail the Building Inspector's office giving a list of things
that had to be ckue prior to occupancy. He &.1.80 read the results of the other
1nspoctions JDILde by the COUnty.

Mr. KonecZDy' suggested that the shrubbery along the entrance be cut back for 200 ft.
distance in either direction and W1dening at the entrance, he felt this would give
ample visibility up and down Pleasant VaJ.l.ey Road. For the amount of b&ff1c
along that :boad, it the entrance was widened and the shrubbery removed,. it WOUld
serve a better purpose than a deceleration lane.

Mr. 8m1th suggested that Mrs. RovaJt put up signs warning people that this was the
entrance and exit to & recreational erea.

Mr. Conrad Marshall, attorney tor the applicant, stated ths.t she had not received
a copy at the lJ\spectiool!l report, but he be1:1eved abe could Cc:mply with the bulk
or the requirements.

Mr. smith noted that all of the requirements would. have to be met in order to
reeeive an occupancy permit.

I
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Mr. Smith cauticmed Mrs. Novak. that if the permit js granted, no hol'ses should be
&ll.owed to get off the property and no ODe 18 to ride oft or this 160 'acres•.

In applicatioo. 8-10-70, an application by' Jacqueline S. Novak T/A Potc:aac Equitatioo,
an application to permit riding school., 8UIlIDer camp, boarding of horses and tack
lhop, ~ropertylocatedat 5320 and 5322 Pleasant Valley Road, also known as tax IlI8.p 42
43 «1) 35, COunty ot Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved tb.&t the Board adopt the
following resolution:

WHBBEAS, the captioned application bas been properly f'il.ed in accordance with require
ments of all appllcabJ.e State and County COdes and 1n accordance with the by-laws
of the l'a1r1'aX COWlty Board of Zoning Appeala J

AND WHIRBAS f'ollOlfing proper notice to tbe public by advertisement 1n a local newspapers
poIIting of !he property. letters to contiguous and nearby property Olmer8, and a pUblic
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 17th day of Fe.brne.q,1970,

WHIR&AS, the Board of Zoning Appeals baa made the f'oJ..J.owiDg findings of fact:

1. Tbe: CMler of the subject property 1s Pleasant Valley Jo1nt Venture.
2. Present zarl.ng 1a 81-1.
3. Area of the property is 160 acres.
4. Ccnfomance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance)wUl be required.

WHIREAS, the Board of Zon.iDg Appeals has ree.cbed the following conclualons of law:

1. The appliClUlt baa presented test~ indicating ccapllance with s'tand&rd8 for
special use pe:mit 1I88S in R districts as ecnt&1ned in 8eCtiOll 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ord1nanee as ecmtained in section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, snd

2. 'ftle use will not be detrimental to the eh&raeter and development of adjacent
land and will be in harmony" with the puxposes of the eaapnhenaive p1.an of :land use
embodied in the ZOning OrdUance.

BrN, TIIIBUOBB BB IT RBSOLVED, that the subject appl1eatioo be and the same is hereby
granted with the following l1m1ta.tiana:

1. The appl1cant ma,y sell the following essential. tack items: riding bard hats,
riding shirts, riding Socka, ridin8: breeches, riding boots, riding spurs, e1q)s,
stockpins, and riding instruction books. 'lhese items ma.:r be sold to users of the
r1dJ.ng sehool~ and therei. not to be tmY advertiSement of these sales.

2. Signs indicating ... recreational entranee shall be erected, or deceleraticm lane
constructed at the entrance on Pleasant VaJJ.ey Road. These shall be of such design and
length. or type ILl IlllIiY" be approved by the Division of Design Review.

3. All parldng shall be eonf1ned to the premises.

4. Riding of horses shall be confined to the property. Horses are not to be ridden
on Pleasant Valley Road.

5. There shall be separate men's and ladies' restroc:ms for the public.

6. All noise fraD. loudspeakers shall be confined to the premises.

7. Hours of operation shall. be seven~ a week fraD. 8 a.m. to 9 p.m. Horse shows
ma.:r tei'minate at 9 p.m. &180.

8. Insurance for the benefit of the public shall be provided in the following amounts:
$25,000 property damage for each accident, $lOO,ooo personal. injury, each accident,
$300,000 person&1 injury tota.l.j and there shall be a record kept of all accidents,
these records to be ava:Uable to the Zoning AcJminj,s trator.

9. '!'be Zoning Administrator shall inspect 8I1d approve fencing as being adequate
to CClllta1n animals.

Humber of
10. /barses shall be limited to 110 at any one t:lme.

ll. Zoning Acbainistrator and Bui.litlg Inspector shall approve &ll bulldings.

12. The s'lDllller a..y camp shall consist of a max1JDum of 75 students, a counselor
tor each six children.

13. The 8UDIDer day camp will eaapl.y with all State and County BuiJ.ding and Health
Department regulations.

14. Separate bathroall facUlties tor male and female users shall be provided tor this
use.

15. A separate oCcup8l1CY permit may be obtained tor the riding school and sU1llDer day....,.
16. This approval is granted to the applicant 0Illy, not transferable without further

J5' /
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action of' this Board, and 1s tor the location indicated in this appllcation and
is not transferable to other land.

17. 'l'bis pemit shall expire one year fl'Om. this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Dca rd prior to date of ex
piration.

and uses indiC8.ted
18. This approval is granted tor all buildings/shown on the plat submitted with
this application. Any additional structures, changes in use or additional uses,
whether or not these uses require a use permit, shall require this use permit
to be re-evaluated by this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Long emended the motioo. to include the foll.arlng: Shrubbery shall be removed
on either side of the entrance to -Pleasant Valley Road to provide adequate sight
distance. Furthe1'DlO%'e, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Board does not constitute exemptim fran t1e various requirements of
this County. The applicant shall be h:1mself responsible for :f'ul.t1lling his
obliga.tion to obt&1n buil.dJng pem1ts, certitic8.tes of occupancy and the like through
the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes accel?ted.

TtU.s permit will rw1 with the lease and expire if not renewed, (Xl November 20, 1971,
Mr. smith pointed out. Mr. Long and Mr. Barnes accepted this &8 part of the motioo.

Mr. Marshall &&ked if sale fron the tack shop would include groaaing equipment tor
the horses?

Only the itl!ms listed. in the motion, Mr. Slllith stated - these are the items the
Board baa agreed to a.ll.ov 8IlY tack shop to sell in connection with riding stables.
'!'be Bo8Z'd hu adopted & cert&1n 118t ot 1temB that would be allowed to be 80ld.

II

IS;;-"

I
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WILLIAM COllIN &. ROBBR'r L. & RUBY L. GROVES, app. under See. 30-7.2.6.1.3 ot the
Ord., to permit bu1ld1ng closer to side property line and to permit operation of d~
sclLoo1, ages 3-5, 5 daiY'8 a nek, nursery 7 a.m. to 6 p.m., and ldndergarten 9 a.m. to I
4 p.m., 9525 Leesburg Pike, Oen'treville District (0-1) 19-1, 19-3 «1» 19, 8-250-69 d v-
250-69 (deferred trail Feb.,lO)

Since Mr. Lawsoo. vas not in the roan, the Board agreed to take up another item and
cc:me ba.ck to this later.

II
The Board Demers diaeuaaed the :resolution regarding the extension ot uae pei'll1ts
and :variances. COnsensus of' the members was that this resolution would. apply to all
pending applications and any that have been granted but on which conatruction~"

not started. This will be added to the Resolution.

II
The Board proceeded with the application of William Cohen & Robert L. & Ruby L.
I10Ves as cs.ll.ed earlier.

Mr. Smith noted the report fran the Inspections Division.

Mr. Lawson stated that he had talked with the Inspectors and his cJ.ients had al.so.
They are advised that the building can be used for school purposes but the ncar
alterations will h&ve to be made. They have explained that there are two or three
ways that this can be done.

Mr. smith noted letterst fran Mr. Harry smith, 1441 Montague Drive, in apposition
to the application. (Lettersamon file with the records of this case.)

The Board has not taken action on the request to substitute Educe, Inc. for the
name of the applicant, Mr. smith noted, and there was SCIlle question in his mind
whether or not the Board could do this. There was 8. requll5 in the ear~ stages
of this application that the Bo&rd substitute Educe, Inc. for the advertised
applicant. Bduco certainly would. not be entitled to BIlY consideration &8 tar as
the variance 1s concemed as they are not an amcted property owner by virtue
ot Mr. and Mrs. Groves being 8. part at the application and they own the property.
A contract purchaser cannot be adversely s.ffected as there is no hardship involved;
itts scmething he doesn't own. Then there is another problem ...- it the permit is
granted to the applicant it would not be transferable. Educo would have to come
back to the Board.

I
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Mr. Lawson recalled that at the first bearing on thia applicatiOQ, be :requested
that the appllcatiOl1 be emended to abow Educe, Inc. &I the sppllcant. He felt the
Board does have the power to amend and it has been done in the put.

At th&t t1Jlle, Mr. SDI1th pointed out, there was no evidence that Educe, Inc. had any
interest in the pr~rty 8nd the Board took no action.

If the use is granted, it should be granted as advertised,- Mr. s.d.th suggested. with
the right within a period of ninety days to transfer to Bduco, Inc. But, be If'OUld
not be in f'a:vor of granting & varll1llQe. 'l'h1s is & tremendowJ operation proposed and
aU of th! bu.1l.d1.ng8 should be ccmply. The Board recently granted a variance Q1

a church and the Board of SUpervisors overruled this action and if' that was over·
utilization of a property, this one far exceeds that one. There I 8 no hardship on
Educo, Inc. for granting. variance. He wou1d not object to use of the ba.rn tor
a school it it had the proper setbacks.

In application 8...250-69 and V-250-69, an application by William Cohen & Robert L. &
Ruby L. Groves, under Bection 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ord1n8nce Ol'd1n8nce and
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit bullding closer to side Pl'Oplrty line &nd
permit operation of' d8¥ School, property located at 9525 Leesburg Pike, also known
as tax map 19-1, 19-3 «1)) 19, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Board of zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEBEAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to ccmtiguouB and nearby property owners
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th dq of
March, 1970,

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

1. OImer of the subject property is Robert L. and Ruby L. Graves.
2. Present zoning is BE-1.
3. Area of the lot is five acres of land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

AND, WHEREAS the Board of zoning Appeals baa reached the following conclusions
of l&w:

1. The applicant has presented test:lmony indicating caapl1ance with standards
for special. use pendt uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 ot the
zoning Ordinance and,

2. That the use will not be detrimental. to the character md development of
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the cc:mprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the zming Ordinance.

ROW, THBREFORl!l HI!: IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same
Is hereby granted, with the foiloring limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only, and':.:ts transferable to
Educo, Inc. within ninety d8¥s. It is not f'urther transferable without action of
this Board.

2. This is tor the lOcatioo indicated in this application and is not transferable
to other land.

3. This permit sh&lJ. expire one year f'ran this date unless cmstruction or
operatian has started, unless renewed by action of' this Board prior to date of
expiratioo.

4. 'l'bis approval is granted fw the bu1.l.dings and uses shown on plats submitted
with this application. .Any additional structures of any kind,wbether or not these
additional uses require & use permit, shall be cause for this use pemit to be
re-evaluated by this Board.

5. The spplicant llhall caaply with all County and State, BuUd1ng Inspector's,
He&1th Department, and setback requirements (building lIetback requirements).

6. This ill to permit operation of d8¥ school with ma.x1mum m.uaber or 300 students
ages 3 through 6, five daya & week, 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

153
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Mr. Lawson questioned the part of the motion dealing with age l1:mits.

Mr. Long emended the motion to read "nursery school through sixth grade". Also,
he clarified the IIOtion by' stating th&t his intent was not to grant the variance
portion at the application. Tbe mot1lXJ. sbould be to grant the application in
part, el1m1nating the part dealing with the variance. Mr. Barnes accepted.

If they do acqu1re add1t1Cl1la1 land f'raD the Grows, Mr. Lawson asked, wha.t would
be necessary?

Amend the application to show' the ad.d1tionaJ. property involved, Mr. S1lI1th said. Any
change in land area or anything woW.d have to have act1cm by the Board. It m1ght
be one that oouJ.d be resolved without public hea.r1ng, it it is just for addition&l
land and nothing more than that. If it is within the time limits contained in
the Ordinance, it could ccme back for reconsideration.

Carried unanimously.

II
BAR J STABLES - Bpec1&l Use Permit for riding stable - deferred for revised plats
and CCIf!Y of lease and insurance policy.

Tony Ann Jolmson said the plats were not ready. They surveyed yesterday. She
submitted copy of lease and. insurance polley and the Board agreed that they wouJ.d
take action on the application whenever she could bring in the plats.

II
Requests for out or turn hearings

Mt's. Shirley W. Boyett re Ccmnonwealth Christian School (JJS Corporaticm)
The Board agreed to hear this on March 24.

Mr. VERNON LOWE #e19 A.F. & A.M. - The Beard will hes.r this on March 24.

RRR LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, me. - The Board will hes.r this on March 24.

THOMAS J. DAWSCRf - The Board will hear this on March 24 also.

ERNEST J. THOMAS, DCJ.fINION BLD:J. CO. - Board will hear this March 24.

II
The Board discussed proposed Youth Activities Da,y - April 1, 1970.

J S- 'f
I

I

I
Meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m.
Betty Haines. Clerk
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appeals was held on Tuesday,
March 17) 1970 at 10:00 a.m. in the
Beard Room of the County Administration
Building. All. members were present:
Mr. Danlel"smith, Chairman, presidingj
Mr. Clarence M. Yea.tman, Mr. George P.
Barnes, Mr. Joseph P. Baker, and Mr.
Richard W. Long.

The meeting was opened with a pr~r by Mr. Barnes.

LEONARD WORTHMAN, a.pp. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of
swimming pool closer to dwelling than ~d, Lot 188, Sec. 2, Stonevall Manor,
8322 Stonewall Dr•• Centreville District, (R-12.5), Map 39-3 «16)) 188, V-22-70

There 1s an easenent that runs through the yard, Mr. Worthman explained, and
the area that can be utilized is BO small. it would be necessary to obtain a variance
for the sw1mn1ng pool. If the pool could be put 12 ft. in ba.ck of' the house it
could ccme closer to the property line, but the variance is to permit the pool
closer to the house.

Mr. smith said be would like to see the Ordinance amended to allow pools the same
advantages as carports encro&Ching into the side yard.

Mr. Phillips suggested that perhaps the staff' could make & study on this and ccme
back. with a resolution.

Representative from SylYM. Poole stated tha.t the proposed pool would be 18' x 39'.

In further discussion, the Board discovered that Mr. Worthman had aJ.ready been
granted a variance for a garage on his property.

Mr. Yea'bnan moved tha.t the Board defer this to March 24 for better pats showing
the size of the existing garage and the proposed size of the pool. Seconded,
Mr. Balter. Carried unanimously.

II
WILLIAM G. & SlEANBE MlLLEB, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
storage additlbon 38 ft. from Beechwood Rd., Lot 191, Sec. 8, Hollin Hills, 7220
Beechwood Rd., Nt. Vernon District, (R-17) 93-3 (4») 191, V-23-70

The lot is very steep, Mr. Miller explained, and they would like to enlarge their
entrance and have a storage addition. The hOUSe to the north of them sits at a
peculiar angle. This storage add1tion would not be visible to the neighbors
opposite them in the SUlllDer time because of the steepness of the hill. Overall
extent ~ the addition would be 15.6 ft. x 11 ft. 'lVO sides of the addition
would be entirely glaas, incl.ud1ng the entry door and the side facing the street
YOU1d be of the same material as the present houSe -- brick snd cedar siding.
The plats h&ve been presented to the Architectural Review Board snd they have no
objections.

Bo opposition.

Mr. Long suggested viewing the property.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer to April 14 to view the property and for a letter fran
the local II.rcldtecturaJ.. review board. Seconded, Mr. Long••Carried unanimously.

II
ACCA DAY CARE CENTER, spp. under sec. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit day

care center, max. of 30 children, ages 2 to 8 yrs., Mon. thru Fri., 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.,
5901 Leesburg Pike, Mason District, (R-12.5), 61.-2 «1)) 25A, S-25-70

Rev. Charlea carlson, 6065 Brook Drive, Fall.s Church, Virginia, stated that they
presently operate a day care center in the John Calvin Presbyterian Church on
Col:umbia. Pike. They have fifty children there and are fUJ.ed to capacity. There
is a. waiting list. They would like to move as soon as they can to these facilities
in the Culmore Methodist Church. The purpose of this center is to make it possible
for low income parents to work. The cld.ldren would be served lunch at B&:Uey' a
School after kindergartEn in the morning and would be brought over to these facilities.
This is a non-profit organization. In good weather the children wouJ.d walk over
to the church in a group. The State willJimit the number of children to twelve
until they can get the fencing put in around the play area.

Mr. Smith read a letter fran the Bailey's EI.t,ment&ry School (letter on file in the
folder for this case), and a letter from the Long Branch Citizens Association in
support of the application. Letters frOm James squires and Robert D. Allred, in
favor of the application, were &1ao read.
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Rev. Carlson asked the.t they have permission 1;0 move in for two months with two
professional teachers on duty at a.ll. times and eight children, or no more than
twelve, and this would give them time to construct a playground to be adequate
br thirty childien which they hope to have next f&ll when they opeD again.
There would never be more than twelve children on the property until it is fenced.
The State licensing people will grant them a license on this basis.

Mr. smith read a letter from the Culmore Apartments supporting the application
providing certain safeguards are established: (1) When the n\Ullber of children
exceeds twelve, that adequate fencing be installed to contain all. of the users
within its perimeter. (2) That the Day Care Center provide adequate liability
insurance holding tiE Culma' e Apartments free from any and ill liability that ma.v
be sustained by the users of the Day Care Center should they sustain Physical
injuries while on the CU1Jnore Apartments property during the t!me they are consigned
1;0 the DaiY" Care center. (3) That they pay all damages caused by their users to
the property or buildings of CulJnore Apartments.

Mrs. Bateman, day care coordinator for the County spoke in favor of the
application.

No opposition.

Mr. Harold Ma;yo, official representative of the Cu1Jnore Methodist Church and ACCA
stated that the trustees have control over the property concerned with this
activity. The Adminstrative Board also wholeheartedly endorses this activity.

In application S-25-70, lIlI. application by ACCA Da.y Care Center, an application under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit day care center, 5901 Leesburg
Pike, also Imown as tax map 61-2 ((1») 25A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHERKAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 17th
daiY of March, 1970,

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals bas made the follOlling findings of fact;

1. The owner of the property is the Culmore tInited Methodist Church.
2. Zoning of the property is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 2.2626 &c. of land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of lav:

The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit uses in R Districts as contained in Section )0-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and the use will not be detr:l.mental to the character and
development of adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the CCl!l
prehensive plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same hereby
is granted with the following 1iJnitations:

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 this appli
Cation and is not trllll.sferable to other land.

2. '!his pennit sh&1.l expire one year fran this date unless construction or opera
tion has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additioneJ. structures of any kind, changes in use or
additioneJ. uses, whether or not these additionaJ. uses require a use permit,
sh&1.l be cause for this use pennit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. Day care center is limited to ]2 children until the rear portion of the
property (play area) is fenced. Fencing must be constructed in conformance with
County and State requirements before September 1970 and at that time the enroll
ment may be increased to thirty children.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
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JAMES A. MORRISON, JR., app. under Sec. 30-7.2.8.1.1 of the Ordinance, to permit
construction and opera.tion of boarding kennel, 10127 Colvin Run Rd., Dranesville
District, (RE-1 & CoG), 12-4 «1)) 30, 5-27-70

Mr. Smith noted a letter from the Planning Ccmni.ssian requesting the BZA to defer
consideration of the application to a time af'ter April 20 in order that the Planning
Ccmrdssian might review the application.

Mr. Morrison stated that the property 1s owned by Lee Michelltch. A corporation
will be fonned of which he and Lee Michelltch will be a part, along with two or
three other people.

Mr. Smith explained that the application was premature. The Corporation should be
fOrmed prior to 1IPP!y1ng for use permit. The applicant would have to have an :interest
in the property prior to making application.

Mr. Barnes moved that the application be deferred to allow the applicant to amend
the application to read the n8llle of the corporation tha.t would u1timately opera.te
the kennel and for the Plamrlng Ce:mm1ss1on to consider the application. seconded,
Mr. Yeatman. Carried unan:!.mously.

II
RAVENSWORTH INDtETRIAL ASSOCIATES, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to
permit 40 f't. building setback. in lieu of 50 f't. to conform to other setbacks in
the industrial park (40' directly across Forbes Place) and to provide ampJ.e parking,
ingress and egress, 8000 Forbes Place, Annandale District, (I-L), 70-4 ((10» liE.
v-28-70

Mr. Bernard Lubchek represented the applicant. They have a difficu.lt lot to work
with, he explained -- it is irregularly shaped and is at the dead end of & cul.-d.e-sac.
They are hampered on the south side by a 100 f't.side yard restri-ction. Permitting them
to set the building back 40 ft. instead of 50 ft. would help with the auto pattern
and permit thirty additiona]. parking spaces on the property. All of their parking
has to be 00. the side or rear of the,building. Port RoyaJ. Road is the main a1'tery
within the park and I-L exists on one side with I-P zoning on the other side.
This variance. if granted. vould not adversely af'fect the neighborhood or traf'fic.
They pl.an to lease the bu1l.ding for re8earch and development.

Mr. Russell Lewis, 7253 Maple Place. spoke in favor ot the applicatian.

No opposition.

'!'he propoaed building will have a brick and gl.a8s tront with pre-cast panellngs
or areh1tectural design, Mr. Lubchek continued.

The Board d!aeuased the application at length. Mr. smith thought th&t appllcation
had been made for variance on the property before, however. a check revealed the,t
this property had not applied for a variance before. The fact that this is located
on a dead end street that will never be opened up has SCllle bearing on it. Mr. SlIl1th
ccmaented, but perhaps the variance should not be granted an the entire building.

In application V"28-70, an application by Ravensworth Industrte.l Associates, appli
cation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit 40 ft. building setback in
lieu of 50 ft. to confonD. to other setbacks in the industrie.l park (40' across
Forbes Pl.), and to provide ampl.e parking. ingress and egress.8000 Forbes Place,
Annandale District. e.le-known as tax msp 70-4 ((10» liE. County of Fairfax. Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

WHBREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all s.pplicable Sts.te and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a locs.l. news
pe.per. posting of the property, lette:rs to contiguous and nearby property owners.
and a public hearing by the Bmrd of Zoning Appeals held on the 17th ~ of March.
1970. and

WHBBEAS. the Board of Zoning AppealB has made the fol.1olrlng findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning !s I-L.
3. Area. of the lot is 2.8044 &C.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

AND WH!REAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the folloW'ing pbysicaJ. conditions
exist which 'UIlder a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
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RAVENSWORTH INDUSTRIAL ASSOCIATES - Ctd.

practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonabl.e use of' the land and/or buildings involved: irregul.ar shape of' the
property;

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

1. This approvaJ.. is granted ror the location and the specific structure or structures
indicated on the plats presented with this application on1¥ and is not transferable
to other land or st:z=uctures on the same land.

2. This variance shill expire one year fran this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the date or expiration.

3. The southeasterly corner 'ot the proposed building opposite the cul-de-sac DI8Q"
be constructed within 40 ft. or the property line providing, however, tha.t no :other par
of the buUding oppoaite the cul-de-sac is closer than 23 ft. of the property line.

4. The front of the building shall be constructed of brick and precast
concrete material, architecturally designed.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
TEXI\OO, INC., app.under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit installation of free
standing canopy over pump island approx. 7.8 ft. from propertyline of U. S. #1, NE
corner of U. S. #1 and Memorial St., Mt. Vernon District, (C-.G), 93-1 ((18» (A)
1, 2, 3,4, V-29-70

Mr. Fl'ank Foley, real estate agent for Texaco, stated that they wish to blprove the
exterior appearance of the service station by putting two canopies over the two pump
islands. One of the canopies does not require a variance. The canopy closest to
the sales roams will need a variance. They will improve the exterior &ppe&rance
of the building with a stone exterior. This is a three bay porcelain station now.
The canopies will be freestanding. They w1ll paint the porcelain a tan color to
blend with the stone on the front.

Mr. Yeatman felt that the stone should be carried aJ.l the way around the side of
the building.

They wou1d be willing 'Po put the stone on the restroom side, Mr. Foley replied,
however, the other side would not need it. The station has been in existence for
about thirteen years.U. S. #1 in this area has been widened.

Opposition: Mr. Jim Givens, living behind the station, described the cluttered
appearance or the service station. The nicest looking thing in front of the station,
he ss.id, is the telephone booth. '!he station is not a good neighbor. The t8Z1k
truck. ccmes in at 4:00 a..m. to fill the tanks and wakes them up in the mornings
and sours the s.ir in the sllJllller time. He objected to the carbon papers from charge
tickets blowing over onto his property. He said he has caJ.J..ed Tex&Co with his
complaints but it has done no good. Sometimes the trash goes for tl(() weeks without
being picked up. This is a. cinderblock building - the storm gutte:rs are faJ.ling
down and the building looks terrible from the rear.

Mr. Andy Repasse, 2836 Memorial street, behind the Texaco station, showed pictures
which he said were taken March 8 showing the back side of the station in question.
Cars roll down from the service station onto his property, he ss.id, and described
several times that this happened. Also, he felt the station should make some pro
visions to carry t»Iay the oil from this service station. It bas drained on the
property now and killed the grass.

Mr. Lang suggested tha.t construction of curb and gutter might stop rolling cars.

Mr. Smith suggested extending the guard rail all the way around. Also, there should
be something done about the noise problem at 4 a..m. andthe trash situation will have
to be improved.

In applica.tion V-29-70, applica.tion by Texaco, Inc., application under Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance, to permit insta.ll.a.tion of:fl'eestanding canopy over pump island ~

approx. 7.8 ft. from property line of U. S. Hi, northeast corner of U. S. #1 and
Memorial Street, also known as tu map 93-1 ((18» (A) 1, 2, 3, 4, County of
Fairfu, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of ZOning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applica.tion has been properly filed in a.ccord&nce with the
requirements of aJ.l applicable State and County Codes s.nd in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

r
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Ma.rcl1 17, 1970

TEXACO, INC. - etd.

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in 8. local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearbyproperty owners, and 8.

public hearing by the Jk>ard of Zoning Appeals held on the 17th day of March, 1970

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

1. Owner of the property is Joseph C. Patterson.
2. Present zoning is C-G.
3. Area of the lot is 15,413 sq. ft. of land.

WHBREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follOWing conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the folJ..ow1ng physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance woul.d result in
practical difficul.ty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the res,sonall
use of the land and/or buildings involved: exceptiona.lly DUroW' lot and unusual
condition in the location of the building and pump islands;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same 18 hereby
granted with the folJ.owing 11m1tations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or structures
indicated in plats included with this application onl:y and is not transferable to
other land or to other structures on the s_ ).cmd.

2. This variance sb&1l expire one year !'ran this date unless construction baa started
or wUess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira.tion.

3. The front and sides of the building must be iqlroved with stone front or architectur
design.

4. For service station use only ~~ no saJ.e or renta.l of trucks or trailers of any
type.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Yeatman asked to amend the JDOtion to inclUde stone on all. four sides.

Mr. Foley said they would. prefer to paint the rear sWlar to the upper portion of
the front and sides. They have painting scheduled every year and they USe epoxy
type Paint.

Mr.Yeatman said he wou1d further amend the JDOtion to delete the requirement of stone
in the rear of the bu1l.d1ng and would require a brick. fence around the rear of the
property with a guard ra:l.1 in front of that to keep cars :hom going onto other
people I s property. The fence and guard rail should be put wherever the Planning
Engineer designates.

Mr. Long s&1d he WQU].d amend his JDOtion to say a brick wall. to be erected one foot
inside the property line along the residentiaJ.1¥ zoned properties and the rear of
the building to be painted rather than stone. The brick wall is to be erected at the
top of the slope. The motion would omit the guard rail if the fence is a.t the
top of the slope. Mr. Barnes accepted the amendment.

Mr. Sm1th felt that Texaco wou1d install. a guard rail t9 keep cars fran knocking down
the fence. An expensive fence shoul.d be protected.

Carried unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

SUN OIL COMPANY, application under Section 30~6.6 of the Ord1nanee, to permit erection
cf service station closer to rear property line than a.llowed, located N. W. corner of
Rt. 50 and Downs Drive,Centrevi11e District, (C~G), 34 «1)) A, HI. V~124~69 (deferred
from Noy. 25)

Letter trem the applicant1s attorney requested withdrawa.l of the applica.tion in view
of sewer problems.

Mr. &.mes moved that the application be withdrawn without prejudice. Seconded, Mr.
Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
WILLIAM R. WILSON, app. under Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit less width
than required to permit three lots, 2509 FC7Iller St., (R-IO), 40-3 «1)) ll9A. Providence

.J.J:::J
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WILLIAM R. WILSON· Ctd.

District, V-21-70 (deferred frCIII Feb. 24)

Mr. Robert Hurst represented the applicant and thanked the Board for the deferral.
He was out of town when the first notice arrived and he could not get his notices
mailed out in time. This application was brought up about two years ago for the
same thing and was approved by the Board. The applicant at that time was unable to
move ahead and do any construction on the lots and the variance expired. Now con
struction loans have been approved and they can go ahead with construction it the
variance is granted. One lot would be taken up by the existing structure and two
n eW' dwelllngs would be built. This 1s not the most desirable site for residential
construction with Virginia. Concrete's property nearby. Mr. Wilson has been
building houses in the county for a number of years. Myer Abraham received the
original variance on this property.

Mr. Smith noted that the house location was not shown on the plat. The Board cannot
gran~ an application without knowing the loca.tion of the existing house.

The house is located on Lot I at the front right at the building restriction line,
Mr. Hurst ste.ted. The County-City line runs through there. They he.ve talked with
the people in FaJ.ls Church - they have no objection to the application.

The Board should have this in writing, Mr. smith suggested. There was sane doubt
in his mind, he said, whether the Board he.s jurisdiction on Lot 1. The maJority
of the lot is in the City.

Mr. Woodson suggested that the Board read the original minutes on this application.
The existing house could be in violation.

No opposition.

The Board deferred action to April 14 to read the minutes of the previous hearing.

II
WAYNEWOOD RECREATION ASSOCIATION - Request to delete fenee required in resolutioo
granting the sppllcation.

Mr. Smith announced that the Board had set the guidelines in the beginning - onl.¥
discussion that wou1d take place woul.d be on the fenee and not on the parking.
The Board is not going to consider revision of the parking as this W&8 indicated when
the request for reconsideration was considered. P&rking will have to be met.

Mr. John T. Hazel, Jr. represented W~ewood Recreation Associe.tion. One hundred and
fifty standard parking spaces are going to be provided, he said, and they think they
will be able to do that by using the basketb&1l courts, etc. and he hoped that the
language would not cause the staff to inunediately discard it and s8iY "you have to get
a. brand new site plan showing 150 parking spaces"a.ccording to COUnty speci~ica.tions".

He hoped it was Dot the staff and Board consensus for them. to tear up the parking and
redesign the project, forcing them to make a commercial venture out of a longstanding
·'.recreation area.

The parking ratio is the same for all pools in the County, Mr. Smith stated. and
this was not designed especia11.y for this particular organization.

Mr. Hazel said it was one thing to provide additional spaces for parking, and another
to come in and submit an entirely new site plan for the entire project.

That would be up to the site plan department, Mr. Smith said. The motion only
mentioned the fact that this canes under site plan requirements. It is up to the
staf'f. There are provisions where it can be waived. The Board is specific as far
as site plan requirements being met and this does not mean site plan cannot be
waived. The Board will consider waiving the fencing requirement in the motion
if that is what the citizens in the area want.

Mr. Hazel stated that he had a letter from the Wa;ynewood. Citizens Association in
opposition tothe fence and he understood that the garden c~ub has taken the
position of opposition to the fence. The Pool Association is very much opposed
for economic reasons. All of the adjacent owners except two are asking to delete the
fence.

Mr. Engle stated that the Roohrs. who live at the corner of Dalebrook and Potcana.c
Lane, are the only ones who object and they are quite a distance from the pool.

Mrs. Lutes, 1010 Danton Lane, stated that she bad no objection to deleting the
fence. 150 parking spaces are fine, but she questioned the wa;y they plan to do it.
If they use the baskktball. courts for parking, what would they do about baaketb&1l?

It could still be used for basketb&1l when not being used for parking, Mr. Smith said.

Mrs. Lutes asked how they expect to drive ears through the opening through the fence
and the basketball and tennis courts.

This would have to be discussed with the people who propose to do thiS, Mr. Smith
suggested.
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March 17. 1970

WAYHEW'OOD RECREATION ASSOCIATION ~ Ctd.

Suppose they still park on the street even with the add!tlonaJ. parking facl11ties.
Mrs. Lutes asked?

Call the Zoning Administrator's office and he will check into this and if it continues,
they would be c&lled in for revocation of the permit, Mr. smith said.

In application 8-233-69, an application by W8¥Ilewood Recreation Association, application
'LUld.er Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to enlarge existing IWimning area. in
existing recreation area, located at Waynewood Boulevard and DeJ.ebrook Drive, also
known as tax map 102-4 «(5» (21) 21C, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved
that the Board of zoning AppeaJ..a amend their resolution of January 27, 1970 J as
follOW's:

Amend Number 5 under limitations: The ZOning Administrator ma,y cause the property
to be fenced entirely with 8. four foot chain linl fence where none presently exists
at such time as he finds that parking in connection with this use is not being confined
to the site, or that trash is being allowed to lI.Ccumulate excessively on adjacent pro
perties. It they" caaply, there 1s no need to fence. If theY" caa:Pl¥ with the parking
requirements and pollee their grounds, there will be no problem. Seconded, Mr.Yeatman.
Carried \Dlanimously.

II
DD'ERRED CASES:

TRl COUNTY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, app~un4er Sec. 30-7.2.2.1.2 ,W;.,the Ordj.nan~.-,to

permit erection and '9P8ration of electriE::&l ::;ub..sta:\::L~",-~o~te4 p,ear interlilec.',\)f, Ca.:tn
Braneh of CubJhm 8c·,,»raddoek ,l;ld"" Centreville District, (RE-I), Map 43' {fL)J. ph 12,
S-2lf.1-69 (deferred n:cm Febroary' 24)

Mr. Hobson stated that he had already submitted a certified copy of the court order and
e. copy of the wr:Lt of proceeding. llE1: hoped that the Bo~ in its motion would include:
the finding of fact which he submitted at the time of the hearing.

In applica.tion 8-241-69, an application by" ~i CountY" Electric Cooperative, an
application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit erection and
operation df electrical sub-sta.tion, located near intersection of C&in Branch of Cub
Run and Braddock Road, &1.so known as tax map 43 «1)) pt. 12, county of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the require
ments of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws of the
Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appea.ls, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by &dvertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th day of Febru.a.ry, 1970,

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals ha.s made the following f'1ndings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is E. N. Chiles.
2. Present zoning is HE-I.
3. The area of the lot is 2.0087 ac. of land.
4. Existing facilities do not provide sufficient voltage to the southern end of the
Company's franchise area.
5. Proposed use is immediately adjacent to the VEPCO high power transmission line which
will provide power input into the proposed distribution station.
6. Proposed location is within a distance of the end of the distribution area. that will
pem!t ma.x:iJnum efficiency in reduction of the high pCMer voltage at the earliest point
for distribution at low voltage.
7. There is no cQlIDercially zoned land within one mile of the proposed site.

WIIEREAS, the Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals he.s reached the fol.low!ng conclusions of l.a:w:

The e;pplicant haS presented testimony indicating caupliance with standards for special
use permit. uses in R Districts a.s contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance,
and that the use will not be detrimental to the c1l&racter and development of the adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the caDPrehensive plan of land use em
bodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the follwing 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 this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall eXli re one year f'ran this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.
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TRI COUNTY ELECTRIC COOIERATIVE - Ctd.

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

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
BAR J S:MBLES, application under Section 30-1.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit op_
eration of riding stable, 8424 Hilltop Road, Providence & Centreville Districts,
(RE-l), 49-1 «1» 17, 5-20-70 (deferred from February 24,1970)

Mr. Smith noted that the Boa.rd had received a copy of the lease.

Mrs. Johnson stated that she WOUld have a max1mum of seventy horses at any one
t1JDe. At the present t1me sbe has thirty. There are two ba.rns on the property;
one with 26 stalls and one with 25. Horses are rented by the hour - $3.00 per
hour.

In application 5-20-70, an application by Bar J Stables, an, application under Section
30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of riding stable, on property lo
cated at 8424 Hilltop Road, also known as tax map 49-1 «(1)) 17, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in a.ccordance with the requi _
menta of all applicable State and County Codes and in a.ccordance with the by~1&ws of t
Fa.irfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a locaJ. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a pUblic

hearing by the Board of ZOning AppeaJ.s held on the 24th day of February, 1970, and

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

L Owner of the subject property is Earl N. Chiles.
2. Present zoning is RE~l.

3. Area of the land is 70.133 acres.

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

1. The applicant has presented test:iJnony indicating ccmpliance with standards
for special use pemit uses in R Districts as contained in section 30~7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and
deve10IBDent of the adja.cent land and w1lJ. be in harmony with the purposes of the cc.mpre
hens!ve plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

2. This pennit sh8J..1 expire one year from this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board. prior to the date of
expiration.

3. Tw.s approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats sub
mitted with this application. Any add1tiona.! structures of any kind, changes in use or
add!tiona.! uses, whether or not these &dditional uses require a use permit, shall be
cause for this use permit to be re~evalus.tedby this Board..

4. Hours of operation: 9 a..m. to 9 p.m., seven days a. week.

5. Separa.te men' s and ladies' restroans for the benefit of the public must be
provided.

6. AD. noise shall be confined to the site.

7. This is granted for a maximum of seventy horses on the premises at any one time.

8. All riding is to be confined to the premises - no riding on a public right of wrq.

9. There shall be a. record kept of all accidents submitted to the Zoning Administrator
upon request.

10. Fencing shall be inspected by the zoning Administrator to determine whether it is
adequate, prior to issuance of an occupancy permit.
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BAR J STABLES ~ ctd.

li. A minimum of twenty five parking spa.ces must be provided.

12. An insurance policy is to be maintained in force for the benent of the public
for the lifetime of this use permit.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

)Irs. Johnson questioned the requirement of separate mens' and ladies' l'eatr0aD8, saying
there is on.ly one facility on the property. Mr. Yeatman suggested renting & portable res

Consensus of the Bovd was that the aanitary facilities for men and waaen would be left
up to the HBa.lth Dep&r1ment.

II
1he Board discussed IU'1 application tor Little League with Mr. Robert Hurst. Mr. Hurst
requested that he be &1..1.owed to rue the application along with plats that do not show
SaDe of the th1ngs that the application requires. They are anxious to proceed and
they would like to do same cl.earning. When they get to the point where they have site
plan, they could cane back' and have the site plan awroved by this Board.

The Board agreed to accept the application with the plats presented, however, Mr. Fh1rst
should bring a site plan to the Boa.rd later.

II
lm.. PROVENZANO - Request for extension.

Since the letter was sent in prior to the expiration date, Mr. Baker moved that the
Board grant an extension of 180 d.a¥s (in accordance with the recent Resoluticn adopted
by the Board) !'rom. March 12, 1970 and it should be understood that there will be no
further extensions. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. carried unanimously.

II
The Board and Mike smith discussed the possibility of rebearing the application of
City Engineering and Development Caupany, since Mr. M. Smith said that Citgo has
refused to settle on the property under the te:rms stated by the Board in tbeir
resolution.

Mr. Smith stated that he could not in his own thinking delete this requirement from
the condition as he felt the entire motion was based on it.

Mr. Yeatman moved tha.t the Board advertise reconsideration of this application,
in view of new evidence. Seconded, Mr. Baker.

Mr. Long amended the motion to have the County Attorney review the covenant and
rule on it prior to reconsideration.

The Board instructed Mr. Phillips to request a ruling from the county Attomey before
the next meeting.

Mr. Yeatman and Mr. Baker accepted the amendment.

carried unanimously.

II
The meeting adjourned at 4:56 P.M. ~
By Betty Ha1ne., Clerk C=:~ T __--:>-. /J --

[7~~
Daniel smith, Cb&11'1181l Date (,/q/?C
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning AppeaJ.s was held OIl March 24,
1970 at 10:00 a.m. in the Board RO<XIl
ot the county Administration Building.
All lI:e1Dbers were present: Mri Daniel.
Smith, Chai:tm8l'l.; Mr. Clarence Yeatman;
Mr. Richard Long; Mr. George P. Be.mes;
Mr. Joseph Baker.

The meeting was opened with 8, prB¥er by Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Knowlton introduced Mr. Robert W. Jentsch who spoke on the basics of planning.

GEORGE M. & JEAN C. POLLARD, application under Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to
permit stable closer to side property 'line than:e.llawed, 9369 Campbell ROad, Centreville
District, (HE-I), 28-1 «2)) 1O, li, .V-3Q-70

The Board granted them 8, variance last December, Mr. Pollard explained, and since then
they ha.ve discovered they are too close to the well and the Health Department will not
approve the building pennit. The Health Department requires a 100 ft. separation between
the well and the sta.ble. The stahle will be 13' x 31' and will have two stalls and tack
and feed room.

No opposition.

In applica.tion V-3Q-70, an application by George M. and Jean C. Poll&rd, to permit stable
closer to side property line than allowed, 9369 Campbell Road, a.lso known as tax map
28-1 «2» 10, 11, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the 59a.M adopt
the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the require
ments of alJ. applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws of the
Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning APPeals held on the 24th day of March, 1970, and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is BE-!.
3. Area of the lot is approxiJnately two acres.
4. A variance was granted on a separate setback December 16, 1969 but the Health

Department would not aJ.lcw the applicants to build the stable because it was too
close to the well.

WHEREAS, the Bo&rd of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of 1BW:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the fol.l.owing physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that woul.d deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land tmd/or buildings involved: (the topography of the land prevents it fran
being used as desired originally by the owner),

N<M, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be granted with the following
limitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one year trcm this date unless construction has st&rted
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
RICHARD O. SWIM, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of
garage cloaer to side property line than allowed, 2211 N. Trinidad Street. Dranesville
District, (R-10), 41-3 ((6» 14, V-31-70

Mr. Swim stated that the requirement in R-lO zone would mean that a garage would have
to be 10 ft. from the side property line. It wotWi be impossible for them to build
a two car garage that distance from the side line. The garage they intend to build
would be the length of the house, 28' 1" 8lld the width would be 23' 4". There is a fire
p1ace on that side of the house which protrudes out into that area 17 inches.
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March 24, 1970

RICHARD o. SWDf • Ctd.

Mr. Barnes brought out the fact that the applicant could have 8. one car garage
and still st~ 10 !'t. off the property line and he would not need a variance.

They have two cars, Mr. Swim replied, and would like to put them in the garage.
The second reason is that they need storage space. There is very ilInited storage
in the house.

Mr. smith explained that &Ccording to the Ordinance, the hardship must be based
on certain requirements such as topography. The a.pplicant is requesting a. maximum
variance and the Board can only gr811t a. minimum variance. The Board is very
sympathetic, but cannot grant variances as a matter of convenience. Most families
today have two cars. The firepJ.a.ce which was spoken of does not show on the plat,
he noted.

Mr. SWim said he regretted that the fireplace location did not show on the pla.t.
He thought the engineer knew of the requirements, he said, however he
would like to point out that the lot is so shaJ.low it would prevent him from
making a. detached gs.rae;e which would be possible in some cases.

A carport could be constructed rive feet from the side property line, Mr. smith
suggested, and this would house two cars.

Because o£ the lixnited storage space available in the back. of a carport, Mr. Swim
said, this would not be adequate for his needs. His opinion was that an enclosed
garage would be nicer than an open carport would be and would be better for the
neighborhood. The house was constructed about three and a ha.lf years ago.
He plans to use the same type of brick and cinderblock as the dwelling, Mr. Swim
continued.

Mrs. Patricia otto asked for clarification as to how granting this variance would
af'fect her property.

Mr. Sndth assured Mrs. Otto that this would not affect her property.

In application V-31-70, an appJ.ication by Richard O. Swim, spplication \U'lder
Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of garage closer to side
lIroperty Une than allowed, 2211 N. Trinidad Street, also known as tax map
41-3 «6») 14, County of Fairfa.x, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application haa been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and COWlty Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th da;y of March,
1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the foll.owing findings of fact:

1. The prope-rty is owned by the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-lO.
3. Area of the lot is 9,102 sq. ft.
4. Required side yard setback is 10 £'t.

AND WHKREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law,

The applicant baa satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which \D1der a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) especiaJ.ly shalJ..ow lot:

NOW, THBREPORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted in part, with the following llJIlitatiOll.s:

1. The garage is not to be constructed closer than six feet from the side property 1

2. The garage exterior shall be of brick similar to the existing dwelling.

3. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure indicated
on pJ.ats presented with this appl.ication and is not transferable to other land
or to other structures on the same land.

4.. This variance shall. expire one year from this date \U'lless construction has
started or W1l.ess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried W1animously.

II
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SDLL O)L. COMPANY, app. under Bee. 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to permit remodeling
and add new bay and portico to existing Shell station, S. W. corner of Columbia Pike
and Evergreen Lane, Annandale District, (C-N), 71-2 «2)) pt. 2, 3, 8-32-70

Mr. W1ll1am Hansbarger sta.ted tha.t the use permit for this station was granted about
thirteen ;I! ars ago. Shell ha.s progr8llllled to ta.ke good loca.tions and upgrade them to
give better facilities and better lOoking buildings, Mr. HanSbarger said.
What they propose to do here is to upgrade this station in accordance with color
photographs which he presented. They propose to add a. bay on the west side along
with a storage room and on the east side an overhang for the te1.e];lhom and vending
machines. A portion of this property was taken for widening of Columbi& Pike
and in accordance with that, they show on their plat where they will move back the
entrance to that site to conform with the taking. No variances are needed.
The people who own property to the rear are the owners of this property also. Shell
does not actually lease the 67.18 ft. in the rear. The lease line is shown on
the plats presented.

Do they plan to screen the rear property line, Mr. Long asked?

It is not screenedmw, but if the ,Board requires it they will screen, Mr. Hansbarger
agreed. The owners, who live there, are oot concerned about it, but he thought the
land was in the Annandale Plen for Car:tmercial.

The Board discussed the "Top Value" banners over the bay, shown in the picture.

Mr. Hansbarger agreed they would have to C<:lm! down.

No opposition.

In B;lplication S-32-70. an am>l1cation by Shell Oil Company, an application under
Section 39-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to permit remodeling and add new b8iY and
portico to existing Shell Station, located at the southwest corner of Columbia
Pike and Evergreen Lane, also known as tax map 71..2 ((2)) pt. 2, 3, County of
Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the follorlng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of aJ.l applicable State and COlJJlty Codes and in accordance with the'
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a publl
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th day of March, 1970 and

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

L The owner of the subject property is John N. and Catherine Davian.
2. Present zoning is C-N.
3. Area of the lot is 19,981 sq. ft.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan) will be required•.,
5. This is an existing service station operating tUlder use permit of September 10,

1957.

AND WHEREAS the Board of zoning Appea.ls has reached the follCJlldng conclusions of
law: '

The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Specia.l
Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the zoning
Ordinance, and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of
the adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the caDPrehensive pJ.an
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW THBREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the 8ame~i8

hereby granted with the following llmitations:

1. There will be constructed a su toot brick. wall one foot inside the rear property
line or lease line at such time: as :the Land Planning Branch determines the need.

2. All existing signs shall be in conformity with the sign ordinance.

3. No rental or leasing of trucks, autos or trailers, including sa.les, shall be
allowed.

4. Granted to the applicant only; not transferable without further action of this
Board, and is for the location indicated in this application and is not transferable
to other land.

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

6. This approval is granted for the buildings Bnd uses indica.ted on plats submitted
iii.th this application.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried tUlanimoualy.
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OLD FRONTIER Tam, INC., app. under Sec. 30-7.2.7 of the Ordinance, to permit operation
of miniature western frontier town commercial recreational establishnm t, 12300 Lee
Highwa;y, Providence and Centreville Districts, (RE-l, e-G &c-N), 56-1, 56-3. ({l»
4, 8-33-70

Mr.Glen Goodsell represented the a.pplicant. Nothing has changed in the last three years,
he said. The registered agent for the Corpora.tion is Robert I. Lainof, 1513 King
Street, Alexandria.

The on1¥ criticism in the past year was the train whistle and gunshots, Mr. 9nith
recaJ.led. The noise should be confined to the site.

Mr. Goodsell said they felt the shooting was necessary to give same added attraction
to the children. The opera.tion' s profit is so marginal the Corporation would like
to close it, but there are same people who feel this is of benefit to the County,
His own children enjoyed it, Mr. Goodsell said.

Mr. Smith asked who supervises the operation on a dl\Y to day basis.

Mr. Goodsell did not know. Ccmplaints about the opera.tion are channeled through the
office of Lainof or Cohen.

Mr. smith asked that Mr. Goodsell submit the name of the person who would be responsible
for the operation.

Mrs. Cora. Fisher, 5000 Piney Branch Road, said she lives approximately one·half mile
:f'roln this location, and the nQiae from this operation has been extremely bad at times.
The noise fran the guns Shooting at t:lllles have had such reverberation that it sounds
like a cannon being shot. She did not agree .that this was of benefit to the County.

Perhaps the only w8¥ to stop the train Whistle, Mr. Smith suggested, is to take the
Whistle off the train.

Mr. Lowell Wright, 12038 Lee Highway, aJ.so discussed noise from the operation. He
told the Board that horses from Old Frontier Town have been driven down Lee Highwa,y
to the place where they are boarded and this is a very dangerous situation. One
morning about eight to ten horses loose on the property directly opposi te his.
He said he was not asking the Board to dose the facilitY'· down, but hoped that
the County would better police the operation and be certain that they follow the
restrictions set down by the Board.

NeeJ. Riddell, 4621 Dixie Hill Road, represented the Dixie Hill Citizens Association,
said that the points he had wished to make had been made by the other two speakers.

After mare discussion, Mr. Baker moved to April 14, for f'urther information requested
by the Board •• a new certificate of incorporation showing that it is a valid Virginia.
Corporation, a leue on the parking area, and it would be helpful to the Board if
dm.e of the- partners could be present and give the answers to the Board on the number
of borses, et'c. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
VICL'OR HERRMANN, epp. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit garage and wall
closer to property lines than allowed, BIlO Timber Va.lley Court, Centreville District,
(R-12.5), 49-2 ((20» 7A, V-34-70

No one wa.a present to represent the applicant. The application was placed at the end
of the agenda.

II
SHELL OIL CCIolPANY, application under Section 30·7.2.10.2.1 of' the Ordinance, to permit

storeroce addition to exi8ting bui.J.d1ng, 6136 Franoonia RO&d., Lee District, (C-N),
81-3 ((4» 4A. s-35-70

Representative for the sppllc8llt did :00 t have the required notices. Application was
pJ..a.ced at the end of the agenda to allow him to go get them.

II
CLIFFORD M. HEATH, spplication un.der Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pennit
dwelling closer to front and side property lines than eJJ.owed, 1922-1926 Birch Road,
Dranesville District, (RE-l), 41-1 «1)) 55, 55A, v-36-70

These are the last two lots that do not have houses on them in this side of the block,
Mr. Heath e}q)ls.ined. Most of the houses were built prior to the present Zoning Ordinance.
He bullt same of the houses. They a.re asking that this be the same setback as the
rest of the houses on the block. The frontage has eJ.W8\YS been 75 ft. and the lots were
extended back to give more space. '!'he land was subdivided in 1944.

This is an area of the county where there are a number of hardships, Mr. HUllips
explained .- the unusual. lot sizes and the nature of the lot lines, the rugged topography

d sewer problems.
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CLIFFORD M.HEATH - Ctd.

No opposition.

In application V-36-70, an a.pp1.ication by Clifford M. Heath, application under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit dwelling closer to front and side property lines than
allowed, 1922-1926 Birch Road, Dranesville District, (BE-I), 41-1 «1» 55, 55A,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long I'llOved that the Board adopt the following
resolution :

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a. local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th d.a\Y of March, 1970, and

WHEREAS. the Board of ZOning Appea.l.s has made the following findings of fact:
1. The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE-l.
3. Area of Lot 55A is 21,056 sq. ft. and 55 is 17,090 sq. ft.

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

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist which
under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi
culty or unnecessary hardship that woul.d deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
land andlor buildings involved: (a) exceptiona.l..1Y narrow lot; (b) location of existing
lots and buildings.

N<M', THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted, with the following limitations:

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

2. This variance shalJ. expire one year from this date lJJl1ess construction has started,
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
JJS CORP., TIA Ce»+DI'lWEALTH CHRISTIAN SCHOOL, application under Section 30-1.2.6.1.3
of the Ordinance, to permit transfer ofecisting use permit for school, pre-kindergarten,
thru 8th grade, d.a;y care, S'Ull1IlIter camp, 12 month operation, 1 a..ro. to 6 p.m., maximum
325 students; 8822 Little River Turnpike, Providence District, (RE-l), 58-4 «1)) 65,
8·36-70

Mrs. Shirley W. Boyett requested permission to a.1.low the JJS Corpora.tion to take over
the operation of Benj amin Acres Country Day School. The School has: been lb ing business
for thirty-one years. The new operation would continue in a very similar manner.
Facilities are avalla.ble for 325 students, nursery through eighty grade, including da;y
care, with hours of operation fran seven in the morning to six in the evening, five days
a week, twelve moilths a year. During s1JlllDer there would be a day camp similar to the
one they now operate. The camp program would include various sports, etc. and
swilmning lUlder supervision of trained counselors. The property consists of 4.2 acres
of land, and three buildings suitable for schoo~ use. The only change they want to make
in the existing facilities wouJ.d be to add an add1 tional parking area. as shown on the P
They would operate nine sma.U school buses.

Mr. SInith noted a. memo from the Health Department sta.ting that they had no objection
to the application providing enrol1Jllent is limited to 325 pupils due to on-site sewage
disposal system serving the facilitT",

Mrs. Boyett sa1d she was familiar with the Inspections reports and was prepared to
correct any deficiencies.

Norma.J.ly a service drive would be required along #236, Mr. Philllps sta.ted, but as in
most caseS this would be wa1ved until such time as the service drive is put in for the
entire section, otherwise it would serve no real purpose.

Mr.Long sa1d this would be subject to site plan control and could be left up to the
Land Planning Branch.

No crpposition.
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March 24, 1970

JJS CORPORATION - ctd.

In application 8-38-70, an application by JJS Corporation, Trading As Commonwealth
Christian School, an application Wilier Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to FCrmit
transfer of existing use permit for a school, pre-kindergarten through eightb. grade,
day care, summer campj twelve month operationj 7 a.m. to 6 p.m., maximum 325 students,
8822 Little River Tu.rnpike, Providence District, also known as tax map 58-4 ((1)) 65.
COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long 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 aJl applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of Zoning Awea.l.s. and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local !oewspaper,
posting of the property,letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s Ie Id on the 24th d.alf of March 1970 Md

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is Hilda B. Hatton.
2. Present zoning is RE~L

3. Area is 4.7944 acres of land.
4. Article XI (Sit.e Plans) must be cauplied with.
5. This use has been operating under use permit granted in 195a. or 1953.

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

1. The a.ppliC8Zlt has presented test:lJnony indicating Caupli8Zlce with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30~7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrlJnentaJ. to the cha.ra.cter and development of the adj
acent land and will be in harmony with the J?UI'Poses of the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following 1:iJnitations:

1. This is granted for a maximum of 325 students at 8Zl'J one timej ages 3 thru 15;
nursery thru eighth grade.

2. Hours of operation will be 7 a.m. to 6 p.m., five d.a.Ys a week.

3. This approvaJ. is granted to the applicant onlywd is not transferable without
further action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this tqlplication and
is not transferable to other land.

4. This permit shall expire one year fran this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of th:1.s Board prior to date of expiration.

5. This approveJ. is granted for the bu!1d.ings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tional uses, whether or not these additional uses require s. use pennit, sh&ll be clLUSe
tor this use pendt to be re-evaJuBJ:;ei by this Board.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimoualy.

The Board brle:t'ly" discussed the service drive requirement for this property.

Mr. Phillips sta.ted th&t noma..Uy a service drive would be required along 1/!2.36 but as
in most cases this coull be waived until such time as the enUre service drive is put
in for the section, otherwise it would not serve any real purpose.

The Board agreed this would be left up to the Land Planning Branch.

II
Mr. VERNON LODGE /lt219, A. F. & A. M., application under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the
Ordinance, to permit construction and opera.tion of lodge temple with maximum of 250
members and permit constrl1ction of building closer to property, line than allowed, 8209
8215 Mt. Vernon Road, Mt. Vernon District (R~12.5), 101-4 ((1)) 27 &: 27A, s-26-70 and
v-26-70

Mr. Bernard Fagelson represented the applicant.
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March 24, 1970

MT. VERNON LOOOE 1f219 - Ctd.

Mr. Fagelson stated that he was not here as a lawyer, but as a friend on behalf of
the Masons. The Mount Vernon Lodge #e19 is proposing to build 8. regular temple for
the lodge. This lodge will be for the use of the Mount Vernon Lodge, the Eastern
Sts.r auxiliary, Jobs daughters and DeMol8iYsassociated with the Masons. This
will be 8. 50 1 x 1DO' two s·tory building to be used only for lodge purposes.
'Ehe very fe.ct that being a Mason to some extent indicates reliability and respon
sibility. The organization would probably have two stated or called meetings a
month and the Eastern Star may have as many, as ma.y the DeMol8¥S and the Job's
Daughters. It is saf'e to assume that in a month they might have six or eight
stated or called meetings. Probably 25 to 30 people out of 250 membership
wou1d a.ttend regulr meetings. Once a year at a meeting where the Grand Master is
in a.ttend&l'lce, there might be over 100 but that is only once a. year. The building
is proposed to be brick veneer with white ~onial colUlllns.

Mr. Johnson visited four of the five l!l.e~Grs, Mr. Fage1son continued. Mrs.
Allen, adjoining neighbor to the north stated that she was very much in favor and
tle other three stated that they were in favor of the application. Because of the
odd shape of the lot, it is necessary to request variance from the 100 ft. setback.
The variance shoul.d not create any problems.

Mr. Smith questioned the proposed parking - he felt that one space for each three
members should be provided. Is the lodge the owner of the property, he asked1

Yes, they have owned it for six years, Mr. Fa.gelson replied. The building on the
property will be torn down.

Opposition: Maurice Wolf appeared as a resident of Riverside Estates, as Presi-
dent of the Riverside Estates Civic Association, and as President of the Mount
Vernon Council of Citizens Associations. The Council had. a Board meeting, he said,
and voted unanimously to oppose the application. Eight were present of the total
membership of nine. The Riverside Estates Civic Association had 122 people present
and 120 were opposed. He said he was also appearing in a fourth capacity -- repre
senting four of the moat iJnmediate neighbors; Mr. and Mrs. O'Brien, Lot 28A, contig
uous to the property; Mr. and Mrs. Sabrine, Lot 21 opposite the property; Mr. and
Mrs. Risso, Lot 20 opposite the property, and Mr. and Mrs. Kelp, 3404 Ayers Drive.
He presented a letter signed by these four people. The reason the other lady,
Mrs. Allen, adjoining the property on the north, did not sign was because she is
the daughter of the lady who sold the property to the Masons and said that she was
neutraL

Mr. Wolf stated that he had been informed by the Chairman of the Building Committee
of the Masons Club that thelbuilding would be used for as many as 250 nembers.
The same gentleman informed him that present membership is 270 and someone along
the line has mentioned a.'figure of 400. There would be many other functions taking
place at the lodge and it would be used by school children during week days for
rehearsals and other meetings. With 250 members and an average of two children
each, theoretically there could be 500 children there.

How many people would be allowed to use the building at one time according to fire
regula.tions, Mr. Smith asked1

Mr. Fagelson did not know.

Mr. Wolf continued by saying that the number of children using the premises was
iJDmaterial, but he described the road as being dangerous and school children would
be using that road. Also, in granting a use permit, the Board must take into account
the effect that traf"fic would have on the area and the citizens contend that
it would be d.etr1JnentaJ. to adjacent properties. He said they also understood that
the lodge would be rented to other groups -- how many groups and how many people'?
Also, that Christmas trees would be sold on the premises, and they felt these
activities wOUld be detrimental to the area.

Mr. Wolf said he had been informed that the Masons do not plan to construct the
building for two years. Someone else mentioned that the purpose of the hurry was
to allow the contractor to use fill from this site to fill another location.
What about erosion?

Mrs. O'Brien, Lot 28A, stated that the Lodge property WO\lld be on two sides of hers.
She objected to loss of privacy in a residential area and felt this would eJ"fect
the resale of her house. The house on the property has been used by the Lodge
once or 'twice a week with 10 to 14 ears parked there. She is a teacher, she said,
a nd teaches teenagers 7 1/2 to 8 hours and after a.ll day it gets pretty wearing
on the nerves and she would appreciate caning hane to peace and quiet, and not
being exposed to teenagers at the Lodge. She would':be delighted to sell her home
to the Masons as it would not be a desirable property for anyone else.

Mr. Smith pointed out that the Masons would be prohibited by their by-laws frClll
renting the buUding to anyone else. The organizations mentioned are families of
the Lodge members and it could be stipulated in the motion that this would not be
rented to outside organiZ&tioos.
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March 24, 1970

Mr. VERlION LOOOE *,19 - ct<!.

Mr. Fagelson stated that it was their intention to construct the building well
within the period of the use pest.

Mr. Smith reminded him of the BOard' G policy to grant only 180 days for an extension
of a use perm!t or variance.

What is the awreJ.l height of the building, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr.Fagelson said the building would be 4 ft. undergrOWld and 12 ft. above grmmd.

Mr. smith noted the staff reeonmendation and Planning Commission recCIlImendation
for.denial.

The Board discussed the removal of topsoil frCQll the property.

The building is going to be 4 ft. in the ground, Mr. Johnson of the Building Com
mittee, said and they had no place to<,put the dirt, so they took it 8.Cross the
highway and got rid of it without costing them any money.

The excavation would not' be aJJ.owed to remain open, Mr. Long cautioned.

In applica.tion 5·26·70, an applica.tion by Mount Vernon Lodge #2l.9, A.F. & A.M.,
application under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Ordinance. to permit construction and
operation of lodge temple wilob me.ximum of 250 members, 8209~82l5 Mount Vernon Road,
also known as tax map 101~4 «1)) 27 & 27A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long
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 aJ.J. applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-la.ws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th d.e.y of March, 1970
and

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

1. The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning of the property is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 2.66 acres of land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

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

The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permits in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and that the use will not be d.etrilllental to the character and develop
ment of the adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the compre
hensive plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, 'l'HEBEFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following 1.:l.:mitations:

The building shill be of architectural design, brick Colonial, 50' x 100' j there will
be 250 members maximtun; 85 parking spaces must be provided. Standard County stockade
fence and screening sha.ll be placed on the north property line for the limits of
this use. There will be no rental to outside organizations of tm building or the
premises. Any outside lighting must be directed onto the property itself and all
noise confined to the premises. The building must be constructed in a continuous
operation -~ no eXCavation should be left open beyond what is considered good
construction practice. A deceleration and acceleration lane must be constructed
on Mount Vernon Road frontage, length and width to be determined by the Land Plan
ning Branch. There shall be no entrance and exit along the eastern property line.
No use shall be made of these premises beyond 11:30 p.m. on weeknights without
prior approval of the ZOning Adndnistrator. 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 this application and is not transferable to other
lllll.d. This permit shall. expire one year frem this date unless construction or
operation has started or lJlli! ss renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
pJ.ats submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a
use permit shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this
Board. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

In application v-26-70, an application by Mount Vernon Lodge /#2.19 A. F. & A.M.,
application to permit construction of building closer to property line than alJ.owed,
8209-8215 Mount Vernon Road, Mount Vernon District, also known as tax map 101-4

.LI.L
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March 24, 1970

lwDUNT VERNON LOroE #219 - Ctd.

((1» 27 & 27A, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned a.pplication has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all. a.pplicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-lawB of the Fairfax Cmmty Board of Zaning AppeaJ.s, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning AweaJ.s held on the 24th day of
March, 1970, and

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

L The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning of the property is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 2.66 acres of land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

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

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance woul.d result in prac
tical difficulty or "WU'e cessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reason
able use of the land Md/or buildings involved: (a) irregular shape of the property;

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

L This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or struc
tures 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 fram this date lJIlless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of e:l;llration.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
THOMAS J. DAWSON, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construction
of carport 2 ft. from side property line, 6632 Moly Drive, Dranesville District,
(R-10) 40-4 «6)) 47, v-42-70

The drivew~ slopes, Mr. Dawson stated, and parking cars on the steep rise
makes a dangerous situation. He would like to have a carport for parking his
cars. The property terminates at the end of Primrose Drive, a side street that
dead ends and on street parking creates a sai'ety hazard, especia.lJ.y during
bad weather. The street at this point is 26' 5" incl.uding curb and gutter.
The proposed carport would enhance the property and other properties in the
area. The neighbors have no objections. The addition will meet all zoning
regulations and due to the urgency of a situation with relation to his wife's
sister who has terminal cancer, they already have the permit to start tha.t work.
The only variance is fur the carport.

The size of the carport could be cut back at least one or two feet, Mr. Smith
suggested. The Board must talk about miniJm.un variances rather than maximum.
A 12 ft. carport normally is considered satisfactory relief and in scme cases
the Board has limited the size to 10 ft.

The ground level of the house is approximately 30 to 40 inches above ground level,
Mr. Dawson stilted, and they have to have Il stoop in the carport to get in the
house. The stoop would take up same of the space in the carport.

The hOuse is 15.6 ft. fran the other side, Mr. Long noted, and if the house had
been moved over :further that wa;y, he probably could get a carport all right.
This i8 '-Il narrow lot and the plaCement ot the house on the lot bas certainly
restricted this \We. The house was built 13 or 14 years ago.

No opposition.

In application V-42-70, an application by ThaDaS J. DIlWSon, an application under
Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construction of carport 2 ft. from
side property line, on property located 6632 Moly Drive, MSO known as tax map
40-4 «6)) 47, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:
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March 24, 1970

THOMAS J. DAWSON ~ etd.

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of a.ll applicable State'Sid County Codes and in accordance with the by~

laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to tre public by advertisement in a. local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a. public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th da.y of March,
1970, and

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

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-IO.
3. Area of the lot ·18 10,318 sq. ft. of land.

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

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under It. strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: (8.) exceptionally narrow
lot; (b) unusual condition of the placement of the existing dwelling;

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the application be and the same hereby is
granted with the following restrictions:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or struc
tures 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 or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-0, Mr. Yeatman out of the room.

II
JAMES A. SMITH, RRR LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, INC., application under Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance, to permit building closer to property line than allowed by Ordi
nance, 5400 Port Royal Road, JumandaJ.e District, (I-L), 79-2 «(4}) F-I, E-2, v
48-70

Mr. James Smith stated that the building is under roof but not quite complete.
Site plan was 8;PProved about six months ago and the encroachment was not apparent.
'l'hey later added a retaining wa.lJ. and found the encroachment. Thi s waa a mistake
which was not found till the building was almost completed.

No opposition.

In application v-48-70, an application by James A. Smith, RRR Limited Partnership,
Inc., an application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit building
closer to property line than allowed by Ord1nance, 5400 Port Royal Road, Jumandale
District, (I-L), 79-2 «4}) F-I, E...2, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved
that the Board of Zoning J\Ppeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
a nd a public hearing by the Board of Zoning APPeals held on the 24th day of March,
1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. The owner of the SUbject property is RRR Limited Partnership, Inc.
2. Present zoning is I-L.
3.' Area of the lot 1s 2.8934 acres of land.

AND WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has re&Ched the following conclusions of law:

1. Tbe Board haS- !'eund that noncompliance was the reaUlt.ot an,error in the "location
of the building" subsequent to,tht ,isauanoe;)(l)f ,a. build.ing:pei'm!t~and

]2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose
lof the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of
other property in the :lmnediate vicinity.

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby -granted with the following 11m!tatioos:

.1.10
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March 24, 1970

RRR LIMITED PARTNERSHIP J INC. - Ctd.

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

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-0 (Mr. Yeatman out of the room).

II
ERNEST J. THOMAS, OOMINION BUILDING COMPANY, application under Section 30-7.2.
10.5.4 of the Ordinance, to permit retail sales for travel trailers and camping
equipment, located on Curran street, part of Lot 4, all of 5, 6, 7, Mackalls
Addition to McLean, Dranesvil1e District, (C-G), 30-2 {(ll)) pt. 4, all of 5, 6, 7
5-49-70

Mr. Thomas stated that he is leasing the property from Dr. Patton and his lease runs
fran March 1970 to March 1971 with option for renewal for one year. He would use the
front portion of the building for office space as required by the State and have
parking for the trailers. and customers as shown on the plat. These would be camping
trailers; there would be no utUit:r trailers. He requested an out of turn hearing on
this application because he was in danger of losing his franchise. It was supposed
to expire March 20 but they tave given hiIll. two or three more weeks. He baa already
purcha8ed one unit to keep the franchise open and it is sitting in his baek yard.

Mr. SDdth noted that a variance would be required in connection with this application.

Mr. ThOOlaS stated that he was not aware of this.

Mrs. Andrews, Vice President of the McLean Citizens Association, reminded the
Board of their standing policy to oppose variances unless there is a special
overriding reason. They will be opposing any variance on the use of this property
at a future date. It appears that the applicant plans to use the property right
away and will require a variance, so even though that's not before the Board today,
she wished to state that he is asking for a two year waiver of site plan. and will
be using the property primarily for outdoor display which will contribute to
the visual pollution of McLean at a point which has been chosen as a fOcal point
of the central business district under the new McLean Plan. One of the problems
of the centraJ. business district has been the fragmentation of the property into
25 ft. lots in the 1920's and one of the goals of the new McLean Plan will be to
encourage the assembling of the small parcels into a large enough tract to have
a major retail comnercial use at this location with a skating rink, a shopping
maJ.l and other amenities that will make McLean an attractive, livable place
and bring new business and broader tax base to McLean and the County. They
would hope that the interim uses permitted by the Board would not contribute
further to the downgrading of the area as far as the appearance is concerned.

Mr. smith reminded Mrs. Andrews that this is C-G zoning and there ammany uses
that could go in by right which might be more objectionable than these enclosed
trailers. If the permit were granted, the property could be used as long as be
does not use the house, without the variance.

It's not the use of the house as an interim use, Mrs. Andrews said, it's the outdoor
disple.y that they object to. They have just had a $50,000 study completed which
justified the proposal that a department store be encouraged to locate here.

The Board discussed the McLean Plan proposals with Mrs. Andrews.

Mr. Bmith asked if there was any possibility of this plan being implemented within
two years?

In the case of all master plans there is no question as to whether a pJ.an will be
adopted, Mr. Phillips stated, the question is to what exact pllll will be adopted and
in reviewing the Planning Commission's recClDbElndations on this plan, the maJor
points of departure that they reccwmend from the proposal are concerned with the
Old Dominion by-pass and a couple of road situations and some minor useS. The overall
concept of the plan is supported by the CCIlIIllission and will probably be adopted
and implemented, this being an excellent location for this kind of thing. As to the
cost of land and desirability of different types of development, the cost of land
will be because of the potentia.l for development and, of course, the potential for
developnent will justify the expenses that developers would have to go to to acquire
land. This whole area, no matter what the devel,Ppment is at present will eventually
be developed with private initiative Justified by the potential return. This use as
proposed would most likely be, at best, an inter:lJn use. It's hard to say when
redevelopment would occur.

Mr. Thomas stated that he did intend to' put a good, clean business in this area.
He felt that McLean cou1.d use the business.
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March 24, 1970

ERNEST J. THOMAS - Ctd.

In application 8-49-70, an applica.tion by Ernest J. ThOfll&S, Dominion Building Company,
under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit retail sales of travel
traDers and camping equipment, property located at 6725 Curran Street, aJ.so known
as tax JIlal> 30-2 «11» pt. 4, 5, 6, 7, County of F81rfax,Vlrginia, Mr. Long moved
that the :Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEBEAS J the <llPtloned appllcation has been properly" filed in accordance with all
lIpplieable State and county codes and in accordance with the by-laws of the Falrf'a.x:
County Board at' zoning Appe&l.s, and

WHEREAS, fOllowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s held on the 24th day of Marcil, 1970 and

'tffiEREAB, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fol.1..olrlng findings of fact:

1. The owner of the subject property is Dr. Charles Patton.
2. Present zoning is e-G.
3. Area. of the property is 24,500 sq. ft. of land.
4. CcmIpliance with Article XI would be required.
5. Variance would be required for front setback which must be considered in

conjunction with a use permit.

Am> Wlm~, the Bol\l'd of Zoni.l:f Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

The applicant has not presented testimony indicating ccmpliance with standards for
Special Use Permit UseS inC Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and the use will be detrimental to the character and development
of adjacent land and will not be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordin.ance.

NCWTHEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject e,pplicationbe and the same is hereby
denied.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-1,' Mr. 8:(ldth voting against the motion.

II
The Ch&irman reca.lled the application of VICTOR HERRMAN which was pJ.aced at the end
of today's agenda because the applicant was not present when the case was call.ed.

Mr. Herrman did not have the required notices and the case was deferred for the
April 21 hearing.

II
Mr. Smith called the case of SHELL OIL COMPANY which was deferred from the morning
session for proper notices.

Mr. Charles Langen requested continuance of the case until proper notification had
been made.

The Board deferred to April 14 for notices.

II
V-22-70 - LEONARD WORTHMAN - deferred from March 17 for new plats and for decision
only. (to allow pool to be constructed closer to house than allowed)

In application V-22·70, an e;pplication by Leonard Worthman, under Section 30-6.6 of
the Zoning Ordinance, to perm!t erect!. on of swimming pool closer to dwelling and
property lines than allowed by Ordinance, located 8322 Stonewall Drive, also
known as tax map 39-3 «16» 188, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that
the Board e.dopt the following resoJ.ution:

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

WHEREAS' following proper nct ice to the public by advertisement in a local newspapers
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing held by the Board of Zoning Appeals on the 17th day of March, 1970,

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

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the property is 14,160 sq. ft. of land,

1(:::>
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March 24, 1970

LEONARD WORTHMAN • ctd.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has reached the following conclusions of law:

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a. strict interpreta.tion of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or urmecessa.ry hardship tha.t would deprive the user of the reaso
able use of the land and/or buildings involved:

1. exceptionally irregular shaped property;
2. exceptional topogra.phy problems and easement problems;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject applica.tion be and the same
is hereby granted with the failoring limita.tions:

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

2. '1'b1s variance shaU expire one year :l'ran this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed bY' action of this Bo&rd prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barm s. Carried unanimous1¥.

II
Request 1'raD Riverside Gardens Recreation Association - Mr. 3m1th read the
request for improvements to be made to the lounge area and enJ.a.rgement of the area,
without the necessity of refiling.

Where there have been expansion of uses, Mr. Smith noted, it would require a new
application. Will this proposed change not require a review by the Site Plan
office?

This is questionable, Mr. Knowlton stated. It might require a site plan waiver.
There are no additional recreational. facilities included in that,no additional.
membership or parking required.

It seems, said Mr. Long, that it would be the Zoning AdDrlnistrator's job to require
a rehearing, and then if the Board was not satisfied with his decision they could
overrule it but th.a.t's what his job is.

The Board is now specifying in its motions that any change must cane back to the
Board for further review, Mr. Knowlton said, and the staff doesn't have this on the
old cases, but are requiring it -~ that any changes, addLtions, etc. are cause
for further review by the Board and it doesn't say a "formal. application before this
Board", it says further review. It's this review we are looking for to see if
the Board's interpretation would be to amend the original action to include this
or if it would require an application.

Mr. Long was concerned about theZOt'ting Administrator being bY""Passed when these
things are brought before the Board without his interpretation first.

The Zoning Administrator's responsibility for interpretation is traditional. and
the staff tries to :maintain it as much as possible. Of course, the vast increase
in the number of offices that handle different aspects of the Ordinance, has created
a great deal of confusion. Some responsibilities of the zoning Administrator
are carried out by a large mnnber of people and they act as agents of the Zoning
Administrator. Possibly the solution in this case would be to designate somebody
as being responsible for these things and appeal their decis ion through the
Zoning Administrator to the Board, if necessary.

Mr. Mead explained what they propose to do. The use of the lounge area will
remain as it has been except that by extending the roof line they will provide
a certain amount of shaPe. They plan no change in the use of the property in any
w"If.

The Board discussed this at length. Consensus of the Board was that a new application
would be required and that the applica.tion could be heard on April 21.

The Boe.rd discussed estabJishing a policy on these matters, to require a new
application. Mr. Long felt that the Zoning Administrator should be consulted
on these matters and if anyone wanted to appeal. his decision, then they could come
to the Board.

Mr. Phillips stated that this situation points to same tremendous problems in the
reorganization, with conflicts between the organization and the State law and the
County Code.

Mr. Barnes felt this was something that should have been taken to the zoning Admin~

istrator for his approval ~ he is capable of approving this.
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M&rch 24, 1970

RIVERSIDE GARDENS RECREA'l'ION ASSOCIATION - Ctd.

Mr. smith disagreed that the Zoning Administrator was empowered to do so under the
present ordinance. Any tilne the request involves a building permit, the Baud must
take action on it before the Zoning Administrator can approve it. This is a good
item that the Board could spend some time on at a later date.

II
Mr. Smith read a letter fram the County Attorney dated March 23, 1970 regarding
the appUcation of CITY ENGINEERING AND DEVELOIMENT CORPORATION, in response to
a request of this Boe.rd.

The county Attorney's letter does canply with the intent of his motion. Mr. Long
said.

'!'be Board agreed to advertise this for reconsideration on April 14. The Board
has granted the permit and this is not to change the motioo other than to
the stipulation of staging of development.

The meeting adJourned at 6:09.
By Betty Haines, Clerk

____-'O<./(,;9U/2Z:.:;o'-__-!!l&te
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The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning
Appea.ls was held on Tuesday, April 14, 1970
in the Board Roan of the County Administration
Building. All members were present: Mr.
Daniel Smith, Chairman; Mr. George Barnes,
Mr. Clarence Yeatman, Mr. Joseph Baker and
Mr. Richard Long.

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

Mr. James Bell freon the Park Authority gave a brief talk on the f\mctions of the
Park Authority. He showed slides of various parks throughout the County.

II
HUNTER MILL COUNTRY DAY SCl:I.OOL, INC., app. under Sec. 30·7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance,
to permit expansion of use permit to allow 100 children, ages 2·16, nursery through
third grade, all da;y- care, remedial tutoring for older children, and use of small
ponies for the younger children, 2021 Hunter Mill Road, Centreville District, (RE-2)
27-4 ((1» 3, S-37-70

Mr. Klare, President of the Hunter Mill country Day School, Inc. and administrator
of the School, stated that the owner of the five acre property is the Angelica Corp
ora.tion. The Hunter Mill country Day School, Inc. has a lea.se from the Angelica
Corporation. These are faJllily held corporations in the State of Virginia.
The lease runs illltil the da;y- that Angelica corporation might decide to dispose
of the property.

The Board should have a copy of the lease and the articles of incorporation, Mr.
Srn.ith stated.

In answer to a question from Mr. Long, Mr. Klare stated that the school owns
two buses and two station wagons and the transport some of the children; the rest
are brought by parents.

Mr. Long stated that eight parking spaces for 100 students did rot seem like
enough.

There are eight parking spaces prepared, Mr. Klare stated, and on the plat there are
three more indicated.

Mr. smith expressed concern about the fact that the distances from property lines were
not shown on the plat for the barns, shed, and buildings. How much land is involved,
he asked? Is the Board te.lking about the entire five acres of land?

It is a fact that when they take the children on hikes, they go back into the five
acres, Mr. Klare said. Sometimes they take the children on to other people's land.

If the school has permission from the property owners it might be all right, but the
Board would not be involved, Mr. smith noted. How many ponies are on the property,
he asked?

They have four at present, Mr. Klare replied. In the summer time they only have two.
'Ihey keep two for friends during the winter.

No opposition.

Mr. Smith read the report from the Inspections Division and the Planning ComDlission
recommendation recCllIJIlending approval. of the application subject to compliance with all
applicable Sta.te and county Codes.

There was much discussion rega.rding the barns and distances from. property lines'
Mr. Klare stated that if this became 8. problem, he would give up the. idea of using
the horses. They cannot move the buildings. Another a.lternative, he suggested,
might be to bring the horses to the school.

There is no advertised request for a variance, Mr. Smith stated, therefore the Board
cannot consider granting a variance on the buildings.
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SHAWNEE FARM, JAMES S. CHACONAS, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance, to pe
riding stable (lessons available), and buying and selling of horses, 960D Leesburg
Pike, Dranesville District, (HE-l), 19-1, 19~2 ((1)) 16, 21, S-39-70

Mr. Long moved to defer to April 21 for a copy of the lease
distances from the property lines for all of the buildings.
Carried unanimously.

II

and proper plats showing
Seconded, Mr. Barnes.
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April 14, 1970

SHAWNEE FARM, JAMES S. Clli\CONAS - Ctd.

Mr. Smith noted a letter :from the applicant's attorney requesting deferral.

Mr. Koneczny stated that yesterday afternoon, Mr. Chaconas had told him that there
was one requirement he had not completed and he hoped the Board would defer action
to a later date.

The attorney does not give a reason for requesting deferral, Mr. Smith stated. He
said he was quite concerned when a deferral is requested and no one shows up at the
meeting. The applicant or his representative should be present to answer questions
as to why he is requesting the deferra.l.

Mrs. Bettijane Allen, Humane Agent, stated that Mr. Chaconas' a.ttorney had called
her twice last week to ask if she planned to oppose the application and she told him
that she did plan to. There is proof that the applicant is a front man for Wally
Holly and there are cruelty charges against the applicant also, she said.

Mr. Smith stated that he was not in favor of deferring this application because no
reason was given for the request to defer. The letter indicates to him that the
attorney is getting out of it and it states that Mr. Chaconas will petition the Board
for hearing at a later date. There is no indication that the attorney will pursue
the application.

Mr. Baker moved that the application be allowed to be withdrawn without prejudice.
Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPH CO., application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.4 of the Ordinance,
to permit'erection and operation of microwave tower and attendant telegraph facillti1il,
and application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construction of
building closer to lot lines as well as a microwave tower, closer to lot lines and
higher than permitted by the Ordinance, 6565 Columbia Pike, (R-l7), Annandale
District, 60-4 (1)) pt. 33, s-40-70 and v-40-70

The applicant's representative was not present.

Mr. Yeatman. moved that the application be denied for lack of interest. Seconded, Mr.
Baker.

Possibly the best approach on this application would be dismissal, Mr. Phillips
suggested.

Mr. smith read the Planning Commission reconmendation to deny and the County Facilities
Site selection committee recOImllendation to deny. He questioned whether the Board
had authority to approve anything that is not approved by these two bodies. Without
their approval, he doubted that it could ever be established. They have indicated
very strong disapproval. ApparenUy the applicant no longer has interest in this
application and in view of the fact that so many ,people are in the room interested
in this case, the Board should dispose of it.

Mr. Yeatman moved that the case be discussed in view of the recommendation for denial
by the Planning Conmission and the Site Selection Committee. Seconded, Mr.
Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
THOMAS A. & PATRICIA B. GRANT, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordine.nce,
to permit construction of addition closer to existing swimming pool than allowed, 2417
Childs Lane, Mount Vernon District, (R·12 ..5), 102-3 (il)) (9) 25, v-44·70

:Mr. Gre.nt explained that they wish to add an additional bedroClll to the upper level.
There are two bedrooms in the upper level at the present tiJlle. They have one son
who is eight years oJ.d sad are expecting an additionaJ. clrlJ.d in May. The eight
year old has a tear of being le1't alone in the dark and it lIOUld be difficult at this
age to move him to the lower level of the house. They feel that it would be necessary
to have separate bedrooms for the children due to difference in age. This is
the only location for an addition prilnarily because of the style and the location
of the house on the lot. They are the original owners of the house. The swin:ming
pool was installed af'ter they purchased the house. The only variance they are
seeking is from the sw1mming pool itself.

No opposition.

In application v-44·70, an application by Thomas A. and patrici& B. Grant, appli
cation to permit construction of addition closer to existing sWilllming pool than a.lJ..cnfad
on property located at 2417 Childs Lane, also known as tax l'IlEql 102~3 «(ll» (9)
25, County of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

.LI:::J
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THOMAS A. & PATRICIA B. GRAN'!' • etd.

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

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

hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 14th day of April, 1970,

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

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 10,800 sq. ft.

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

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following pqyslcal conditions exist
~ich under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordiriance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) illlUSUal condition of the location of existing structures on the property;

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

1. This approval. is granted for the location and the specific structureS
indicated on plats presented with this application only and is not transferab1£! to
other land or to other structures on the same land.

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

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

VILLA LEE ASSOCIATES, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to permit
commilllity association swimming pool, located N. or Lee Hwy., and E. side of Hunter Rd.,
Providence District, (RTC-5), 48-4 ((1)) pt. 31, S-13-70 (deferred from March 10)

Mr. Griffitt Garnett represented the applicant. This is a private subdivision of
forty-four townhouses, he said, and the pool would serve only these homes. This will
be the first of SpaniSh motif subdivisions. All of the houses will be within 400 ft.
of the pooL This is an F.H.A. project which means that all of the common areas,
parking, streets, etc. will be dedicated to the association of homeowners and trey
will maintain and run the association exactly as it is done in Strathmeade Square
COJlllIIUIlity Association. These homes will sell from $35,000 to $38,000. The pool,
streets, etc. will be dedicated to the Association to be utilized by the Association as

their recreational area. They will be assessed against the property on a monthly basis.
Maintenance is set by F.H.A. as a minimum and the only method of raising that
assessment is a very laborious one. They have shown five parking spaces on
the plat for maintenance vehicles and people working at the pool to park. They will
erect whatever type of fence is required by the County.

Mrs. William G. Miller asked if Hunter Road is to be widened.

Mr. Garnett replied that the County will have it as park area and can do anything it
wants to along there.

No opposition.

In application S-13-17, an application by Villa Lee Associates, application under
Section 30~7.2.6.1,1 of the Ordinance, to permit community association swimming pool,
located north of Lee Highway and east side of Hunter Road, Providence District, also
known as tax map 48-4 ((1» pt. 31, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with require
ments of all applicable state and county codes and. in accordance with the by-laws of
the Fairfax county Board of ZOning Appeals, and

WHEREAS foll.owi:ng proper notice to the public by advertiseIllent in a. local newspaper,
posting'of the property, letters to contigu01;[S. and nearby property owners, a.nd a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 14th day of April, 1970,

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact;
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April 14, 1970

Villa Lee Associates - etd.

1. Owner of the property is the applicant
2. Present zoning is RTc-5.
3. Area of the lot is 6,352 sq. ft.
4. Compliance with Artic1.e XI will be required.

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

L. The applicant has presented testimony that the application complies with standards
for special use permit uses ,in R districts as contained in Section 30-1.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and;

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
18Jld and will be in hannony with the purposes of the comprehensive land use plan
embodied in the Zoning Ordin8J1ce.

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

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

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

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

4. Membership of the pool shall be limited to people- occupying the dwellings in this
subdivision and their guests.

5. A stockade fence six feet in height shall be erected along the northerly line of
Lot 17 from the rear toward the front for a distance which will provide proper
screening.

6. There will be a minimum of five parking spaceS provided for the use.

7. All noise shall be confined to the site.

8. All lighting shall be directed onto the site.

9. Hours of operation 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. seven days a week.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanilnously.

II
WILLIAM & SUZANNE MILLER, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to
permit storage addition 38 ft. from Beechwood Road, Lot 191, Section 8, Hollin Hills,
7220 Beechwood Road, Mount Vernon District, (R-17). 93-3 ((4)) 191, V-23-70
(deferred from March 17)

Mr. Smith read a letter from the Architectural Cormnittee approving the proposed addi
tion.

In application V-2l~70, an application by William and Suzanne Miller, application
under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance to permit storage addition 38 ft. from Beech
wood ROad, also known as tax map 93·3 ((4)) 191, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appea.l.s held on the 17th day of March, 1970,

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

1. OWner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R~17.

3. Area of the lot is 15,112 sq. ft.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.l.s has reached the following conclusions of law:
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WILLIAM AND SUZANNE MILLER - Ctd.

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exis
which under a. strict interpretation of the ZOning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or lmDece88ary hardahip that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and/or bulld1ngs involved: (a.) exceptional topographic problems of
the lan.dj 8XId (b) unusual condition of the location of existing buildings.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 1s hereby
granted with the following limita.tions:

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

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

3. The addition is to be constructed of material similar tothat of the existing
dwelling.

seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II

I

WILLIAM R. WILSON, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit less dth
and area than required to permit three lots, 2509 Fowler Street, (R-10), 40-3 ((1))
119A, Providence District, V-21-70 (deferred from March 17)

Mr. Robert Hurst presented new plats showing house location. This property was the
subject of an application several years ago for exactly the same use, he recalled,
but that variance expired. There is an old house on part of the property which will
remain there. Lots 2 and 3 would have new houses built on them. This would help
fulfill the need for low cost housing in the area. The original variance was
granted to Myer Abraham, Mr. Wilson's partner.

No opposition.

In application V-2l-70, an application by William R. Wilson, to pennit less width
and area than required to permit three lots, located at 2509 Fowler Street, also
known as tax map 40-3 ((1») 119A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that
the Board adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a publ
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 14th daY of April, 1970, and

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

L Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R~lO.

3. Area of the lot is 28,381 sq. ft.
4. A similar variance was granted on this property before which expired.

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

1. The applicant has satisfied the"Board that the following physical conditions exis
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and/or buildings involved; (a) unusual condition of the location of
existing buildings.

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

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

2. This variance mall expire one year from this date unless subdivision plat has
been recorded. Seconded, Mr. Bames. Carried unanimously.

II
Mr. Hurst apologized for not being present when the case of Western Union Telegraph
Company was ce.l1ed earlier in the day. He said be was under the impression that the
staff was going to take the case off of the agenda.
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SHILL OIL CO., ~cat1Cl1l UDder SectiOll 30-07.2.10.2.1 ot the Ord1JwJ.ce, to perlll1t
store roca additiOll to exiJlt1ng building, 6J.3' J'raD.conia Road, Lee District, (C-B),
81-3 «4» ..... 9-35-70 (..t ..... traa -... 24)

Mr. Charles Langley represented the applicant. Shell Oil. C(lllp~ over the past eighteen
months have been modemizing and be8l1tif';ying their existing stations, be8XpWned.
They would like to add a store rom. lUld trash enc.1.Oaure in order to improve the station
in this lacatiOlll. 'l'b18 would be tor storage ot batteries, tirell, etc.

Mr-a. Helen AppersOIl stated that sbe OIInS property to the rear ot the station and she
questioned the two adjacent property owners which Mr. Langley said he had notified. Ala
she said, they were uaured that there would be a butter zone which wu1.d be beautified
with planting md OIl aever-.l occasions they b&Ye bad to notifY the county that this
service atatiCll1 Y&I abusing the C-X zonma: ~ storing wrecked autos in the back of' it.
At the present time they are parlting large dump trucks on vtlat 18 supposed to be the
bufter zone. The 8' X 25' extension wbich tbey propoae to add rill be within the
buffer zone. It this &dd.1tion 18 going to be eJJ..owed, then &1l of the other service
stations ahouJ.d be aJJ.awed the same privilege.

Mr. LaDgle:y stated that the people he notified were adJ&eent property owners aecord.1ng
to Cow1ty tax records.

Mr. Yea.tman lDOved that the Board. hear the case. Beconded, Mr. ~r. Carried unan1moua

Mrs. Apperson uked who WO\Zl.d be responsible for burying the"jlipe in b&Ck ot the stat:la1
Right now, it is open dra:lz:aage.

Public Works should. hlmdle this, Mr. Smith adviaed.

Mr. Lyles' neice, who did not give her name, stated that Mr. Lyles 801d the property
to Shell and he owns property' adJoining the sta.tion. He has owned thi8 land tor thirty
or forty years.

Mr. Covington assured Mrs. Apperson that the situation ot large trucka being parked
on the property would be corrected.

What type at fence Is on the rear property line, Mr. Smith asle d?

There is a white fence there at:preaent, Mrs. Apperson 8aid, IIIld the ground is not
paved. '1'h&t is where the wrecked ears have been parked, outside of the fenee.

Mr. Langley uked it they could fence the entire area with a fence to prevent the
trueka trail driving in. He agreed that they 8hould be concerned with the storage
of trucks on the property. 1h1s station 18 leased to Mr. ParSOIlS, he said.

Trucks should not be eJ..lowed to park in a C-R zooe, Mr. Long stated.

If they could put three tru.ek8 inside the bays at night, this wouJ.d allow scme nexi
bility, Mr. smith suggested. There are many sma.1.l contractors who do have to have
their trocks serviced'at night so they can use them during the day.

Mr. Lyles' neice suggested sc.e t)'Pe at fencing or screening to bide the station f'J'cm
the residenti&l lIft4tiOll to the rear.

In application S-35-70, an application by Shell Oil GallpElDY, to penl1.t store 1"OCIIl add1ti
to existing bu1l..d1ng, located at 6J.36 Franconia Rd., alBa mown u tax map 81-3 «4»
4A, CCnmty' of :re.1rtax, Virgin1a, Mr. Lon& DlO'f'Od that the Board 8.dopt the folJ..ov1ng
resolution :

WHIBIAB, the eapt1clled application has been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements ot all applicable State and County COdes and. in accordance with the by
laws at the fairf'ax. County Board of ZOning Appeals, and

WHIRIAS, tol1ow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in .. local newspaper,
posting of the property', letters to contiguous ud nearby property owners,
8Ild a public hearing by the Board ot Zoning Appeals held the 14th d.q of April,
1970 and

WHEBBAS, the Board ot zoning AppealS has made the toll.oring findings of t&et:

1. OWner of the property' is the applicant.
2. Present ZGI'l1ng of the property' is C-N.
3. Area of the lot is 38,684 sq. ft.
4. CaIlpllance with Article XI will be required.

AIm, WHBBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals baa reached the tollowing conclusions of
law:

1. nJe applicant baa presented testimony indicating CQDPllance with 8tandards tor
special use permit uses in C districts as contained in section 30-7.1.2 of the zming
Ord1ne.nce, and,
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SHILL OIL 00. - Ctd.

2. Th18 permit ahaJ.l expire one year :traa this date unless construction or operation
hU started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiratlcm..

3. This approval 1s gl'8ll.ted tor the buUd1nga and uses indicated on the plata sub
mitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use
or add1tionaJ. uses, whether or not tbese additional uses require & use pemit, shall
be eause tor 'this US8 pe1'lll1t to be re-evaluated by this Board.

~. The proposed additiont1Should be constructed or JD&ter1&l s:lm1l.ar to that of the
existing building.

5. There will not be at any time, storage, selling, renting or leasing of trucks,
tra1l.ctrs or autallobUes in connection with this use.

6. LighUng 1s to be directed onto the property itself.

7. Anynnew signs shall be limited to 26 ft. ma.ximum height.

8. A chain llnk. fence with standard screening shall be placed 20 fi. behind the
proposed addition aJ.ong the back portion ot the property.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried unan1moualy.

II
OLD FROKTJER 'lOIN, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.7 of the Ordinance, to pe
operation of miniature western frontier town cOJlIIIerciaJ.. recreational establishment,
12300 Lee Highway, Providence and centreville Districts, (BE-I, C-G and C-B), 56,,1,
56-3 «1» 4, 8-33-70 (deferred !raI March 24)

Mr. GJ.en Goodsell represented the applicant and s10ated that the raana.ger of the prope
18 present, and also one of the directors of the Corporation. He presented the Board
with a copy ot the articles of incorporation and the lease.

In v1ew' of the problems with the train 'Wb1sUe, Mr. Smith suggested that a copy
of the motion grmting this application, if it 11 granted, be pJ.a.eed in a con
spiCl1OU8 place 80 that any new management caning in woul.d know that the train
whistJ.e is not to be used. All noise f'raD the operation should be can'taiDed OlIo the
preperty of Old Frontier Town.

Mr. 'Le.inot said the eh8.rges had been cut <kNn to one-tourtn and tbey should not be
beard ott of the property.

Mr. smith questioned the statement that saaeone made at the previous bearing reg
horses walking up and down the highwe.y frca the recreatiOlloal. establisblllent to the
Meade property.

Mr. Joseph Feldman, manager, and one of the Board. at Directors, s10ated that tbey had
a trai.ler for moving the animaJ..s but it broke down and they had boys ride a horse
cd lead two or three down the road. The horses are a pretty heavy expen-e to
feed over the winter so :rrca now OIl, at the end of the season they will sell the
horses and in the lIpring they will n!pUl'ehase others. There will be no need to move
them and nO need to keep them over the winter. Scae of the horses escaped cmce
lfheD the wind blew dawn the pony ring and a partioo of the fence but the caretaker
was into:naed and they were brought back and. corralled in lU'lOther section. At present
there are twelve boraes em the property.

In application 8"33-70, an application by Ol.cl Frontier.Town, Inc., applica.tion
\meier Sect1cm 30"7.2.7 of the OrdJnance, to permit operation ot Illin.ia.ture western
f'ra:ltier town eatlllerc1al. recreational establiShment, property located at l2300 Lee
Highway, also Imown &8 tax map !J6"l, 56"3, «1») 4, County at hirfu, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved that the Board ot ZcI1ing Appeal8 adopt the f'ollowing resolution:

WHIREAB, the eapticaed application baa been ll"O:Perly rued in accordance with the
requirements at all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
1... of the Fairfax County Board at ZOning Appeals, and,

WIIKRKAS, f'oJ.l.owing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to cCl1tiSU0U6 and nearby property owers, and
a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 14th da;y of April, 1910

""d,
WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the f'oll.owing conclusions at law:

1. '!'be applicant has presented testimoay indicating compliance with Standards
for Special. Use Permits in R Districts &8 contained in section 30-7.1.1 of' the
ZOning Ordinance, and,

a. That the use will not be detriment&l to the character and development of the ad..
jacent land and. w1ll be in ha.rmony with the purposes of' the cOOlprehensive plan of lan
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.
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OLD PROlITIBR '1'OWJI) IlfC. - cw.

lQl', 'lHIRBl"ORB BE IT RISOLVBD, that the subject application be granted, with the
tol.l.owiDg Umit&UC01II:

1. This approvaJ. 18 granted to tbe applicant only' ud is not transferable without
turtber actten ot this Soard and 1s tor the location indicated in this application
and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This pe;nait sbal1 expire <me ye&r tl'OIII. this date 'Ul1l.e88 construction or operation
baa started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date ot expiration.

3. This approval. 18 granted tor the buUdinga and uses indicated on plats s\lhD1itted
with this appllcatlon.

4. '!hi. permit 18 gnnted for,'. period of f'rom M8¥ 1, 1970 thJ:ough Oc'tober 31, 1970
and hours at operation will be trcm 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. seven dIiY1J a week.

5. All nolse is to be confined to the premises.

6. Horses shall be transported to and trail the premises by conveyance, or
1nd1viduall¥ led o1<lag the _ to &d,j aeon, property.

7. The tr&1n whistle shall be diaeonnected and not blown.

8. S&le of CCDlerc11l item: ,hall be 11Jb1ted to those app1'OV8d under laat year's uae
pe:rm1t.

9. Copy of this use permt ah&1l be posted in the office, including & copy' at the
sales items.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unan1mous1¥.

II ~---t Ie,/, 10/70- P"-'Y' 11'5- 7?'C~' /3<H-1t "'/'1

CITY EM}IlIDRIR} & IBVBLOH4UT CCMPAIfY, application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of
the Ordinance, to llermit erection and operation ot service statioD., 6383 Little River
'1'UZ'nP1ke, SJrlngf1e1d District, (C-D), 72-3 ((1» pt. 56, 6-5-70 RICORSIDUATION o:r
S'rIPULAfIOIf AS TO STAGING o:r DBm.OEMDT

Mr. Smith read & letter f'raD. the County Attomey relating to this applicatioo..
(COpy' on t1.le in the tolder tor this cue.)

In reopening the cue, the Chair ruled. that interested c1tizens would be allowed to
malte a nw brief rema;rka.

Mr. Will181111 Houston, 5204 Cherokee Avenue, President of the Lincolnia Park Civic
Asaoci"t1on, stated that when this application was betore the Board on March 10,
they opposed it because they felt that a gas station was not 8. harmonious use of the
property. They still teel that way, however, if the County tells them they have to
have & gas station as & next door neighbor, they would like as much protection as
possible. BpeciticaJJ.y, they would like the strongest possible assurance that the
property be developed. :prov1de screening between the gas station and residential
properties on· Cbow8t1 Avenue. A propoaed office bull.c1ing YOU1d. f'uil'Ul that need..
After thorough consideratiCll of the appl.1cant I s covenant proposal as a aubstitution
tor the Board's stipulation, tlleY IlUSt object to it u not at'tording them thes_ protection.

This is a covenant that goes with the land, Mr. Smith s&1.d, and it is recorded with
the lsnd recorda of the county. The county Attorney has approved this as a proper
document. The agre_nt 18 addreaaed to the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Houston Doted .. letter f'l'aA Supervisor Bc:Jwman dated April. 10, 1970 stating that
the covenant had never been subldtted to the Board. of SUpervisors, therefore they have
obviousq not agreed to such a covenant. Mr. Houston urged the Board to deny the
request. Also, he added, be hu been instructed by the Executive CcIlDittee to advise
the Board th&t they intend to uk under Section 30-6.11.lot the Ordinuce tor a re
hu.r1Dg on grounds that tbay have new evidence that could Dot have been reasoneJll,y
subldtted at the ortginal hearing.

The Boud. can otl1¥ take thia up when they have • written letter requesting reconsidera
tion and the facta muat be presented at that time as to the !nfoms.tion 8Bd. the reason
tor requesting it, Mr. Smith stated. The covensnt COll1d not be uaed as & buis for
reeatl1der.t1on •

Mr. Houston agreed that in the request tor rehearing they would JDake no reference
as to the covenant.

Mr. Smith I&1d he had been assured by tile COUnty Atto:mey that this covenant waa a
proper doCnDIImt .1IbeJJ. signed by the otfic1alB ot City Ingineerlng. Intorcement ccmes
Wlder site plan and the covenant WOUld run with the land.
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cm ENGIlIDRIllG & IIIYELOBlBNT - Ctd.

The Board of Supervisors is not required the sign this covenant, Mr. Sudth con.
t1nued -- it is liL volunta:ry covenant and is actuaJ.ly & part of this use permit.

Mr. Myron Smith, representing the appllcant, stated that be felt tbe covenant
in repJ.acing the limitation No. 4 on page 2 01' the report dated March 11 1fOUld
carry out the spirit and intent at the Board setting forth the-14mitationa at
that date and·YOUld in8U1"e that total development of this tract would be & service
station and office build1ng. The eovenant does not need to be signed by the Board
of Supervisors. As far as the entrance to the ba.YS of the station 1s concerned,
C1tgo does not have any preference - they will go front or rel!Ll', whatever the Board
directs.

Agent for the applicant bas stated bis intent and it 1s part 01' the reCOrd, Mr. Den1e
Slaith said. The~ thing he cou:1.d add would be that prior to the iaauance of &

building perm! t for the service station, th&t this be recorded in the land recorda
and a copy of the time of recording, covenant, etc. be submitted as part of this
record. It should be a certified copy.

In application 8-5-70, an application by City Engineering and Development Ccqumy,
to permit erection and oper&tiOll of service station, 6133 Little River TUrnpike,
Mr. Long IIlOved that the Board amend their resolution of March ll, 1970 ..
follows:

Under 11m1tations: #2: Stipulation tl:_'tot service blQ"s will open to the rear of the
station -- change this to read: lIerv1ce ba,ys ma,y open to the rear or the front of
the station. A. Strike "site plan for the service station and of'f'ice building
stall be prepe.red s1mul.taneouslJr and service station is not to be 018 ned prior to
cQllllencement of erection of the office build.1.ng" and 1naert "a site plan for the
service station may be fUed HparatelJr and occupancy pemit for the operation of
the statien ma,y be issued upon the recordation of the covenant approved by the County
Attorney, filed by the applicant with this application. II

Mr. SJllith restated the motion as he 1Dlderstood it -- that no building permit for the
service station would be granted Wltll such time 88 certificatial of the reoords 111
on file with the Land Use AdIdn1stration otf'ice rather than through occupancy.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

A eopy of the voluntary covenant to run with the land is to be JIlllde a part of the
record and over&ll deve10pDBnt 18 to go forward as indicated in thi8 covenant.

II
Mr. Smith read a. letter :rrc. Mr. Richard O. S1I1m aak1ng for recOlllIideration
of his application for variance which the Board granted in part. He cannot
bu1ld a garage 6 ft. f'rC8 the property line and he would like to have the Board
review his application ai!:&1n.

The Board discussed the reque8t with Mrs. S1rllP and Mr. Yeatman moved that the
request be denied. The fact8 were pre8ented at the hearing and the Board took the
chimney into consideration. Seconded, Mr. Balter. Carried unan:lmouslJr.

II
A letter f:rall Mr. ThcDas Lawson indicated that the school of Educo, Inc. on
Route 7 had obtained additionaJ. land alang the side to ma1te the building conform
to setback requirements. The Board aaIted that a. copy of a. nev plat be submitted
showing the entire property involved in the use permit.

II
FAJRll'AX-FALLS CHURCH MBNTAL HlALTH CENTER - Sleepy Hollow Road - Letter requested
extension of time on the two trailers c:a the property', to September 1971.

Mr. Baker Il10Ved that the request be granted. Secc:aded, Mr. Yeatman. Carrie d
unan:1mousl,y •

II
COlonel FIltr'ell - Aqu:1na8 School - Request to use temporary trailers in connectiQ:1
with the school.

The Board has never allowed temporary structures tor school use en residenti~ zoned
property to his know!edp, Mr. SIll1th said. The Board took a long time to even grant
sane temporary use out in aestcm for 8U1l1Der festival JIlWIic. 'rh!a could not be done
without a tomal hearing Uld he did not know whether the Board had. authority to
grant temporary build1r1gs in a residential area to~s type of use. There is a
IWiDaing pool on the PlOpeTty now and 150 students at one session and 20 in the
afternoon -- that is 170 • dq, quite • large number of students on less than one acre
of land. There could be 300 if there were 150 at each seasien. The Board granted

}g-c.
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AQUIIfAS SCIIJQL - etd.

8Q1ll! temporary trailers on CCIIIDercl&l land for a school but never on reaidentl&1
property.

Col.. ll'utrell asked about using the bUeDll8nt for schooJ. purposes it they do not
e%pand the enro1JJllent.

The basement could be used, Mr. SId.th aa1d) it they &re not expanding the use i taelt•

There rill be a basement dug under the existing buUding, Col. Futrell 8&1d.

Mr. Smith said be did not know whether this could be allowed but it th8 Bu1.ldirtg
Inspector allows it to be done, e.nd the enro1b8nt ia not increased, it could. be used.

II
Letter f't'am. Gaylord Lemard stated that a permit was issued to B. W. Maxwell tour
;years ago to operate a beauty aal..a1 in an apartment compJ.ex. Now it 1s to be
tranaf'arred to two other lUIJlle8. Is a new application necessary?

Consensus of the Board was that use pe1'mita &re not transferable tram. one individual
to another. A new application will be necessary.

II
'!'be Board read &. letter f'raI Mr. etouch in connectim with Brentwood SchoOl and
stated that It, new application would have to be. t'lled.

II
In connectiClbwith the court case of Long and Foater, Mr. S:IIIith atated that Mr. R&lpb
Louk had offered his services at no expense to the Board, to represent the Board in
the court case. Mr. Look does have a va11d 1D.tereat in the appllcation as he
represented the applicants betore the Board.

Mr. Yeatman moved that the BoArd authorize,,: Mr. Louk to represent the Boucl.

Mr. Long expressed concern that it has taken the Board so long to get an attorneY
to ~resent the BOard.

'!'he Board membezs agreed to accept Mr. Louk's offer.

II

J.O(

I

I

The meeting adjoorned a.t 4:33 p.m.
Betty Haines. Clerk
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The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning
Appeals W&I held em. Tuesday, April 21, 1970

,-at 10:00 a.m. in the Board Room at the County
AdlI1niBtration Building. All JDeDbers were
present: Mr. Daniel Smith, Cbai:nll8llj Mr.
R1cb&rd Long, Mr. Clarence Yeatman, Mr.
George Barnes and Ml-. Joseph P. Baker.

The meeting was opened with .. prayu bY' Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Knovlton introduced. Mr. Fete Johnacmfran the Division of Planning to give ..
short t&lk on the Site Selection CCIIIIlittee.

SCJI)()L FOR COBBMPORARY EDUCATIOlf, DR. I. LAKJ:X PHILLIPS, appllcatlOID. under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ord1nance, to permit basement use for school, 25 to 30 children;
10 to 15 :rearB old; 9 a.m.. to 3:30 p.mo. Monda¥ thJ'Ougb Frid&y', Charles Wesley Metho
dist Chureh, located at 6817 Dean Drive, Dranesville District, 30-4 «l)} 26, (R-12.5)
5-46-70

Mr. Edward A. Pierce, Jr. represented the applicant.

Mr. smith asked tor SCDB written cClllllUnicatlon frOIIl. the church giving Dr. Phillips
authority to use the premises.

Mr. Pierce submitted .. letter dated April 20 t"ran the church indicating that the
Board of Trustees baa given approval for the use of their bu.Ud1ng for the school.
There is no f'orm&l lease at this t1me but they will get one if neceBBar;y. The appli
cant in this case 18 the School tor Conte1llpOrary Education, which 18 a Virginia non
profit corporation. E. Lakin Ph1ll1ps is the Director of the SebooJ.. Dr. Phillips
is a professor of psychOlogy and is director of the pSych.1atric el1nic. Hi!' has been
operating & school at 1524-1530 Chain Bridge Road. since the fall of 1967. The school
has a totaJ. of 70 students at this location and the McLean Baptist Church. The students
at the school are retarded and disturbed ch1.ldren receiving special edueat1ca which is
not available in the public school system. The schOOl is not supported by tax: money,
however, parents of the ch1ldren do receive tuition grants to help them. The Board
previously granted. the lIPPlieant special perm!ts for the existing schoOls. In December
he was seeking a special UIIe permit for property near Vienna which was denied.

The present site in question is zoned 8-12.5, Mr. Pierce continued. It is on a three
acre site and baa parking for tifty cars, with rocm for more, 1:r necessary. This is
an existing building -- a one story building, with two levels. The school would
occupy the lower level ot the church building, consisting at approximately eight rooms.
The church does not operate a nursery school or kindergarten and they use the roans
cmJ.y on SUndqs. The existing bu1ld1ng sets back frcrn Dean Drive -wrox1Jllately 200
f't.: it is a very nice dote. '!'be school, which would begin in September 1970, lfOU1d
have from 25 to 30 students; houri ot operatica would be 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. Students
wouJd be brought by parents or 'bu8sed in. In the school eh1J.dren a.re broken up
into 8m&ll. groups, in separate rocms. There would be a short P1a¥ period in the moming
and one in the e.f'temoon. <:::b1JJU'en'iroUld be cJ..osely supervised. The school ¥OU1d
operate eleven months a year.

Mr. SDdth asked 1:r Dr. Phillips had seen the report f'l'an the Inspections Division.

Dr. Phillips said that he had, and that there did not appear to be any corrections
that were substantiaJ. or that would be f1nanciaJ.ly prohibitive.

Have the proposed sanctuary and the other buildings shown on the plat been built, Mr.
Yeatman asked?

No, there are no bmed1ate building plans. Dr. Ph11l1ps replied. This is special
education for children who are retarded including disturbed eh1J.dren. Their problema
overlap. These are children who could not !'unction in public schools and their
education has to be Sa:DeWhat di:rterent. The purpose is to bring these children aloog
to where they can be selt-sust&1ning. These children are aged 10 to 15.

The Board is aware that Dr. Hrl.l.l.ips does a. good job in the area of retarded children,
Mr. SJDith noted.

Dr. Phillips stated that this type of education is not being supplied to these children
in Fairfax County or Ar11ngton and in many eases the aJ.ternative is institutionalizing
these children. This is an emotional issue. There are two neighbors present who
are happy about the schooJ. cCBlling into the ehurclt.

Mr. Pierce presented a. letter fran Reverend Ja.ekson of the McLean Baptist Church
and Mrs. Bv'a Alexander who lives adjacent to the school at 1524-1530 Chain Bridge
Road, in fa'\O r ot the application.

Will the school in the Baptist church continue, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Pierce rep1ied that it voul.d.

Mr. Yeatman asked about tuition.

Mr. Pierce explained that the schOOl is supported by tuition which is approximately
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April 21, 1970

SClllOL lOR COlITBMPORARY EDUCATION ~ Ctd.

$4200 & year. Parents do receive tuition grants :t'raD the State, military and sane
times ~ insurance policies.

What about children who C8llIlot pa,y, Mr. Yeatman asked?

They have two scholarship chUdren in school now where 11ttle or no funds are
aV&1.l.able and the parents do receive about eighty per cent at the tuition fraa.
the mUitar,yJ Medicare J t'raD the State and County school systems J and insurance
poJ.lciea. Mr. Pierce replied. Dr. Pbillips' people are trained peopJ.e. The
princlpaJ.s in the school. are psychol.ogists and all of the principal. staff are
doctors. The teachers are trained in special education and this requires a very
special type of training.

Mr. 8mith noted that the Board had reedved two letters from peaple residing in
McLean in cloae prox1iidty to the existing schoOl in the Baptist Church which
spoke favorably of the schoOl.

Mr. Pierce presented twenty-seven letters in support of the school.

Opposition: Mr. Alan Gates, 6816 Dean Drive. living directly across the street
:t'raD the church registered objection to the opening of the school on the grounds
that it would. be a disrupting infiuence to the neighborhOOd. 1'his number of people
and attending traffic and service f'UnCtiCDs to supply1:his group woul.d change the
character of the neighborhood, he said. This activity "BJll&Cks" of ccmnercialism.
If' this is granted, it might open ~ door to other obJectionUle activities.
This is not the~ for this type of activity and he recOlllllended that the Board
deny- the application.

Mr. Gates ipres~nted an opposing statement signed by Mr. and Mrs. Charles Keller,
Arthur R. COOk, James Shell, Richard Leach, Hugh W. Pettit, and Mr. and Mrs.
Alan Gates.

Mr. George Eamrey, 6820 DesDrive, stated that the neighborhood is very lovely.
The cbu.rch is there and C&\l8es activity on SUndays and weeknight meetings. No
one minds a church. Dean Drive is 8. very narrow street and the church is in a
landJ.ocked section. .The neighbors thOUght this school was going to be a church
kindergarten and now they have a feeling of aJ..arm af'ter listening to the presentation.
A lllYstery has been created about. the fUture of this property. '!'bey feel this is a
step toward a different use of the;Jproperty.

It is a use that is alJ.owed in 8. residential. zone with a use pennit, Mr. SIIlith
polll:ted out. He thought it would have been well it the minister at the church had
been aware of the oppoaition to this and eoul.d have made the neighbors aware
d what Dr. Fh1lllpl wouJ.d be doing.

WouJ.d they have seaeone to restrain these children, Mr. Embrey asked?

In the first place they woul.d not accept a child who hueliillcipllne problems, Mr.
Smith s&1d. This is a specialized school and wou1d be simUar to a Montessori
school.

lfDotima.Uy disturbed chi.ldren means children who need special. care and supervision
aud he thought that was sClllething the people in the neighborhood 'WOUldlllke to know,
Mr. Embrey said -- are they going to have & fence around the property?

The play area would have to be fenced, Mr. Smith answered.

If the church cannot afford to bulld the sanctuary, how are they going to make aJ.l
of these correctims to the property, Mr. Embrey asked?

There is nothing major, Mr. Smith said. They will have to make scme changes s1Jllply
because the code requires more for aJ.l day school USe.

Mr. Embrey stated that he bad never bad 81J.Y feeling about insecurity about hia wife
and chi1dJ"en and did not want to feel insecure about having to leave his wife and.
cb1l.dren tor long periods of time. They 'WOUld like the opportunity to. research
this and find out what is involved and perhaps they could be better prepared.

It this is deferred for additional information, the Cba1r will aJ.1cnf the citizens
to submit in writin8 to the Clerk any additional information pro or con within one
week, Mr. smith suggested. lIo more testimony will be taken.

A wcaan,who identified herself only &8 the motller of an emotional,),y disturbed ch1J.d
described her chil.d' s prob1elllS in sc:ho01 and the progress 'IlIB.W! since getting him
in this type of school.

Mrs. Vivian Krlzer, 3148 lI. Quincy Street, described the desperate need for this
type ot facility. She, too, h&li a child in the school. Her chlld has an emotional.
problem-and. cannot keep up with the classes.

.10::1
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SCHOOL FOR CONTEMPORARY EIX.UTION ~ Ctd.

The children are transported to the school by bus and by car. They will have two
or three SlD&1.l. buses, lOoopassenger 'buies, ,Mr. Pierce said. There will be a ratio of:
one teacher to five youngsters, pl.us an aide. There wouJ.d be a couple of administra~

the people there too. The aides are hired aud paid just like the teachers - they
do not use parents as aides.

Mr. Slllith suggested that the Board defer the matter and that the record be held open
for one week tor written testilDony only. This concludes the public hearing. The
Board shOUld have a copy- ot a lease designating the square footage involved and tbe
parldng area to be utilized.

Mr. Yeatman moved to deter to April 28 for decision only. Seconded. Mr. Baker.
Carried unsniJaously.

II
SCHROTr. WHITAKER & IlOUlLAS. INC •• application under Section 30~7 .1, Sub~sec.

30-7.2.6.1.3 ot the Ordinance, to permit existing. use permit issued July 30. 1968
to CCIllp'Uter Age Industries, Inc. to::be amended to permit a school and counseling
services, located 8800 Arlington Boule:ve.rd., Providence District, (RE-1), 48~4 ((1»
39, s-43-70

Mr. Smith noted that the existing use which is under a Special. Use Pen:n1t does not have
an occupancy permit and. is now s,aldng for an &dditionaJ. use.

Mr. Chess appeared on bebalt of the applicant in the absence of Mr. 'l'bc:ma.s Lawson
who filed the application. Mr. Chess stated that the original. use permit was
issued July 1968 and the staff report indicates that there has been no as built site
plan filed or approved. therefore no occupancy permit has been issued. This is
the result of the failure to ccmp1ete the service drive. His cUent has DILlie
every effOrt to pJ.ace a service drive aJ.ong Route 50 but has been stalled in his
negotiations with Vepco. There seems to be one or more poles in the right of way.
The initial. groundwork has been cCGlpleted and the curb and gutter are in place,
but negotiatims have reached an bllpaase with Vepeo at this time. It is fds
understanding, Mr. Chess continued, that the property is under leue t'rcm the Sauveurs.
Ccaputer Age recent1¥ acquired SchrOtt, Whitaker & Douglas, Inc. and would. like to
have this in their building.

Originall.y the Board was told that COmputer Age wou).d acquire the property, Mr. SDlith
recalled. The Board should have a capy of the lease fran the owners of the property
on the original application and a lease trcm the owners of the property or sub~le&8e to
them showing authority to have Schrott. Whitaker & DalgJ.as, Inc. to occupy the
premises.

Caaputer Age has been conducting cl.aases in ccaputer training, Mr. Chess stated.
']he 811bsidiary is presently occupying the premises as well. He requested that
the Board cObsider amending the original. use permit to permit them to expand subject
to their eallp4r1n8 with all of the originaJ. requirements laid down in the use permit.

The Board has no authority to expand the use when they have not CClDplled with the
original. restrictions. Mr. smith said. The Board should have had a lease floom the
property owners to the caaputer Age people at that time.

Mr. Smith questioned the notice to two contiguoua property owners but Mr. Chess
did not know which two were adJacent.

Mr. Smith asked him to find out who owns the property and see if the applicant has a
41aae~ho1d interest in this and the Board shou1cl be given a copy of the certif'1cate
of incorporation for the record. To grant the applicant this subsidiary the Board
would have to see a copy or the c6rtificate of incorporation and a lease traR the owners
of the property to Cmputer Age. and a sub-lease fr(Jll Ccmputer Age to the new applicant.
If there is no lease. 'they coul.d drop the name of the subsidiary and use only the
name of Coorputer Age. No final. action should be taken 1iuJ.til all the facts are in on
this.

No opposition.

The Board placed the case at the end or the agenda to allow Mr. Chess to get the
additional infonnatiOD.

II
MRS. GOLPIB A. GBHLBY, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to
permit operation of nursery school for ms.x:imum of 20 children at any one time; bra.
of operation 6:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m•• 6467 N. Rochester Street, Dranesv1lle DiStrict.
(0-10). 41-3 «5» 52. s-47-70

Mrs. Gehley said she was requesting a use permit to do what she has been doing all
of her life -~ taking ca.re of children in her haDe. ~ inspectors have inspected
the property. She will use the whole house and the whole ya.rd for these chil.dren.
She would be providing a baby~sitting service for the neighborhood.
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April 21, 1970

GOLDIE A. GEHLBY - Ctd.

Some d&ys there would only be two- or three· children at her haDe, Mrs. Gehley said.
She would take care of children five da,ys a week.

If there were twenty ch11dt'en on the premises, who would help take care of them, Mr.
Smith asked?

Mrs. Geh!ey replied that no one would help.

Mr. Thanss Forcort, neighbor of Mrs. Gehley, stated that he 1s & user of her services.
Mrs. Gehley asked for twenty children because that's what the County told her to ask
tor. There is no magic in that number, he said. She will CCIllply with the State
and County requirements - it the State says she can have ten, ahe will have onlY ten.
Mrs. -Geh1ey' does not turnish tr~rtatlon. Most of the cbiJ.dren are brought bY' their
parents. Scee of them are discharged rrcm. schoOl buses a.rter school and ata.y there
untU their parents CCIlIe for them. The oldest child would be eleven or tw8lve years
old. She occasionally keeps acme Children on Saturda.ys.

The p1.at does not show the location of the driveway, Mr. Smith cQIIIlented. Would
people be ba.cking out into the street?

There is a 60 f"t. hard surfaced driveway an the property, Mr. Forcort answered.

Mr. smith explained the requirement in the Ord1nance prohibiting parking in the front
setback. or within 25 ft. of 8lJY other property line and said that the Board IiUst be
assured by proper pJ.a.ts ~t all of these provisions can be met if the use permit is
granted. Parking would not be allowed on the street in connection with the use permit
and parents would not be sJJ.owed to back out into the street.

No opposition.

Mr. Yeatman moved to deter to April 28 tor decision onl.y providing that the applicant
brings in plats showing & turnaround on the property with a IIIinimuJll ot two parking
8p&ces meeting the setb&ck requirements contained in the Ordinance. Seconded, Mr. Baker.
Carried unan1mously'.

II
Since the time was past 12:00. Mr. Smith st&ted for the ~nefit of anyone in the roan
who was interested;·in the case of HAYWOOD McCLARY. JR., application fOr nursery school
at 4217 Evergreen Lane. that the applicant's attorney had requested def'erre.l. of
the application in order to negotiate te11ll1nating a lease that now exists on the
property. If the lease cannot be negotia.ted, he would abandon the appl1c8ot1on.

Mr. Yeatman moved th&t the application be deferred for sixty days. seconded, Mr. Baker.
Carried wtanilllouSl¥.

The tenant who lives in the house at the above address was present. Mr. Smith assured
him that 'Wl1ess the gentleman who made the applic8ot1on has a vaJ.1d lease on the property,
the Board would not hear the cue.

II
DR. AND MRS. E. S. BRADLEY, JR•• application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to
permit construction of' open carport and open W&1ItVay closer to property line than
aJ.lowed. 3701 Sprucedale Drive. Annandale District, (R-12.5). 60-4 ((16» (I) 16.
V-50-70

Dr. Bradley expla:1ned that they wish to enhance the beauty of' their property by adding
a ca.rport. It is planned as part of the renovation at their property, including
p&1nting and landscaping work and for the convenience of their fami1¥ for parking
autcmobiles. They aJ.so want it- tor add.1tionaJ. storage Bp&ce.

Mrs. P&tterson. neighbor of the 8iJpl1cant, appeared in favor of the application.
It was her understanding, she said, that the applicant was told at the time of pur
chase- that a carport coul.d be built in this location, but she did not have anything
in writing to b&ek up this statement. The original pJ.an showed that a ee.rport could
be built.

Mr. Smith read frail the section of the Ordinance under which Dr. Bl"adJ.ey was applying.

Dr. Bradley stated that he purchased the house in December 1968 with the understanding
that he ecraJ.d add a carport. He, too. had nothing in writing to b&ck this up.

It wouJ.d be an UIl111Jual circumstance. Mr. SJrd,th said. i:f you had it in writing. The
houae should not have 'been purchased on the basis of conversation -- there should have
been a contract to this effect. The carport would need an eleven foot variance even
for a single carport, he said.

No opposition.

.L~J.
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April 21, 1970

DR. AND MRS. E. S. BRADLEY, Jr. - Ctd.

In application V-50-70, an application by Dr. and Mrs. E. S. Bradley, Jr., application
under Section 30-6.6 of the 0rd1nance, to permit constnlction of open carport and open
walkway closer to property line than allowed, property located at 3701 Sprucedal.e
Drive, also known as tax map 60-4 «16» (I) 16, COW'lty ot Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved that the Board of zoning AppeaJ.s adopt the folJ.ow1ng resolution:

WHEIlEAS J the captioned &:ppllcation has been proper4r filed in accordance with the
requirements of &ll applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning AppealS, and

WHEREAS J following proper notice to the public by advertisement in & loca.}. newspaper,
posting of the property-, letters to contiguoua. and nearby prtJperty owners, 8l1d a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 21st da¥ of April. 1970, and

WHJmEAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of fact:
L OWner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning of the property is R-1.2.5.
3. Area of the lot 1s 12,516 sq. ft. of land.
4. Required setback hem the property line for carport is 40 ft.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board ot. ZOning AppealS has reached the following canclusions of
law:

Dot
1. The applicant has/satisfied the Board that the fo11.olling physical conditions exist
which under s. strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
diffic:ulty or wmecessary hardship that would deprive the user at the reasonabM! use
of the land an.d/or buildings involved;

NOW', THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 1s hereby
denied. Seconded, Ml'. Barnes. Carried unanhlously.

II
PAUL M. ASBURY, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit
operation of school, 9 a.m. to 4 p.m., ages 6-9, lIl8.Ximum of 300 students; 8428 Highland
Lane (Engleside Baptist Church), Lee District, (R-17), 101.-3 ((4)) 34, 35, 36, S-51-70

Mr. Asbury requested that the appllcatian be amended to show the applicant as the
Engleside Christian School. The receipt for the $50.00 filing fee was issued to
Engleside Christian School.

Mr. George Whitton, member of the school board, stated that the ehurch had drafted a
resolution authorizing the school to be set up.

The Board placed the spplication at the end of the agenda to &11ow Mr. Whitton and
Mr. Asbury- to get a copy of the resolution that was passed.

II
WESTMJRELAND BAP.rIST CHURCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance,
to permit morning nursery faCility, 9:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m., Wednesda.y", Thursda.;" and
Friday (ma.xiJDum 30 children) located Westllloreland Baptist Cbnrch, 1968 Kirby Road,
Dranesv1lle District, (R-12. 5), 40-2 ((1)) 48, S-53-70

Mr. Richard stinnett, minister of the cln1rch, stated that they had been operating
a morning nursery faci11ty unaware that it required a special use permit. When
it was brought to their attention they iDIllediately filed the application. This
nursery would. be for pre-school cbiJ.dren and the maximum nWDber ot students at any
one time would be thirty. It is si.rapJ.¥ for the convenience of working mothers.
'!hey would care for chUdren tran five months to six years of age and would be under
the direct control and supervision of the church itself.

No opposition.

In application 8-53-70, an application by Westmoreland Baptist Church, an application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to pe:t'Dlit morning nursery facility,
9:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m., Wednesdq, Thursd~ and Fridq, maximum. of thirty children,
located in the Westmoreland Baptist Church at 1988 Kirby Road, also known as
tax map 40-2 «(1)) 1J8, COunty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved. that the Board of.
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application bas been properly filed 1nsccordance with the
requirements of all applicable state and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-lura of the Fa1.rfax County Board of ZOning Appeals, and

WHE11EAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. locaJ..JUn($paper.
posting at the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and &

public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 21st day of AprU, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Bo&rd of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

/ q ;}-.
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WESD«)BELAlIW BAP!'IST OUCH - Ctd.

1. OWner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning 18 R~12.5.

3. Area of the lot is 7.32 acres of land.
4. CaDpliance with Artic1e XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals bas reached the following conclusions or
law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating ccapllance with Standards for
SpeciaJ. Use Penn1t Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adj &Cent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive pl.an of
land use eJIIbodied in the Zoning Ordinance J

BOW 'rHBBEFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject app1.icatlon be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval. is granted to the applicant only and is not tr8llsterable withoUt
f'urther action or this Board, 8lId 1s for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire- one year f"roIlI. this date unless Ca1.struction or
operation haB started or \ttll.ea8 renewed by &et1en of this Board prior to date of ex
piration.

3. 'lh18 approV&1 is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on p1.ats submitted
with this application. ArJy additional structures of any kind, changes in USe 6r
additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require 8. use permit, shall be
c&uSe for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Bat,rd.

4. This is granted for a m&X1mum of thirty pre-school age children - five months
through six years of age, 9:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m., Wednesday, Thursdq and
Friday.

II
fAIRFAX LITTLE LEAGUE, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.8.1.4 of the Ordinance,
to permit L!tt1.e League baseball fields, snack bars and equipDent shed located on
proposed. parcel A, 8. 10 acre tract, on the westerly side of Colchester Road approxi
mate1¥ 800 ft. northwesterly of Popes Head Road, centreville District, (HI-I) 66
«1» pt. 34, 8-54-70

Mr. Robert M. Hurst represented the applicant. It 1s difficult with all of the woods
to v1suaJJ.ze how the ballfields, etc. are going to be 1&1d out, be said. Little League
would like to have the use penn1t for the use so they can go in and cut down trees
and grade, but befOre theyaetuaJJ..y get involved in putting in ballfields, snack bars,
etc. they would CallE! back to the Board tor approval.

Mr. Covington noted that they did not need 8. permit to clear tbe land &II long &8 they
do not grade deepr than eighteen inches.

Mr. Hurst stated that eventuaJ.ly they 1IOU1d probably have seven ballfields,
but again it depends on the setbacks, the parking etc.

Mr. Warren Richards, President. of the Fairfax Little League, Inc. stated that this year
they registered approximately 1340 boys in Fairfax for L1tt1e League. The field probabq
will not be used until next year.

Mr. smith suggested that they contact Mr. Chlltonil office with relation to the en
trances to the fields.

Mrs. Valorie R1mrO, 6045 Colchester Road asked what kind of pr0vi!4.ons 'WOUld be
made to-z cleaning up the trash and debris. She wanted to make sure that it did not
clutter the street.

Mr. smith told. her that -the Little League was responsible for cJ.eaning up any trash
that might accumulate ~ the property.

Mr. R1cbards stated that they have trash cans setting around the ballfield 80 the
spectators can use them.

Would this use cause acceleration of sewer to this area., Mrs. Rimro aslted?

The Litt1.e League plans to use pcrtable Johns, Mr. Smith stated. This would probabl3'
have no effect on the sewer problem and he was aware of the need in this area.
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FAIRFAX LI'l'rLE LEAGUE, me. - etd.

What kind of raci&l proportions will be involved, Mrs. Nimro asked?

It 1s the policy of LittJ.e League and 1s lIllIll.da.tory f'rClll headquarters that there be
no discrimination as far as the players are concerned, Mr. smith informed.

In application 8-54-70, an application for Fairfax Little League, Inc., application
under Section 30-7.2.8.1.4 of the Ordinance, to permit Little League baseball fields,
snack bars and equipment shed located on proposed Parcel A, a ten acre tract located
on the wester~ side ot Colchester Road approxim&tely 800 ft. northwesterly of Popes
Head Road, being tax map 66 «1» pt. 34, COUnty of Fairfax Virginia, Mr. Long
moved th&t the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the tol.1.o'lf1ng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and countY' Codes and in accordsnce witb
the by-laWS of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a loca.l newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 21st day of April, 1970, and

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

1. The owner of the subject property is Roy A. and Mary B. Swayze and Fairfax Little
League, Inc. 18 eontra.ct purchaser.

2. Present zoning is BE-l.

3. Area of the property is 10 acres.

4. Confomance with Article XI (Site Plan) is required.

AND WHDEAS, the Bow of ZOning Appeals baa reached the following conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has preaentedtestimony indicating ccapJ.1ance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts lIS contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of. the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. '1h&t the \JIe will not be detrimental. to the character and developlllent.of the
adjacent land and. will be ,in harmony with the 1l\U'POses of the canprehen8ive plan of
land use embodied in the ZC:ning Ordinsnce.

NOW, THBREFORE!BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with tt fo~g limitations: .

,
1. This approval. is g:qanted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
f\trther action of this IBoard and is for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable' to other land.

j
2. This pe:rm1t s~ expire one year tran this date unless construct:bon or operation
hu started or unlesd renewed by action of this Board prior to d.l!Lte of expiration.

3. Preliminary e1te plan.shaJ.); be submitted to the Board of zoning Appeals for
approval. as to parking layout,; entrances, screening, location of fields, etc. within
six months.

seconded, Mr. Yea'bDan. Carried unanimously.

II
DEFRRRED CAllES

•
PARK Rtn & CAlUET SII:lP & SlDJKE GEORGE, &pp.lication under Section JO-6.6 at the Ordi-
nance, to permit addition closer to property lines than aJ.lowed, 7732 Lee Higbva,y,
Providence District, (C-G), 49-2 ((ll» l2A, V-l9-70 (deferred tram March 10)

Mr. Richard Sbadyac, a.ttorney for the applicant, stated that Mr. Georse has purc.haBed
the small strip of property adJacent to his so that nov tbey have aJ.most 195 ft.
at f'rotltage on Lee Highway lIS opposed to 169 ft. on Ms.ry Street. 'At the hearing
on March 10 there was SaDe opposition fram. the Yarger Associa.tes, adjacent property
owners. There is a. letter in the £1le nov from Mrs. yarger, dated April 17, 1970,
advising thl!Lt she withdraws her objection.

Since the piece of land purchued by the tq)plicant is zoned Resid.entisJ., Mr. Smith said
the sppllcant would have to obtain permiBBion 1'raa the Board of Supervisors to use
this land tor parking.

Since obtaining the additional land, Mr. Sha4ra.c explained, according to County
stand.a.rds, tor the purposes at this application the front of the property is eJ.assi£1ed
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PAlUC RlX1 &: CARPl!:T SOOP & SHOWKB GEORGE • Ctd.

as the shortest frontage which would be Mary Street and would be no necessity for
setback near the existing two story property. This WCIU1d be cc:.merciaJ. adjoining
cClllDercial. NOV, the onq area. they believe they need 8. variance in at this point
is on the aide abutting Mary Street. The justification tor that is that it would be
in line with other structures along that street.

Mr. Woodson noted that the re8idential piece ot property recent1¥ purchased would
either have to ha.ve 8. parking permit or a rezooing to cCllIIllercial before it could be used
for parking purposes.

The applicant is basing this on 8. proposal. and not on 8. tact, Mr. Smith said. He has
to have authority t'raD. the Board of Supervisors to use this residential land before
this Bo&rd can take any aetioo on the application.

Wou1dn't it be possible to obtain th! variance on M&ry Street DOV, Mr. Shadyac asked?

No, not with 8. proposal. to park in an area. where parking would not be allowed at the
present time, Mr. Smith replled. Also, because the applicant is requesting addition&1
land area involved in the variance, it would require readvertising of the property.

Mr. S~ agreed that it would have to be readvertised, but seemed to him, he said,
that the variance on Mary Street &lready bad been advertil!ed.

Another thing, Mr. SDl1th pointed out, is that there is no indica.tion on the plats as
to meeting the hult setbacks. The Board cannot make a decision without setbacks.

The Board discussed the details of the deed on the additioo.&1 piece of property. Mr.
SIll1th felt it was a very unique deed. The Board should have a. copy of it for the
record, he said.

Mr. SDdth read the letter from Mrs. Yarger withdrmrlng her objection.

The Board a.greed to defer the application to allow the applicant to proceed with rezOJl1rg
or obtain a. special parking permit from b Board of' Supervisors. The applica.tlon will
be placed ba.ck on the B1.A agenda when one of these two things has been a.cccmplished.

II
J.AHi:S A. mRRISON, JR., sppllca.tion under Section 30-7.2.8.1.1 of the Ordinance, to
pemit construction and operation of boarding kennel, 10127 Colvin Run Road, Dranes
ville District, (RE-l and C-G), 12-4 «1)) 30. S-27-70 (deferred fran March 17)

Mr. Morrison requested that the a.ppJ1 cation be amended to show Col.vin Run Pet~ote1.

Inc. a.s the applicant. He presented a copy of' a lease between the corporation and
the ownei';Mra. Michelitch.

It is not a valid lease, Mr. S:mith said, as it does not becane effective until the
first da;y- of ~. 1970. A lease should be effective at the time there is a granting.

Mr. lobrr!son stated that no one resides on the property DOW. There are 5.279 acres
of land involved. The nsterly section of this parcel was deleted fraD. the application
and no C-G land is :involved. Baaed on experience of other kennels, they expect
that approximately twenty five per cent of th8,;total number of animals will be cats;
the other seventy-five per cent will be dogs. The proposed buUding will be 154 ft.
x 36' and the height lfi1l be 14 f't. and they expect it will accamnodate approximately
200 animals. They wouJ.d like to have 300 animals 8l!I ultimate capacity. According
to the plats, the buUding would probably s.ccarmodate 250 1ll&X1mum. For short periods
of time they can house more than for long periods of time. The build1ng will be of
cinder block.

Mr. Slllith stated that the Board could not grant permission to build a c:mderblock
building in this residential area to house the an1JM.ls ~ it must have SCDe areh1tecture
s:lmilar to the residential &rea.. This is not a. cc:mnerci&1 &rea. and many people would
interpret this a.s a ccmnercial enterprise. How about runs for the anim&la, be asked?

They go out fran the building 16 f't. and they would be fenced runs, Mr. Morrison
answered. They plan to board dogs and cats and the kennel is to be caIlpletely enclosed
nth outside runs which would be uaed onJ.¥ between 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. and not before or
after that time. At night the an:lmala would be enclosed within the building.
There will be draintields and a septic field will be put in. There are three
perk are.. and Mr. Bcnmlen of the Heal.th Department says they will need, 300 or 400 ft.
0# :field to serve this use. They have &lJ.ocated sixteen parking spaces, far in excess
ot practical needs. They would expect to have three employees in the beginning.
The kennel would board and gl'OllII:Il an1JllaJ.a, brush, ccmib and cllp an1meJ.s. This would
all be intemal operation. He and hi. wife own fifty per cent of the stock and would
be in caa:plete control of the property and the use. He sa.1d that Dr. and Mrs. Miehel~

itch are also part of the COrporation and their services on a conBUl.ting basis will
be made use of. There will be no lIick animals housed in this building.
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In application 8-27-70, an applica.tion by COlvin Run Pet atel, Ine. J application
to pem.1t construction and operation of boarding kennel, 10127 Colvin Run Road,
Dr8llesvU!e District, alIo known &I tax map 12-4 «1») 30, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

WHERXAS, the captioned application bas been properly filed in accordanoe with
the requireaentB of all applicable State and eoonty Codes and in accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board. of Zoning Appeals J and

If?
I

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners J

a public bearing by tbe Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 21st day ot April,
1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made tile follawing findings ot fact:'

1. OWner of the p~rty 18 Lee H. Michelltch. Colvin Run Pet Otel, Inc. is the
leS8ee as of Mev 1, 1970.

and

I
2. The appJ.lcation was m&de by a stockholder of the nOW' existing corporation, James
A. Morrison, Jr. and the application was changed to the corporation name at the re
quest of the applicant.

3. Present zoning is BE-l.

4. Area of the lot 18 5.27 acres.

5. Gallpliance with Article XI will be necessary.

wmmBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating canpliance with Stalldarda for
Special USe Pemt Uses in R Distriets as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance.

2. The use will not be detrimental to tbe ch&racter and development ot adjacent land
and will be in harmony' with the purposes ot the caaprehensive plan of lend use em
bodied in the ZOning Ordinance.

lfOIr(, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVKD, th&t the subject application be SlId the same
hereby is granted with the fol.l.Owing limitations:

1. This approval is lIl'anted to thEt applicant only and is not transferable without
turther action of this Board and is tor the location indicated in this application and
is not transferable to other land.

2. This perm!t shall expire one year trOlll this date unless construction or operatial
hq started or unl.ess renewed by action ot this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted tor the buiJ.d1ngs SlId uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any &dd1tional structures of any kind, changes in use or &d.di
tion&1 uses, whe'tJhe%l or not these add.1tion&1 uses require a.use pel"'Jllit, sh&ll be cause
for this use permit to be re-evalu&ted by this Board.

4 The western portion of this property is excluded fran the use permit. The use is
granted on 5.27. acres for a three year period. The Zoning Adm1n1strator is eJapCJWered
to extend the use for three successive periods of one year each.

5. This is for boarding and grOaD1ng of animals, not to exceed 250 an1JDs.ls at any
ane time -- 7'J1, dogs and 2~ cats.

6. The kennel shall be constructed of new or used brick.

7. Runs shall be a min:lmum. of 16 ft. in length and are not to be used"'before 8 a.1I
or after 6 p.m.

8. No sick animals shall be maintained on these p:rem!ses at any time.

9. wastes are to be disposed of in approved septic field system.

10. A min1mulll or. ten parking spe.ces shall be provided for this use.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unaniJnausly.

II
VICTOR HERRMANN, application under Sectioo 30-6.6 ot the Ordinance, to permit garage
and wall closer to propertY" lines than allowed, 8110 Timber Valley Court, Centreville
District, (R-12.5), 49-2 «20» 7A, V-34-70 (deferred frem March 24)

I
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VICTOR IIE1UlMANlI - etd.

The Board returned to the application of PAUL M. ASBURY - ENGLESIDE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL.

No opposition.

In application 8-51-70, an application by Engl.eBide Christian School, under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of school, lOCated at 8428 Highland
Lane (Engleside Baptist Church), also known &8 tax map lOl~3 ((4» 34, 35, 36, county of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

Mr. Asbury presented 11 copy of an enabllng act setting forth the school board members,
made a part of the by-laws of the Church. He introduced Mr. Wayne Thaapson, Pastor
of the Church. The children would be !rem age 5 to 18 and hours of operation would be
9 a.JD. to 4 p.m. They have space for 300 students in the existing church building
according to County inspectors. The building is solid brick construction with a steel
skeleton, and meets the Fird Code of the County. The school will be open to &Dyone
desiring the school services. They have not planned to transport any children.
They will have four teachers to start with and approxima.tely fifteen for 300 students.

represent the applicant. Mr. Yeatman moved to defer to May
is not present 011. that date, the case will be disposed of
Seconded, Mr. Baker. C&rr1ed unanimowIly.

No one was present to
32. If the applicant
for lac1t of interest.

II

I

I

WHEEZAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re~

quirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by~l&Ws

of the Fairfax County Bo&rd of zoning Appeals, and

WHImSAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 1ocaJ. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of zoning Appe&.la held on tle 21st da¥ ot April, 1970, and

WHBRE.AS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of fact:

I

1. The owner of the property is Bngl.eside Baptist Church.
2. Present zoning is R~l7.

3. Area of the lot i8 65,722 sq. ft. of land.
4. Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) must be complied with.
5. Engleside Christian School is owned by Engleside Baptist Church.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals bas reached the following conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating cClllpliance with standards for
special use permit uses in R districts as cont&ined in Section 30-7.1.1 of the zoning
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be de$r1mental to the character and development of the adjacent
land and will be in b.a.rmony with the purposes of the cClllprehensive plan of land use elD~

bodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

lOt, THlREPQRE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject &pplicdion be and the same is hereby
granted with the following liIDitations:

1. '!'his approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
further action of this Board and i8 for the location indicated in this application and
is not transferable to other land.

I

2. This permit shall expire one ye&r b:all this date tml.ess construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or add1t~

lonal uses, whe:ther.;,or;.;not theae additional uses require a use permit, shall. be cause
for this use permit to be re -evaluated by this Board.

4. This is granted for a maximum of 300 students at any one time; &ps 5 ~ 18 years;
hours of operation 9 a.m. to 4 p.m.

5. II'orty parking spaces should be provided for the use.

I
Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
HAYWOOD McCLARY, JR., application under section 30~7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit
operation of nursery school, 30 students, age8 3-5, 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. located 4217
Evergreen Lane, Annandale District, (R-1?) 7l~2 ((2) 27, S-52~70

Deferred to June 23 at the applicant's request.
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The Chairman recalled the cue heard earller in the cU\Y for SCHRO'l'T, WHITAKER &
OOUlLAS.

No one wal present to represent the applicant. The Boa.rd deterred action to ~ 12.

II
HUNTER MILL COUNTRY DAY SCHOOL, INC., applica.tion under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of
the Ordinance, to permit exp8Usion of use permit to allow 100 children, agel 2-16,
nursery thrOUgh third grade J all da.Y care J remedial tutoring tor oJd er children and use
of sm&1l ponies tor :younger chi1.dre\ 2021 Hunter Mill Road, Centreville District, (RE
2). 27-4 «1» 3. 8-37-70 (def......d from April 14)

Mr. smith noted copy of l!L lease between the Hunter Mill country Day School, Inc.
and the Angelica Corpora.tion, and noted that the Pl.ann1ng CCllWlission heard this and
recalIllended approval. with 8. maximum enrollment of 100 students.

Mr. Klare stated that they do not plan to operate seven dayS a. week but would like to
keep that pouibillty. Also, he would like to have 100 students OIl the premises at
anyone tilDe rather than being limited to maximum enrollment of 100.

Mr. Phillips rec&1led that there was no discussion before the Plamling CcrIIll1ssion &8

to how the enrollment wtUJ to be interpreted. The staff's intent was to treat this like
all schools with respect to the twmbe:r of people on the premises at any one time.

Mr. Klare stated that be has 100 children enrolled DC¥ but that doesn't. an there are
100 in the building at any one t1me.

In application S~37~70, an application by Hunter Mill Country Day School, Inc. under
Section 3O~7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance. to permit expansion of use permit to allow 100
children. agea 2-16, nursery through third grade. aJ.1 day care, remedial tutoring
ror oller children and uae or 8Dl&1l ponies ror younger children. 202l. Hunter Mill Road.
centreville District, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow~

ing resolution:

WHEREAS. the csptioned appl.ication baa been properq filed in accordance with the
requirements of &1l. applicable State and county codes and in accordance with the by~1&w

of the P'airf'ax County Board of Zoning Appe&18, and,

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the pubJ.ic by advertisement in a loeal newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a public
bearing by the Board of' zoning Appeals hell on the 14th d8¥ at April. 1970, and

WHERBAS. the Board of Zoning Appeala has made the followinB findings or fact:

1. Owner or the subject property 1s the Angelica COrporation.
2. Present zoning is RB-2.
3. Area of the lot is five acres of land.
4. Callpliance with Article XI will be required.
5. Htmter Mill Country Day School, Inc. is lessee of the property.

AIm WHl!:BrJ.S. the ~d of zoning Appeals has ree.ched the rollowing conclusions of
la:

1. That the applicant has presented testiJDonY indicating cClllpl1ance with Standards
for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 at the
Zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use wUl not be detr1mental to the character and development at adJacent
land and rlU be in ha.rmony with the purposes of the eamprebensive plan at land use em
bodied in t1.e zoning Ordinance.

lfOirl, THDBFORE HI IT RESOLVED J that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted in part. with the tollOlling cooditions:

1. 'l'h1s approval is granted to the app.licant onl¥ and is not transferable without
further action at this Board and is tor the locatioo indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted far the buildingS and uses indicated m plats submitted
with this applicatim. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use, or addi~

tional URS, whether or not these additional uses require a Use permit sball be cause
for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. This is granted for nursery school. through third grade with remedial tutoring. Ttli
use is subject to eaDpliance with all State and County Codes.

5. Hours of operaticn: 7 a.m. to 7 p.m•• seven d8¥S a week.
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HUB'lER MJ1J. COOB'1'RY DAY SCHOOL, INC. - Ctd.

G. There aheJ.l. be a. minimum. of sixteen parking spaces provided tor this uSe.

7. Play area is to be fenced with an approved fence.

8. The use of ponies is prohibited under this use permit.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
CITY ENJINEBRING AND D8VEL0PMENT CORPORATION - Consideration of Lincoln!a Park Civic
Association I s request for rehearing of this case.

Mr. Smith said be was sure that aJ.l of the Board members considered the tr&£'£ic pattem
and tees that could be permitted by right in this zone previous to the granting and
the Beauregard - #e36 Study 1s not a reason to rehear the application.

Mr. Baker agreed. There might be a use that could go in by right that would permit much
more traffic.

In the request for reconsideration by Lincolnia Park Civic Association under Section 30-6.
11, «ppl.ication 8-5-70 by City Engineering and Development Corporation, to xerm1t
a gasoline station on property located 6383 Little River 'l\U'npike, also known as tax
map 72-3 ((1» par. 56, Fairfax County, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following re8o~utlon:

WHBRBAEl''t' consideration or the request for rehearing was held by the Board of Zoning
AppealS on the 21.l1t dq of April, 1970, and

WHBBSAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals baa made the following findings of fact:

1. The use pe~t was granted March 10, 1970 for a. gasoline statiOD..
2. A rehearina was held on April 14, l(}'lO and the original resolution was amended.
3. The Board had considered the following regarding traffic prior to this granting

of use permit M&rch 10, 1970; (a) road rid.enin~ along #e36 and service road is re-
quired on any cQllDercial use of the property; (b) entrance to the gasoline station t
be approved by the Virginia Department of Highway'S and the Land Planning Branch of
Fairfax county under Article XI, site Plan Ordinance; (c) traffic movement from Route
236 to the gasoline station is adequately controlled by Article XI (Site Plan Ordi
nance); (drpermitted uses in this zoning category and their impa.et on traffic and
tratf1c movements, and

WHERKAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The L1nco1nia. Park Civic Association has not submitted new evidence which had not
been considered prior to the granting of the use permit by the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s.

NCW, THEREFORE BE l'l' RESOLVED, that the subject request for rehesring is hereby dIInied.
Seconded, Mr. YeattDan. Carried unanimously.

II
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Meeting adjourned at 5:30 p.m.
By Betty Raines, Clerk -



The regular meeting of tbe Board of
ZOning Appeals was held at 10:00 a.m.
on Tuesd&y. April 28. 1970 in the
Board Room of the COWlty AdJn1Distration
Bullding. All members were present:
Mr. Daniel 8m1th, Ch&1man; Mr. George
Barnes, Mr. Joseph Baker. Mr. Richard
J:,ong and Mr. Clarence Yes;uDan.

The meeting was opened with a pr~r by Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Knowlton iDtroduced Mr. John W. Clayton. Director of the Division of Environ
mental Health. who gave a twenty minute talk on the responsibilities and activities
of the Health Department.

II
CITIES SERVICE On. CCltPANY. application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Ordi
nance. to permit erection of canopy 26 ft. x 52 ft. over existing pump islands,
7802 RichmOnd Highwa.y. Lee District. (C-D), 101-2 «')) pt. 50?, 508, S-55-70

This is !Ill existing station built about 2 1/2 years ago, Mr. John Aylor stated,
and it is a ranch type station. The applicant desires to build on to the existing
pump is1.enda a canopy. This is located in the H,ybla Ve.l..ley Shopping Center. No
variances will be necessary in connection with the canopy. The canopy will be put
up by Citgo at their expense at approximately $l4,ooo. It will not increase the
rent charged the operator. The roof of the canopy will be the same type rOClf as the
existing station and will provide protection fran sun.rain and snow forcustQllers
snd people working there.

No apposition.

Since it was nov 10:40, Mr. smith C!iLled the next item:

CITIES smICB On. CCMPANY. applleation 'Under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Ordi
nance. to permit erection of canopy 50"" by 22' over existing pump islandS, and
application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord.iJlance. to permit variance of setback
for canopy tram the property line adjoining .Ann8nda;J..e Road (Rt. 649) located 3040
Annandale Road, Mason District, (C-D), 50-4 ((17)) pt. H, V-56-70

Mr. John Aylor also represented this application. This is a Colonial building with
c<:mp08ition roof. he said. The <UmOpy·will be the same colors and same material.
on the top of the roof as the existing building. The request is for a 7 ft.
variance. They would like to go to 15 ft. and the Code requires 22 ft. to provide
cover for the :oars parked closest to the road..

Cutting it off at the second puJIlP island would give roam for three cars, Mr. Smith
suggested. There is no topographic&!. problem and he could see no justification for
a variance.

One of the reasons they require 22 ft., Mr. Aylor said, was that in the event the
Higb.wa.y DeparbDent wants to widen the road. it would cost less money to the tax
ps,yers. If it were necessary to widen and they had to give up this location, they
would only have to take off part of it and in the meantime it would serve the
publiC to allow it in this location.

The BOard of Supervisors granted a provision in the Ordinance to &1low a c:uopy 22
ft. tram a property line which is actually 28 ft. into the trent yard to begin with.
Mr. Bm1th said. When the Board thinks of &llOwing a canopy within 22 f't., they
cer~ must take a good cl.oae look at it. There are three covered f1lllng
spots if the canopy is set 22 ft. back.

Are these canopies designed to take care of trailer trucks. Mr. Baker asked?

No. Mr. McIntosh, the engineer. stated. These are not designed for trucks but
would acCCDllllOdate a truck about 12 ft. in height.

No opposition.

Going back to the service station at lfybla Valley, Mr. smith said the Board would
need a copy of a leue 1'rCm the H;,yb1.a Valley Lbdted Partnership to Cities Service.

Mr. ~lor agreed to provide the Board with a copy of the lease. The property in
the second e:pplication is also leased fraD. the Westlawn Ltd. Partnership. A copy
of that lease would also be provided to the Board members.

In application S-55-70, an application by Cities Service Oil Company. application
under Section 3O-7.2...l.0.3.1 of the Ord1nance, to permit erection of C!lllopy 26 ft.
by 52 ft. over existing pump islanda, ClD. property located at 7802 Richmond ~,
Lee DiStrict, also known as tax map 101-2 «(')) pt. 507 and ~, county of Fairfax:,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

I
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April 28, 1970

CITIBS SlRVICE OIL C{JofPARY - etd.

WHIRBAS, the ~tiOIled application bas been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements or all. s.ppllcable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board ot Zoning Appeals J and

WHIRBAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting ot the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and
& public bearing by the Board of ZOning Appe&ls held on the 28th d.a¥ ot April, 1970,

AND WHIRSAS, the Board at Zoning Appe&ls has made the fol.lowillg f'1nd1nga of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property 1s H;ybJ.a Valley Joint Venture; the applicant 1s
lessee.

2. Present zoning is C-D.

3. Area of the lot is 15,280 sq. ft. of land.

4. Conformance with Article XI will be required.

5. A use permit was granted for the service station on this property July 26, 190'.

WHDEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law.

The applicant has presented test1mony :Lnd1cating cc:apllance with Standards for
Special. USe Fermit Ulles in C Districts as contained. in Section 30-7.1.2 in the ZOning
Ordinance, and that the use will not be detrimentaJ. to the cb&r&cter and development
of the adJacent land and rill be in harmony with the purposes of the caaprebensive
p1.aD of land use embodied in the ZOning Ord1nance.

NOW', TJmBEll'ORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations;

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not tranalerable without
turther action of this Bo&rd. and is for the lOcation indicated in this appllcation
and is not transferable to other land.

2. tis permit shaJJ. expire one year tran this date W'l1ess constru.ctian or opera-
tion has started or \1lll.ess renewed bY' action of this Board prior to date of expiratlon.

3. Tb.is approval. is granted for the buildings and uses 1ndicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additionaJ. structures of tmy' kind, changes in use or
add.ttionaJ. uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use penait, shall
be cause for this use pemt to be re-evaluated by this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

In a:ppllcation V-5'-70, an application by Cities Service Oil~, under section
30-'.6 of the Ord!n,ance, to permit varisnce of setback for canopy fl'OIl the property
line adjoining AJ'mand.ale Road, located 3040 Annanda.le Road, Mason District, alao
known as tax map 50-4 ((17» pt. H, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved
that the Board of Zoning Appea.ls adopt the followi.ng resolution;

WHERKAS, the eaptioned application has been properly filed in acoordanoe with the
requirements of all. applicable State and county codes and in accordance with the
bY'-lawa of the Fairfax COUnty Board of Zoning AppealS, and

WlmRIAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
po.eting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 28th d8iY of April, 1970,

AND, WHIItBAB, the Board of Zoning Appeals bas lIl8de'blia follawingf!ndings'of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is the Westlawn Limited Partnership.
2. The property is zoned C-D.
3. The area of the lot is 14,551 sq. ft. of land.
4. Service road has not been required acrou the front of the property.
5. A use permit was granted November 22, 1~ for service station on this property.

AND, WHBRIAS. the Board of ZOning, Appeals has reached the fol.low1ng conclusions of law;

'!'he applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist- which under
a strict interpetation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulty
or unnecessary hardship that WOUld deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
or buildings involved.

THJmD'ORE BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same is hereby
denied. Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Carried unaniJDously.
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CUDS BlRVICE OIL CCllPANY - Ctd.

In applicatiCll s-~-70, an application by Cities Service Oil Company. application
under Sectioo. 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Qrd1nance, to permit erection of canopy over
existing~ islands, property located 3040 Allnandale Road, aJ..so known as tax map
50-4 «17» pt. H, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals IIdopt the followill.g resolution:

WHBRIAS, the captioned application has been properl,y filed in accordance with the
requirements of aJ.l applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fa1rfax County Board ot Zoning Appeals, and

WHBRBAS, tollowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning APJle als held on the 28tb day of
April, 1970, and

WHIREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of tact:

1. Owner ot the property is West!awn Lim1ted Pa1'tnership. The applicant is lessee.
2. Present zoning 18 C-D.
3. Area of the lot is 14,551 sq. ft. of land.
4. Service road baa not been required &long the front of this property.
5. Conformance with Article XI will be required.
e. Use permit was granted for the service station on November 22, 196i'.

AND WHEllEA5, the Board of Zoning Appeals has re&cl1ed the following -ccnclusions of"
law:

The applicant bas presented testimony indicating compliance witb Standards for
Special Use Permit US8S as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, IIld
that the use will not be detrlJnental to the character and development of the adj ac
ent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the cClllprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the zoning Ordinance,

NOW. THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. that the Subject application be and the same is
hereby granted in part with the follow1ng limitations:

Granted to the appJ.icant on1¥ lJIld not transferable without further actian of this
Board, and for the location indicated in this application lJIld not transferable
to other land.

This permit sb&ll expire one year tram this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this :Board prior to date of expiration.

Granted.-for"the canopy and use indicated on plats submitted with this appl.ication.
Th:t canopy is to be constructed a m1nimulll of 22 ft. fralI the property line on
Annandale Road.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
LOUISE SCIDOL OF DAHCE, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance,
to permit school ot dance for pupils aged 3 1/2 to 18 years, maximual number of 12
students per clusj five classes, 9201 Leesburg Pike, centreville District, (HE-1)
19-4 «1» 57. 8-57-70

Mr. Austin Newton represented the applicant. The Andrew Chapel United Methodist
ChUrch is the owner of the property, he stated, and the applicant is leasing the
property. The school will not be in session until August, 1970, and the contract
or leue is effective in August 1970. The applicant, Mrs. Louise Schram, bas twen1¥
years experience in dance instruction and has owned .. school in Maryland since 1954.
She is 8, JDeJPber of the cODlllUDity and they believe the school will be a very
rewarding experience tor the cClllllllUlity sur1'O\Ul.ding the property. Th1.s location
is an attractive setting, bu.tfered by the Hs.rJ.eton Laboratories and the cemetery.
The chapel and parsonage are on the other side.

Mrs. Schram stated that she teaches in Maryland at her other school and Monday would,.
be the only day that she would Conduct classeS at this property. She will teach
ballet, acrobatics, l{B.1onl.1il!lll and 1DOdem jus dancing.

No opposition.

In application S-57-70, an application by George and Louise Schram, application
under Section 30-7.2.'.1.3 ot the Ordinance, to permit school of dance for pupils
aged 3 1/2 to 18 years, maJdmum llUlIIber of students • 12 IWlr clus j five classes,
9201. Leesburg Pike, &1so known aa tax map 19-4 «1») 57, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHZREAS, the captioned application bas been })rCIperly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County codes I!lIld in accordance with the
by.laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and,
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GlOmB AND LOUISE SCHRAM - etd.

WHKRKAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in & loe&! news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public bearing by the Bo&rd of Zoning Appeals held on the 28th ds,y of April,
1970, and

WHEBBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the tol.lcndng findings of ract:

1. Owner of the property is the Andrew Chapel united Methodist Church; George and
Louise SchrlllD are the lessees.

2. Present zoning: is BB-l~

3. Area of the lot is 37 ,475 sq. ft. of land.

AID, WHBR"&AS ,the Bo&rd of Zoning AppealS has reached the foll.owing concl.usions of
law:

The applleant has presented testimony ind1cating ccmpJ.181lce with Standards for Special.
Use Pendt uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordi
I18Ilce, and, that the use will not be detr1ment&l to the character and development
of the adjacent land and will be in harmOny' with the purposes of the comprehensive
plan of land use eIlbodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

IKM, THIRElOHE DB IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted) with the f'olloving liJaitatlons:

1. This IIPProvaJ. 1s granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable without
further action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this appli
cation and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one yea.r from this date unless renewed by this Board
prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any &dditiOMl st.r'llctures of any kind, changes in use
or additionaJ. uses whether or not these additional uses require a use permit,
shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The school sbaul.d not ccmnence before August 1, 19'70. Use permit sh&U be
for a three year period.

5. Granted for a llIl!lXiJlrum. of 60 students, five classes, max1muDt 12 students per
class; ages 3 1/2 to 18 yea.rs; one da,y a week -- Monday, traD 2:30 p.m. to 7:30
p •••

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried unanimously.

II
MURRAY WBINBEBG, TRUSTEB, application under Section 30-&.' of the Ordinance. to
permit variance of side lot lines as required by Section 30-3.4.3 for cCllDercial
buUding in C district adjacent to bOlmd&ry of lot in R district, "*' Leesburg
Pike, Muon District, (C-oH), 01-2 ({l}) " V-58-70

Mr. William Hansbarger, representing the applicant, stated that the property vas
rezoned to CO-H back. in the s'UJllDer or early fall of 19'8. At that time the de
velopers pJAmed a buiJ.d1ng with 80 £"t. frontage on Route 7; 150 ft. deep and 100
ft. high. The build1ng 'WOU1d face the Reno property rather than Route 7. He
presented a proposed site pl.an that was s1lbJllitted at that time and one that was
shawn to the citizens Association with whcm they met on several occasions with re
gard to the reZoning. At that time, he said, they took no position on the rezoftmg
but as part of the overall conversation an agreement with those people was made,
not to extend lPairvie w Drive through this property. lie introduced a copy of the
covenant for the record, and sbDWed the original site plan.

Was the Board. of Supervisors aware that a variance would be necessary to construct
the buUding, Mr. SJDith asked?

Mr. Hansbarger said he felt certain that they were aware. In the meant1me, the
location of the buU.ding has been turned around 90 degrees on the lot, and they have redu
the size of the bullding. thder the existing Ordinance where there is cOOlD8rcial zoning
next to residential, the setback of the building must be the height of the bu1lding.
On the oJ.d plan the1"1nd1cated a variance on the side next to the Reno property.
Where· the change has ccme is OIl the aide next to the R-12.5 which is nOW" residential
but the unuaua1 future is that the staff is in the process ofs~ this who18
BIlU.e¥' s Croasro&lil area and it has been indicated that the residential property will
eventually lave 8C1lle c:armercial. designation. The setbacks that would be required on
COR wouJ.d be one for every two feet of height above 45 £"t. iben, rather than having 43.7

C.Uu
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MURRAY WBINBBBG - ctd.

ft. on the one side, they would be required only to have 27 1/2 ft. and. the same woul.d
go f'or the other side. If' the land were to remain forever in residential on either sl
then conce!vably they shOUld not be seeking a variance but in an area such as this
located on one of the most heav1l¥ traveled roads in Fairfax County, there ldll be
more intense use of this land in the f\lture. Very Shortly, in his opinion, Mr.
Hansba.rger continued, this zon1ng al&asif'1eation is going to be reCClmllended for ehange
in the Ba1ley's Plan and instead of' having to set 90 ft. off'the line, they w1ll
be required to set back 27 1/2 ft. One other change that has been made, and the law
changed since they met with the Clvic Association, where they show 12 ft. planting
the property line, they now show a brick wall in accordance with standards set forth
in amendJllent #]28. In the old scheme they indicated 343 parking spaces, sc.ae of'
which were underground. There are 250 parking spaces, 30 of' which would be under the
building but at grade level in the new plan. They have reduced the nUlllber or cars.
This case Is \Ulique to the extent thatit does present a situation that perhaps more t
anything else is a IlI&tter of' t1ming insof'ar as the equity is concerned. If the land t

1he east were to sta¥ residentially' zoned alwa;ys, which nobody agreeds that it will,
perhaps this variance WO\lld not be appropriate.

Mr. Hansbarger demonstrated by a drawing what WOUld happen with a brick wall at the
property line insofar aavisiblli ty fran the three houses is concerned. This would
be a' ft. wall 8 ft. above grade. When they met with the people of Leag Branch April
23, l~ they agreed among other things that they would put the covenant of' record and
they did that.

Mr. 8m!th read f'l'ca the Ordinance ••• "No ca'llnercial building in 811¥ C district shaJ,.l be
located nearer to the boundary of' any lot in an R district, etc••• ", the Ordinence-
ss;ys "sh&11 be" and he did not think the Board has authority to grant a variance f'raD
a residentiaJ.1y zoned area. If the area is going to change within a year, the
construction of' this building shou.ld wait.

The Ordinance spells out cases where the Board is prohibited frail. granting variance.s,
Mr. Hansbarger contended, and states that if' the Board finds there are unusual cir
CUDlStances, the Bo&rd sh&ll take into account these c1reUmatances and grant &

variance W'lder these conditions.

In what way has the area Changed since granting the rezoning, Mr. Smith asked?

There is more traffic, Mr. Hansbarger replied, and the Bailey's Crossroads Plan is
under study. Some variance will be necessary before they can build the building.

If this were the same pJ.sn that vas approved by the Board of Supervisors, Mr. 6m1th
said, be might be inclined to go along with it, but the pJ.an has changed.

The only difference is the location or the bu1ld.ing 00 the site, Mr. Hansbarger, said.

Opposition: Mr. Paul Brockert, 5974 Landmark Drive, to:n:Der President of the LOng
Branch Civic Association, said be vas president at the time of the rezoning.
He asked if the Board had had any ca:llllU11ication from Mr. Reno. In his most recent con
veraation with Mr. Reno, he stated that many of the conditions existing at the time
of' rezoning do not exist too8¥. '!he Reno property is still zoned Residenti&1 and the
other side is still Residential, and they do not teel that they could live with these
presumptions. Mr. Hansbarger said at the t1me at rezoning the Civic Association did
not take a position either tor or against, because Mr. Dove, f'Ormer owner of the
property in question was a member of the Association and there 1f'8re circutll8tances
that dictated that this deal be cons1Jlllll&ted. The Civic Association hlpl1ed coosent by
silence. They are very concerned about protection to property owners to the east,
particularly in view of the recent change in amendment #128 regarding screening
requirements. This:makes the a1tuation even less tolerable to abutting prt1p!n'ty
owners.

Mr. Gerard Fourseer, living on Fairview Place, also the new President of' Long Branch
Civic Association, asked how high will the building be? How far will it be traD
property lines? Also, what t;vpe of' greenery wouJ.d be used in the 12 ft. buffer
zone? At no time during discussion of the rezoning was the variance on the side
indicated.

Mr. Alex Costia~ ~ Leesburg Pike, said he could not speak for the tu.ture. The
rezoning was granted on the grounds that COlIIIlercialism r:L the Pike aJ..:ready was a
tact. An oftioe building woul.d. be a desirable develOpment and an attractive
building cOllld be erected. The conditions that existed with respect to the rezoning
should continue in effect.

Conditions in the area have changed, Mr. Hansbarger said. F.H.A. and V.A. will not
finance the s&1e of haDes on Route 7 because of' changing conditions in the area.
The County has to recognize this change and in the meantime, so scmebody can get mo
while there is available shorbterm financing, so tbeycan get the office building
under const.ru.ction, the Board sboUJ.d gre,nt a varianoe on the se'tba.ck frCID the Reno p
41.83 ft., which is consistent nth the original. site plan, and rather than put in
a 12 ft. planting strip whiCh serves no purpose, that the brick. wall wouldn't serve)
they suggest that it be a condition of the 'variance that the brick w&J.l be the screen
ing adjacent to property to the east.

;)()'f
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COUld the build!ng be arranged to set back the distance in all cues as orlginaJ..ly
proposed a.t the time of rezoo.!ng, Mr. smith asked?

Yes, Mr. Hansbarger replied.

Since the Board of Supervisors zoned this property tor this use, and because of the
~ement by the citizens in this case, Mr. smith s&id it disturbed him that citizens
in the area work em. these agreements and pl.ana and &tter zoning takes p1ace, the
development Is changed. H s&1d he could. not justify a change beyond that which was
agreed upon.

There is a PD-C zone DOV which requires no setbacks, Mr. Hansbarger said.

Mr. Smith said he could not see where the p1811ting would serve any' U8ef'ul purpose
as long as there is a six foot brick wall on the property line. The Board could stipu
late that this could be done in view of the variance granted, on this side, 8114 on the
other side was there a plsn for a 12 ft. screened area, he aaked?

No, with regard to the crther side, Mr. Hansbarger stated, he :1:8 prepared to submit a
rezoning application on the Reno property. The bUilding W1ll be 90 ft. high rather
than 100 ft. and it will be 90 ft. off the side line. It will meet all requll'elDl:'nts of
the Ordinance other than the Reno property. They will tum the buil.ding ba.ck ninety
degrees rrcm the rendering they shOWed todaiY.

ibe President or the Civic Association reminded the Board that the original. discussion
on this 1ll&tter perte.ined to 12 ft. of buffer zane. Is this being ehanged1 Where will.
the brick nJJ. be <:u the property -- will it be on the property line or 12 ft. :t'raD. it?

There i8 no discussion of screening on that side of the property, Mr. Smith said.
Screening would mean stsndSrd. screening reQl.liremen.ts. The onl.¥ question or screening
nov is on the Reno side or the property where the variance is being Sought. The
Bo&U'd of Zoning ApJIeals should not break. faith with the people who made the agree
ment at the time of rezoning and therefore should adhere to the original. pl.an.

Mr. Yea'tmlul suggested that facing the buUd1ng to Route 7 would be better pJ.ann1ng.

There baa been no testimony to justify granting any variance on this property, Mr.
Bmith said. The request is baaed on specuJ.a.tion as to what willAlappen to the
residential property.

In application V-58-70, an application by Murray Weinberg, Trustee, application under
Section. 30-'.& of the Ordinance, to permit variance of side lot llnes as required by
Section 30-3.4.3 tor ccaerc1al. 'oui1d:1ng in C district adjacent to boundary Of lot
in R district, located~ Leesburg Pike, also known aa tax map '-1-2 ((1» " County

(£ ll'&irfax, Virginia, Mr. Long JIlO'Ved that the Board of zoning .Appeals adopt the following
resMution:

WlmREAS, the captioned application baa been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and county codes and in accordance with by-laws of
the Fairfax County~ of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, follow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a lac&! newspa.per,
posting of the property, letters to con.~guous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held. on the 28th of April. 1970.

AND WHEREAS. the Board of ZOning Appeals baa made the following findings of fact:

1. OWner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is COR.
3. Area of the lot is 2.33544 ac. of land.
4. Conformance with Article XI will be required.
5. The Boa.rd of Supervisors at the t1me of rezoning were aware that a variance would
be necessary.
,. Maximum height ot building aJ..lov8ble on this property 10uld be 150 ft. md 90 ft.
.wu-. The propose' bui1d1ng will be 90 ft. high.

AND. WHBRIAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals baa re&ebe~ the toUow'ing conclusions of law:

1. !he applicant baa satistied the Board. that the following pbysical conditions 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 bu:UdingB involved: (a) exceptionally n&rrov lot;

NCM. 'l'HRREFORE BE IT RBSOLVED, that the subject application be and the S&JIB is hereby
granted in part with the toll.owing limitations:

1. This approva.l is granted tor the location and the specific structure indicated in
plats included with this application only and is not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the same land.
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2. This variance shAll expire one year from this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to expiration.

3. The building shall be a minimum of 41.7 ft. frail the property line of Reno.

4. The building shall be a minimum of 90 ft. fralI. the easterly property line.

5. A brick wa:u is to be constructed &long the easterly property line to screen
residential h0\8es fran the pa.rldng area.

6. Fairview Place is to be blocked off and not to be used by this development.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
LESTER GROSSMAN, application wtder Section 30~7.2.7.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit
operation ora. stadium, located 6767, 6771,. '775 Chapel Rd., centreville District,
(RE-1), 77 «4» 12. 13. 14, 8-"'-70

Mr. Bernard Fsgelson, on behalt of the applicant, requested withdrawal of the applicat
with prejudice.

Mr. Yeatman moved that the application be withdrawn with prejudice. Seconded,.Mr.
Barnes. carried Wl&l1:1JDously.

II
LESLIE E. &; FLORIS D. BCMMAN, application under Section 30-'.' of tle Ordinance,
to permit brick vestibule 42 ft. fran ~t property line, 8909 Htgdon Drive,
Centreville District, (HE~l), 28-4 «1)) 32, V-59-70

The house baa a front door entering into the liv1ng,roaD., Mr. Bowman expla.1n.ed, and
he would like to construct a vestibule in the front of the house to keep £rom bringing
in dirt, graBs clippings, etc. At the t1me the houSe was built they were under the
impression that the setback VIla 35 ft. but found out later that was for the City of
Falls Church and not Fairfax County. They propose to add a 10' x 12' brick vestibule.
This is the only place for the vestibuJ.e as the other entrance is into the basement,
and on the side of the house is downhill. There is a slope in the rear of the house.
The roof would be A-frame tied into the present roof.

Mr. Smith suggested cutting down the size of the proposed Yest1bu1o to a more
reasonable request.

Mr. BcNman said be would like to hAve a vestibule at least 8' x 12'. He is the
origin&l owner, he purchased the property in 1958, and rill continue to live here.

No apposition,

In application V-59-70, an application by Leslie E. and Floris D. Bowman, application
under Bection 30-'.6 of the Ordinance, to permit brick vestibule -42 ft. £ran front pro
perty Una, 8909 Higdon Drive, centreville District, &lso known as tax map 28-4 «1»
32, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appe&ls
adopt the fQ1l.owing resolution ~

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly £Ued in accordance with the re
quirements of all applicable State and County COdes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public byldvertisement in a loc&l newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a pub~i

hearing by the Board of Zoning lIppe&1s held on the 28th daiY of April, 1970 and

WHEBEAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has made the following £1tulings of fact:
1. ~r of the subject property 1s·the applicant.
2. Present zoning is BE-l.
3. Area of the lot is 17,147 sq. ft. of land.
4. Septic field is in the back of the house.
5. The spplicant is the origin&l owner of the property.

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

1. The spplicant baa satisfied the Bo&rd that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would result in practic&l
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that wouJ.d deprive the user of the reasonable use a
the land and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptional topographic problems of the
land and (b) location of existing buildings and relationship to septic field and
septic tank,

NOW", 'nIUEFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject s,pplication be and the same is hereby
granted with the following restrictions:

;1.ob
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1. This approval is granted for the loea.tion and the specific structure or structures
indicated in the plats included with this applica.tion onJ..y and 1s not transferable to
other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year !'ran this date unJ.eas eanatruetic:n has started.
or unless renewed by action at this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The addition shall be constructed of simil.8;r brick &8 existing dwelling and shall
be lOt x 12 1 in size.

4. The root to be constructed will be dozmer type roof with A frame.

secooded, Mr. Be.mes. Carried 5-0.

II
CALVIN W. COLE, application 'Wlder Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit
use as an interior design training school, 144.9 Laugblln Avenue, Dranesville District,
(R-10), 30-2 «9)) 40-41, 8-61-70

CALVIN W. COLE, application under Section 30-6•• ot the O%'dJ.nanee, to permit variance
in f'ra1t and side setback, 1449 Laughlin Avenue, Dranesvil1e District, (a-iO), 30-2,
«9)) 40, 41, v-62-70

)Jr, CQle stated th&t be has owned the property since 19lJ8. It 1s vacant at tbe present
time. The house 1s in reasonable good sta.te of rep&1r for & house that was built in 1
When he purchased the property it was with the intent to rezone it to 0-0 for the purpos
of putting his business office there but about that time the McLean Citizens Association
started working CD the new muter pJ.an for the central business district snd theY'
convinced them they should not~ for rezoning until after the plan was adopted.
The p1an baa taken SOOle t1me. The property is not desire:bla as a residential propertY'
because of its close proximity to A & P and Dart Drug Store and parking lots direct1y'
across the street f'rca it. The street has been widened in front of the property and
dellvery trucks CCllle very close to the bedzloom. window. About every ten da;ya be goes ove
to cJ.ean up trash that blows over f'rCIIl the ccmnercial. stores. The use invoJ.ved in the
subject lq:lplication would be an interim. use of the property until the properties in
that area are eitber turned to the use reearmend.ed by the l~ plan which was
C-D or until theY' return to the use recOJllDl'lnded by the new CBD p1lu:l. which 1s 8M-2M.

The sehoo~ which they request to have would be tor individual instruction and there
would not be more than three or four people at the location at 8lIY time. 1he schoo~

woul.d be operated by Mrs. Roaanski and she would operate as Frances Scott, Ltd., a
limited partnership.

The peopJ.e who pJ.an to operatethe schoOl should have been listed as the appl.icant, Mr.
SilIlith said. Is there a lease?

Mr. CoJ.e said the lease has no ten:ns of sale. It is a tva year ~ease with option to
renew :ror an additional. ;j;wG years.

If the application is granted to Mr. Cole, Mr. smith advised, it would not be trans
ferable. The operators would have to ccme back and get the permit in their name.

No opposition.

Mr. Long expressed concern about proposed parking.

Mr. Cole said the plan shovs four parl:d.ng spaces on the southerly side of the property.

!nlis does not meet setbacks, Mr. SJDith sa1d, and the Board has no authority to vary
the parking. It must be 25 ft. f'ran all property lines. This P41"ldng is shown 15 ,ft.
from the public alley. The Board has no authority to grant variances for parking in
connection with use pe1'mits. There are SCllle unusual. features about this -- it is adjaee
to CCIIIllercial and possibly in the pJ..an for ccmmercial. use. The Board might consider
the variance to allow the building in this J.ocation. but not the variance on the parking
itsel.t.

Mr. Donald Rozans~, 10305 G&1nesville Road, Potmac, Maryland told the Board tbat
the school would be operated as Frances Scott, Ltd. TheY' wouJ.d serve people interested
in interior design and have services available tor total hOuSe planning and help in
obtainJ,ng t'urnishings for the hcIae. They would be selling Jll&terials in this location.

!nlis would not be permitted in a residential area. Mr. Smith cClllllented. The peopJ.e
can be taught interior design but nothing could be sold on this property.

The Boe.rd discussed the sales aspect of the operation, and Mr. Smith concJ.uded that
baaicaJJ.y this is not a schoo~ operation at aJ.l -- it is 8Jl interior decorating
business. The other Board members agreed.
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This shoUld. be rezoned for commercial use, Mr. Yea.tmaD. suggested.

11:1 opposition.

In application S-61...70, an application by Francis Scott, Limited, to permit use as an
interior design training sehool, 1449 Laughlin Avenue, aJ.so known as tax map 30-2 ((9)
40-41, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Loo.g moved th&t the Board adopt the fo1lowin8:
resolution :

WHRREAS, the captioned application has been properly tiled in accordance with the
requi:reJD8nts of all sppl1eable Sta.te and COWlty Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the h1rfax County Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals, 8I1d

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. 1oeaJ. newspaper,
posting of the property, -letters to contigu.ou& property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 28th da,y of April, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals h&s mene the following f1ndinga of fact:
1. Owner of the property is CaJ.m W. Cole; Francis Scott, Limited is the lessee.
2. Present zoning is H..10.
3. Area of the lot is 12,487 sq. ft. 6£ land.
4. Confoxmance with Article XI would have to be done.
5. The applicant eoo.templates saJ.es tram the prell1ses.

AND, WHEREAS the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following eoo.clusions of law:

1. The applicant has not presented testimony indicating cClllplien.ce with Standards
for Special Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ord1nance,

ROW', THKREIORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby denied.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Long added th&t he felt the property Should be rezoned for calIIlercial use.
He vas not opposed to the use, but did not feel the Board has the right to grant
it.

Mr. Smith noted that the proposed use certaitUy is out of the rea.lm. of school
instruction.

Carried unan1Jnowlly.

In application v..62..70, an appl.ication by ceJ.vin W. Cole, application under Section
30-6.6 ot the Ordinance, to permit V&ri.ance in front and side setba.clt, 1449 Laughlin
Avenue, also known as tax map 30-2 ((9» 40, 41, COWlty of Fa:1.rfa.x, Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the tollowing resolution:

WHRREAS, the captioned a.ppl:tcation has been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of all appllcable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-un
of the Fairfax COWlty Bo&rd of Zoning AppeaJ.s, and

WHBREAS, tol1ow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local new8pl\per,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 28th day of April, 1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has made the tollOW'ing findings ot fact:

1. Owner of the Subject property is the appJ.icant.
2. Present zoning is R..10.
3. Area of the lot is 12,487 sq. ft. of land.
4. Laughlin Avenue was widened bringing the street closer to the dwelling.

AND WHEREAS, the Bo&rd of zoning APPeals has reached the fOllowing conclusions of
law'

The applicant has aatisfied the Bo&rd that the fol1.ow1ng ph;ysicaJ. conditions exist wbi
under a strict interpretation ot the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and/or buildings involved: Ca) -unuau.al. condition of the location of
existing buildings.

NQl 'rHEEEFORI!: BE IT RESOLVED, tha.t the subject e.pplleatlon be granted in part:

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

2. The request for tront setback of 20 ft. fi'OllL La.\lgblj.n Avenue is granted tor the
existf. ng dlrelling only.
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3. Request for 15 ft. setb&Ck fraD. the alley for proposed parking is denied.

This does not have any bearing on the Pl'OpCII ed use, Mr. Smith cCIlIIIeDted, as it has
been denied. Seconded, Mr. B&m.es. Carried unanimously.

II
CARL C. HENSON, JR., applica.tion under Beetioo 30-6.6 of tle Ordinance, to pemit car
port to be enc10sed closer to ~rtr line than allowed, 921& Allwood Drive, Mt.
Vernon District, (RE 0.5), liO-3 ((2» 100, V-65-70

Mr. Forest Ma,yes, 7911 Ashton Street, the contractor for the applicant, stated that
there is & difference of about 1 1/2 !'t...t the extreme rear of the carport and they
will need a. variance. The way the houSe is .et 00 the lot baa 8. bearing in this case.
The back section of the carport 1s encl.osed as 8. utility roaD. at the present time
and this is &1lawed under the zoning Ordinance. By actual distance, tbe closest corner
of the carport to the property line is about 17 1/2 ft. The requirement 1s 20 ft.
The house W&8 built in 1956.

If we move beyond the exiSting encJ.oaure which Is allowed by right, this would lUrDost
meet the setback, Mr. Smith noted. But perhaps the Board should take pos:f.:tive action
on this application so there would be no problem involved in the future. It aeeDll
like a re&Bonable request.

No opposition.

In application V-65-70, an application by Carl C. Henson, Jr., to permit carport to
be enclosed closer to property line thsn allowed, 9216 Allwood Drive, also known as
tax map 110-3 ((2}) 100, County of l'a.1rfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
at Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHIREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirenenta of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by"-laws
ot the ll'airfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEBKAS, tol1.owing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. DeYspaper,
posting at the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 011 the 28th da.y of April, 1970, and

WHIRUS. the Board ot ZOning Appeals has"1II8de the following findings at tact:
1. Owner ot the Subject property 18 the applicant.
2. Present zoning is HE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot 1& 21.946 sq. f't.
4. A variance of spprox1Dately 3 ft. is required at the rear of the cs.rport.
5. The frOnt of the carport baa the required setback.

AND, WHIRIAB, the Board of Zoning Appeals bas reached the f01low1ng conel.usions at law:

'!'be applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist which
under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practic&l difti
cuJ.ty or unnecessary bardahip that WOUld deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
land and/or buildings involved: (a) the location of the existing buildings on the lot.

1'fC5I, THBBBFOHE BE IT BBSOLVBJ): tha,t,·the subject application be and the .ll8me is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

1. '!'bis approval 1& granted tor the location and the specific structure or structures
indicated on plats submitted with this application only, and is not transferable to othe
land or to other structures on the same land.

2. 'lhi8 variance sha.ll expire one ;year hCXII this date Wiless construction baa started
or W1leas renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. C&rpart shall be enclosed with similar material as the existing dwelling.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
RIYBBSIDB GARDENS RlCICSM'ION ASSOCIATION, appl.ication under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the
Ordins.nce, to permit construction at addition to building in connection with recreation
facility, 8633 Buckboard Drive, It:Junt Vernon District, (R-12.5), Map 102·3 ((1}) 42A.
8-69-70

Mr. Lawrence Meade atated that the pool facility was constructed in 1965 for use by the
residents in the iJDDediate vicinity. The present facilities consist of a stalldardpool,
a small wading pool and bath house and one lacking facility is shade, either by trees
or shelter. In order to provide shade for the convenience of their melllbers, they
would like to have an extension of 25 ft. of the exiating root' line supported with steel
post conatruction. This would be strictly for shiLde and comfort.
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The current membership is 196 ,families, Mr. Meade continued, and they have the suty
eight parking spaces &8 required. There will be DO expansion or membership.

Mr. Robert SWeitzer, owner of property across the street, said be did not appear
in opposition but only to ask .. question about the drainage. The little house &CraIB
street from his property adjoining this tract 1IU fiooding out. Mr. Shanks of Land
Acqqiaitioos requested an easement frail. h1a tor drainage but he did not care to g1ve t
easement. Finally, be did sign, giving the eaae.ent. Apparentl.y" the applicant 18 not
going to add any more paving or anything that would cause any future flOOding of the
across the street.

In application 6-69-70, an application by Riverside Gardens Recreation Association,
to permit construction of llddition to building in connection with recreation facility,
loCated at 8633 Buckboard Drive, also known as U map 102-3 «1» 42A, county Of
Fairfax, Virg1nia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of ZOOing Appea.lS adopt the following
resolution :

WHBREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re
menta ot all appllcabJ.e State and Cowtty COdes and in accordance with the by-laYs of
Fairtax county Board of toning Appeals, and

WHl!:REAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to con~igu0U8 and nearby property owners, and a pubJ.ic
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeal.s held on the 28th dq of April, 1970, and

WHBREAS, the Board of zoning Appeal.S has made the following findings of tact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 2.57 &c. of land.
4. Use permit for the existing facility W&S granted Janu&ry 26, 1965.
5. Conformity nth Article XI ",ill be :tequired.

AND, WHIBRAS, the Board of Zoning Appeal. baa reached the follorlng conclusions of l.aw:

J./O
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1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special. Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance and that the use will bot be detrimental. to the character and development
of adJacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
use embodied in be Zoning Ordinance.

JIDl, THDBlORB HI IT RESOLVED, that the subject applic&tion Be :and the same is hereby
granted, with the following restrictions:

1. This approV&1 is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
turtber action of this Board and is for the location indlc&ted in this s.ppl1c&tion and s
not tranaferabJ.e to other land.

d I

2. This pe~t .h&ll expire one year from this elate unless cOllBtru.ction or operation
has started or unJ.sss renewed by action of this Board prior to d&te of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bu1l.lUngs and uses indicated 00. plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or additi al.
usea, whether or not these additional usel require 8, use permit, .ball be cause for thi
use permit to be re-evaluated by this Bo8.rd.

Seconded, Mr. B&rneS. Carried unanimousq.

II
SC}fJOL FOR CQlft'EMPORARY EDUCATION -- Dr. E. Lakin Phillips (ChArles Wesley Methodist
Church) .,. deferred from AprU 21, 1970

Mr. Smith noted receipt of several letters in opposition to the applica.tion plus a
petition. Also, he noted many letters in support of the application. He read f'rom
the contract between the church and the SchOOl, with renewal negotiable on April 1,
1971.

Mr. Long asked Dr. Phillips it the school would be for children in the area..

Dr. Adll1ps replied that it would serve the Washington area as a whole. although 50 to
60 per cent voW.d be tram Fairfax COWlty.

Mr. Long asked Mr. Pearce if a. fence would be installed around the recrea.tion area.

Mr. Pearce stated that this wu mentioned at the last hearing and since that time he
baa searched the Ordinance and can find no statutory requirement for a fence.

I
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The only reqlirement regarding fences is in Section 15 (c) of the Fairfax County Code
relating to day care centers for children five years and younger, Mr. Pea.rce continued.
He urged the Board not to JUke this II, condition ot the special use permit for & number <~ II
of reuons: (1) the age of these cb1ldren and (2) because of too cJ.oae supervision of' ~
these chil.d%en. (3) The fencing W01J1d be very expensive and there 1s no conmi:bllent trail.
the church al.low1ng them to fence the property at this time.

The polley ot the Board has been, Mr. Smith explained, at any time there is outside a.c-
tivity in the &rea, to require fencing of the property in connection with all schools. 8
is • re&8onab~ request.

Mr. Pearce suggested foregoing the recreational. period and not requiring the fence.

Recreation would be good. tor these children, Mr. Long stilted. '!hey need to get outside
and plq; this is an 1DIportant part of their education.,

A three toot fence would not be mu.ch hindrance to- a ten or thirteen year' old child'j Mr.
Pearce stated.

If we are going to have II, problem. of control, Mr. SIllith said, this 1118¥ sbed a different
light on this application.

They don1t consider it an item of control, Mr. Pearce stated, they consider it an item
of expense.

A fence is Dot required to contain people, Mr. Smith contended; it is basic&1ly to let
them know the l1m1ts of the Pla7 &rea and it is done in a.ll cases of schOOls.

Reverend White stated th&t the properties to the back and sides of the church have
fences a.lre&dy. Where they do not h&ve a fence is across the front street aloog Dean
Dr!'\Ie. This is Ii. long wlliY8 from where the children would be pl.aying.

If the fence in any wa,y prohibits the school, Mr. Balter suggested, he would be in favor
deleting the !"ence requirement.

He- is in favor of the schco.l~ Mr. Long agreed, but the adJoining property CJlIfDers &re
entitled to have the play &rea designated.

Mr. Dames agreed that the recreation &rea should be fenced.

In application S-1J6-70, an application by School for Contemporary Education, Dr. E.
Lakin Pbilllps, an application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit
basement use for school, OIl"property located at 6817 Dean Drive, in the Charle8 Wesley
Mathodiat Church, alBa known as tax map 30-4 «1» 26, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Lcmg JIIOWd tha:t the Board of ZOning Appeals adopt the fo11OW1ng resolution:

WHIBKAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all appllcableState and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppealS, and,

WHBREAS, fol.loring proper notice to. the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 28th ~ of AprU, 1970 and

WHIRBAS, the Board of ZOning .Appeals has made the following findings of tact:

1. Owner of the property is Charles Wesley Methodist Church. The applicant is the lessee
2. Present zoning of the property is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 3 acres of land.
4. CaDplisnce with Articl.e XI will be required.

AND WHBBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant baa presented testimony indicating canpllance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

2. The use will not bedetr1mentaJ. to the character end development of the adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccraprehensive plan of land use em
bodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM, THBRBFORB DB IT RBSOLVED, that the subject appliea.tion be and the same is hereby
granted with the follolling 1:Lmita.tions:

1. This approval is granted to the appllcant only &b.d is not -transferable without
:f"Urther action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this applieation and is
not trensferable to other land.

2. This permit shaJJ. expire one year trcm this da.te unless construction or operation has
started or W'lless renewed by action of this Board prior to da.te of expiration.
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SCHOOL POR CONTEMPORARY EDUCATION - Ctd.

3. This approval. is granted for the buildings and. uses indicated 01'1 plats submitted
with this appl.ication. Any &dd1tiOllal structures of any kind, changes in use or addit
uses, whether or not these uses require a. use permit, shall be cause for this use pe
to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. This perm!t is granted for a one year period.

5. This is for a IIlaJdmum. of 30 children at any one t:l.me, ages 10 - 15; hours of opera on
9 a.m. to 3 p.m.; Monday through Friday.

6. There will be one instructor and one aide for each six children on duty at all.
during school hours.

7. A 20,000 sq. ft. play area enclosed with a. four foot eh&in link. fence is required.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. carried 5-0.

II
VIENNA DAY CARE CSNTER - Request frcm Miss Frances DuffY, Director of the Division
of SCI:!.al Services, requested that the age limit be extended from 2 to 8 ;years of....
Mr. Balter moved that the request be granted. Seconded, Mr. Yeatm.n. Carried
unenimoualy •

II
The Board discussed the use permit granted to Richard Stohlm8n on Route 7.

Mr. stohlman said they plan to have a VoJ.Jtswe,gen dealership in this location.
The building will be smaller, and they ha.ve enough pa.rking to serve it. Will the
screening be required &long the line of Capper?

This Board has no authority to waive screening requirements, Mr. SJrdth pointed out.

The C8pper property contains a nursery now but it is in the plan for cO!llDEtrcial use.
Do they have the same right to request waiver of site plan in view of the use permit
on the property, Mr. Phillips, engineer, asked?

Themis a provision in the Ord1JU\Ilce to waive the screening, Mr. Sm1th said, and this
was his intent when he made the motion. However, tie Board of Zoning Appeala should ba
a copy of the final s1te plan to approve.

II
RlDGBf«)N'r KlNTESSORI SCHOOL - Request to exteftd use permit which has already expll'ed.

This will require a new application, the Board members agreed. The Board has no
authority to ext8D.d any permits that have expired.

II
OOLDm A. GBHLBY - applicatiCl1 under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the drdinance, to permit
operation of nursery school for max1JlIum of 20 children at any one t:lme; hours of
operation 6:30 a.m. to 6:30 ~.m., 6467 N. Rochester St., Dranesville District, (R·10)
Map 4J.-3 ((5» 52, s-47-70 (deferred hom ,l;prU 21)

Mrs. Gehley presented new pl.ats showing the parking for the use.

The Board needs at least three copies of a certified plat, Mr. s.dth said, and this
plat has not been certified.

PerhapS the Board COIU.d grant the application with this plat providing she meets
site p1an requirements, Mr. Long suggested.

Parlt1ng has to be at least 25 ft. !'rea all property lines, Mr. Bmith cClllllented, and
she would have to provide at least two parking spaces.

Mrs. Gabley said she would not be baby-sitting on Satt11"d.qs and Sunda,ys.

In appllcation s·47·70, application by Mrs. Goldie A. Gabley, under Section 30·7.2.6.1.
of the Ordinance, to permit baby-sitting in private residence and nursery school,
property located 6467 N. Rochester Street, also known as tax map 41·3 «5» 52,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the :fol1ow1ng resolution:

WHEREAS, THe captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with require
ments of all. applicable Sta.te and County Codes and in accordance with by.laws of
Fairfax County Board of zoning Appeals, and
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GOLDIE A. GEH£,EY - etd.
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WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. local newspaper,
poe t!ng of the property, letters to contiguous IUld nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 28th da.y of May, 1970, and

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

1. OWner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning 1s R-lO.
3. Area of the lot 1s 10,500 sq. ft. of land.

,4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinare e) is required.

MID WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has re&ehed the following ccacl.usions of law:
1. 'nle applicant has presented test1mony indicating compllance with stlUldards tor
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 c£ the Zoning
Ordinance and,

2. That the use wil.1 not be detrimental. to the character and devel.opment of adjacent lan
and will be in hazmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land llSe embodied
in the Zoning Ordinance.

R<Il, THERUORE BE IT RESOLVED, th&t the subject lPPllcationbe and the same is hereby
granted, with the following llmit&tiODS:

L This approval is granted to the applicant only and 1s not trllllst'erable rlthout
further action of this Board Bnd is for the location indicated in this application and is
not transferable to other land.

2. 'Ibis permit shall. expire one year from this da;te unless eonstruction or operation baa
started or unless renewed by ILCtion of this Board prior to d&te of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indic8.ted 0lI. pJ.ats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of IIll7 kind, cl1anges in use or addit1
uses, whether or not these additionaJ. uses l'e.quire 8. use permit, shall be Cl!l.1E for this
use pe:rmi t to be re-ev&lue.ted by this Board.

4. There will be a maximum of twenty nursery sehoo1. children on these premises at any
one time.

5. Hours of operation shall be f'ran 6:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. five d&y8 a week. Monday
through Fri.....

6. There will be 8. m:1nimum of two parking spaces 25 ft. traD all property lines.

7. All COunty and State Codes must be caJlPlied with.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
Mr. smith advised Mrs. Gehley to present the Board three copies of a certified plat
prior to pieking up the occupancy permit.

II
Mr. smith noted that Mr. Ye8.tman had attended 8. meeting on the budget regarding the
money needed by this Bo&rd for different purposes. While he and Mr. Knoll1ton handled
this, Mr. P8Ilmel and Mr. Smith were over 8.t Fairfax High School regarding the S-17
position for the Board of Zoning Appeals clerk.

)./3
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Meeting adjourned at 5:47 p.m.
Betty Haines, Cl.erk -----~'7""".....,. .•~ t.jq/?O

Daniel SlIlith,"2rman Date



The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appe&1s was held at 10:00 a.m.,
Tuesday, Ma¥ 12, 1970, in the Board
RoaD of the county Administration
Bu.1ld1ng. Those present were: Mr.
Daniel SJIlith, Chairman; Mr. George
P. Banles, Mr. Clarence Yeatman,
and Mr. Joseph Baker. Mr. Richard
Long was absent.

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

In the staff presentation, Mr. Al Riutort of the Division of Planning, discussed
planning techniques.

II
CHESAPEAKE &: EO'l'OMAC m.EPHONE lXIa'ANY OF VIRGINIA, to permit erection and operation
of dial center, 9327 Braddock Road, Springfield District, (R-12.5), 69~4, 69-3
((1» pt. 1'1, 6-73-70

Mr. Randolph W. Chureh, Jr., represented the applieant.

Mr. Ph1llips located the property on the map and stated that the subjeet parcel is
part of a larger tract currently zoned R~12.5 but which ha.e a rezoning application
pending for PD~H 2.5.

Mr. Church e:xpJ..a1ned that C &: P has this land under contract from. the Yeonas Company.
He presented a eopy of the contract. Essentia.l.1y this would take five lots out of the
proposed Yeonas developDent and they will drop those out of their rezoning applicatioo
if the applicant acquires the property. The proposed building will be 148 ft. x 126
ft. it it were a ruJ.J. rectangJ.e. This is a one story buUding, 1.8 ft. high. Because
of the papulation growth there is & need. for III additional dial center to serve this
large area. of the County. This WOUld relieve to scme extent the dial centers at
Merrifield, Fairfax and Springfield. He presented a copy of a systems map.

These locations are chosen by cc:mputer, Mr. Church continued, and this Bite was chaS81

as the number one selection.

Mr. Wayne Milby of the engineering depar'bnent of C &: P, stated that initially they
plan to insta.ll 3,500 working lines, and ultimately this building would serve about
23,500 custmners. The building is designed to expand toward the rear. 'l'bree perma
nent employees wUl be assigned initially to this building to maintain the equipaent
and it will be increased to twelve employees by 19&> but probably no more than five
would be in the building at any one t:1me. Adequate off street parking facilities
will be provided for these permanent employees. There will be no traf'fic hazard or
inconvenience. The property rl1l not be used for storage of vehicles or materials.
There will be no glare, radioactivity, discharge, no solid or liquid waste other
than those that would. be landled by septic te.nlt. There will be no interference
with electrical equipment. The building will be constructed in &Ccord with building
codes and hopetully they will start construction in September 19'70. The equipoent
will be installed and ready for service by October 1971. The picture of the proposed
bullding showed a buil.d1ng of red brick with panels created by dark brick and the
outline of the structure would. be exposed aggregate quartz pre-cu.t concrete.

Mr. McK. Downs, real- esta.te broker and appraiser, reported that he had investigated
the site and prepared a. report, 8. copy of which was submitted for the Board record.
This is a COIPP&tible use with the .ingJ.e~fam1ly residences in the area, and would
not have a detri:mental effect on existing or proposed development. There are two
presently zoned ccmDerci&1 areas within a half mile of this property, hOwever,
one site is completely developed and the other 81te is in the Yeonaa development _for
PDH zoning and this fac1l.1ty would not be allowed in a. PDH zone.

No opposition.

Mr. Smith read the Planning CCDmission reCODlllE!ndation for approval.

In application S-73~70, an application by Chesapeake &: Potomac Telephone Caapany of
Virgini&. appl.ication under Section 30-7.2.2.1.4 of the OTd1n&nce, to permit erection
and operation of dial. center, 9327 Braddock Road, Springfield District, (R~12.5),

69-4, 69-3 «1» pt. 17, COWltyof Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yea.taan moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the folloving resolution:

W1IBREAS, the captioned application baa been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of a.ll appllcable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the :r&irfax COUnty Board of zoning Appeals, and.

WHEREAS, foll.ow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hea.ring by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 12th day of May, 1970, and

WlIIREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeal.s baa made the follow1.ng findings of fact:
1. Owner d the property is the Yeonas CCBpany.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 69,300 sq. ft.
4. Planning Ccmnission approved this on May 7, 1970.
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c " P TlLBPHONE CO. OF VIRGINIA· Ctd.

AND WHBREAS, the Board of ZOning AppeaJ.8 has reached the following conclusions of
,--,

1. The applicant bas presented testimony 1nlicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts &II OOI1tained in Section 30-7.1.1,0£ the Zoning
Ordinance; and,

2. That the use will not be detrimental tothe character and development of the adJ
&Cent l.and and will be in ha.rmony with the purposes of the ccmprehenslve plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THIRBFORE BE IT BBSOLVBD: that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following I1J1l1tations:

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

2. This permit shall. expire one year :from this date unlel!l8 construction or operation
has started or "Unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted tor the bu11dings and uses indicated on p1ats submitted
with this application. Any additional. structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses whether or not these uses require 8. use permit, shall be cause for
thill use permit to be re-evaluated by the Board.

4. CaDpliance with Articl.e XI (Site Pl.an Ordinance) will be required.

5. Adequate parking fOr employees lllUSt be provid..!d • 12 spaces should be adequate.

6. The property should be landscaped md screened from residential properties adjacent
to it.

7. The buUding will be of red brick construction with pre-cast concrete as shown
in the picture on fUe.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried ~O.

II
.DALLAL R.. DAVID, application under Section 30·6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit con
struction in minimum side yard and permit construction of accessory building in front
yard, 1255 Crest Lane, Dranesv1l.le District, (RB-l), 31-2 ((1» 23, v·63-70

Mr. Stuart Liss, architect, represented the owner. Mrs. David. Mrs. David has owned
the property for three or four months, he stated. She lives on the property now and
woul.d like to build a new hare and turn the existing house into a guest; house. The
property is hour-glass shape and she WOUld like to build the new home jUit below
the narrowest portion of the site, taJdng advantage of overlooking the river. Access
is tram the opposite end of the site, therefore they are requesting to locate the
garage in the troat~iya:rd.

What is the size of the existing house, Mr. Smith asked?

The existing house baa kitchen facilities, living rOQll and three bedroClllS, Mr. L1ss
replled.

How can you justify a variance in order to build a second house on the lot, Mr. Smith
asked, when actually the applicant a.l.ready has 8. reasonabl.e use of the land now for
one residence for which the lot was designed.

The existing house was built about forty ;»ears ago. Mr. Liss stated.
rocas. It had a garage &d.ded to it prior to the applicant's purchase
it is only six feet from the property line.

'l'bis should be shown on the plat, Mr. Smith said. The plat does not show the existing
house or dimensions or distances fioa:Il. property lines.

COUld the location of the proposed house be D10Ved to the east, Mr. Yeatman suggested.

They could move it to the east as a last resort, Mt. Liss agreed, but it would put
the house behind the garage and reduce the amount of available space. It would also
affect scme of the trees along the east side. They have to be very careful not to
to\l..Ch any of the grovt.h aleag the crest, or erosion would start and create proble1u.

This is not & hardship situation, Mr. Slllith said. The lady has owned the land only
three or four months and she was aware of this sI. tuation when she purchased the lot;
she already has reasonable use of the property.

c...J.. -.),

J../5



..... 12,1970

DALLAL R. DAVID ~ Ctd.

What 1s the size of the proposed g&rage, Mr. Yeatman a.aked1

It would be 24' x 24' J Mr. Liss replied.

If the Zoning Administrator can interpret the existing house &8 being a guest pause
and the new houae can be built without a variance, this is all right, Mr. Smith
sud.

NO opposition.

Mr. Baker moved that the Board defer action to Jwte 9 for new plats showing the exact
location of the existing house and possibly a re-a.rrangement to meet the requirements.
Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unen1mously.

II
NATIORAL MEt«>RIAL PARK, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to
permit erection of fence not to exceed 6 ft. at corner of Lee Highway and Hollywood
Road, and corner of Lee Highway and West Street, Providence District, (R-12.5)
..... 50-1 «1» 30. v-66-70

Letter from the appJ.iC8Ilt requested deferral in order to get the required notices
out.

Mr. Robert McAllister fran Mr. Radigan's office stated that Mr. Radigan got the
notice from the Board ot Zoning Appeals at the time he' was beginning a seven daiY trial
and was unable to get his notices out in time.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer to June 9 at the applicant's request. Seconded, Mr. Barnes.
Carried 4..Q.

II
WALTER P. & EVELm J. McINTOSH. application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord1.nsnce,
to construete.a4d1tion closer to trontproperty"line than aJ..lowed-, 2308 Stryker AV!!o ,
N. W., Centreville District, (BB-l), 37-2 «9» ll, V-65-70

Mrs. McIntosh stated that they wish to construct a small addition to the front of
their home to create a new entraneewa,y and improve the traffic pattern into her
hane between the living and sleeping quarters. Due to the position of the house with
relation to the curve of the street, it became necessary to request a variance.
'!'hey have made every effort to keep the variance at a minilmlm. The neighbors are
e.ve.re of this and have no objection. They have lived at this address tor eleven
;years and in this area all of their life. and they do not wish to leave the neighbor
hoOd.. But, the :f'am1ly is growing and they need more roam. They have made additions
to the house before, lat without a variance. This is the only location for such an
additiCl\ without going through sODleone's bedroOm. The lot is odd. Shaped and the hcn18e
was plac:ed closer to the street than the other houses beside it.

No opposition.

In the application of Walter P. and Eve~ J. McIntosh. application Number v-65-70,
an application under section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to construct addition closer
to front property line than &l1owed. located at 2308 Stryker Avenue. N. W••
centreville District, Mr. Yeatman lIlOY'ed that the Board of Zoning AppealS adopt the
following resolution:

WHBREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirellll:mts of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board. of Zoning Appeals. and.

WHEREAS, following proper notice' to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguoua and nearby property owners, and a
public bearing by the Board of ZOning Appes.la held em the 12th d"," of Ma.Y. 1970. and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of tact:
1. Owner at the 81Jbject property is the appliclUtt.
2. Present zoning is BB-l.
3. Area of the lot 11 22.645 sq. ft.
4. Property is on septic tank in the rear.

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

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following phy'aicaJ. conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would resuJ.t in
practical difficulty or unnecessary h&rdship that wou1d deprive the user ot the
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptiOllaL1topograph1c
problema of the land; (b) exceptionall.y irregul.ar shape of the lot; (c) unusual
condition of the location at existing buildings.
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Mo;y 12, 1970

WAL'lD P. & EVELYN J. McINTOSH - Ctd.

NCM, THDI!:FORE BE IT RESOLVE, that the subject application be and the Sl!UDe 1s hereby
granted with the following l.im1tations:

1. This approval is granted for the J.oca.tion and the specific structure indicated
in pJ.ats included with this application onJ.¥ and is not transferable to other land or
to other stru.c'U res on the 88me land.

2. This variance shall expire one year tram. this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action ot this Board prior to date ot expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0.

II
HAZLETON LABORATORIES, application under Section 30-7.2.5.1.5 of the Ordinance, to
permit addition to existing building, 9200 LeeSburg Pike, Dranesv1lle District, (RE-I)
19-4 «1» 31, 8-67-70

No one was present to represent the appllcant. The Board proceeded to the next item:

II
CRES'lWOOD CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION, application under section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit construction within 24 !'t. of property line adJacent to residential land,
88ll Telegraph ROad, Lee DiStrict, (I-P), 108 «S)} 20, V-68-70

Mr. Roy Spence represented the applicant. He req'le sted that the application be amended
to read Bernard Steinberg and Roger Hildeen, Trustees, rather than Crestwood Construc·
tion Company.

Mr. Baker moved to amend the app1ication as requested. seconded, Mr. Yea'bnan. Cs.rr1ed
....0.

The parcel WIS rezoned in 1965 to the roOp district, Mr. 8l'ence stated, and since then
baa been divided into twenty one acre parcels. About six of these lots have been
sold. There will be sewer as soon as the Pohick line re&ehes this &rea. The archi·
tectural control caamittee consisting of trustees of the property who are charged
with the respcmaibllity of passing on the various things that are placed on this
property will rule on this parcel alao. The HaJ..lmark Iron Works, Inc. proposes to
move to this location and in order to build the build1ng the need it will be necessary
to obtain- a variance to allow the building within 24 ft. of the property line.

Are you asking for a variance for acaeone else, Mr. Smith asked? A variance, if
granted, would net be transferable.

Mr. Spence said he thought the variance ran with the land.

The variance would have to be to the present property owners and they would have to
sholf hardship, Mr. Smith contended. ROll can you base a hardship on sCIIIl!one who does
not own the land?

At such time as the property is purchased by Hal.l.mark, the Board by appropriate action
cou.ld transfer the variance, Mr. Spence suggested.

What is the hardship as far as the owners of the property are concerned, Mr. Smith
asked?

They Cllllllot sell the property if the variance is not granted, M'l'. Spence replied.

This is not a reuon for granting a variance, Mr. Smith calIDented. Where in the
Ordinance is this allowed?

Mr. Spence said that given a little time, there are cases in Virginia, and he could
find them.

Who owned the entire tract original1.y, Mr. smith asked?

It was owned by Staple8 and Mattson in 1965, Mr. Spence answered.

Mr. Steinberg told the Board that there 1s a contract on this property. When the
purchaser went to the architect to get the building designed, he found he would have
to stay 100 ft. awa;y f'rcm the Bailey" property which Dl8kes it uneconallical to build.
This would leave only a 22 ft. building. They, as owners of the property, took it
upon themselYes to -appl$: for the variance 80 that they could build a nonnaJ.. bullding
according to r·p requirement. There is no oontingency on the land; it is a binding
contract whether the variance is granted or not. The proposed building will be 20
ft. high.

This pa.rticular owner is not going to bu1l.d & building, Mr. Smith said. The only
person who could be &tfected as far as hardship would be the contra.ct purch&sers.

.c.L1
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BERNARD STEmBERG & ROGER HILIJEEN, TRUSTEES - Ctd.

Could the application be amended again to include the name of Hallmark Iron Works,
Inc., Mr. Spence asked?

Mr. Smith questioned the date the plat was recorded ~ the County maps do not show
this as parcel 20, he said.

Mr. Spence assured Mr. 8m1th that this was recorded in late 1969 or early 1970.
The maps do not reflect this subdivision, and the maps whJ.ch he purchased this
morning were dated "revised January 1, 1969". This is the only parcel on which it
is anticipated that a variance WOUld be needed, out of SaDE! 14 acres of property.
Telegraph Road, which is a two lane road, will be widened for the f'u11 frontage
of this property.

What is the .maxiJnum lot coverage, Mr. Smith asked? Isn't this proposed building
more than 50 per cent?

The building will be a 21,'780 sq. f't. 'buUding, Mr. Spence stated. It does not
exceed the allowed lot coverage.

No opposition.

In application v-68~70, an application by Bernard Steinberg and Roger Hildeen, Trus~

tees, Clittord Brown et ux, and HB.l.lJr.e;rk Iron Works, Inc., application under
Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construction within 24 !'t. of property
line adJacent to residential land, located 88ll Telegraph Road, Lee District,
also known as tax map loB ((5» 20, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved
that the Board of Zoning Appe&Ls adopt the following resolution:

WHBREAS, the captioned application has been properly tiled in accordance with
the requirements of all appllClible State and County COdes and in accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board at Zoning APPeals, and

WHEE£AS, tollowing proper notice to tbe.publlc by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting at the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 12th daiY of ~,
1970, and

WHERKAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of' fa.ct:
1. Owner of the property is Bernard Steinberg and Roger Hildeen, Trustees.
2. Present zoning is I~P.

3. Area of the lot is one acre.

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

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the fol.l.Owing physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the ZOning Ordinance would result in practi
cal difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of the land and/or buildings involved: unusual condition of the location of
buildings.

ROW,;WbD'ORB BE IT FIBSOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

1. The buil.c:Ung sb8J.l be 24 !'t. from the property· line of Bailey and 20.4 ft. fran
Lot 19 as shown on the plat presented. Size of the buil.d.ing will be 217.80 ft.
by 100 ft. Site plan will be required in conformity with Article XI.

2. This approval is granted for the .location and the specific structure indicated
in plats included with thiS application only and is not tran.ferable to
other land or to other structures on the same land.

3. This variance shall expire one year fran this date \Ulless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 3..1, Mr. SII:lth voting against the motion.
The application is good, he agreed, and there would have to be SQlle granting of
a variance on the residential side under the circumstances, but he disapproved at
the highly irregular way the Board did it.

II
BARBARA T. IBVINIl: & DIANE M. RAUCH, application \Ulder Section 30-2.2.2, 30-6.7,
30-7.2.6.1.10 of the Ordinance, to permit physical therspy office, 6621 Ws.kefield
Drive, Apt. #1. River Towers East, Mt. Vernon District, (RM-2), 93-2 ((1» pt. 'lB,
8-45-70

Mr. Grayson P.Hanes represented the applicant.

)./ff'
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_ J2, 1970

BARBARA T. I8VINE & DIANE M. RAUCH - etd.

Since there 1s 8. question on Whether or-not this use 1s aJJ.cwed, Mr. Smith said,
he would like to hear SCIlle argument about why this should be a.llowed.

Mr. HaIles said he thought that the matter had been dete1'lllined. The application was
filed March 10, 1970 and on March 26 the staff advised him that there was no Juris
diction under which the application could be heard. On March 31, 1970, he wrote a
letter to Mr. Woodson, zoning Administrator, which he thought was a proper approach.
thder Section 30-6.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, the proper approach -is to go to the Zoning
Administrator whose obligation it is to interpret the Ordinance. Mr. Woodson
considered it and info:n:aed him that it was, in his opinion, a proper application to
be he&rd and which was under the jurisdiction of the Board of Zoning Appeals to grant.
This decision was not appealed, therefore the matter of jurisdiction 1s DO longer an
issue.

He filed the application under two different sections, Mr. Hanes eontinued. He felt
tha.t the Board had authority to hear this under section 30-2.2.2, the general
special use permit coJ.umn in the ZOning Ordinance for the RM-2 district. That
section reads that in this type of zone there can be limited ca:rrrnercial useS within
multi~f'amilyunits such as drug store, perfumery, florest shop, valet shop, beauty
shop etc. or a use s1milar to the above. '!'be physical therapist's office ill
designed primarily to serve the residents of RiftT Towers. They do have two out~

patients who CClll8 in, and three or four,patidlnlls who live in River Towers. Two of these
patients are present, and moved to River Towers to get this service. A patient is
re!'erred to this clinic by a doctor. These ~lcal therapists, only one of which
is in the oftice at a time, are registered and licensed by the Medical Board of the
State of' Virginia. give trea'bDents under the direction of a. doctor.

Mrs. Diane Rauch sta.ted that in the State of Virginia a physical therapist becomes
registered by either reciprocity or by taking a test in the State of Virginia. She
obt&1ned her license by reciprocity; she took her test in Pehnsy~vania. The other
partner, Mrs. Devine, is overseas with her bu.sband in military service. There would
onJ.y be one therapist,out of the total of five connected with this operation, on the
premises at tmy one time. All physical therapists are lll8lllbers of the .American Pha"sical
'lherapists Association and their educational backgrounds are siJrdlar.

GOing back to Section 3O~2.2.2. Mr. Hanes continued, the impact of' this use would be
no greater than ~ of' the uses listed f'or this co~umn. Hours of' operation would be
!rem 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. It is similar to a drug store where peop1.e are treated and
given prescription... It would have no greater impact on the surrounding area than
a coffee shop or delicatessen. What the Ordinance means by "similar" he did not know
but this would have similar impact.

As for classifying this as a possible medical office, this Board baa in the past
granted such offices in the Cavalier Apartments and also River Towers so this
would be a medicaJ..ly re~ated use.

Mr. Woodson told the Board that he had ruled that this was a medical use since it
is connected with doctors. These people are professionaJ.s and work with the doctors
and their services are necessary as f'ar as doctors are concerned.

Mrs. Rauch described the work of' physical· therapists and the machines used by tlem..

Mr. Hanes stated that he had checked yesterday and found that they do have a special
electrical circuit f'or these machines, and that there is no 1nter~rence with electrical.
equipoent, radio or television. This is in one wing of the apa:iltment house. In
thie wing there is a waahine:: roem, storage1'OCllll and incinerator. There are no ,apartments
across the hall-tram it.

How many patients wouJ.d there be a day, Mr. Smith asked?

If they had the patients, they would schedule one every 45 to 60 minutes, Mrs. Rauch
replied. They now have one patient on Mon~ and Wednesday and four on Tuesday
and ThursdaiY. They would only operate on weekd&ys, no week ends.

Mr. Hanes presented a petition signed by 350 residents ot River Towers.

Two patients, Mrs. Barbara Feldner and Mrs. Cybil Melton. spoke in favor of the
appllcaticn.

Asked about parking spaces tor the use, Mr. Hanes replied that there was more than
enough parking but he would get a statement !'rom the Board that there would be
reserved spaces for this use. He also promised to provide the Board a cagy of the lease

No opposition.

In application s~45~70, an application by Barbara T. Devine & Diane M. Rauch, appli~

cation to permit physical therapy office, Section 30-2.2.2 of the Ordinance,
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on property located 662l. W&kefieldDrive, Apt. #1, River Towers East, also known as
tax map 93~2 «1» pt. 7B, County of Furfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the
Board of Zoning Appea.ls adopt the following resolution:

W1lEREAS, the captioned applice.tion baa been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by~1&ws of the Furfax CO\mty Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hea.ring by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 12th day of May, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals baa made the following findings of fact:
1. Owner of the subject property is Ralph D. Rocks.
2. Present zoning is RM-2.
3. This Board has determined that It. physical therapist.~s office is a related medical

use.

AND WHEREAS, the applicant has presented testimony indicating campliance with Stan~

dards :for Spe:IaJ. Use Femits in R Districts as contained in Section 3O~7.l.l of the
Zoning Ordinance, and that the use will not be detrimental to the eharaeter and
development of adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes or the
caqprehensive plan o:f land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, l'HERUOR!l BE IT :eBSOLVED, that the subject application be granted, with the
folloving restrictions:

1. This approval is granted to the a:pplicant only and is not transferable without
f'Urther action of this Board, and is :for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit sball expire one year from this date unless cons traction or operation
has started or \Ulless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This a,pproval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated en plats presented
with the app1ication. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses, whether or not these IIdditional uses require a use petm1t, shall
be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by tbis Board.

4. Hours of operation: 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. five dqs a week.

5. Max1JDum of 10 pe.tients per day.

6. Applicant must provide parking for six automobiles.

seconded, Mr. Baker.

Mr. smith conmented that he based his decision on the fact that the applicants
are doing this by prescription trcm a doctor and they are licensed to operate this
facility. He would not want it construed as & precedent that any pbys1cal therapist
could CQDe in and expect the same treatment.

earried 4-0.

II

I

I

I

ELOIA G. CLEl+fBR, application under Section 30~7.2.6.1.5 of the ord.1nance,
beauty shop &8 home occupation, 8633 CUrtis Avenue, Mount Vernon District,
101-4 ((10» (13) 30, 8-76-70

to permit
(R-17)

ELOIA G,. CLBl+lER, sppllcation under Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit parking
closer to front and side property' line than allowed, 8633 curtis Ave., Mount Vernon
District, (R-17) 101-4 ((10» (13) 30, >-77-70

Be:fore entering into discussion of the two applications, Mr. smith announced that
the Board possibly could grant the special use permit for the beauty shop but
he vas concerned about the application for variance on the parking.

When she IJUbmitted her appJ.ication, Mrs. Clenmer stated, ~she took a few custcmers
but the Health DeptU'tment sud she could not do it until she got a permit. She
has the equipment to do 0I1e customer at a time in her heme. She i8 a licensed
beautician in Virginia and would like to be ·~le to stay hOme and work some and
be with her son. The beauty shop YOU1d be in the basement of her bane.

Mr. Smith reminded Mrs. C1eDIIler o:f the requirements of the Ordinance regarding
parking and thill provision does Dt;)t a.U.ow the Board to grant a variance as far
as parking is concerned. In this case there qppears to be an inau:mountable pro
blem as far as the parking is concerned.
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There woul.d never be more than one car at 8. time, Mrs. C1eIDer said. and the drive
we;y wouJ.d accCldllOdate three cars. She would like to operate the beauty shop
five days & week, Mondq through Friday, f'raD. 9 a.m. to 4 p.m.

This is an unusually small lot. Mr. Smith reminded Mrs. C1eIIIner, and the Ordinance
does not give the Board authority to vary the parking requirements.

Mrs. C1eJIIDer advised the Board that in her neighborhood. there are 8. real estate office
and an upholstery shop operating by right and they have more parking on their land
than she would ever have in connection with the beauty shop. They do it by right.
The County should have more uniform regulations. Perhaps a beauty shop could be
a.1lo'wed under It, l:1m1ted permit. BaDe beauticians are operating in their heces
without & permit, but she wanted to be honest about her operation and apply for the
permit.

The Board sympathized with Mrs. C1eJDner's position but t'elt that they could not vary
the 25 ft. requirement for puking. The Board cannot change the rules of the Ordinance,
that is up to the Boa.rd of Supervisors. Perhaps Mrs. CleDmer should talk with the
supervisor of her district and see if this rule could be chsnged, and possibly all.ow'
the same use as other heme professional. offices in the neighborhood.

Mr. Yeatuuln moved to defer tor six months to allow the applicant to tallt with
her Supervisor on amending the Ordinance. Seconded~ Mr. Baker. Carried 4~0.

II
V.O.B. LTD., A MARY.LAND CORPORATION~ application under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the
Ordinance ~ to per.mit used car d.eaJ.ership not to exceed one year in duration or new
car dealership, whichever occurs f1rst~ 8753 Richmond HighwSiY, llkrnnt Vernon District,
(C-G), 109 «2» 7A, 6-78-70

Mr. W1lllaDl Hansba.rger represented the applicant. He presented Articles of Incorporation
for the Corporation. The two principles involved in thia corporation &re present,
he stated. The applicants purchased this property in October 1969 and at that time
it was a used car dealership. Since that t1JDe he has been evicted by the applicants.

Mr. Anton Schmidt stated that this is a corporation which is owned by Richard Rankin
and himself. Mr. Sloane and Mr. Sclmddt intend to establish a new car dealership
here, possibly Toyota, but"Uw COIIIllitment has not been ccmpleted yet. They are
confident that it will be. They are asking tor a use per.mit for one year or until
the new car dealership is established.

Mr. Hansbarger said that Mr. Schmidt operates V.O.B. sales in Bethesda. He asked
that the application be amended to read Anton Schmi.d.t and Richard Rankin.

The name Mr. Sloane has been mentioned~ Mr. smith noted. ShowUn't his name be
included &lao?

He is not an owner or stockh01.der~ Mr. Hsnsbarger replied - he 18 only a party to
the operation itself. The applicants are trying to clean up a 111988 that they had no
part in contributing to in the first place and the· first thing they did was have
the man on the property evicted. If this application is granted they would start
the new building af'ter six montha from the use permit date, probably ai x to nine
months. They would only use the building on the property tor a l1.m1ted period of
t1JDe ~ then the building wou).d. be removed and the new building built. Service drive
would also be put in.

There was some question ot the zoning on the adJoining property - Mr. Hansbarger's
plat showed it vas C-G but the County maps shoWed it as BE 0.5. If it is zoned
Residential, Mr. Smith said, there wouli be some problem of the proposed body' shop
meeting the setback. The distances are not shown on the plat. The existing building
does not meet setback requirements trom u. S. Route 1.

Mr. William Barry apolOgized to the Board tor the situation that has existed on the
property for the past one and a halt years. He was unaware tlut the minutes read the
W'&¥ they did, he said. 'l'hrough a 1.ong conversation with these applicants~ he feels
very certain that they have the intent of making this an attractive addition to the
County. The condition of the property now is a ~ improvement over thirty days
ago. The building bas been painted and all of the vehicI&a are gone. There is
a '"bootleg" bay on the back ot the station which vas built by the previous owner
which does not meet the Building Code.

Mr. Hsnsbarger said that it would be made to contorm or be torn down.

Opposition: Mr. R. C. May, 8801 Richmond Highway, adJacent property owner, Ill1d
that he wrote a letter to Mr. Hansb&rger with a copy to the Board and would like to
be assured that cert&1n things would happen with regard to this special use permit.
J'irst ot all~ the address contained in the original application 18 wrong •• the correct
address of the property in question should be 8753 Richmond Highway. (Mr. Phillips
checked this out in the County records and found that it should be 8753 as suggested.)
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Mr. May and the Board discussed Mr. May's letter and Mr. Hansbarger agreed that
all of these things would be done and that he would put it in writing.

In application 5-78-70, application by Anton Schmidt and Richard Rankin, application
\m'ler Section 30~7.2.10.5.4 of the Ordinance, to permit used car deaJ.ership not to
exceed one year in duration or new car dea1ershl11, whichever occurs tim t, 8753
Richmond Highway, alao known as tax Jll&ll 109 «2)} 7A, County of Fairfax, Virginia.,
Mr. Yea'bnan moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newSpaper,
posting of the property I letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
publiC bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 12th d8iY of May, 1970,
and,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. The owners are Anton Schmidt and Richard Rankin.
2. Present zoning is C-G.
3. Area of the lot is 120,000 sq. ft.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the fo1J.olfing conclusions of
laY,

1. The applicant baa presented testimony indicating ccmpJ.iance with Standards for
Special Use Permits contained in Section 3Q·7.1.2 of the zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the cClllprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the ZOning Ordinance.

NOif, THB1tEJORE BK IT RESOLVED: that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant on1y and is not transferable without
f'urther action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this app1i~tion

and is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any ldnd, changes
in use or additional uaes, whether or not these addition&! uses require a use permit
sb&ll be cause tor th1s use permit to be re-ev&!uated by the Board.

4. The new buildings as shown on the plat are to start conatruction within nine
months of this date. Seconded, Mr. Baker.

Mr. Hansbarger asked that the Board 1m orporate the conditions contained in Mr. Ms.yl s
letter.

Mr. Yeatman amended his motion to include the eonditions contained in the J.,-.titer
f1'CIn Mr. Roy May*dated May 9, 1970, to Mr. William H. Hansbarger. It is Wlderatood.
that the temporary bay ia to be relllOVed or made to conform to the Building Code.
Seconded, Mr. Balter. Carried unan1mously.

*Mr. Roy Jla:Ys letter is quoted as follows:

"1918 N. Roosevelt Street
Arlington, Virginia
May 9, 1970

MR. William H. Hansbarger
Gibson, H1x & Hansbarger
311 Park Avenue, Dominion Building
hlls Church, Virginia 22~

Dear Sir:

This is in reply to your letter of April 28,1970, informing of a public hearing
on your application to permit 8. used-car deaJ.ership or a new-ear dealership at pre
mises at 8753 Richmond Highway and inviting any questions concerning the application
prior to the hearing.

At a previO\Ul bearing notification at this same address, I was silent and did not
attend, presuming that the dealer ("Bob's Used-Car Sales") would. reasonably tollow
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a good-neighbor pollcy. This did not work out. Consequently, -I propose to attend
the hearing and rue m;y experiences and cCIlIplaints with the Board of Zoning Appeals.
Presuming that you are sufficiently' interested and in a position to give adequate
aasurancescth&t I will not encounter the same problems J the belOl' lteIlls are con
siderations proorpting my intended appea.rance at the hearing:

a. The a.ddreS8 of the locatiQl g1ven in your April 2B letter is
incorrect. The correct number assigned the proposed car lot pro
perty by Fairfax County 1s~. The nUDi:ler of !!!l. property, adjacent,
is 8801 and much inconvenience and trouble has been caused in
having meJ.l and persons inaccura1lely referred to my property.
This information has previously been given to your, secretary, Mrs.
Ziegler.

b. Automobiles of custaDers, employees, and belonging to the previous
car lot have been parked in mydrlvewa;y and using my area as a location
to "test-run" used C8.I'S.

c. A contoured dividing ditch to ee:rry off drainage fran the used-car
lot wu subsequently filled in by the prelI10us operators and has resulted
in the fiooding of m;y area fran the run-off of rains and snow.

d. Several. concrete~embeddedposts were inst&l1ed by me to protect
small trees and shrubs on the property line frail destruction and to
prevent encroachlllent. In spite or these 3-inch and 4-inch posts,
the used~c&r jockeys have broken them off and have continued to
run c a.rs throUgh m;y d.rivevay•

e. A contribution to the ldlllng of the shrubbery hedge between the
properties was the pouring of 011 by the ca.r lot employees on rrry
grass and shrubs.

f. Trash and debris, including used batteries, discarded exhe.uat pipes,
pieces of bumpers, old tires. 011 cans, etc., were CClllDQl1 eyesores on
the property and the property line and as of this writing continue
to litter the lot.

g. A spread of autos, in line with the set~ba.ck of the utility poles on the
highway, with no provision for adequate space for shoppers' parking,
bas creaged, in addition to a t1ttcw-off on rrry property, considerable
haz&rdous pa.rking 0Ill the highway right-of-way. This baa caused several.
accidents and nea.r-accidents to cars attempting to get into and out of m;y
drivewa,y onto the highway with vision blocked by such parking.

h. Related to the above item, it appears that the setback or the trent line
of cars shoUld be reasonab~ deep into the property to perm!t shoppEJrs
adequate parking space ort the highway without endangering traffic.

i. I do not mow what permissive authority was granted by Fairfax County,
but there is a 20-foot roadway running through 8753 Richmond Highway and
owned by the county, mown as "Dogue Run Drive," which has been U9 ed
by the previous car lot operator for his persOIllaJ. benefit as sales area. If

the prevention of trespassing on this by the -operator for cODIllercial pur
poses were enforced by the county. there would be ample area for the
parking of shoppers off the higl1wa¥ and the provision of a large measure
of traffic safety.

Having experienced the above problems and being the person most adversely affected
by violations, misuse. carele,ssness and destructiveness, I will be interested in
your response and the Bo&rd' s response in taking whatever action is appropriate to
give firm aSBurances that I will not encounter the same violations and problems
with your client.

yours very truly,

(8) Roy C........

II
VICTOR HERRMANN, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit garage
and wall. closer to property lines than aJ.lowed, 8UO Timber VaJ.l.ey court, Centreville
District, (R-12.5), 49-2 «20» 7A, V_34-70 (deterred fran April 28)

Who owns the lot 8110 in question. Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Herrman stated that he owns it. Tbe house is built and finished but has not been
occupied. There are two chestnut trees behind the property and in order to save
these rare trees the moved the location of the carport forward and they thought
they' were rar enough back from1he curb. They took a tape and went back. to the 50 ft.

Lc..V
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mark and struck an arc. The carport was supposed to start at the back of the house
origin&1ly whieh meant they would have to remove the trees. The entrance to
this property 1s trca. Timber Valley COurt and the garage 1s in front of the house.
There &re ten other houses in this project and he has built four other houses in
the County also with no problems. This was a mistake and was not done intentionaJ.ly.
The 'IIall is 8 ft. high.

lIo opposition.

In application V·34"'70, an application by Victor Herrmann, application under Section
30-6.6 or the Ord1n.snce, to permit garage and wall closer to property lines than
all.owed, 8110 Timber Valley Court, also known &8 tax map 49-2 «(20» 7A, county
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. YeatJDa,n moved that the Bo&rd of ZOning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

WH!RCAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
requirements of all. applicable sta.te and County Codes and in accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appe&ls, and,

WHERBAS, following proper· notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguoul and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appe&ls held on the 12th d.a¥ of May, 1970

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fa.c:t:

1. Owner of the subject property 1s the applicBl t.
2. Present zoning 1s R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 15,819 sq. ft.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law,

1. The Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error in the
loeation of' the buil.ding subsequent to the issuance or a bUllding permit, and

2. that the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose of
the zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use 8lld enjoyment of other
property in the 1JIIDediate vicinity.

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

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

Seconded, Mr.. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
SCHROTT, WHITAKER & DOtnLAS, INC., application under Section 30-7.1., Sub-Sec.
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit existing use permit issued July 30, 1968
to CQ:llPUter Age Industries, Inc., to be amended to permit a scbool and counseling
services located 8600 Arlington Boulevard, Providence District, (BE-l), 48-4 «1))
39, s-43-70 (deterred t'rcm April 28)

Mr. Charles Shumate stated that Ccmputer Age Industries is bavi.ng scme difficulty
regarding the occupancy permit because they cannot an &8-built site plan to the
County. This is necessitated by reason that the service drive along Route 50 has
not been canpJ.eted, through no fault of the applicant. It is because of the
breakdown between VEPCO and the applicant. The performance bond bas not been entered
into with the County but they &rehastening to conform to previous restrictions on
the existing use permit. All of the requirements have been met except getting the
occupaney permit. Tbq would like to expand the existing use permit to include the
wholly owned sub&1li1ary of Schrott, Whitaker and Dc:IugU.s. There will be no physical
modification of the building and these classes would be conducted during the same
periods of time. the same days a week as the original spec!&l use permit. This
would be counseling people on preparing to take the stock brokerage test and would
offer scme limited financial cOUllseling to imividual.s and corporations, however,
this would not be the primary concern of the curriculum.

The original permit called for 7 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. da11¥, Mr. Smith cOllllllented, and
the letter indicates that cJ..asses will be from 8 a.m. until 10 p.m.

That bas been corrected, Mr. Shudlate said; this was what they proposed to do.

There should be a clarification on this, Mr. Smith said, from CaDputer Age Industries,
as this is not satisfactory.
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Mr. Shumate said the letter is not wha.t they intend to do now. it was what they
original.ly planned to do until his firm notified them that it would be in violation.

The Board should have a meIIlOrandWD of intent fran them, Mr. Smith insisted, showing
exactly what they pl.an to do. This memo says they will terminate at 11:00 and in
the originliLl use permit they are to terminate at 9:30.

Mr. Shuma;te felt the Board was taking an unfair advantage of the letter submitted.
He submitted it for a different purpose entirely.

There should be something accurate in the folder &s to their intent, Mr. smith said.
There shoul.d be a statement that it will not expand the number of students.

Tbere!s a letter fran Mr. Lawson, Mr. Shumate said.

Mr. Smith insisted th&t the letter should. not be from Mr. Lawson but from Computer
Age Industries, the permit holder in this ease. The Board cannot base its action
on a letter f'roJD the attomey as to what he thinks the permittee intends to do.

Are you sa.ving tha.t the letter from the attorney is insufficient, Mr. Shumate asked?

Yes, Mr. Smith replied.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer the cue to the next meeting to &ll.ow Mr. Sbum&te to get the
letter from the Virginia Electric and Fever Caapany and h&ve the inspectors check the
property to see if the parking, etc. is u required by the original permit.

The Board should also h&ve a. letter from. canputer Age settiIl1; forth the exact function
of the wholly owned subsidiary in this building; hours of operation, number of
students engaged in both the Computer and counseling c1&sses, and stating that
this will not expand the use or whatever the facts are.

Seconded, Mr. Dames. Carded unanimously.

II
Mr. Smith recalled the cue of HAZLETON LABORA'D:lRIES, application under Section 30-7.
2.5.1.5 of the Ordinance, to permit addition to existing building, 9200 Leesburg Pike,
Dranesville District, (HE-l), 19-4 «1» 31, s-67-70.

Richard Henninger represented:the applicant. This is an addition to the facility that
was constructed for the Public Health Service for an experiment that they are conduct"hg.
They want a small addition, 38' x 12:5', a one story addition. This will be to the
rear of Building #19 and is to be used for the same purpose &8 the cat facility,
providing additional space for their use. It will be used solely by the U. S. Public
Health Service.

No opposition.

Mr. Henninger said they do research on cancer, arthritis, and heart II.dlments,
and research on drugs and chemicals.

In application s-67-70, application by Hazleton Laboratories, an application under Sec
tion 30-7.2.5.1.5 of the Ordinance, to penuit addition to existing building, located
9200 Leesburg Pike,elso known as tax map 19-4 «1)) 31, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in a.ccordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax: COWlty Board of Zoning Appea.ls, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of ZOning Appeals held on the 12th day of May, 1970 and

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

1. Owner d the property is Karloid Corporation.
2. Present zoning is HE-I.
3. Area of the lot is 125.2150 acres.
4. Addition will be 38' x 12.5', one story and will be of the same architectural

design as the existing building.

WHKREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

The applieant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Use Permit Uses in R Districts and contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the zoning Ordinance
for Special Use Penuits; that the use will not be detrimental to the character and
develClpllent of adjacm:tt land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccaprehensiv
plan of land use embodied in 1he Zoning Ordinance.
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HAZLETON LABORA'roRIES w Ctd.

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

This approval is granted to the applicant onl,y, not trans ferable without
t'urther action by this Board and is for the location indicated in this app1i~

cation, not transferable to other land.

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

This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plat
submitted with this application. Any additional. structures of any kind,
changes in use, or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses
require a use permit, shall be C&uBe for this use permit to be re~evaluated

by this Board. Furthermore, the applicant should be &Ware that granting of this act!
by the Board does not constitute exemption frail the various requirements of this count
'!he applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain bui
ding pemits, certificates of occupancy and the like through established procedures.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
Falla Church Motor Hotel ~ Req,uest for out of turn hearing before the Board of
Zoning Appeals for May 26, 1970 for Special Use Perndt in CDM zone ~ Route 50,
Arlington Boulevard.

The Board granted the request to hear the application on May 26.

II
EDUCO, INC. ~ Mr. smith noted a l;etter and a new plat from Educo, Inc. showing
additional land acquired by the School. He suggested that the Board. hold this until
Mr. Long could be present Since Mr. Long made the motion granting this application.

Mr. Yeatman suggesting taking it up again on May 19.

II
Mr. Wa,yne Comer representing Mr. SlId Mrs. Gerald Cotfey, requested an out of turn
hearing on their application for variance. The Board agreed to schedulec:,this for
J'Wle 9 public hearing.

II
Letter from James H. Stallings, PreSident of High Point Pool, Inc. requested that
the Board reconsider the number of parking spaces that were originalJ.y required.
They planned a membership of 500 families but in 1969 they closed out membership
with 400 families. They have enough parking for 400 families but the Site Plan
#982 was rejected because the parking spaces· were not all. placed on the property.

The use permit was based on parking for 500 families, Mr. Smith stated. How many
spaces are actually provided?

131, Mr. StaJJ.ings replied. They got their use permit four years ago.

Since this ·is later than forty-five days of the hearing, the Board cannot amend the
motion, Mr. Smith ruled. The Board must have a formal application.

II

I

I

The meeting adjourned at 5:30 p.m.
Betty Haines, Clerk I
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The regular meeting of the Fairfax COWlty Board
of zoning Appeals was beld at 10:00 a.m. on
Tuesday, Me.y 19, 1970 in the BoaN. RoaD of the
County Administration Building. All members
were present: Mr. Daniel Smith, Chairman;
Mr. Clarence yeatman, Mr. George B&mes J Mr.
Richard Long, and Mr. Joseph Baker.

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

Miss Frances Duffey, Director of the Fairfax COunty Department of Social Services
made the stafr presentation. She stated that Fairfax County 1s currently subsidizing
five d.q care centers for working mothers of' low income families. The county completely
funds and operates the Vienna Day Ca.re Center. It BubsidiZes on a regular basis the
ACCA Day Care Center, and the Saunders B. Moon Pre-school.

The COW'lty policy for subsidizing da.y C&re was approved by the County Board of Super
visorS in June of 1969, Mias Duf'f'ey continued, and it provided for developing &;povedy
index based on condl tiona in Fairfax county to detemine eligibility of' famili 8S, and a
fee schedule based on the total. family income and the number of dependents. The poverty
index &11owa $3400 for two; $4300 for three; $600 each Md1tional.. Everyone pays $2.50
per week. Those over the IlOYel'ty index pay twenty per cent of the amount above, up
to cost of care. When this is not sufficient to cover the cost of care, the County
pays the difference.

The policy aJ.ao provided for a County Day Care Coordinator to a.Qm1nister the subsidy
program, M:lss Duffey said, and she works closely with these five centers. All. of' the
centers submit quarterly financial reports of expenses and revenue to the Coordina.tor,
consult with her on progr8lll. planning and staffing, and other _tters relating to the
operation of dq care centers.

As a fa.cllity for the so caJ.l.ed under privileged families, the centers are concerned
with the deve1o);ment at the chUd. It is not a baby sitting service. Activities that
will p~are the child for later life are planned and carried out. There is also
attention to health needs.

'!his program i8 rela.tively new and changing, Miss Duffey expJ.ained. They started with
preschoolers and DOW they see the need for care of elementary school children after
school and during SUlllller vacations. '!'bey appreciated the Board's recent approval. to
include older children at the Vienna Center. Since the other four centers are also
County financed and are County supervised, they hope that requests for such minor Cban8B
can be considered in a s:l..m.1l.ar manner.

The Board thanked Miss Duffey for her presentation.

II
JAMB:S M.' KENNEDY, application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.5 of the Ordinance, to permit
erection and operation of miniature golf' course, located north side of Southgate Drive
and west of Richmond Highwq, Lee District, (C-D), 93-1 «27»2C, S-70-70

JAMES M. KENNEDY, application under Section 30-6.6 of' the Ordinance, to permit portable
putting course obstacles closer to rear property line, located north side of Southgate
Drive and ¥est of Richmond Highway, Lee District, (C-D), 93-1 «27» 2C, V-91-70

Mr. Kennedy stated that be plans to have an eighteen hole portable putting course
which consists .imply of ei8bteen obstacles. In addition there vou1d be a one story
clubhouse 12' x 15'. This facility would be in operation during May through September
and possibly weekends in April and OCtober 8lld would be open from 3:00 or 4:00 p.m.
until 11:00 p.m. on week nights and on weekends till midnight, depending on business.
The lease on the property is for five years with an option for an additional. five
ye&rS. The property i8 located in a commercial area next to a Safeway Store and a bank
and he felt that the use of the property for a"putting course would enhance the
area. At present it is a vacant lot and mainly consists of mud and clay. The putting
course wUlprovide 'recreation fot' the entire county at no cost to the Counwgovernment.
This wil1'-be ,in ArnoId ',Pa1JDei' franchise. There would be a fence around the entire
putting course area and club house &rea. The entrance will be off Southgate Drive.
The curb cut is already there.

Do you have a. memo to show that ;you now have a valid franchised area, Mr. smith asked?
'!'be copy that the Board has shows the F&lls Church area as the franchise area. 8lld is
dated 1968.

It is still in effect, Mr. Kennedy replied. They ran into problems trying to find a
suitable location. It haa been quite difficult to find. The club house will be of
cinderblock or brick and would cost roughly about $900. It will contain restroan
facilities.
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JAMES M. KENNEDY - Ctd.

Wh&t is the architecture of the existing buildings in the area, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Baker sald he thought the buildings were of red brick.

The Board suggested amending the applicant l s name to include Mr. Kennedy's wife
as her name is shOWn on the lease •

NO opposition.

In application 5-70-70, an application by James M. and Darlene S. Kennedy, appli
cation under section 30-7.2.10.3.5 of the Ordin&nce, to permit erection and operation
of miniature golf course, located north side of southgate Drive and West of Ricb
lllOtLd Higbwa,y, Lee District, sJ.so known as tax map 93-1 ((27) 2C, County of·
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application ha.a been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all appl:icable State and COUnty codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s held on the 19th da,y of Ma¥
1970 and

WHI!:REAS, the Board of zoning Appeal.s has made the following findings of fact:

L The applicant is leasing the property fi'om John T. Martyn, Jr. and Wal.ter L.
Phillips.

2. Present zoning C-D.
3. Area of the lot is 17,000 sq. ft.
4. Compliance with Article XI will be required.

AND WHEB&AS, the Board of Zoning t\ppeals ha.a reached the following conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Speci&! Use Permdt Uses in C Districts as contained in section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detriml!ntsJ. to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats sub
mitted with this application. lm.y additional structures of any kind, changes in
use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require II. use permit
shall be cs.use for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. This use permit is to be concurrent with the lea.se and for a max1mum of five
years.

5. The club house is to be constructed of brick material similar to the shopping
center.

6. Public restrocrn facilities are to be provided within the building.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Ca.rrted unanimously.

In applics.tion V-91-70, an application by James M. and Darlene S. Kennedy, appli
cation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit portable putting course
obstacles closer to rear property line, located north liie of Southgate Drive and
west of Richmond Highway, also known as tax map 93-1 ((27» 2C, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the fol.low1ng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and,
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May 19, 1970

JAMES M. KENNEDY - etd.

WHEREAS, follOlrl1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 10c&1 newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and
a public hearing by the Board ~ Zoning Appeals held on the 19th d~ of M8¥, 1970 and

WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOW'ing findings of fact:

1. The applicant is leasing the property fran John T. Martyn, Jr. and Walter L.
Phillips.

2. Present zoning is C-D.
3. Area of the lot 1s 17,000 sq. ft.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan) will be required.
5. The setback fran the rear property line requires 20 ft.

AIID, WHi:RUS •. the. Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the fOllowing conclusions of
law:

L The a.pplicant has satisfied the Board that the following physica.l conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in pr&CticsJ.
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the"'1:'easonable use of
the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptiona.lly shallow lot;

NCM, 'IHERBFORE 1m IT RESOLVED the.t the sUbject applica.tion 1:e and the same is hereby grante
with the follaw'ing 11m!tations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one yeax f'rCIII this date unless construction ha.s staxted
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Ba.mes. carried unllllimously.

There are unusual circumstances connected with this applics.t1on, Mr. 8mith added ••
the unusual situa.tion of the parking lots and CODIllerciaJ. uses surrounding this property
and requiring him to set ba.clt 20 ft. from the rear, 'line would serve no rea.aonable
objective. This is a. portable use and not a permanent use.

II
WILLIAM JOHNSTON, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit constructi
of carport closer to side property line than allowed. 3822 Skyv'iew Lane, Providence
District, (RE-1), 58.4 «19» 3, V-71-70

Mr. Johnston stated that there is a water problem on the side where the carport would
be located. Water comes off the Leroy property and he had to put in a drainage ditch
along that side to take care of the water. It is the only place on his property where
be can put a carport a.a the land drops off immediately behind where he would place
the carport and there is not enough roCIII on the other side of the house to have a
carport. There is a storm drain&ge easement in the back and he cannot build there.
The carport would be 20 ft. wide.

The requirement for an open carport in this zone is 15 feet, Mr. Smith Doted. The size
of the carport should be cut down in the front to meet the setbacks and the Board could
grant a variance on the rear of it.

Mr. Johnston said he planned to maint&in the same roof line lUI the existing house.

No opposition.

In application V-7l-70, an application by William Johnston, application under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinllllce, to permit construction of carport closer to side property
line than allowed, property located at 3822 Skyview Lane, also known as tax map 58·4
«19)) 3, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals

adopt the fOllowing resolution:

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

WHEREAS, fOllowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and
a public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeal.s held on the 19th daur of Ma;y, 1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board. of Zen!ng Appeal.s b&s made the following findings of fact:
1. The applicant is owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is BE-I.
3. Requirement tor open carport in this zone is 15 ft. from side property line.
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WILLIAM JOHNSTON - Ctd.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conc1.uaions of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the follaw1ng physical conditions axis
which under a strict interpretatl. on of the Zoning Ordinaree would result in pra.cticaJ..
difficulty or wmecess&ry hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) topographic problems of the property;

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or structure
indicated in plats included with this application only and is not transferable to 0
land or to other structures on the same J.and.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this d&te Wlless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. Carport is to be constructed of similar material. and design &8 the eXisting dwell

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-0, Mr. smith abstaining &8 he felt that the carport
should meet the'15 ft. requirement on at lea.st a portion of it.

II
FRANCIS J. McCLOSKEY, D. D. S., applioation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinanoe,
to perm!t erection of garage and storage space oloser to street than allowed, 8504 Fo
Hunt Road, Mount Vernon District, (R-12.5), Map 102-4 «12» (1) 2, V-72-70

Letter from the applicant requested deferr&1 to June 9 as he did Dot get his notices
out in t1me. The Board deferred the application to June 16 as the agenda for the
9th was already tilled.

II
YUN S. LaLDfA, appJ.ication under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Ordinance, to per.m.it
operation of beauty shop, 7300 Fairchild Drive, (R-10), Lee District, 92-4 «3») (6)
1, S-74-70

Mrs. La.L1Jna was not present but her husband was there to represent her.

The Board has never in the past granted an appJ.ica.tion for a b.ane occupation 1D
anyone other than the applicant, Mr. Smith said, and the Board asked that Mrs.
L&Lima. appear later in the afternoon to tell of her plans.

The application was placed at the end of the agenda.

II
RlJrH L. COX, application under Section 30..6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construction
of residence on non-conforming lot with less than required setbacks, south side of Old
Columbia Pike approximately 100 ft. west of Holyoke Drive, Annandale District, (RE 0.5
61-3 ((6») 37, V-75-70

Mrs. Cox told the Board that she needs a variance to construct a Bm&ll. home for
herself as she is a widow and is desperate for a pla.ce to live. All of her people
live in this area and since she cannot drive and has no wa;y to tr&vel, she would
like to live near them.

Mr. Woodson explained that this lot is one of three that was owned by Mrs. Cox's
brother and she purchased one of them fran him. It is a lot of record in an old
subdivision. Sewer and water are available to the property.

Mrs. Cox said that the house wouJ.d be built by a builder, Mr. Ward. The subdivision
is probably thirty years old. She plans to build a house 30' x 24' but the builder
could make it longer if this is too wide.

No opposition.

Mr. Harry Lee, Mrs. Cox' a brother who sold her the land, said the property has been
in the family for about thirty ;years.

In application V-75-70, an application by Ruth L. Cox, appllcation under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit constriction of residence on non-confOrming lot wit
less than required setbacks, south side of Old Columbia Pike approximately 100 ft. wes
of Holyoke Drive, &1so known as tax map 30-4 «3» 34. County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr
Lang moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re~

quirements of alJ. applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and
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RUTH L. COX ~ Ctd.

WHBRBAS, following proper notice to the publiC by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearty property owners, and &

public hearing by the Boa.rdct' Zoning Appe&1S held on the 19th d83 of May, 1970, and

1IHEREAS J the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following ~dings of fact:

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is HE ~ 0.5.
3. Area of the lot 1s 9,977 sq. ft. of land.
4. Th.1s lot is existing of record and 1s in an old subdivision.
S. Public water and sewer are avallable to this property.

AND WHEREAB, the Board of zoning AppeaJ.s h&s reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant bas satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under 8. strict interpretation of the ZOning Ordinarc e would. result in pre.cticaJ.
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that wouJ.d deprive the user of the reasonable use of
the land and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptionally shallow lot;

NOW', THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the fOllowing l1mita.tlons :

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or structures
indicated in plats inc~uded with this ",plication only and is not transferabl! to other
land or to other structures on the same land;

2. This variance shaJJ. expire one year fraD this date unless construction has
started or W1.less renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unan1Jnous!y.

II
Mr. smith read a. letter from Mr. Barry Murphy requesting that the use permit for Leewood
Nursing }lame: be transferred to the name of the new owners. Progressive Care. Inc.

This is going f'raa an individual. to a cOtporation, Mr. smith noted, and in any event,
these o~d use permits should aJJ. ccme back to tbe .Board to be UPgraded in any case
where there is a transfer.of ownership.

The .Board DElmbers agreed that a new application would have to be filed.

II
Mr. Woodson presented a brochure describing a new teller service to be used by bankS,
a structure 3 1/2 ft. high and 18 inches wide, an improvement over the pneumatic tubes
used by stores for many years.

Mr. Smith agreed that it is a structure but wouJ.d. like to give this more thought.

II
FDfARD H. BCKLES, applica.tion under Bection 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit building
to remain closer to property ~ines than aJJ.owed, 682~ Whittier Avenue, Dranesville
District, (C-o), 30-4 «(3» 34, v-Bo-70

This is a request to use the existing building,whicb was a residence, for office space,
Mr. Eckles stated. The noIm&l requirement tor a building would be 50 ft. h'om each
street but this buUding is 40.5 ft. on one side and 30.5 ft. on the other. There
wiJ.1 be very lltue interruption to the neighborhood. This was zoned about four years
ago to C-O and at the time he had the property rented as a residence. This will be
used as an office for five to ten years. It is in a location in tbe McLean Master Plan
which caJ.ls tor a roadway going through here. This would be an office for preparation
of publications - no printing would be done on the property. The property would be lease
to Documents Index Company.

What a.bout ps.rk:Lng uP next to the residence on Lot 33, Mr. Long &BIted?

There is a, hedge screening &long there, Mr. Eckles stated. If there is any problem,
parking can be arranged on the other side.

No opposition.

In application v-Bo-70, an application by Howard H. Eckles, application under Section
39-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit building to remain closer to poperty lines than allowe
6821 Whittier Avenue, DranesviJ..1er' District, also known as tax map 30-4 ((3)) 34,
County of FB.irf'ax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning AW &1S
adopt the f'ollorlng resolution.

C:0..L
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HCWARD H. ECKLES - Ctd.

WH8REAS, the captioned &pplication has been properly fUed in accordance with the requi
ments of all &ppllcable State and county Codes and in accordance with the by-laws of
the Fairfax County Board of zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 19th da;y of May, 1970 and

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

L Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning 1s C~O.

3. Area of the lot is 12,414 sq. ft. of land.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law.

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a. strict interpreta.tion of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical.
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of
the land 8Zl.d/or buildings involved:

(a) unusual. condition of the location of existing buildings,

NCM THEREFQJU: BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same U hereby
granted with the following limitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one year fram this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this BOB.rd prior to the date of expiration.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried unanimously.

Mr. Long added that the variance. is tor the existing building and will not apply to any
.future building, and parking has to be in cCl'llPliance with county requirements.

Accepted by Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
Mr. Woodson reported that schools are using the Tysons Corner Shopping center mall
for p:i:1oms and other schoOl events at no cl1a.rge. This is CD zoning and dancing is
not &l..lowed.

Does the Police Department feel this is a good use on an after hours basis, Mr.
Smith asked? The Board shoul.d have a letter fiQm t.h2m stating that this coul.d be
used. The Board felt this would be all right for school groups that would normall.y
be using school facilities under the supervision of the Fairfax County Police Depart~

ment. meaning that an off duty policeman should be there to keep order. '!his is not to
be construed as a paid perfal'mance but wouJ.d be on1¥ tor the basic normaJ. cOlllllUIlity
uses that would be associated with the COWlty schools.

II
Mr. Smith announced that the Board was in receipt of a letter from Mr. Roehr regarding
the application of the W~od Recreation Association. and apparently there is same
connict at this point. Mr. Roohr questions the handling of the site plan and in this
letter he has listed several tag numbers of cars parked on Dalebrook Drive, Danton
Lane, Pota:ll&c Lane.

The parking is supposed to be on the property, Mr. Woodson stated. In accordance with
the letter he bas received, these cars were parked on the streets.

They called him last night, Mr. Smith said, and told him there were twenty-one cars
parked on the street.

Mr. Chilton is present with a copy of the site plan. Mr. Woodson said.

The two copies of tbe plan before you, Mr. Chilton explained, are revisions that they
got into with the request from the pool for waiver of site plan which is provided tor
in the Ordinance but the plats that they had brought did indicate parking meeting the
reqlrlr ement for aisle width, turning space. etc. The plat that the Board. had when they
granted the permit did not show but sixty~five spaces with spaces added on the plat
tbey brought to his office which was not acceptable. They did revise it to the plan
which the Board bas which technical.ly would meet the maneuvering requirement, width of
the aisle, etc. It's fairly snug but it would work. The question they had came as a
result at several. contacts from citizens in the area expressing concern about the
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WAYHEWOOD RECREATION ASSOCIATION, INC. - Ctd.

doUble usage of the courts and !.t--did appear to them, frall reading the minutes, that the .., 3 3
Board was &Ware that these would be used for both tennis courts and parking lot but the ;.
latest call he received this morning indicated that the tennis courts were in use quite
frequently and the pool members had been talking of purchasing lights for the tennis
courts 80 they could use them a.t night and it seemed to their office that if they were
going to continue to use the tennis courts and ret&in the tenees around the courts,
and just cut gates in them, and thinking of lighting them, that they would not have in
mind using it as a. parking lot. Mr. Chilton said he could not see tennis ~r8 giving
up the ten:ils courts just because one additional. car came in the lot and had. to park in
the tennis area - it would not seem like a pr&Ctic&l thing.. If the Board feels that
the plan which they have meets the conditions of the motion, his office-';id.ll recoomend
to the County Executive that site plan be waived. There's nothing more to be gained
by having a s1te plan other than the time that would be involved in reviewing it; curb
and gutter and sidewallt is in place. They have checked the parking so if this location
is approved~ there will be no problem with that, so there wouldn't be anything achieved
by requiring site plan but they wanted to be sure that everything was clear before they
approve this. The pool people are amcious to get their building permit and have told
some of the neighbors that they would break ground Monday morning and once --tbe¥ ha~ gotte
the building perm!t, his office is pretty much out of the picture and it would be a
question of enforcement. The whole load would drop on the Inspections Division; every
time sc:mebody parks on the street because of inadequate parking~ they will have to. rw1

out and enforce the conditions.

If the subordinate use ilil going to be parking and. not the prime Wile lL& indicated, for
the tenn1a courts, Mr. Smith said, then the allowance for the tennis court ];larking would
have to be out. It was his understanding by the testimony' that was given that the
prime use would be for parking and if there is any time to play tennis when the ];larking
wasn't needed, they would, but frem what has been said now, they have no intentions of
doing it. The Board has gone a.round and around on this. This isn't holding up anything,
they have a pool there they are using nowJ so this will have no effect on them, and
the fact that they have continusJ.ly apparently overlooked the fact that they have to
provide parking for this facHi ty has been one of the problems. Originally the ~ard

thought they had soJ.ved all of the problems connected with it -- the fence and all, and
they came back and the Board changed that -- so after that was changed~ now the ];larking
seems to be reaJ.l:y a problem.

Parking on tennis courts is not very good, Mr. Woodson stated, because oil drips from
cars and if there is ml all over, they can't play tennis.

Mr. Yeatman agreed.

Apparently it isn't a practicaJ. thing, Mr. Smith suggested, so the only thing he knows
to do is to provide the 150 ];l&rking spaces that were required.

Are there any other tennis courts in this area, Mr. Yeatman asked? Is there roan on this
land to put the tennis courts? After having two or three hea.rings on this matter,
the tennis courts and the child play area should not be where they are going to ];l&rk
cars and the people living on DaJ.ebrook Drive objected to the parldng aJ.ong there,
and unless they have the parking provided, there will be trouble. In his opinion,
the Board should el1minate the tennis courts and plq area and require 150 ps.rking
spaces. They could find roan on the other end. for the tennis courts.

There was a plat showing 150 parking s];laces originally·, Mr. smith said, and this is
what everybody agreed upon. There was overflow ];larking in one area for 75 cars and
75 spaces in the other area, then they came back and in order to expedite things,
they discussed the dual :purpose for the tennis courts.

Mr. 8mith said he did not want to see the kids quit playing ball but there should be
ample parking during Littl.e League games with the 75 8];laces in that area.

Is the Board going to bring this up again, Mr. Knowlton asked?

In view of the problems apparently with the on-street parking, Mr. Smith suggested,
the Board should stick with its original motion outl.ining the parking requirements
for 150 standard parking spaces on the property for the use itself.

And none of them in duaJ. use, Mr. Knowlton asked?

From what Mr. Chilton tells the Beard, Mr. smith said, they have no intent of tearing
the screening down to provide parking.

They have cut gs.tes in the existing fence, Mr. Chilton said.

This would delete the real use of it as a pa.ridng area, Mr. smith said, because if the
fence is there, it llmits the maneuverability and tl'e parking area too and he did not
think it was ];lractical.
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Mr. Chilton asked for a motion f'ralt the Board or a clarification of item 3 - that dual
use is not acceptable, it would help his office.

Mr. Long said that the intent was to provide 150 pa.rk.ing spaces and that the tennis
courts were intended to be used &8 overfiow parking bec&Use 150 parking spaces does
not meet the requirement for 515 members, Mr. Smith said.

Tennis courts would be used only for the excess above 150, Mr. Chilton asked?

They must provide 150 standard spaces, Mr. Smith sud. The Board would like to resolve
this thing to the satisfaction of aJ.l, the 1SIIj0rity &nyW8iY. If there is continual
problems with the parking on the street, may be the Board should reschedule this for
another hearing on a re-evaJ.uation to see whether or not the 150 parking spaces are
really sufficient to take care of them.

The c&1.l that they had. t~, Mr. Chilton sUd, was that they had. heard the Pool
Association was going to break ground Mond.&y for the pool Slld they hadn't started
on the parking. He said he advised the lady that the parking would not be required
normaJ.l.y until the pool was ready Slld that they did not have to ccmp1ete the parking
ahead of time but he could anticipate the same problem that they have now continuing
until the pool is caoplete and maybe they will have the parking ccmplete at that
Mme.

Again, maybe the Board had better clarify this, Mr. smith stated. This is not an
additional parking requirement. The parking requirement was for the facilities that
are now in. They didn't increase their membership any. In other words, this was
required to satisfy the needs of the existing membership. It was understood that
there would be no more parking on the street after that hearing.

Mr. Yeatman sud the Board should inform the Recreation Association that they should
start on their parking before they open the pool - not the new one, but before they
start operation of the pool this smmner and that they go ahead. with the 150 parking
spa.cee before they f1n1sn this pool or -- do they have eo perm1t on the pool yet?

This is what they wouJ.d be getting tomorrow if this plan is approved. Mr. Chilton
stated.

The Board is going to have this trouble aJ.l S\lJllDer if they don't put this parking in,
Mr. Yeatman suggested.

Would it be wise to have them cane back in to discuss this, Mr. Woodson asked?

The Boari has had. them in twice and has spent a lot of t1me on this, Mr. smith sud,
and if there are any other questions that h&ve not been resolled, possibly this
should happen, but it was Wlderstood. and the people that were preeent in both
instances sli. d there would be no more street parking in connection with the uses on
this property, th&t they would notify people to see that this was not done. This
is the only one that the Board has had. any real trouble with, Wlfortunately, in these
cOll'llllllllity operations. It certainly presents a real problem. In some cases there are
people who are overly criticaJ. but apparently - has there been Sll inspector out there
to observe this, Mr. Woodson? Of course. these people who have been parking on the
street, we have to be sure that they are using the f'acilities of the pooJ..

That's the problem they have, Mr. Yeatman said.

An inspector sh:cml.d go out there, Mr. Smith Said, and if this ie true, they should be
brought in on a show-cause. Bring the Board the information.

The Board shOuld adopt this parking right away -- 150 parking spaces, Mr. Yeatman
said, before they start on this other pool.

Of course, Mr. smith said, the Bolrd should reaN'irm its position at the t:lllle of
the hearing -- that all parking in connection with the use be on the premises.

Mr. Chilton is holding up the buD.d1ng permit, Mr. Yeatman sud, and that is the only
lever the Board has right now to see that this parking is done.

Once the building permit is issued, Mr. Chilton stated, it 1s much harder to enforce;
the whole load would fall on the Inspections Division.·

Let's require devel.oJ;ment of 150 parking spaces, Mr. Smith suggested. alOng with the
other site plan requirements; this is the only ws.y to do it. This is part of the
motion also that the site pJ.1!lll Ordinance would prevail. Under this, the staff
can waive those factors as indicated that would not acccmpJ.iBh any useful p.1rpose.

You would want the parking spaces well underway before the permit is,issued, Mr.
Chi1ton asked?

They WOUld have to provide this for the going operation, in view of these recent
ccmpJ.aints. Apparent1y there is scme question as to whether any expansion should
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take place at all until all of the parking is taken care of but I realize thill is a
c1vic organization and theY' are Dot increasing their membership. Th1 s problem Ia s
prevaUed for a long time and they said they would not allOW' it any longer.

If the Board has to have another hearing on this, they couJ.d notify Mr. Knowlton, but
he would hope that this would resolve the matter.

The Board th.a.nked Mr. Chilton for coming down to discuss the matter.

II

DAVID J. PLUMPE, applica.tion under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construc
tion 9.1 ft. from side property line, 5531 Callander Drive, Annandale District, (R-12.5)
79-1 «6» 549. v-81-70

Mr. Plumpe stated that he wished to build an attached garage to his house and in
order to do this and provide access to the front entrance, the garage would have to
be 9.1 ft. fI'Qll the side lot line. It 1s an "L" shaped house and the entrance is
in the elbow or the "L". They wouldl1ke to enc1.asetbe existing carpoTt and Mve it
become part of the family roam.

Mr. smith pointed out that the variance requested 1s a maximum variance and the Board
can only consider a minimum variance to grant relief under the Ord1rlance.

Isn't there a recreation room in the basement, Mr. Yeaiman asked?

Mr. Plumpe said that there was. At present he has a single carport and he would like
to construct a double garage.

The request is unreaaonBble and far exceeds the allowable variance that would be re
quired, Mr. Smith again stated. This is a tremendous addition. A reasonable use of the
property is what now exists. How large is your family, Mr. Smith asked Mr. Plumpe?

There are three in the family now, Mr. Plumpe said, and they purchased the house in
1965 when it was new.

Mr. Smith said there are hundreds of houses in the County designed as this one is
and to grant a variance of this extent, the Board of Zoning Appeals would be acting
as a legislative body' and changing the Ordinance to allow for greater development
than original.ly intended.

Mr. Barnes suggested putting a detached garage in the back of the house.

Mr. Plumpe said that most of the back yard is in woods. Directly in back of the bouse
10 to 15 ft. behind the house the land rises to the woods, goes back 15 or 20 ft. and
drops off rather sharply.

A garage could be built within 4 ft. of the property line legally, Mr. 8mith pointed
out, if it is a detached garage so there is an al.ternate location.

No opposition.

Mr. Woodson pointed out that Mr. Plumpe could have an open carport 7 ft. from the
side property line if it is attached to the house so this gives another al.ternative.

In application V-81-70, an application by David J. Plumpe, application under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construction 9.1 ft. frOID side property line,
property located at 5531 Callander Drive, al.so known aa tax map 79-1 «6» 549,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follorlng
resolution :

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

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a pUblic
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 19th day of Ms¥, 1970 and

WHEREAS, tbeBoard of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. The owner is the spplicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12..5.
3. Area of the lot Is 11,009 sq. ft. of land.
4. Required setback fran the aide line for an attached garage would be 12 ft.

AND. WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has reached the fOllowing conclusions of laW'.;



M8;y 19, 1970

DAVID J. PLUMPE - Ctd.

The ·applieant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist which under a
strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or un
necessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the l&l'ld and/or
buildings involved,

NOIrI, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
denied. Seconded, Mr. 8&mes. Carried unan1Jnou..sly.

II

;)C

I
ANNANDALE NATIONAL LITTLE LEAGUE. INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the
Ordinance, to permit addition of two baseball fields, loca.ted at the end of Spring VaJ.ley
Drive, on the Susquehanna COrp. property, Springfield District, (RE 0.5),72·3 «(1» pt.
18, 8-82-70

Mr. James Mick1ewright represented the applicant. They have a. ten yea:r lease on the
property which began in 1966, he explained. They built one field in 1966 and they propos to
add two more as shown on the drawing.

Wou1.d there normally be a loudspeaker in use at all games, Mr. Smith asked?

No, they plan to use it on opening d&y and spring events and tournament games, Mr. Mickle
wright stated. They play every evening starting at 6:30 and have three or four games
on Saturdays. There would be no Sunday games. There are 120 boys registered in Annan
d.aJ.e National Little League and forty.four baseball teams. The budget for the year is
around $10,000 which comes from parent donations, sponsors and one or two money making p
jects during the year.

No opposition.

In application S.82-10, an application by Annandale National. Little League, Inc•• appli
cation under Section 30-1.:2 ..6.1.1 of Ordinance, to permit addition of two baseball
fields, located at the end of Spring Va.ll.ey Drive on the Susquehanna Corporation property
also known as tax map 72·3 ((1» pt. 18, county of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Long moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the eaptioned applicati.on baa been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and county COdes and in accordance with the by.
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public oy advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contigllOUs and nearby property owners and a public he ing
by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 19th d&y of May., 1970

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. OWner of the subject property is the SUsquehanna Corporation. The app1icant is lessee
2. Present zoning is RE 0.5 and I-G.
3. Area of the lot is approximately 6.28 acres of land.
4. Complie.nce with Article XI (Site Plans) will be required.

AND WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appea.l.s has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant baa presented testimony indicating caapliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-1.1.1 of the Ordinance

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and developDent of the adjacent d
and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehendve plan of land uae embodied
in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant onJ.yand is not transferable without further
action of this Bos.rd and is for. the location indicated in this application and is not
transferable to other land.

2. This permit sball. expire one year fran this date unless construction or operation bas
started or unJ.ess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is grstlted for the bu1l.dings and uses indicated on plats submitted with
this qlplication. Any additional structures of any kind. changes in use or additional
uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit. shall be cause fbr this
use permit to be re-en.luated by this Board.

4. This is granted for a period of five years.

5. Hours of operation to be six days a week, 9 a.m. to 9 p.m.

6. All noise fran loudspeakers is to be confined to the site and lights shall be directed
on this site and not overflow onto adjacent properties.
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7. There must be ninety standard parking spaces provided and &ll parking must be con
tained on the site.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
YUH S. LALIMA, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Ordinance, to permit operati
or beauty shop. 7300 Fairchild Drive, (R-IO), Lee District, 92-4 «3» (6) 1, 8-74-70

The Board returmd to this item scheduled for ll:40.

Mrs. LaLima was present at this time and stated tha.t she is working now and is gone fram.
bane too much. she vould like to be able to have a beauty shop in her home so she would
be able to be home with her children.

HOW' far is the business section of H;ybla Va.ll.ey from your hane, Mr. Barnes asked1

About a mile, Mrs. ~aLim& replied.

Mr. Knowlton stated that the e-G zoning shown on the map across from the LaLima. home
1s developed in apartments. Prior to 1964 apartments were allowed to be built in C-G
zones. The nearest ccmmercial property probably 1s the High's Store on the comer
and the nearest shopping center would be one under construction.

Mr. Long stated that be was concerned about the cOlllllercial property &erOSS the street.
People in the apartments could have this use by right.

Mr. Smith read the letter frail. the HeaJ.th Department stating that plans have been
received and approved by them for this use and they have no objections.

No opposition.

In application S-74-70, an application by Yun 5. LaL1ma., application under Section 30-7.
2.6.1.5 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of beauty shop, located 7300 Fairchild Dri
alBa known as tax map 92-4 (3}) (6) 1, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that
the Board of Zoning I.ppeals adopt the following resolution ~

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

WHImEAS, following p-roper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 19th day of May, 1970
and

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

1. The owner Of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-lO.
3. Area of the lot is 12,684 sq. ft. of land.
4. Property across the street is zoned C-G and property to the east is also zoned C-G.

WHBBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of l8;w:

The applicant has not satisfied the Board that the application ccmpl1es with standards fa
special use permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the zoning
Ordinance,

THIREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the application be and the same 1s hereby denied.
Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-1, Mr. smith voting against the motion.

II
SECOND BAPrIST CRURCH - KlTMER GOOSE NURSERY - Rev. Costner requested permission to
construct a new addition to the building for school use. The ch1ldren now housed in
the basement would be moved to tbe addition. The number of children would not be increase
Mr. Barnes moved to allow the new addition. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
HAYWOOD McCLARY - application for nursery school on property located 4217 Evergreen Lane,
(deferred fran April 2l)

Letter from the applicant's attorney, Mr. James Mee, requested withdrawal of the appli
cation &s there is presently a lease on the property which cannot be negotiated.

Mr. Barnes moved to allow withdrawal without prejudice. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried
unanimously •

II
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Mr. smith noted a letter fran Mr. ThClD&S Lawson regarding an additional strip of land
that had been included in the use permit of Educo, Inc. - nursery schOOl on Route 7.
The encJ.osed plat shoved the additional land.

In application S-250-69, an application by Educo, Inc., to pennitaperat10n of 8. day s
on property known as tax map 19-1, 19-3 «1» 19, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved that the Board of Zoning AppealS adapt the following resolution.

WHEREAS, public hearing was held by the Board of Zoning Appeals on March 10, 1970 and
use permit was granted to the applicant,

THEREPtlRE BE IT RESOLVED, that the original motion be amended to include the additional
20 ft. strip of l.and 599 ft. long along the northern property line as shown on revised
plat dated 4/20/70 on file with this application.

Seconded, Mr. BarneS.

Carried Wlanimously.

II

I

I
The meeting adjourned at 3:45 p.m.
Betty Haines, Clerk - .

Mr. Daniel. Smith, ChainDElll Date
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The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning
Appeals was caJ.led to order at 10:00 a..m,
on Tuesd83, May 26, 1970 in the Board Rocon
of the county Administration Building.
All members were present: Mr. Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Messrs, Richard Long, George P.
Bames, Joseph Baker. and Cla.rence Yeatman.

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

HERMAN GRENADIER, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit con
struction of three houses closer to street than a.lJ.owed, located 2602-2610 Memorial
street, Mount Vemon District, (R-12.5), 93-1 ((18)) 472-478 incl., v·B3-70

The applicant was not present; the application was placed at the end of tod&y's agenda..

II
The Board is aware of the Wa.ynewood RecreaUon Association application for a. new
swiJmldng pool, Mr. 8m1th stated. The Board has had this before them several times
and in the past week or so he baa received phone calls in relation to this. There
seems to be considerable confusion. Salle of it possibly due to the wording of the
motion. and some of it otherwise. In order to clear up the confusion relating to
this matter, the Board should try to cane to a good clear decision and relay this
to the Association. The originaJ. granting of the use permit was in 1960 and it was
granted to a non-profit virginia Corporation taking title to the ground which ws.s
set up by the developer, Mr. Gosnell. They had 200 paid members at that time.
They indicated that there would eventuaJ.ly be 750 haDes constructed, and they planned
to have a membership of 500 families. He read n-om the minutes of the original
hearing. The Board granted a use permit for 200: members, Mr. 8m1th continued,
and. apparently required apparently 69 or 79 parking spaces. The softball field they
spoke of is now the Little League field. !here were 71 parking spaces planned, accor
ding to the original plat, Mr. Smith said. OVer a period of years, the membership
hs.s grOwn to a stated 515 family membership and this is the thing the Association
failed to realize -- that the use permit covered the original use $Dd it was only fOr
a membership of 200. They put in the baseball fields, etc. without expanding any
parking, and apparently without objections. The 150 parking spaces required by the
Board was to serve the 515 members, even without the new pool. SaDeWbere &!ong the
line it was felt that the 150 parldl1g spaces had to be constructed prior to opening
the pool this year and it ws.s not his feeling, Mr. Smith aid,that they would have to
be put in prior to opening the existing pool, but certainly they voul.d have to be
constructed prior to expansion. He was certain that the Pool Association was not
a.va..R that they could not park on the street in public space, that all parking 'tfOUl.d
have to be on the property itself. The use of the tennis courts for parking was
approved and now the Board bas come to this situation. Apparently the membership was
not aware of the origin&! granting and DI&llY people associated with it are not aware of
it either. Actually, they have expanded the use without expanding the parking. With
these facts in mind, there should be some clarification !rem! the Board as to what the
intent here is.

Mr. Yeatman said he felt it was the consensus of the Board at the last hearing on this,
that they should have 150 parking sp&Ces and they should be provided now, and not use
the tennis courts as parking ll"ea because that makes a bad situation. People lllight be
playing tennis and there woul.d be an excess number of people coming here to park on
the tennis courts. He said he was not a member of the Board when the orig1nal use
permit was granted, but they should start now to provide the 150 parking spaces before
constructing the new pool.

Mr. Long said he felt that they cOUld open the existing pool, but the argument was
that they not be granted a building permit for the new pool until they bad ccmrpl1ed
with the provisions of parking, either put up bond or samething to guarantee that
these spaces would be provided.

In discussing this, apparently Mr. Chilton misunderstood the intent of the Board, Mr.
Smith stated. The existing pool, s.s long as they can prOvide on-site parking, could.
open as it has done in past years but prior to issuing a building permit fOr the
addition&! pool, there be a site plan showing at least the 150 standard parking
spaces with permission to ilBe the tennis courts for overfiow parking during swim meets
and this type of thing, because 150 parking spaces does not meet the ratio of 1-3.
ThiS was his understanding for aJ.low1ng the tetuds courts to be used. This is a
beautifUl area and some of the objections to putting in parking are because of tearing
up sod or TeIDlOV1ng trees. This was original.l.y a 200 membership organization and now
they are up to 515. He has agreed to appear at a meeting of the Association, Mr.
SDdth said, to help clarify the Board's position, but prior to his making the trip
down there, he wanted to haw further clarification from the Board. When the appli
cation was granted ten years ago, the Board was not as definitive as they are today
and the Board. is trying the best the:Ycan to be very definitive in their motions and
resolutions so that those who come after will not have to have these problems.
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Mrs. Johnson, 1001 Potcmac Lane, a member of the organization. said she had c&1led
to make an appointment with Mr. Smith yesterday, because she wanted to read the
Pomeroy Ordinance and know what she was referring to. There are Dl8llY of them
who wonder about the compla1nts which have been made about the organization.

Let's forget the cCmIpl.aints. Mr. Smith said.

Two or three men have been trying very hard to police the parking, Mrs. Johnson
continued, and they are doing a good job. Laet night there was a Little League
game and a gentl.eman parked on the street. They asked him to move and the language
was terrible; they have called the Police, they slq there's mthing they can do
to stop the people fran parking on the street.

There is, if you request no parking signs. Mr. Smith said.

The Association has requested it, Mrs. Johnson said.

Mr. Smith said he was by there last evening and there were no cars parked on or
anywhere near Potomac Lane and the whole area abutting the Association I s property
was clear. After having taken another look at it, it is important to keep the
cars aw&y fran the comer. There were three different children running into the
street after a ball while he waa there. He slowed up there, he said, and one
Little Les.guer told him there was no parking on the street. There are signs all
along there -- "no parking for Little Le8gUe" -- but it seemed to him they were
doing an excellent job. The Ordinance itself states that all parking pertaining
to these uses be on tbe land belonging to the ul!le and that there be no parking
on public space. This has been the only problelll.

Mrs. Johnson said she wu present at the last hearing of this matter by the Board,
and she interpreted what was said quite differently, but she has not read the
minutes. Someone asked -- if they do not caDplete the parking lot and continue to
park on the street, what would happen? She said she recalled the. answer -- C&l.l
and report and we will not give the use permit.

If these are members who are parking here in viol.a.tion of the membership rules, the
Association will have to suspend theJlI, Mr. Smith suggested. The Association is
allowing the use of the fields by Little League which is a most appropriate use and
they must be instructed that if anyone inclUding fathers or mothers feels that they
cannot abide lv-these rules, ,then ask them not to interfere with the use of it by
others. It Can be done; it is being done all over the COWlty in other areas. It
does take some firm action. The Association itself has to regulate this.

Mrs. Johnson asked Mr. Smith to cite the OTdinance stating that it is illegal to
park on Dal.ebrook and PotClll&C Lanes.

He did not 8&y it was illegal to park there, Mr. Smith replied -- he said it was
illegal for any of the users of the AssociAtion under this use permit to park there
because the Ordinance states that all parking related to the uses will be on the use
i tsel! - on the land under the ownership or leasing arrllllgement of the Association.
Any use of this property that the Associa.tion approves has to park on the property.
The parking COUld be situated on any area of the land that could meet the setback
requirements.

Can they continue to park on the street, Mrs. Johnson asked?

I am failing to get to you, Mr. smith said, they are not to park on the street.

How about people who do park on the street and they are not members, Mrs. Johnson
asked?

If they are not members, how do they come to the pool, Mr. S1llith asked?

The pool. is not open, Mrs. Johnson replied.
property

'!be people who are parking there other than users <1' the pOo1.7itself are not
under the Association's jurisdiction a.ndihere's nothing they can do about it, Mr.
Smith said. It's up to the officers of the organiza.tion to enforce the rules; it's
very easy to be lax on it.

Mr. Woodson said there WOllld have to be off-street parking for the mettibers of the
Association. If someone in the area. has a party and has parking on the street,
there is nothing the Zoning Office can do about it.

The Little League fields are a use approved by the Association, Mr. Smith added,
and the Association has to control this parking. Using the tenniS court area for
overfiow parking is certainly a reasonable approach to this. Mr. Chilton was under
the impression that theycould not open the existing pool untU they put in 150 parking
spaces.
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Mr. Long said the eonsensllB ·ofthe Board, he felt, was that they COUld open now with~

out :providing the additional spaces.

Then, he WOUld deliver this message to the Association. Mr. SInith said.

II
Mr. Grenadier apologized for being la.te to the meeting but he was held up because of
a traffic accident and since he cou1.d not remain until the evening session. he would
like the Board to consider his application now.

Mr. yeatman said he had made the motion to p1a.ce the application at the end of the
agenda because he was not present and he would like to move that this case be heard
nOW. Seconded J Mr. Baker. Carried una.n»nously.

Mr. SJnith ree.a.lled the case of HERMAN GRINADIER.

A va.rl811ce was granted a. couple of years ago and his father was going to build on
these three lots, Mr. Grenadier explained, but never got around to it within the year so
this is merely a re-epplication for the same thing.

Is thiS the one where he had an easement arrangement with the County. Mr. Smith asked?

Yes, Mr. Grenadier said. He did not have a copy of it but the agreement has not expired
it was a. question of putting some drainage area in the rear of these lots. This has
all been taken care of.

The reason for granting the original application, Mr. SlIlith recalled, is because there
was an unuSU&1 situation where the COUnty needed the rear portion of these lots for
easement. Also, there is rather a bs.d topographic situation.

Would this came under Subdivision Control, Mr. Long asked? Would he be required to
dediCate for widening of Meomor1eJ. Street and put in improvementB1

With three lots, Mr. Phillips said, he believed so.

The orig1naJ. variance was granted subject to giving the county the easement, Mr. Grenadie
said. The adjoining property is 27 ft. fl'Om the street and there are scme houses on
the street that are a8 close as 12 !'t. to the right of way. These proposed houses would
be set back as far as any others on that road. His father has been negotiating with a
builder who will develop these lots and he is reasonably certain that he can have this
accauplished within the next few months.

No opposition.

In application v-B3-70, an application by Herman Grenadier, application under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construction of t1u'ee houses closer to street than
allowed, located 2602-2610 Memorial st., Mount Vernon District, also known as tax map
93-1 «18)) 472-478 inclusive, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHSREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with require
ments of all County and State Codes and in accordance with the by-laws of Fairfax
County Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning A'ppeaJ.s held on the 26th day of May, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals bas made the follow1ng findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject Proxe rty is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lots are ';':7,720 sq. ft.; 10,066 sq. !'t.; and 13,30'1 sq. ft.
4. A similar variance was granted on this .Property on March 12, 1968.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APPe8J.s has reached the following conclusions of law:

The applicant bas satisfied the Boe.rd that the folloving physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the ZOning Ordinarce would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptionaJ.ly shallow property; (b) topographi
problems in connection with this property; (c) unusual location of eXisting buUdings
on the adjacent properties.

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

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

2. This variance shall e~ire one year f'rom this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. A mininrum of 5 ft. of l8lld shill be dedicated to public use for road widening
of Memorial Street along the front of this property.

4. All requirements of the subdivision control ordinance are to be complied with.

Seconded, Mr. BarneS. Carried 4-0, one-abstention.

II
SUN On. CO., application under Section 30~7.2.10.3.lof the Ordinance. to permit ba.v
addition to existing service station, 7030 Little River Turnpike, Annandale District,
(C-D), 71-1 «1») 105, .-84-70

George Feise represented the applicant. In 1962 they were granted a special use
permit for a two bq service sta.tion and of course at that tbne a two b.,y service
station was a very substantial facility and one that was beneficial to the area.
Today a two bay service station is outdated and they are constantly going to three
bay facilities wherever they can. state of Virginia requires an additional bay
facility in order to aJ.low a dealer to do inspection work and this is another reason
why they would like to have their dealers in three bay service stations. They
would like to remodel the station, take off the old porcelain on the outside of the
building, and put on a more attractive facade. No variances for the remodeling will
be necessary.

No apposition.

Is there going to be only one pump island, Mr. Long asked?

That is correct, Mr. Feise replied. There will be no change in the driveway. onl.y
in the building. The sign meets the County regulations. There will be no change
in the sign.

In application s~B4-70, an applieation-by Sun Oil "cepa,ny, application under Section
30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Ordinance, to permit bay addition to existing service station,
7030 Littl.e River Turnpike. Anne.nd.&l.e District, also known as tax map 71-1 ((1») 105,
County of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning A,ppea.l.s adopt
the following resoJ.ution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with re
quirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-l.aws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeal.s, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a J.ocal newspaper,
posting of the property. lettersto contiguous and nearby property owners, !iD.d a public
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 26th day of May, 1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeal.s has made the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the SUbject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is C-D.
3. Area of the property is 17,920 sq. ft. of land.
4. compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required.
5. Original. use permit was granted February 27. 1962.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeal.a has reached the following conclusions of law:

L The applicant has presented testimcny indicating ccmpliance with standards
for special use permit uses in C districts contained in Section 30-7.1.2 in the
Zoning Ordinance. and

2. That the use will not be detrbnental. to the character and development of adjacent
land and rll1 be in harmony withthe purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use em
bodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applica.tion be and. the same is hereby
granted with the following 1imitations:

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

2. This permit sbAll expire one year £ran this date unless construction has started
or wUess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.
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3. ThiS approval Is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit. sheJ.1. be C&\S e
for this use permit to be re-evalua.ted by this Board.

4. The exterior of the building shall be Colonial brick as shown- on photographs.

5. All lighting shall be directed on the site.

6. There will not be any rental or storage of truckS, trailers. autcrnob!les in
connection with this operation.

Seconded. Mr. B8.nles. Carried 'Wl.animOUsly.

II
FAIRFAX COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY. application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordinance.
to permit construction of additional water treatment facilities, 9800 OX Road., Lee
District, (RE·l and I.;G), 112·1 «1)) 8, 5-85-70

Mr. RichS.rd Hobson represented the applicant. This is an existing facility with an
existing use permit and this application is for additional facilities to be constructed
on the same and adjacent property, Mr. Hobson explained. The adjacent property is
that being a.cquired by trade of land for this purpose. The request here is fOr
the followins additional :facilities - mixing and settling basin, a filter pump and
control building, a septic t811k and drainage field, proposed clllorine scaJ.e room,
a fluosilieic aeid storage tank, lime storage bins and alwn storage tankS, and a wash
water settling pond. That's not going to be a strueture, he said, but that is what
the Water Authority plans to put in. These facilitieS are to permit the Water AuthOrity
to treat and pump max1Jdum amount of water that is ava.ilabJ.e at that source and which
they ean pump through the lines from there. The filter pump and control building
gives additional filter, a pump, and better facilities than what are now loeated
for laboratory testing work, administrative work. The septie tank and drainfield are
to serve the buil.d1ng. The acid and storage tank is to permit more efficient addition
of these chemiea.Ls to the water ~ they are now done in solid fonn, they will be done
in liquid form ~ and the same for the lime storage bin and &l.um s1]) rage tanks. The
wash water settJ.ing pond is a facility that will permit the Water Authority to
drain ou't the,!md.f'rom the wash water. Wash water is water that is used to f'lush out
these filtering and settling tanks periodieally. This wash water pieks up the mud
from the tanks and instead of returning this to the stream, they will put it out in the
SE'ltt11ng pond and it will settle. Periodieally, it will have to be scraped or hauJ.ed out
but none of that water frQD these facilities will go back to the river. These fs.eilities
are needed to provide an inereasing demand fOr water in Fairfax County and serviee area
of the Authority. The mney to provide these facilities will be frau the bond issue
reeently sold by Fairfax Cowtty Water Authority. This is the Authority's attempt to
improve the service.

This is property which was acquired frem the Alexandria Water Company, Mr. Hobson
stated. Two special use permits have been granted to the Alexandria Water Company
on this property before and there'.s a matter of interpretation whether every piece
of the facility there when the acquired the property bad been specifically approved
by this Board, but they all bad been genere.l1y. They are asking that the Board approve
what is shown on the pJ.an today. He introduced Mr. Corbalis to the Board to give
more details on the faoUl ty.

The Board is aware of the faeility, Mr. smith stated, and the need for additioml
facilities, and is glad that the bond money is available to expand and upgrade the
fa.eili ties.

The Ordinance does reqUire a finding of fact regarding the necessity for rendering
efficient service, Mr. Hobson stated.

The Boud. would like a cOPy of the service map, Mr. Smith said, if it is not restricted.
'!be Board will list all other existing structures and facilities on this as number
eight, he suggested, to ine1.ude all of the items or areas not covered by the specific
request at this time. to bring it into compliance.

No opposition, however a ~ was present to voice a concern. Mrs. Evel.yn Lynn
stated that the stream runS through. her property, and she was concerned about the
drainage situation.

Does the Water Authority control the drain whieh Mrs. Lynn has reference to, Mr.
Smith asked?

Mrs. Lynn stated that should any large amount of water come down that stream, their
hOOle would be endangered. Her husband has talked with Mr. Corb&1is about this s1tuation.

Mr. Smith said he was surprised that any of the water from the fUtering unit would
go onto the Lynn property.

<:::40
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She was sorry to say that this has not always been the case, Mrs. Lynn said, until
the Board of Supervisors or the Board of Zoning Appeals put the pressure on the other ).U if
people there. She said she knows that these facUities have to be built but ~I

would like to have same assurance regarding the drainage. They do not have the
money it would take to install pipes to take care of the thousands of gallons per
minute that might cane down through their property. This could cane at the t:l.JDe I
of a storm and pcse a problem to them. This is not natural drainage •• it is man-made,
lind not there by nature.

Is this a continual thing,· Mr. Smith saked, or where you get a large amount of water
at one time?

There is a natural smallltreem there, Mrs. Lynn said. Water runs off the hillside
into the stream.

She would continue getting from the existing settling pond, a periodic runoff of
water until further improvements are made, Mr. Hobson said. No more water from the
new settling basin is going to came down the stream and over her property.

Mr. Corbalis stated that they are working with Mr. Lynn on the question of enlarging
the drain under the driveway to take eare of natural runoff as well as the artificial
runoff e(lllling fran the existing plan. As Mr. Hobson indicated, there will be no
increase in run·off by the new plan;. water will be contained in the settl.ing pond,
it will be redrained and reused. Cln1¥ in the event of an accident would there be
'N14J.tiQMJ. water going Q.Qr,m the h$.U across the 1ytIn p~rty. In ~tlOll, they
are now studying to provide for the reclamation of the water from the existing plant
so that it does not discharge into the streams.

Is the Water Authority going to provide engineering and piping in relation to this
problem, Mr. Smith asked?

Yes, they will eooperate in any practical manner, including sane financial assistance,
Mr. Corbalis agreed, they just haven't reached the point of finalizing what this may b

Would the piping take care of flooding if there were an accident, Mr. 8m1th asked?

They can't guarantee anything, Mr. Corbalis said, but if there is damage to the Lynn
property, the Water Authority would be responsible.

Even before they applied for the additional. facilities, Mrs. Lynn said. they were
looking into this drainage problem. The Water Authority reminded them that this
was on the Lynn property and that they had not made proper provisions for such
things. therefore it was the Lynns' responsibility and it should have been provided
at the time the house was constructed. This was the statement £'ran Mr. Terrett
of Design Review.

This was a reply frOOl scmeone in a Deputy capacity with the County, Mr. Smith said,
but Mr. Corbal1s and the Water Authority are reasonable people IU'ld if there is any
impact under their responsibility, they will certainly alleviate this.

The Water Authority realizes that they must be good neighbors, Mr. Hobson stated.
Like any other contractor, they will have to adopt good. sUtation practices while
the new building is under construction.

In application S·85-70, an application by the Fairfax COWlty Water Authority,
application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordinance, to permit construction of
additional. water treatment facilities, 9800 Ox Road, also known as tax map 112·1 ((1»
8, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. 'Long 1'I1OVed that the Board of Zoning Appeal.s
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned a,ppJ.ication bas been prop;;rly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable state and county Codes and in accordance with the by.
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a publi
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 26th daiY of May, 1970, and

WHZREJoS, the Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is HE-I and 1.0(;.
3. Area of the property is 25 acres.
4. Cc:mpliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
5. Request for expansion of facilities were approved under requests for use pennits

granted August 16, 1949 and November 26, 196J.
6. The Planning Camnission reCOlllDellded approval of this use at its meeting

of Ms,;y 25. 1970.
7. The location proposed for these additional wa.ter facilities is necessary for the

rendering of efficient services because inter-connection of the proposed uses with
the existing facilities WOUld be less expensive and will facllita1le more efficient
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supervision, maintenance and vaJ:ve connection.

AND WH£REAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has reached the foll.ow1ng conclusions of
law,

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating ccmpliance with Stand.s.rds for Special
Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30M ?l.l of the Zoning ordinance;
and as contained in 30M 7.1.2 for I Districts.
2. That the use will not be detrimental. to the character and deve~opnent of adjacent
land and will be in hamony with the purposes of the ccmprehensive plan of land use
embOdied in the ZOning Ordinance.

NOW J THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
gr811ted, with the following limitatians:

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indica.ted on the pJa ts submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tional W"~8, whether or not tl1eoe ac1lUtion&l uses :requ.ire a use permit, ahall be caua.e
for this use permit to be re -evaluated by this Board.

4. The 160' X 180' pond tor wash water is to be enclosed with a six foot ehain link
fence.

5. Adequate provisions for additional and natural run-off of water caused by this use
will be provided fat.

Seconded. Mr. Barnes.

On Ma;y 18. 1970 the County Site Selection Camnittee reviewed the above proposal and
recommended that the application be approved under 15.1-456 of the Code of Virginia.
as amended. Mr. SJn1th noted. The site Selection CCIllDlittee also noted that this
would improve the quality of the water as well as the quantity.

Carried unanimously.

II
COLUMBIA PIKE LOOTED PARTNERSHIP. application under Section 30-6.5 of the Ordinance.
to permit interpretation of Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. Section 30-2.2.2 so as
to permit as an accessory use a charge for use of parking spaces required under CO-H
zoning. located 5600 Columbia Pike. Mason District, (CO-H and C-O) 62-1 ((1)) 7,
.-86-70

Mr. John Milligan introduced Senator Bendheim to handle the a;ppl.1cation.

Senator Leroy Bendheim stated that the building consists of 130,000 sq. ft., it is
nine stories in height, and attached to the building is a five level parking remp which
comprises approxiIPately 109,000 sq. ft. In addition to this, there is some perimeter
parking -- outside of the ramp area, and ill told there are about 330 spaces within
the ramp, and approrlmately &l..l told 576 spaces. This matter comes before the Board
because of the fact that since 1965 when this building was built and first occupied
in accordance with County regulations it was required and the owners ccmplled with the
necessary off-street parking. However. at the time that the building was financed.
consideration was given in financing the building and in seeking a lender to the
amount of revenue that would be derived in addition to ordinary rental from. parking
facilities. that were available, and since 1965, these parking facilities have been
used by various tenants and their employees and personnel in this operation. He
wanted to make it clear at the outset, he said. that this is not a c<mmercial parking
lot. Were it a. commerciaJ. parking lot, he could fUlly understand the objection being
raised by the Chief Inspector of Fairfax County.

This is an appeal from the decision of the Zoning Administrator, Mr. Smith said. as to
interpretation of the ordinance, and he did not wish to get into anyt.h!ng other than
the COR requirements and the parking itself. This is basicsJ..ly what the request is
directed to. The discussion should pertain to this partiCUlar building and if related
to the Ordinance, the first section is rela.ted to allegation of error on the part of
the Zoning Administrator, and the Board should have infonnation from the applicant
stating that under the existing Ordinance this request is a vaJ.id one.

That is correct. Senator Bendheim &greed, but he felt that in order for the Board to
appreciate the whole picture, they should have a. little bit of background information
on the operation. The Ordinance is entirely silent with reference to parking in a COR
zone. It does not sq that there ma.Y not be a parking facility nor does it sq that
one is allowed -- it doesn't say anything about that type of use.
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It does require a certain amount of parking spaces to be provided for the building
itself, Mr. Smith noted.

But it doesn't sSiY anything whatsoever about whether you JlI8iY have a cOl'llDlercial. office
operation which this isn't. incidenta.J.l:y. This is a parking facility which is a.ecorde
to the employees and personnel who occupy that high~rise building. The sI. tuation aris
Senator Bendheim stated, the reason for it being in question nOW', is due to the fact
that approximately 100,000 feet of this building is occupied by the United States
goverrunent, the Department of the Navy, and one floor of e.bOut 14,000 sq. ft. by
the Amy. The government has 8. rule, as ma;rbe the Board is aware, that they will
not include the cost of parking in the rent. They will not pa,y for parking facilities,
yet, this building which cost better than 2 1/2 million dollars is financed by
the .American N8.tionaJ. Insurance Coorpany. At the time the lender made this loan, and
the taxes as based in Fairfax County, all take into consideration that frcm the ramp
type parking and the per1JDeter parking, there must be a certain amount of income. So
to overcClne this situation, since 1965 or shortJ.y thereaf'ter when the government be
came a tenant, the personnel working for the government formed what they called Aero~4

Parking Association. This is ccmprised only of the people who work fOr the goven'lDlent
in this project. These rolks rent reserved spaces for parking of their members and
they pay this parking each month to the management of the building. 'l'h1s is the enti
operation. It is not a cOOlD1ercial park1ng lot; it is Solely for the use of the people
who occupy the building. This parking structure itself is appraised by Fairfax county
at an appraised VlIJ..ue of $556,160. It's assessed at $222,464. The land and parking
building is at current rates of $4.30, has a tax vaJ.ue and taxes are paid to the
County of $10,979. The buUding itseli', exclusive of the parking, is appraised at
$2,435,909 and at a ~ evaluation, assessed evaluation, the building and land is
appraised at $1,683,000 and th:! taxes paid to the county on that building is $43,429.
The perimeter land is taxed at $6,651.00 and the reason he points this out, he Said,
is because approxim&.tely seventeen ~ between seventeen and eighteen thousand do1l.ars
a year is paid in taxes to the COUnty solely for the parking facilities. The baJ.a.nce
is paid on the building. Now, therefore it is essential in carrying the cost of
financing, maiJ'ltenance and taxes, that there be some inccme derived fraD the pa.rking
facilities and tha.t 1s why he said & IIlOlIll!nt ago that this arrangement W&8 made with the
Association for reserved space parking in this facility. This operation is no differen
than most of the high rise buildings in the Northern Virginia metropolitan area.
In fact the NASA building imlDediately across frCID this, the one marked CO right across
from this building, has the same arrangement, and the building which was fOrmerly
occupied by the Navy CCIlIlllUDications at Bailey's Crossroads, also have the same
situation where the charge is merely a service charge for reserved parking. They feel
that this is an accessory use, Senator Bendheim continued. to the main use for which
this zone permits. They could not have built this building had they not provided the
parldng, and having provided it at a cost of more th&n a half million dollars, it
is on1.y a rea..sonable accessory use to the main zoning and the main use that this zone
allows, to be able to charge a service charge for this type of parking.

The Aero~4 Association, Senator Bendheim stated, is comprised of employees of the
federal. goverrunent and this system has been very satiSfactory over s. period of five
years of business, with no carrpl.&1nts. The parking rates are nothing like the rates
that are being charged in the metropolitan area bec&\lse this is not done for the
purpose of making money; it's done for providing additional. revenue to meet expenses
that are necessary in this type. of project. Ramp type parking which is inside is
$17.00 a month. Outside surface parking is charged at the rate of $12.00 a month.
The incane derived f'rCID the parking facilities is approxilllately $54,000 a year.
If this income were denied, there is a serious question whether or not the expenses
of this operation, the carrying charges on the trust, maintenance of the building and
facility, could be met without serious financia.l. loss. TherefOre, he would respect~

fully submit that they feel that this interpretation is reasonable and is within the
province of the Board to.make it, that it will stabilize this situation as far as
other bUildings that are si:milarly situated in the County, and in this modern da,y and
age when we need off street parking, it will be of help to those who are going to
engage in this type operation in the future.

Mr. Smith said he agreed with those ccmnents, but the Board has to deal with the
Ordinance itself. Directing Senator Bendheim's attention to the Section of the
Ordinance under whioh the application is filed, the uses pemitted by right do not
include a paid parking facility.

Senator BEIldbeim's comment to that was that it is not denied either. There is nothing
in the Ordinance which says that this type of facility is not allowable, and what they
are asking for is an accessory use. The general law is well settled on this SUbject.
because it se.ys that even though an ordinance is silent as to accessory uses J they
will be permitted where they do not involve a departure frOm the purpose of the
Ordinance. What is the l,ene.ra.lpurpose of this Ordinance? To allow high rise office
buildings in this zone. Then the County says if you're going to have a high rise offic
building, you have to have parking. So, certainly under that general situation, where
the Ordinance is silent,as to whether s. service charge can be charged for parking, it
would c:cme directly under this quotation of law as an accessory use. Further, this
S8lllEl authority cites that a use is accessory when it is custcmarily incidental. to the
main use or when it is so c:c.mmonJ.y to be expected in connection with the main use that
it cannot be supposed that the ordinance was intended to prevent it.
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Warren Oliveri represented Weaver Brothers, managing agents of the property, and stated
that at the present time, nor at any time, have they rented outside parking spaces to
anyone _ they h&ve denied people who he.ve requested parking spaces. The Association is
made up of government empJ.oyees who have two representatives here toda,y, who collect
the money on behaJ.f of the government personnel and pay to the managing agent for the
parking area.

How many people are involved in the leasing arrangement or this particular building,
Mr. Smith asked?

About 85c.' of the building is leased to the federal. government, 1otE'. Oliveri replied.
The private tenants who are in the bui.ldiJlg, those plU'king charges are included basi
ca.lly in their rent.

When this was leased to the federaJ. government, why wasn't the parking area incorporated
into the lease, Mr. 8m1th asked?

Ba.slC&lly for ccmpetltive :PUrPOses first, and secondly, the government is not permitted
or was not at that t1.me to pay for employee parking area. They have since made that
change within the past year and are now able to lease. that they know of, one pe.rticular
property in Washingt,on where they have negotiated, which included parking area.

When did you first start charging for parking in the building, Mr. Bmith asked?

The initial occupancy of the building, in 1965, Mr. Oliveri said.

What is the charge for parking in the Nassif building, Mr. Bmith asked? The Board was
not aware that they were charging.

To the best of his knowledge, Mr. Oliveri said, they charge $ll.OO a month, and theirs
is a.ll perimeter parking. They have no structure and no cost involved for developing
such.

There were variances granted on that parking lot to a.llow parking, Mr. smith said,
and at that t1JDe there was a statement Jll&de that this was to take care of the empJ.oyees
and there was to be no charge for it. But, getting ba.c:k to the specific ca.ae, was a
variance granted to allow this parking ramp?

Not to his knowledge, Mr. Oliveri said.

How maily parking spaces are required for the nunber of eJlll4.Dyees of the federal agencies
leasing from Weaver Brothers, Mr. Bmith asked?

The zoning requires one for each 250 sq. ft. The agency itself is leasing at the
present time approx:iJna.tely 275 parking spaces, Mr. Oliveri said.

What happens to the additional parking spaces over and above the used spaceS, Mr. Smith
asked?

There are vacancies in the parking establishment at the present time, in addition
to the private -tenants who use approx1mately 100 of the spaces, Mr. Oliveri replied.

Did you construct parking here far in excess or the requi:rements, Mr. Bmith asked?
Why do you have these spaces available, because you are cbarg1ng, and people park on the
streets? This is his thought on the ordinance, he said. Basically, the ordinance
requires a certain number of parking spaces to be provided for the users of these
particular buildings, same as they do in shopping centers, and these parking spaces have
to be provided by the owners of the building for all of the «nployees. There I s no area
in the Fairfax COW'lty Ordinance that he could find to &l.low paid puking facilities,
tor this type of use.

Mr. Vernon Long stated that the feeling oflo-"t»e Zoning Administrator's office is that
this is in violation of the Code wherein it is not provided for in the CO or OOH zones.
As a consequence, they issued a vioJ.ation notice. They were required at the time of
site plan approval to provide four spaces for each one thoUsand square feet of office
space.

That is a specific requirement in the Ordinance, Mr.Woodson said. The only place a
paid parking facUity would be allowed would be in the I..Q zone.

I
Mr. KnowltoncOlllDl!nted that the Ordinance is permissive, and this is not in the list,
therefore it is torbidden. At the same time, all parking since it costs money to the
developer is paid for SaDe way, be it in the rent, or separately. The ZOIling Ordinance
dates back to 1959 aDd did not take into account the type of urban deve1C1p31ent which
the COunty is now experiencing. There are plans underway to do scmething about that.
It was his suggestion to the Board, that because tmY action the Board. might take on
this case WOUl.d have rather profound implications on other projects proposed and exis
ting, that the Board request the staff to initiate and ccmpJ.ete w1thin a period of time
a cauplete study of this particular type of problem and CCDe back with a l'ecamnendation
88 to whether or not there might be a need for an amendment to eJ.low scmething not envis! d
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at that time. There might be a need for an amendment, or to leave the ordinance as
it is, taking into acCOWlt wh&t 1s being done by Mr. Mauck in Chicago on the new
zoning ordinance, some studies by Voorhees and Associates on parking, and other
information which could be made available to the Board. In the meantime, this case
is more or less sitting in limbo and could be held until the information could be
presented to the Board.

Everyone is aware of the changing situation in this area, Mr. Smith cCDlIlIented. The
Board 1s being asked now to rule on an interpretation or &llegation of error by
the Zoning Administrator and the Board has to rule on that. If the Board upholds the
decision of the ZOning Admi.nistrator, and he did not see how the Board oouJ..d do
otherwise, the ordinance has e1ther taUed to provide for a. peJ.d parking tacH!ty
in this a.re&, or if it was the intent of the Board of Supervisors in the rezoning
category not too long ago established here that there be parking provided to these
people at nO expense to the people using the facUity, people would use the parking
area and not fan out into the adjacent areas. If the Board of Supervisors wants to
clarify this by initiating an amendment, it might be that the staff could recCllllDend
this to the Board. The Board is being asked to role on M interpretation. How
could a study affect this ruling?

How long would it take the staff to ccme up with an appraisaJ. of this situation, Mr.
Yeatman asked?

Not more than thirty da;ys, Mr. KnOW'~ton replied. Amendments to the Ordinance are
approved by the Board of SUpervisors, but the origin of the amendJnents never originates
there. They originate f'roIll problems that exist anywhere in the County.

The Board of Zoning Appeals realizes the problems in dealing with this type of parking,
Mr. smith said, but the Board of Supervisors has not seen fit to provide paid parking
structures in the Ordinance, other than possibly in an industrial area. What are their
wishes? At this point it would be his thought that the intent of the ordinance is
that under site plan, the parking requirements for these particular buildings. ±n order
to properly allot the space, it shouJ.d be an a non-paying basis other thM through
lease arrangements with the occupants.

Senator Bendheim said he did not think the Board. of Supervisors thought about there
being a charge f,or parking or not a charge. Purpose of the Ordinance for requiring
off street parking is to get parking off the street and to make these people get
these cars off the street. whether they be .shopping centers, office buildings, apart
ment buildings or what - to provide a place for people to park and not clutter up
traffic. He did not think the Board of Supervisors would be concemed whether a
developer who has a tremendous investment in these buildings is going to charge for
the parking if' it's limited to people occupying the building. What this Board is
s8¥ing is that the Board. of Supervisors intended everybody to park here free and
this does not happen. A shopping center charges through every lease for puking.
These people have relied on this income for five years to meet their expenses and
now all of a sudden they are told they can't do it this way. The very purpose of
Boards of Zoning Appeals is to gnnt exceptions. If the Board of SUpervisors cou1d
envision everything that is going to happen, there would be no need for Boards of
Zoning Appeals. This is certa1nly a hardship and the least that could be done in
thiS situation is permit the staff to study it and see what is best to do, and
perhaps recQlllllend amendment to the Zoning Ordinance to take care of it.

Mr. smith agreed regarding the amendment, but the applicant ia asking for an inter
pretation, not an exception to the Orttlnance, he said.

Mr. Al Trenad1, l.j()()2 G&1lows Road, Annandale stated that they have been employed since
July 1966 - they have been formed as an association since then and he has been Vice
President for three yeus. There are approximately/(iO JllellIbers in the association.
About 575 employees work for the Navy and 100 for the government in this building.
They pay Weaver BrotherS on the basis of use of the parking spaces, and they lease
250 placeS a month. That is as many as they can rent at the present time.

What happens to the other members who cannot lease space? Mr. Sll11th asked.

Those who cannot afford to park an the street, he said. They can ask for more spaces
if they are available and if they need them.

There is available space now according to a statement made today, Mr. Smith noted.
Why haven't you asked for it?

They haven't asked for it because they don't need it at present time, Mr. Trenadi
replied. They ehs;rge $l2 and $17 8.8 stated.

Does your organization get any kind of donation from Weaver Brothers, Mr. Smith asked?

They get six £ree parking spaces for the office of the Association, Mr. Trena.d.i said.
They average approx:i.mB.tely $3500 a month for Weaver Brothers. All of the 8p&Ces are
marked reserved and they are a.ll numbered. It is sometimes difficult to police the
parking, however.
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ihe government does make provision to pq for parking now, Mr. Sm1th said. Has the
lease been renegotiated since 19661

This lease runs to 1976, SCllleone stated.

Frank Higginbotham represented the Assoelation. In interpreting the Zoning Ord.1.:r.L8lJ,ce,
we certainly shoul.d look at the language in the Ordinance, he said. The WOrding used
Is such &8 the word "required" and "shall be provided". Those are BQJllt of the strong
est words in the la:w. It doesn't say that thisshaJJ. be madewai1.8ble or offered
to these people in accordance with ht¥ much the traffic will bear, $15, $17 or $20
a month. The language sayS shal1 be provided and shall be required. There is a
l.a.rge segment of the population for whaD there is no one to speak today' and these
are the people living in the area of these buildings. 1U.8 infonnation, be said, is
that some of the employees of this building might walk as far as seven blocks or
a quarter of a mile to get to work, parking on the street. If they don't get there
by 7:30 a.m. to get their parking spaces they are out of luck. When street puking
1s taken by empJ.oyees of this building, it is taken away floaa the people who happen to
IIve in the area and that is in violation of the purpose and intent of the Ordinance.
He sublllitted that the government would P8¥ for the parking spaces - they would have
paid for the spaces in this case had they been told that it was part of the County
Ordinance that this parking be provided. These government leases require that the owner
of the building cauply with aU County requireJllents. This is a p&rt of the COUnty
Ordinance and must be cClllplled with unds."government leaseS. It is required to be a
part and parcel of the lot. CertainlY this building cannot be sold separate from the
pa.rldng, I!md be submitted that it could not be leased separate fran the parking. It
is aU intended to be joined together at the rate of four parking spaces per one
hundred thousand square feet of office space. If the Board were to upset the ruling
of the Zoning Administrator, what that actually results in is this -- you've got
congested streets, vacant par1dng spe.ces, (the top r81lIp is never occupied, the second
.fraD the top r&1llp is se1dclr1 occupied, so that's 165 spaces on a ramp, close to 150
parking spaces that go almost caapletely \lDoccupied in this cClllplex), people walk
long distances, and the next result is that people who are employees of the govenuaent
Y1ll go out shopping 8Dd loOking for cheaper parking, in this case - a clmrch parking
lot - to park their vehicles. The temptation woul.d be great for tl2 owners of the
building to look for non-tenants to occupy this unused parking space and be compensated
in this 1ll8nDer. From what Senator Bendbeim has said this morning, it seems that
the government employees are bearing the burden even though they occupy only a lltt1e
over fifty per cent of the building. The whole problem should have been solved at the
time of entering into the lease - the building and parking go together as a unit 
then nobody would have been out of any money. This does not mean ths.t this is not a
time to put a stop to it, it doesn't mean that Fairfax County is just beginning·;to get
the high rise buildings. This would be the time to say that the parking goes with the
lease. If we don't say it nOW', we will never be able to say it in the fUture.

The question of interpretation involves not only the main UBe, senator Bendhe1m, for
which this property was zoned, but any reasonable accessory use that follows the main
use as the law indicates. It has been pointed out by the staff that everytme real izes
that facilities of this kind are tremendously expensi".e ~construc1t and maintain-and
they have to be paid for one way or the other. There seems to be little difference
whether the price is included in the lease or charge separately for the parking service.
In ather event, scmebody is p~ for parking. This has to be considered in modern
day construction of this type of building. This accessory use seems to be'.reasoneble
and it is a free use \U1hihibi't9d, a.llawed by the law as part of the main use for wh1.ch
the building and the parking was zoned. Having been continued a.lll. of thiS time, it
would be an extreme hardship, a financial disaster, to now have to give up this Parti~
cu1.a.r source of income, primarily for one reuon -~ that the government at the time
of negotiation of the lease would not approve the price of parking in the lease.

Based on the Ordinance, Mr. Smith said. he would have to uphold the decision of the
Zoning Administrator. There are unusual factors involved here. The Ordinance is
a permissive one and does not provide for this type of parking in the zoned area.

Mr. Yeatman moved that the application be deferred for forty days and instruct the
staff to investigate the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to this application and inform
the Boe.rd of their findings. No second.

The Board adjourned for lunch, taking the matter under advisement \U1til returning.

Upon. returning, Mr. Long IDOud that the Board adopt the following resolution:

In application v-86-70, an application by Col1DDbia. Pike Limited Partnership, application
under Section 30-6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit interpretation of Fairfax
County Zoning Ordinance, Section 30-2.2.2, so as to ]jle:tmit'8.S an accessory use a charge
for use of parking spaces required under CO-H zoning, on property located at 5600
Columbia Pike, also known as tax map 62-1 «1)) 7, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long 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 a.ll applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by~laws
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of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, rollowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a publi
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 26th day of May, 1970 and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is CO~H and e·o.
3. Area of the lot is 3.8251 a.c. of land.
4. The intent of the Ordinance is to encourage off-street parking.
5. Fairf&X County has no direct control over on-street parking other than through

Its ordinances.
6. Section 30-3.10.6 of the ZOning Ordinance states "all required off-street parking

space, a.ll required off-street loading space, and all passageways and driveways
appurtenant thereto and giving access thereto shall be deemed to be required
space on the lot on which the S lime are s1tuated and shall not be encroached upon
or reduced in any manner except upon approval by the planning call1lission in either
of the two followingeircumstances only, as set forth in the findings of the
canmission: (1) Such space may be reduced by the amount to which other and
equivalent space, confonaing to the provisions of this chapter, is provided for
the use that is involved. (2) Such space Dl&y" be reduced bY' an smount which is
justified by a reduction in the size or change in the nature of the use to which
such space is appurtenant; or, with respect to off-street parking space. bY' reason
of the provision of conveniently available parking space in a parking lot estabUs d
by public author!ty. "

RCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the application be and the same is denied and the
ZOning Administrator's decision is upheld. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-1, Mr.
Yeatman voting against the motion 81 he did not agree.

Mr. Long said he wisbed to make another motion on applica.tion v-86-70 -- th&t the stat'
be instructed to _fer this to the Planning ComnisBion for recOlllnendation to the Board
of Supervisors as to whether the Ordinance shOuld be amended to all.ow a charge for
parking spaces in connection with the use. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
WILLIAM M. McLEAN, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.7 of the Ordinance, to permit
antique shop and residence, propertY' located 2631 Chain Bridge Road. Centreville
D1.trict, (..) 20.1 «1) •• s~70

I:~'I N,./ flO '17

Mr. McLean stated that be presently operates an antique shop at 2177 Chain Bridge Road
and he must move this year. He woold like to have a Special Use Permit to operate
an antique shop in this new location and he would live in the bouse. His cousin,
Charles F. Morrison, wmU.d help him with the shop, but Mr. McLean would be the sole
owner. '!'be other use permit was issued October 1, 1967 and was good for three years.
He ,-would relinquish that use permit if this one is granted.

No opposition.

Mr. Barnes asked about sight distance at the entrance to tbis property.

Mr. McLean s&1d be planned to improve the drivewfliY and would remove shrubbery and
brush at the entrance;

41-j ,"0

In appl.ication s-87\o1(O, an application by William M. ~" sppli~t1on Wlder
Section 30-7.2.6.1.7 of the Ordinance, to permit antiq shop and sidence, propertY'
located 2631 Chain Bridge Road, also known as tax map (1», countY' of
Fairfax. Mr. Long 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 appllc&ble State and County Codes and in accordance witb the by_
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and

WHIREAS, following proper notice to the public bY' advertisement in a local newspe.per.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property. owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 26th day of May, 1970, and

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

1. Owner of the property is Lowell Hembie.
2. Present zoning is HE-I.
3. Area of the lot is 40 ,859 sq. it.
4. Ccmpllance with ArticJ.e XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

AND, WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law:

L The applicant has p~sented test.1.mony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ord!n8llce, and
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2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adja·
cent land and will be in harmony with" the purposes of the car:prehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NQ(, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitattoos:

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

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

3. This a.pproval is granted for'the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
wi th this application. Any add!. tllim&l. structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional. uses, whether or not these additional. uses require a use pe:nnit, shall be
cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. Six standard parking lJP8.ces shall be provided.

5. The Land Planning Branch shall determine the entrance and exit and sight distance
on Route 123.

6. The Use Permit at 2177 Ch.a1n Bridge Road. will terminate when the applicant begins
operation in this location.

Seconded, Mr. Bs.mes. Carried unanimously.

II
GULF RESTON, INC., IqIplication under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit
continued use of existing riding stable located 2401 Reston Ay,enue, centreville Dis
trict, (RPC), 26-1 ((1)) 5, S-89-70

Mr. Richard Hobson represented the applicant. This is an application for renewaJ. of
an existing speciaJ. use permit granted June 23, 1964, he said. The applicant is
moving to request this permit in lieu of serne B1Dbiguity and without waiver of rights
under the RPC zone. Since the use permit was granted, the RPC zone has changed, and
now would a.lJ..o'W' this use as a matter of right. In any event, the applicant is asking
for an extension of the existing use. The property is 3.6161. acres on Reston Avenue
which is a major arteriaJ. cutting thrOugh the southem part of Reston. The site plan
as approved has 42 parlt1ng spaces and a 164 1 x 136' building. There will be forty
horses of which 18 are available to the public. This is a well used facility in the
County. It is part of the kind of environment ths.t Reston aJ.l aJ.ong planned to create,
where recreational facilities including use of horses woul.d be readily available to
the occupants of ths.t area or .the county. It is a good J.ocation and meets al1 require
ments of the Ordinance. The owner of the property is Gulf Reston, Inc., and Tamarack
Corporation operates it under lease from Gulf.

Mr. Koneczny, Zoning Inspector, reported that he had received no complaints regarding
this operation. He has made routine inspections and has found the facilities very
clean and the horses well taken care of.

No opposition.

Mr. Donald. Culllzdngs stated that the reason the application was made in the name of
Gulf' Reston, Inc. is because they are respons1b1e to the Board :fbr the operation of the
center. If they change the agent at the center they W01lld submit a letter to the Board.

In application 5-89-70, application by Gu1f Reston, Inc.4:and Tamarack Corporation, under
Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit oontinued use of existing riding
stable located at 2401 Reston Avenue, Centreville District, &lso known as tax map
26-1 ((1)) 5, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeattnan moved that the Board adopt
the following resolution ~

WHEREAS, the captioned applica.tion has been properly filed in a.ccordance with the re
quirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by~laws

of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s, and

WlIEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a locs.l neWSpaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning A,ppee.ls held on the 26th day of~ 1970, and

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

1. owner of the SUbject property is Gulf Reston, Inc.
2. Present zoning is RPC.
3. Area of the lot is 3.6161 acres of land.
4. Lean Majewski is President of the Tamarack corporation.

)S/
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WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

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

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character lUld developnent of the

adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the cauprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the SUbj:! ct application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limita.tions :

I

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

2. This permit is granted for three years and may be renewed by the Zoning Administrat r
at the end of this time.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall be
cause for th1.s use pe:rndt to be re-evaluated by the Board.

4. This permit shall be posted in the office of the riding stable.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unaniInously.

II
TRUSTEES OF fOCJUNT CllLVARY CHURCH, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit addition closer to property lines than a.1.lowed, located 12221 Emmett Drive,
Mt. Vernon District, (R~lO), 93-1 ((1)) 40, V-90~70

Mr. Victor Ghent stated that the lot 1s 65 ft. wide and is on a corner. It was created
in 1941. The present building is 14 ft. off Emmett Drive and 55 ft. off Quander Road.
They woul.d like to put on an addition for a meeting room and kitchen and it will not
increase the number of seats in the church. The walls of the addition would be 24.6
ft. off Enmett Drive and 10.4 ft. off the side line. There is a 3 ft. roof overhang.

Mr. Ghent showed a rendering of the proposed addition which was of brick construction.
It is a one story building, he ,said, and parking is adequate.

Reverend Albert A. Wilson, stated that the proposed addition would be a meeting
place for the young people and get them off the streets.

No opposition.

In application V-90-70, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
addition closer to property lines than allowed, 2221 Emmett Drive, also known as tax
map 93-1 ((1)) 40, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a lac al newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning ApPeals held on the 26th day of May. 1970
=d

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

L Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R·IO.
3. Area of the lot is 5/10 acre.
4. Required setback from right of way line of Emmett Drive is 35 ft.
5. Conformance with Article XI is required.

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

L The applicant has satisfied the Board that the fol.lo1ol.l.r<g physic&! conditions
~_ ,exLat"wh!ob.under & strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result

in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) narrow lot; (b) unusual
condition of location of existing building.

NCM. THEREFORE BE IT BSOLVED, that the subject applica.tion be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:
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TRUSTEES OF M:)UNT CALVARY CffiJRCH - ctd.

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

2. This variance shalJ. expire one ;year £rem this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. Proposed addition shall be constructed of brick.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanmously.

II
MRS. BARBARA s. HARVEY, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to
permdt operation of private school, located 3335 Annandale Road, Mason District, (R-IO)
60-1 «14» A, 8-41-70

The use permit was granted to Mrs. Walllngford for WaJ.J.lngford School in 1955, Mrs.
Harvey stated. She has a contract to buy the existing school based on securing a use
permit.

Mr. Smith noted that he had received a letter fran Mrs. Wallingford stating that sm
would relinquish the use pennit if it is granted to Mrs. Harvey.

Mrs. Harvey stated that she would continue the S8llle operation, having approx:lJna.tely
50 to 100 children from 9 a.m. to 12 noon or two half day sessions. The use permit
origina.ll.y was granted for 100 children.

Mrs. Wallingford stated that she applied for the use permit in 1955 but the building
plans were drawn up in 1956. There are four large classroans each of which will hold
25 students. The building was designed expecially for the school; there are no living
quarters in the school.

Mrs. Wallingford will continue as director of the school, Mrs. Harvey stated, for
as long as she wants to, and then they would hire someone to be director. The school
buses will not be parked on the property -- they are taken home by the drivers.

The Health Department had no objection to the application.

No opposition.

In application S8 41-70, application by Mrs. Barbara S. Harvey, application under Sec
tion 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to pe:mdt operation of private school, kindergar
ten and first grade, located 3335 Annandale Road, also known as tax map 60-1 «(14») A,
County of Fairrax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

WHBBEAS, the captioned application haB been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUlllic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 26th day of May, 1970,

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

1. Owner of the property is Grace Wallingford. The applic8l1t is contract purchaBer.
2. Present zoning is R·IO.
3. Area. of the lot is 37,742 sq. ft. of land.
4. Conformity with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
5. Use Pem,it for the school was granted November 22, 1955.

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

1. The applicant has presented test1Jnony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts a.s contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance,

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

Now, therefore be it resolved, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats sub
mitted with this application. Any additional structures of MY kind, changes in
use or additional uses, whether or not theSe additional uses require a use permit,
shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. This is granted for a 1ll8.X1mum of 100 students; ages 4 - 6j kindergarten through
first grade, Monday through Frid8¥, 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.

5. There will be four instructors and a director for the 100 students.

6. The rear of the property is to be enclosed with a four foot chain link fence as
shown on the plats.

7. Ten parking spaces shall be provided fOr this use.

8. The Land Planning Branch will determine adequacy of the entrance, and sight
distance on Annandale Road.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
FALLS CHURCH MOTOR HOTEL ASSOCIATES, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.10.4.1
of Ile Ordinance, to permit motor hotel and related facilities, located south side of
Arlington Boulevard, north side of South Street, approxi.ma.tely 600 ft. east of its
intersection with Annandale Road, Mason District, (CDM) 50-4 ((l)} l2A, 14, 15, s
97-70

FaJ.1s Church Motor Hotel is holding a commitment for a Holiday Inn franchise, Mr.
William Stanhagen, President of Falls Church Motor Hotel Associates, Inc., stated.
They are in the process of developing a lct7 room motor hotel and related facilities.
The Corporation obtained rezoning of the property and received unanimous .a.pproval for
that and far this use f'rom. the Planning Camnission and the Board of Supervisors.
They he.ve filed their site plan and made application for building permit and are in th
final stages of processing. There is no provision for expansion on this site.
They would probably put up a sign that would resemble the one at the Holiday Inn
at Glebe ROad, a little one. They will put up a sign that meets the requirements of
the Code.

The dog runs shown on the plat would not be allowed, Mr. smith said, as the Ordinance
requires 100 ft. separation from all property lines for the breeding and confinement
of dogs.

No opposition.

In application S-97-70, application under section 30-7.2.10.4.1 of the Ordinance, to
permit motor hote13l.d related facilities, located south side of Arlington Boulevard,
north side of South Street, approximately 600 ft. east of its intersection with
Annandale Road, also known as tax map 50-4 ((1») 12A, 14, 15, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper,posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Bo~d of Zoning Appeals held on the 26th day of May,
1970, and

WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Property is zoned CDM.
3. Area of the lot is 3.7769 acres of land.
lJ. The applicant will provide 157 parking spaces as shown on plat presented to the

Board.
5. The applicant shall comply with the site plan ordinance.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with standards
set forth in Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be d.etrimentaJ. to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted, with the following limitations:
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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 this application and
is not transferable to other land.

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

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

4. The dog kennel as shown on this plat is to be eliminated -_ dog kennel and runs,
as they are not allowed this close to property lines.

50' A six foot brick wall on South Street of the same brick as the motel, shall be
erected, and a sprinkler system as indicated by the applicant will be prOVided
to keep the grass and shrubbery green on South Street.

Are you gOing to put curb and gutter along South Street, Mr. Yeatman asked?

Mr. Ste.nhagen said their plans have been finalized and he was certain that they include
curb and gutter.

In any event, this would be taken care of under site plan, Mr. Yeatman said.

6. This is for 107 rooms plus a banquet room and dining room and a swimming pool.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4...0, Mr. Lo~'6 abstaining.

II
emus APOSTALAKOS & SUSAN SUNBURY, application under Section 30·7.2.6.1.5 of the
Ordinance, to pennit operation of beauty shop, 4212 Wadsworth Court, Fairmont Gardens
Apartments, Annandale District, (RM.2), 71·1 «3» 2, 8.88-70

Mr. Gaylord Leonard represented the applicants. The operation is dormant at this tiJne,
he stated. It has been operated under a pennit granted to E. w. Maxwell and he is no
longer operating there.

Do you have any correspondence relating to this indicating that he will relinquish
the use permit, Mr. smith asked?

No, he did not knOl( whether the county file would reflect tha.t, but they have a lease
for this same operation, Mr. Leonard said.

Did they cancel the lease to Mr. Maxwell, Mr. Smith asked~ Could the Board have a
letter indicating that he is no longer there? Do the apartment owners own the equip
ment in tie beauty shop, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Maxwell owned the equipment that he had, Mr. Leonard stated, but he moved it out.

Mr. Leonard did not have a copy of the cancellation of Mr. Maxwell's lease. A lease
has been executed and rent has been paid, but he did not have a copy of it.

The Board has to have a copy of it for the record, Mr. Smith said.

Mr. Long felt this should be deferred for further information. He moved to defer
to June 9 to give the applicant a chance to get a copy of the lease and letter from
the holder of the eXisting use permit relinquishing it to these applicants.

Seconded, Mr. Bames. Carried unanimously.

II
Mr. Smith noted a letter from Barry Murphy regarding Leewood Nursing Heme, for out of
tum hearing. The Board granted an out of turn hearing for June 16.

II

II

The Board also granted an out of turn hearing for Peoples Bank and Trust Company of
Fairfax, for June 16.

I
The meeting adjourned at 5:10 p.m.
Betty Haines, Clerk



June 9, 1970

The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held on Tuesday, June 9, 1970 at 10:00 a.m.,
in the Board Room of the County Courthouse. All
members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman;
Clarence Yeatman, Richard Long, Joseph Baker and
George Barnes.

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

Mr. Woodson presented a letter from the Northern Virginia Music Genter at Reston,
requesting renewal of their permit to allow summer music camp in Reston Park for six
weeks from June 28 to August 9 for 44 students.

Mr. Baker moved to grant the request with the same stipulations as the original permit.
Seconded, Mr. Yeatman.

When they request another extension they should notify the Board at least sixty days
in advance of June 15 next year.

Carried unanimously.

II
CHESTERBROOK-MCLEAN LITTLE LEAGUE - Letter from neighbors of the ballfield requested
that the lights on the fields be removed.

The Board asked Mr. Woodson to look into this matter to see if there was a permit for
the lights.

II
The representative for George Aldrich, first item on the agenda, did not have his
notices. The Board placed this case at the end of the agenda to allow him to dJ tain
them.

II
Letter from John Aylor, Attorney for Wills 8l1d Van Metre, Inc., requested an out of
turn hearing for a pending variance application.

This is not an emergency type of situation, Mr. Yeatman commented, therefore it
should be scheduled for July 2L Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
Letter from John Aylor, Attorney for Ewell G. Moore, Jr., gas station on Hooes Road,
requested extension of use permit granted August 1969.

Mr. Yeatman moved to grant It six months extension in accordance with recently adopted
Board policy. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
Mr. Barnes moved to approve the Board of Zoning Appeals minutes from January 13,
1970 through May 20, 1970. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
CHURCH OF THE GOOD SHEPHERD PRE SCHOOL, application under Section 30~7 .2.6.1.3 of the
Ordinance, to permit operation of" pre-school f"or 3 and 4 year oldS; 9:00 a.m. to
11 :30 a.m., Monday, Wednesday and Friday;, 9350 Braddock Road, Annandale District,
(RE-l), 69-4 ((1)) 6, 8-93-70

Rev. Jack Eby, Rector of the Church of the Good Shepherd on Braddock Road, and Mrs.
Comish were present to explain their plans to the Board.

Rev. Eby stated that Mrs. Comish is the supervisor of the schooL They would like to
open in the fall with one group of four year aIds, 20 in a class, and one group of
three year olds, fifteen to a class. They have facilities for 100 children.

Mrs. Cornish stated that the hours of operation would be from 9:00 a.m. to 11:30
a.m. The school would be sponsored by the church. There would be one teacher and
one aide for four year aIds, and one teacher and an aide for the fifteen three year
aIds. This is a new church and it was built to meet requirements for the school.

Mr. Smith noted the inspections report which said the church is ninty-eight per cent
complete and is all right f"or occupancy.

No opposition.
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In application 8-93-70, application by CHURCH OF THE GOOD SHEPHERD PRE-SCHOOL, appli
cation under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of pre
school for three and four year aIds, located 9350 Braddock Road, aJ.so known as
tax map 69-4 ((1)) 6, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appea.l.s held on the 9th day of JWle,
1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning AppealS has made the fallowing findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the Church of the Good Shepherd.
2. Present zoning is RE-l.
3. Area of the lot is 4.617 acres.
4. Compliance with requirements of Article XI will be required.

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

The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Bection 30-7.1,1 of the
Zoning Ordin8Jlce, !Uld that the use will not be detrimental to the character and
development of the adja.cent land and will be in ha.rmony with the purposes
of the comprehensive plan of land use embodied in the zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
further a.ction eX' this Bo&rd and is for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year fran this date unless construction or opera
tion has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the date of
expiration.

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

4. This is approved for a maximum of 100 students at anyone time.

5. There will be one teacher and aide for ea.ch twenty students.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried unanimously.

II
HENRY JACKSON McBRIDE, JR., application under section 30-7.2.8.1,1 of the Ordinance,
to pennit establishment and operation of dog kennel - to board and train dogs, 3801
Lees Corner Road, Centreville District, (RE-l). 35 «(1) 108, S-95-70

Mr. McBride presented a copy of his lease on the property. They have a verbal con
tract, he said, that the lease would be renewed from year to year. He would have
some removable kennels on the property to house and quarter dogs. He is a professional
dog trainer -- he trains dogs for obedience, and takes problem dogs and keeps
them for about 10 days and works with them. When the dog is returned to its owner,
he is well behaved and extremely valUable, serving as a companion or guard dog.
He would plan to keep a maximum of twenty to twenty~f1ve dogs, and scmetimes there
would be puppies too. On occaaic::') people might have a dog that they do not want
or need, and he would take the dog, give it training, and sell it for what the
training is worth. This is his f'ul1 tiJne occupation. '!'he dogs that he trains come
from Virginia, Washington and Maryland. Most of them are family dogs.

The dogs are quartered two together -- male and female -- and the runs are at
least 10 ft. in length, Mr. McBride continued. The bottom of the runs will be
sand and/or gravel because concrete is not good. for the dogs I feet.

Letter from Mr. Shelton of the Health Department stated that there was no objection
to Mr. McBride's request and proposed method of waste disposal, since this is on
138 acres.

No opposition.

)57
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Mr. McBride stated that he wished to have a maxinrum of 50 dogs at anyone time,
including puppies.

In app~ication 8-95-70, application by Henry Jackson McBride, Jr., application
under Section 30-7.2.8.1.1 of the Ordinance. to permit establishment and
operation of dog kennel - to board and train dogs, located 3801 Lees Corner Road,
Centreville District, also known as tax map 35 «1)) 108, COWlty of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long 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 aJ.J. applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning App!W, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th day of Jillle,
1970, and

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

1. Owner of the property is E. F. Steffy & Sons, Inc.
2. Present zoning is RE-1.
3. Area of the lot is 138.008 ac.
4. Compliance with Art. XI will be required.

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

The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Pennit Uses in R Districts as contained in section 30-7.1.1 of the
Ordinance, and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and develop
ment of adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive
plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

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

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

4. This is granted for a maximum of 50 dogs, including puppies, on the premises
at anyone time.

5. There will be separate housing for every two dogs and separate runs a minimum
of 5' x 10' for each shelter or confinement.

6. This use permit is granted for a one year period but may be extended by the
Zoning Administrator for two successive periods of one year each.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
CITIES SERVICE OIL C<J.lPANY, application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordi
nance, to permit erection and operation of service station, N. E. corner Pohick
and Hoces Road, Springfield District, (C-N), 97, 98 ((1)) 69, 8-96-70

Mr. JOM kylor stated that Cities Service Oil Company is the contract purchaser
in this application and he presented a copy of the contract to purchase. Citgo
would like to build this station faced with natural stone rather than the imitation
material shown on the photograph. The parcel contains about one acre and approxi
mately 26,000 sq• .teet .of this ~and will be set aside for travel by the pUblic,
leaving about 20,000 sq. ft. where the station site itself will be. This plan was
coordinated with the County staff and they feel this is the best way to control
traffic at this particular intersection.

This land was zoned Rural Business, Mr. Aylor continued, and at the time it was
rezoned, the zoning authority said it looked like they need an area in this particular
part of the County for business. The Pallin tract has been bOUght by Levitt and
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the information they have, Mr. Aylor said, is that they are proceeding to develop.
They expect that there will be no problem in having this area. populated in the near
future. Sewer line is in the Middle Rw1 draining into the main trunk line of the
Pohick and they will be in operation as soon as the entire Pohick water shed
sewer line is opened up (they contemplate July 1). There will be two freestanding
canopies at this station. meeting setback requirements,

If the property to the rear of Robinson remains Residential, would the appliceJJ.t
be willing to construct a brick wall to screen the property, Mr. Long asked?

They would prefer not to -have this type of requirement because they will have 38
ft. for maneuverability, Mr. Aylor replied. He thought there would probably be
application for connnercial zoning on that property and a brick wall would not be
necessary at that time. In the meantime they would prefer to bave a stockade fence
and the usual type of planting.

The adjacent land is shown as part of a community center which is to be developed in
the post 1980 period, Mr. Phillips explained. This is sewered in the Middle Run.

Mr. Aylor suggested changing the entrances to the bays to the front and eliJninating
the brick wall.

Mr. smith said he preferred the rear entrances.

This is a permanent operation, Mr. Yeatman said, and this is a new area. This is going
to be a very high density area in the Pohick and this should be done right.

If the adjacent property at the time they seek occupancy permit is zoned commerCial,
could the requirement for brick wall be waived, Mr. Aylor asked?

Any change in this would have to come back to the Board, Mr. Smith advised.

No opposition.

Mr. Phillips stated that the adopted Plan shows HODeS and Pohick Roads as arterial
highways 120' - 160' ft. right of way.

The Board recessed the hearing to discuss this with Mr. Chilton after lunch.

II
GERALD E. AND CAROL M. COFFEY, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to
permit existing garage to remain closer tocproperty line than allowed, 1105 Clover
Drive, Dranesville District, (BE 0.5), 21-3 ((10)) 39, V-99~70

Mr. WEWne Camer, attorney, represented the applicants. The applicants are seeking
permission to allow this enclosed carport to remain in the position as shown on the
plat, he said. This was built by the owner prior to the existing owners. He
presented an affidavit from Captain Mollenoff as to what occurred on this property.
When the Coffeys purchased this property, they had ho knowledge of any violation.

No apposition.

Mr. Comer presented a letter from a contiguous property owner in favor of the
application, signed by Mrs. Mull.igan.

In application V-99-70, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to
permit existing garage to remain closer to property line than allowed, located 1105
Clover Drive, also known as tax map 21·3 ((10)) 39, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

AND WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th day of June
1970, and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is BE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot is 15,519 sq. ft.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of la.w:

1. That the Board has found tha.t non-compliance was the result of an error in the
location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a building permit, and

LJJ
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2. Tha.t the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose of the
Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of' other
property in the immediate vicinity.

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted. Seconded, Mr. Bames. Carried 4~o, Mr. Yeatman out of the room.

~e Board returned to the application of CITIES SERVICE OIL COMPANY, rece,,,d j'
earlier in the day.

Mr. Chilton stated that the Pohick Plan does not specify specific distanceS for these
roads, but the legend indicates 120'-160' in width on the adopted plan. He recommende
that the radius at the corner be pulled back eliminating the sharp angle in the tra£fi
lane. With respect to the brick wall, that should run up as close to Pohick Road as
possible and still provide good sight distance.

In application 8-96-70, application by Cities Service Oil Company, application
under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to permit erection and operation of
service station, northeast corner Pohick and Hooes Road., also known as tax map
97, 98 ((1)) 69, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re_
quirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the by~

laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property,. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appea.J.s held on the 9th day of June, 1970,
and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is Vincent B. Welch, et al.
2. Present zoning is C-N.
3. Area of the lot is 1.0005 ac. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI of the Zoning Ordinance will be required.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit uses in C or I districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 in the
Zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental. to the character and development of the ad
jacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

N<7t1, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby I
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 this application
and is not transferable to other land.

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

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

4. Bays for the station will open to the rear of the station.

5. A standard six foot brick wall should be erected ahong the easterly property
line.

6. Entrance and curb returns shall be revised in accord with provisions of the
Land Planning Branch.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
DALLAL R. DAVID - Deferred to June 16 at the applicant's request.

II
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June 9, 1970

NATIONAL MEMORIAL PARK - Deferred frOlll May 12 - Deferred again at the applicant's
request, to June 16, 1970.

II
JONES POINT APARTMENTS, application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit erection and operation of sewage pumping station, Huntington Avenue,
adjacent to Route 1, at dead end of Hunting Creek Road, Lee District, (CRMH)
83-' ((1)) 58A, 8-94-70

Request from the applicant's attorney, Mr. John T. Hazel, Jr., to defer the
application in accordance with the Planning Commission and Site Selection Committee
request, until after October 1970.

Mr. BarneS so moved. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
GEORGE ALDRICH. application under Section 30-6.6 of the OrdinW1ce, to permit
Construction of garden wall over 4 ft. high beyond building restriction line,
2203 Martha's Road, Mt. Vernon District, (R-17) 93-3 ((4)) 112, V-92~70

No one was present to represent the applicant. The Board proceeded to the next
item.

II

August 4 was set up as the only meeting for the BZA in August.

II
FAIRFAX COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.6 of the
Ordinance, to permit erection and operation of ptunping station, located On Telegraph
Road near the intersectiOn of Telegraph and Back1ick Road, Lee District, 99 ((1))
31, (RE-l), 8-102-70

Mr. John E. Behrend from the County Department of Public Works, stated that this
proposed pumping station will be located on a small parcel wi thin the Robinson
property. It will serve drainage areas of Pohic~ and Accotink Creek and will
replace the Newington shown above this. The pond is about a half mile north of
this point and is presently in operation. They do have a problem in the area __
the extension and improvement program has provided sewer to more homes than anti
cipated. The earliest this project couJ.d be completed WOUld be early spring or
late winter. This is being advertised for bids pending approval of this Board
and will require a permit. Construction time on this particular project will be
eight months. These plans have been approved by the State Water Control Board
and is part of the overall project to eliminate the problems in the northeastern
part of the County.

Why not have more lagoons to take care of these problems, Mr. Baker asked?

Lagoons are a problem in the w~ of excessive maintenance and operation costs, Mr.
Behrend stated. Any pond or lagoon serving more than 100 families must be approved
by the state and at this point in the urbanized areas of the state they are taking
a dim view of the lagoons.

Is the Accotink dispOSal plant in operation, Mr. Yeatman asked?

The plant is ready for operation, Mr. Behrend replied, however, the tunnel that
will carry sewage to this plant is not ready at this time. The building Shown
on this plat is 50' 8" x 31' 8" and has a small wet well building. It will be
brick exterior with a flat roof. This plant will serve a drainage basin of 3,460
aCres and it is estimated that the ultimate population will be 38,000 people. Initial
design will give a capacityof' four million gallons a dB\Y peak. This will not be
required until 1985. There are three pumps that alternate. At this time they
are assured by VEPCO that there is a dual electricity source from two terminals
that do not cross. They do not plan to incorporate the diesel standby pump until
they get closer to the design. The noise fa.etor from any of their plants is very
minimal. The plant propOSed would be comparable in size to the one at CIA in Langley.

Mrs. Frances Nebbitt, adjacent property owner, asked several questions regarding
the proposed plant. Are lines being laid for water, sewer and gas east of Route
611 on the left side going toward Route 11 (Mr. Behrend said he could not answer
that question.) Are other lines anticipated in the future either going to or from
Pohick Estates? (The trunk line will serve this entire long range shed, Mr. Behrend
said.) If 300 town houses are built above them, are the big lines going to come
on the west side of Accotlnk Run? (No, these would flow into Dogue Creek plant at
Such time as it has capacity, Mr. Behrend stated.)

If a st8Jl.dby line is not used. what would happen, Mr. Long asked?

There are four pumps, Mr. Behrend explained. Anyone ci: these pumps initially
will handle the flow. With two sources of power, they have eight possibilities of
handling the sewage. The wet well itself has considerable capacity. All of the
pumps are rigged up with a. high water alarm.

LU-,-
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June 9, 1970

FAIRFAX COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Ctd.

In application S-102-70, application by the Fairfax COW1ty Beard of Supervisors,
application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection and
operation of pumping station, located on Telegraph Road near the intersection of
Telegraph and Backlick Road, also known as tax map 99 ((1)) 37, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution :

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

WHEREAS, f'ollowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th day
of' June, 1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the f'ollowing findings of fact:

L Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE-I.
3. Area of the lot is 0.5003 ac. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI will be required.
5. This is part of the overall COW1ty plan for sewer improvement.
6. The Stat~ Water Control Board has approved this installation.
7. There is not to be any by-pass line to this pumping station.

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

The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30~7.l.l of the Zoning
Ordinance, and the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of
the adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purpose of the comprehensive
plan of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

L 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 this appli
cation and is not transf'erable to other land.

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

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

4. The building is to be approximately 51' x 22', brick exterior, and will
pump approximately four and one tenth million gallons of sewage per day, and have
a total electrical supply from two independent sources with further standby power
supply when deemed appropriate.

5. There should be a six foot chain link fence interlaced with screening
material as approved by the Land Planning Branch.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
CHRIS APOSTALAKOS & SUSAN SUNBURY - deferred from May 26, 1970 - Mr. Gaylord Leonard
presented a copy of the lease, and a letter from Shannon and Luchs stating that there
is no longer a lease to Mr. E. W. Maxwell, former operator of the beauty shop in
question. The hours of operation, Mr. Leonard stated, would be from 9 to 6 except
on Friday when it would be from 9 a.m. to 10 p.m. They would be closed on Sundays.

No opposition.

In application s-88-70, an application by Chris Apostalakos and Susan Sunbury, appli
cation under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of beauty
shop, 4212 Wadsworth Court, Fairmont Gardens Apartments, also known as tax map 71-1
((3)) 2, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long 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 COWlty Codes, and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEBEAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
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June 9, 1970

CHRIS AP03TALAKOS & SUSAN SUNBURY Ctd.

posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th day of June, 1970, and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is Fairmont Associates,
2, Present zoning is RM-2.
3. The property contains 21 acres.
4. Compliance with Article XI will be required.

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

L The applicant has presented testimony indicating compli6J1ce with Standards for
Special Use FerDit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance and that the use will not be detrimental to the character and development
of adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT J:SOLVED, that the subject application be and the slUlle is
hereby granted, with the following limitations:'

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

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

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

4. There will be a maximum of four chairs, and two operators, Monday through Saturday
9 a.m. to 6 p.m. except on Friday - 9 a.m. to 10 p.m.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously. 4-0 (Mr. Baker out of the room)

II
The Chairman again called the case of GEORGE ALDRICH - Mr. Don Hawkins was present
to represent the applicant.

Mr. Hawkins stated that he is the architect in this case and there is an addition
already under construction. The purpose of the wall is to provide a small seating
space in the front of the house.

This is not a criteria for granting a variance, Mr. Smith stated.

The lots in Hollin Hills are very irregular lots, Mr. Hawkins stated, and there are
terraces in the front and on the sides. The houses are sited irregularly on the lots.
This is lUI old house and they are putting on a siZable addition. The wall would be 8
ft. above grade at its highest point.

No opposition.

In application V-92-10, application by George Aldrich, application under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construction of garden wall over 4 ft. high beyond
building restriction line, 2203 Martha's Road. also known as tax map 93-3 ((4)) 112,
County of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Long 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 COWlty Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th day of JWle, 1910 and

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

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-17.
3. The lot contains 18,791 sq. ft. of land.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conalusionS of law:

LUI,..)



June 9, 1970

GEORGE ALDRICH - Ctd.

The applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist which
under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of the land end/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be !Uld the same is hereby
denied.

Seconded, Mr. Bames. Carried unanimously. I

I
1-J'I-'1(7

<'----7:>~ /7 r?~
The meeting adjourned at 3:25 p.m. ~~
By Betty Haines, Clerk
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appeals was held at 10:00 a.m.
on Tuesday, June 16, 1970 in the Board
Roam of the County Administration BUil
ding. All members were present: Mr.
Daniel Smith, Chairman; Mr. Clarence
Yeatman, Mr. Richard Long, Mr. Joseph
Baker, and Mr. George Barnes, who
arrived late.

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

w. HOWARD ROOKS, application under Section 30-7.2.9.1.7.1 of the Ordinance, to
permit operation of real estate office with six employees, located 8105 Little
River Turnpike, Annandale District, (R-17), 59-4 ((10)) 4, S-98-70

Mr. Smith noted a request from the Planning Commission for deferral until after
JUly 16 to permit the Commission an opportunity to review the application. Also,
he noted letters from attorney for the applicant, John L. Scott, and C. Douglas
Adams, attorney representing the Fairfax Hills Citizens Association in opposition,
concurring in the applicant's request for deferral.

Mr. Adams requested that the application be deferred to a date as early as possible
in the meeting.

Mr. Baker moved to defer to July 21 for 10:20 a.m. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman.
Carried unanimouslY.

II
The Board discussed a complaint by Mr. and Mrs. Jacob Fisher regarding the noise
problem at Old Virginia City. Mr. Woodson said that he would keep a check on the
operation on week ends.

II
FAIRFAX COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY, application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordi
U8Jlce, to pennit construction of well house and 5,000 gal. water storage tank,
located behind 339 and 341 Chesapeake Drive, Dranesville District, (RE-2), 8 ((6))
E, S-100-70

Mr. Harry Bicksler, Jr., Director of General Services, Fairfax County Water Authority,
and Mr. Fred Griffith represented the applicant.

They have received an easement from the Riverside Manor Citizens Association, Mr.
Bicksler stated, the owners of the property. This will be an additional facility.
They have one well there which was approved in 1956. The 5,000 gallon tank is for
storage and pressure. There are about 54 lots in this subdivision and possibly
20 of them are developed. The existing well has been what they don't consider
adequate and they would like to provide additional water services as the subdivision
develops.

The well that is there, Mr. Griffith stated, came in at about 25 gallons per minute
when it was drilled and that would take care of 20 to 25 normal houses, but these
homes are quite large and they all have swimming pools. This well has dropped
back to 18 gallons a minute now and they do need another well to serve the other
20 homes to be built.

(Mr. Barnes arrived.)

The Board of Supervisors has waived the fire protection requirements in this area,
Mr. Griffith continued, and someday these homes will be tied into the regular system
and these sitaswill be abandoned and revert back to the Riverside Manor Citizens
Association. This will be a red brick building.

The property is heavily wooded, Mr. Bicksler added, and they will have to remove some
of the trees to put in the building.

No opposition.

Mr. Smith read a letter from Dr. Kelley stating that the Site Selection Committee
had recommended approval of the application. Letter from the Planning Commission
also requested approval.

In application S-100-70, Fairfax County Water Authority, application under Section 30-7.
2.2.1.5 of the Ord., to permit construction of well house and 5,000 gal. water storage
tank, located behind 339 and 341 Chesapeake Drive, Dranesville District, (RE-2), tax map
8 ((6)) E, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

LOJ



June 16, 1970

FAIRFAX COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY - Ctd.

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals, and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is Riverside Manor Community Association, Inc.
and the Water Authority ms an easement.

2. Present zoning is RE-2.
3. Area of the lot is 10,000 sq. ft.
4. Compliance with Article XI will be re'luired.
5. On June 15 the County Site Selection Committee approved the site.
6. On June 15 the Planning Commission recommended approval.

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

The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance,

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

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

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

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

4. The building is to be constructed of red brick.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
NORTHERN VIRGINIA RAC~UET CLUB, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance, to permit variance of 49 ft. from right of way line of #66, for erection
of temporary air structure to cover two outdoor tennis courts during winter
season, (Oct. thru Apr.) located 2650 Gallows Road, Providence District, (I-P)
49-2 ((1») l3A, V-IOl-70

Mr. Richard Chess, attorney, represented the applicant. He stated that he is Vice
President of the Northern Virginia Racquet Club, Inc.

They have a facility in existence comprised of four indoor tennis courts and four
outdoor tennis courts adjacent to Route 66. They have had a terrific demand for
indoor courts and have considered the possibility of attempting to expand, however,
it is economically not feasible. They have considered the possibility of
putting up an air structure to cover two of the outdoor tennis courts. They have
gone to Pittsburg and New York and looked at this type of cover and have been very
satisfied with them. These structures usually last from twelve to fifteen years.
They are planning to use it for ten years. The dimensions will be approximately 100'
x 120' and would cost about $50,000.

No opposition.

In application V-IOl-70, application of Northern Virginia Racquet ClUb, Inc., appli
cation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit variance of 49 ft. from right
of way line of Route 66, for erection of temporary air structure to cover two outdoor
tennis courts during winter season (OCtober through April), located 2650 Gallows Road,
Providence District, also known as tax map 49-2 ((1» l3-A, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
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June 16, 1970

NORTHERN VIRGINIA RACQ.UET CLUB, INC. - Ctd.

pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 16th day of June, 1970,

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

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is I-P.
3. Area of the lot is 2.670 acres of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be necessary.

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

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

(a) especially narrow lot;
(b) unusual condition of location of existing buildings;

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

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific st~ ture or
structures indicated in 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 or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This cover will be utilized only from October 1 to May 1 of each year.

4. The existing trees will be maintained as much as possible to provide screening.

~econded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
Mr. Woodson reported that he had received a letter from someone regarding the Hayfield
Farm Swim Club, Inc. asking for a review of the use permit issued to the Association.

Mr. Woodson should check into this, the Board agreed, and see if there are conditions
existing which could be corrected by his office.

II
NATIONAL MEMORIAL PARK, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
erection of fence not to exceed 6 feet in height, corner Lee Highway and West St.,
and Lee Highway and Hollywood Road, Providence District, (R-12.5), 50-1 ((1)) 30,
v-66-70, (deferred from May 12)

Mr. CharleS Radigan, attorney representing the applicant, stated that for 150 ft.
along each corner the trees and hedge have been removed, and they propose to put
up a wrought iron fence two feet above the height allowed. The fence would not
exceed six feet at any point. The fence is four feet high and where the ground
rises and falls, a brick base would be provided to keep the fence unifonn height
all along. They are trying to benefit the persons buried in the park, to close
this off from the pUblic. In addition, they hope to make this an attractive fence
and this would definitely be an improvement over the hedge which was inpenetrable
as far as sight distance was concerned.

1
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The Highway Department caused these hedges to be removed because they were inter
fering with the traffic and sight distance, Mr. Smith said, and to allow a six
foot fence to be constructed through a variance, he could not agree with. This is
one of the most heavily traveled intersections in the County and increasing
tremendously. This additional two feet is being requested purely for esthetic
purposes and for no other reason.

The fence would not violate the requirements of the Ordinance regarding sight
distance, Mr. Radigan stated. This statement waS verified by Mr. Long who made the p1a s.

In application v-66-70, an application by NATIONAL MEMORIAL PARK, application under
Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of fence not to exceed six feet
in height, corner Lee Highway and West Street and Lee HighWay and Hollywood Road,
also known as tax map 50-1 ((1)) 30, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followirg resolution:

I

If a variance is granted on the corners, Mr. Smith
for such a fence all the way around the cemetery.
granting the variance on the corners.

No opposition.

said, they might get a request
This is another reason for not



June 16, 1970

NATIONAL MEMORIAL PARK - Ctd.

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 16th day of June,
1970 and

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

1. Owner of the SUbject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 92.99 ac. of land.

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

The applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist which under
a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land/and or buildings involved.

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

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

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

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

I
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Mr. Yeatman and Mr. BarneS
voted against" the motion.
case.

voted in favor of the motion. Mr. Baker and Mr. Smith
Mr. Long abstained, as his firm drew the plats for this

Motion failed for lack of a majority. The application was denied.

II
FRANCIS J. McCLOSKEY, JR., D. D. S., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordi
nance. to permit erection of garage and storage closer to street than allowed, 8504
Fort Hunt Road, Mt. Vernon District, (R-12.5), 102-4 ((12)) (1) 2, V-72-70 (de
ferred from May 19)

Dr. McCloskey described his experiences in entering and exiting from his present
driveway onto Fort HUnt Road and stated that he wished to build a garage on the
other side of his house, and make a new driveway onto Old Stage Road. They
cannot put a garage for two cars on the Fort Hunt Road. side. They moved into the
house in 1963 and at that time they only had. one driver in the house besides he
and his wife. Now, altogether they have five drivers.

Mr. Smith said he felt this condition was general throughout the SUbdivision;
all of the people living on corner lots have the same problem. The Board is
authorized to grant minimum relief and this request is for maximum relief. A
carport could be built which could extend into the minimum side yard five feet.

Maybe the Board should defer action and take a look at the property, Mr. Yeatman
suggested.

Woul.d. the Highway Department allow another curb cut for this corner lot, Mr.
Smith asked?

He had not checked with the Highway Department, Dr. McCloskey stated.

I

I
Mr. Smith suggested extending the existing driveway around behind the house
exiting on Old Stage Road, putting a carport where the existing driveway is
This would help the problem in getting out on Fort Hunt Road.

and

Mr. Rufus Woody, President of the Riverside Gardens Civic Association, appeared in
opposition.

Mr. Smith read. a letter from Mrs. William Rife, adjacent property owner, in
opposition to the request.

I



June 16, 1970

FRANCIS J. McCLOSKEY - Ctd.

269

Dr. McCloskey again reviewed the traffic hazards involved in turning into his driveway
or getting out of it.

I
Mr. Barnes
that would
Mr. Baker.

II

moved to defer to July 21 for Dr. Mccloskey to
not require such a large variance, and to have

Carried unanimously.

try to work out a solution
his plans revised. Seconded,
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PEOPLES BANK & TRUST COMPANY OF FAIRFAX, application under Section 30-6.6 of the
ordinance, to permit installation and occupancy of temporary banking facility waiving
the 50 ft. front setback requirement, 1900 Elkins Street, Mount Vernon District,
(C-N), 102-J ((1)) 44D, V-110-70

Mr. Edward S. Holland, engineer, represented the applicant. Mr. Eugene alm1 was also
present.

Mr. SJnith noted receipt of a copy of application to the State corporation Commission
by Peoples Bank and Trust Company, to establish a branch bank to be known as Fort
Hunt Branch, extended to July 1, 1970.

This project has been Wlderway since 1968, Mr. Holland stated. Because of the Wl
settled money conditions and numerous other things, the owner has been unable to
provide the bank with the facilities that are needed and anticipated to have been
built by now. The location of the temporary building would allow the erection of the
permanent structure without interference between the two. The owner has an agree
ment in writing with southland Corporation to use a portion of the 7-Eleven parking
lot which is now in place for employee parking on the basis that the heaviest periods
of use at the store facilities do not occur during banking hours.

Mr. Olmi said he did not have a copy of the lease frOO! Dr. Coker with him.

No opposition.

The Board recessed the hearing to allow the applicant to obtain a copy of the lease
for the record.

II
PROORESSIVE CARE, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.8 of the Ordinance, to
continue operation as a nursing home Wlder new management, all operations to be as
previously done, 7120 Braddock Road, Mason District, (RE-l), 71-3 ((8» lOA, 3-108-70

Mr. Barry Murphy stated that Progressive Care, InC. is a Delaware Corporation, now
domesticated in the State of Virginia.

Mr. Dan Brown, Vice President of Progressive Care, Inc., stated that he personally
domesticated the corporation two or three months ago. They have completed the purchase
of the nursing home and the deed is on record. They have an occupancy permit and Mr.
Dalton, to WhOOI the permit is issued, would make all necessary corrections to the
property as required by the Inspections report.

Mr. Murphy assured the Board that these corrections would be made. He wOUld like
to get everything done and come back to the Board July 21 to have the permit trans
ferred to the applicant.

Mr. Baker moved to defer to July 21 at the applicant's request. Seconded, Mr. Yeat
man. Carried Wlanlmously.

II
The Board adj ourned for lunch.

II
Upon reconvening, the Board reopened the case of Peoples Bank and Trust Company of
Fairfax.

The Board is in receipt of a copy of the lease on the property which rtUlS to May
27, 1972, Mr. Smith stated.

In application V-1IO-70, an application by Peoples Bank and Trust Company of Fairfax,
application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit installation and
occupancy of temporary banking facility, waiving the 50 ft. front setback requirement,
located 1900 Elkins Street, also known as tax map 102-3 ((1)) 44n, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:
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WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with by
laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning AppealS, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a publi
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 16th d1l\Y" of June, 1970,

AND WHE:REAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is Fort Hunt Shopping Center, Inc., Dr. Joseph D. Coker;
the applicant is lessee.

2. Present zoning is C-N.
3. Area of the lot is 49,405 Silo ft. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI will be required.
5. The bank must commence operation prior to J~1y 1, 1970.
6. The permanent structure was to have been completed prior to this date.

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

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reason
able use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) this is a temporary use during
construction of permanent facilities, not to exceed a two year period.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be approved with the
following limitations:

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

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

3. A temporary occupancy permit is to be obtained prior to utilization of the
temporary structure.

4. This temporary structure is not to be utilized after May 27, 1972.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
DALLAL R. DAVID, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
construction in minimum side yard and permit construction of accessory building in
front yard, 1255 Crest Lane, Dranesville District, (HE-I) 31-2 ((1)) 23, v-63-70

(Deferred from June 9 for new plats.)

Mr. Stuart Liss,Architect, represented the applicant wh.o was also present.

Mr. Liss stated that Mrs. David acquired the property about a year ago and took
title to it last December. She had plans drawn for remodeling the existing house
at a cost of $60,000 to $70,000 so she decided to abandon the remodeling and
construct a new home on the property, converting the existing house to a guest
house. She planned the new residence close to the river and included a garage
beneath the hOUSe but found there was not enough fiat area to permit a turnaround
there. She found the best location for the garage would be on the street side,
opposite the river side. This necessitated a variance for accessory building
in the front yard. The gUl st house would be used for guests and for maid's quarters.

Is there any proposal to divide this lot into two parcels, Mr. Smith asked?

No, Mr. Liss replied.

The Board discussed the variance on the garage and Mr. Liss agreed to bring the
garage into confonnity with Ordinance requirements.

Would he be able to construct a garage in the front yard, Mr. Smith asked?

As long as he is 75 ft. back, Mr. Woodson stated, he can construct it. The breeze
way wo~d have to be removed and have no connection between the house and garage.

In application V-63-70, an application by Dallal R. David, under Section 30-6.6 of
the Ordinance, to permit construction in minimum side yard and permit construction
of accessory building in front yard, located 1255 Crest Lane, also known as tax
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DALLAL R. DAVID - Ctd.

map 31-2 «1» 23, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the 30ard of Zoning Appeals held on the 16th day of
June, 1970 and

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

L Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is HE-I.
3. Area of the lot is 2.75451 acres of land.
4. The existing dwelling will be a guest house and the applicant stipulated there

would not be further divisions of this property into two parcels.
AND~, the Board of Zoning Appeals tas reached tne ~ollowing conclusions of
law:

L The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of
the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: (a) exceptionally
narrow lot; topographic conditions of the land; unusual condition of the location
of the existing building;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the S8me is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or structures
indicated on plats included with this application only and is not transferable
to other land or to other structures on the S8me land.

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

Cll..

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.
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II
The meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m.
By Betty Haines, Clerk

~~~ ~Cllainnan
_____--C?c.::-~/~<f-c-~7LfD'___ Date



The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appeals was held at 10:00 a.m.,
on Tuesday. June 23, 1970 in the Board
Room of the County Administration Buil
ding. All members were present: Mr.
Daniel Smith, Chairman; Mr. George Barnes,
Mr. Richard Long, Mr. Joseph Baker and
Mr. Clarence Yeatman.

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

VILLA A~UATIC CLUB, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to
permit horseshoe courts, shuffleboard courts, ping pong tables and jUdges stand,
located north end of Andes Drive, Springfield District, (R-12.5), 57-3 ((7)) A. S
103-70

Mr. James SanMartino stated that the architect was supposed to present the case
but in his absence, he would try to tell the Board what they plan to do. The original
permit was issued in 1962. They propose now to expand to put in horseshoe courts,
shuffleboard courts, ping pong tables and a judges' stand on top of the pump house
for jUdging swim metes. dives, etc.

Mr. Smith said he had inspected the property and he knew that they had 137 parking
spaces originally. The Board should have an updated plat, he said, to show the
existing parking as it is nOW shown on the plat before the Board.

Mr. SanMartino said he would furnish the Board with a copy of' the plat including the
parking.

No opposition.

In application S-103·70, application by Villa Aquatic ClUb, to permit horseshoe courts,
shuf'fleboard courts. ping pong tables and judges stand. located north end of Andes
Drive. also known as tax map 57-3 ((1)) A. County of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Long
moved that the Board approve the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 23rd day of June, 1970, and.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has made the following f'indings of fact:

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 5.74256 ac. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI will be required.
5. The original use permit was granted December 4, 1962.

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

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

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adj
acent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the zoning Ordinance.

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

1. 1his approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
further action of' this Board, and is for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.
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2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

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

5. This is granted f'or a maximum 400 family membership with 137 standard parking
Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

4. All of the provisions of the original use permit must be complied with.

I
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The Board requested that the applicant provide them with a copy of the new plat show
ing the parking spaces on the property.

II
JOHN EDWARD CROUCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to

permit addition to Brentwood Academy, for 125 children, ages 2 thru 8, 3724 Nalls
Road, Mount Vernon District, (R-17) 101-4 ((1)) 62, s-104-70

Mr. Crouch stated that he lives in the building shown on the plat and he has a school
in the lower part of that building. He proposes to erect another building for school
purposes 61 feet from this building. The new one will be 66 ft. x 36 ft. and will be
split foyer. It will have the appearance of a house.

Do you plan to sell any part of your property, Mr. Smith asked?

No, this will be used for school and living purposes, Mr. Crouch replied. He plans
to fence the entire property. The pla,y area will be in the back.

Wasn't there some controversy at the time of the original hearing regarding the condition
of the street, Mr. Yeatman asked?

I

That has been corrected to some extent, Mr. Crouch replied, but there is still some
dust there. Several homes have been for sale during the past year and cars are going
in and out all the time. The road was said to be a private road but since that time
the State has taken it over. They graded the road, plowed it up and have put stone
on it. The proposed building will be brick faced and cinder block on the back and sides, ainted.

(At this point the Chairman and Clerk of the Board had to leave the meeting to testify
in court. The following is taken from the recording of the meeting:)

Mr. Yeatman, Vice Che,irman, took the Chair.

No opposition.

In application S-104-70, an application by John Edward Crouch, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of the Ordinance, to permit addition to Brentwood School for 125 children, ages two
through eight, on property located at 3724 Nalls Road, also known as tax map
101-4 ((1)) 62, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letterS to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals, held on the 23rd day of June, 1970, and

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

L
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
Present zoning is R-17.
The area of the lot is 4.293 ac. of land.
Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required.
A use permit for a nursery school through second grade was granted on this
property August 16, 1967.
Public sewer and water are available to serve this property.

I

I

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

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

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance,

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or operation
has started, or unless renewed by action of' this Board prior to date of expiration.
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]. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,~1ange in use or
additional uses, wh€ther or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall
be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this 30ard.

!~ There shall be a maximur:J. of 125 students ages 2 through 8, five days a week,
7 a.m. to 6 p.m.

5. The entire rear portion of the property shall be enclosed with a 4 ft. chain
link fence from the rear of the dwelling to the rear property line.

6. There shall be a minimwn of 18 standard parking spaces.

7. The proposed building shall be constructed of brick and shall be of Colonial
design,

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Baker questioned the fencing requirement for cbain link fence.

That's what we do at all of the schools, Mr. Long said.

Mr. Crouch said he did not want a chain link fence in the area of the woods. He
wanted a non-flammable fence in the woods.

!>'lr. Yeatman said the tJllle of fence described by Mr. Crouch was what is cOl':ll!lonly known
as a "turkey ,,,ire" fence. It's a welded wire fence.

Where it can be seen, Mr. Crouch said, he wOQld put the chain link fence which would
look better, but in the woods he would rather put the other tJllle of fence.

This was acceptable to Mr. Long and Mr. Barnes. The motion was amended
to read "metal fence". Motion to grant carried 4-0.

II
WERNER KREBSER, M. D., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
variance on frontage requirements on Beach Mill Road, ll320 Beach Mill Road, Dranes
ville District, (RE-2), 2 ((2)) A, V-l05-70

Representative for the applicant stated that the doctor has a contract for sale on
Outlot A. As it exists now in the subdivision it cannot be built upon because of
the lack of adequate frontage so he is requesting a waiver on frontage on Beach
Mill Road so that they can obtain the building permit. 225 ft. of frontage is
required on a corner lot and this one has 175 ft. The people who have the contract
to buy the l8Jld are Mr. and Mrs. Nick Martin who intend to build their own personal
residence there. It will meet all the setback requirements. She is the doctor's
administrative secretary, she said, and she did not know what type of house would
be built. The plat is recorded and notes that the outlot cannot be built upon
because it lacks the proper amount of frontage, Wlless they obtain a variance.
At the time the road went in, that was prior to the plat on the subdivision, md
it was thought they were going to have two acre lots in the area. They had shortly
after that people who w8Jlted five acre lots so they platted and subdivided in five
acres and were left with the outlot. Nobody uses the easement, and it would only
serve one lot and that's Mrs. Brown who still has egress from Beach Mill Road.

The easement could be vacated, Mr. Long suggested.

The plat notes that no building permit will be issued on this lot, Mr. Barnes stated,
and the applicant knew this before. Why do they have to have it with all of these
other lots? This is just something that the applicant will have to live with, as
far as he is concerned, Mr. Barnes said.

ThiS would leave two acres on a County road that they can't do anything With, the
applicant's representative said.

If they vacate the easement, they could build a house as a matter of right as it
would then become an interior lot, several members suggested.

The cul-de-sac was there when this subdivision was made, the representative said.

Did the applicant create the subdivison, Mr. Yeatman asked'?

He was one of those who created it, yes, the representative replied.

The problem was created by the applicant, Mr. Yeatman stated, and they ·should take
care of this problem. He did not see how the Board could grant a var:iance on the lot
when the applicant originally agreed there would be no building· on this lot as so
situated.
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WERNER KREBSER, M. D. ~ Ctd.

Mr. Nick Martin, the person who has the contract to purchase the lot, stated that he
intends to build a nice home.

Are you in the real estate business, Mr. Yeatman asked?

He is a salesman, Mr. Martin said, and he intends to build a house for himself on this
particular lot, probably a $35,000 house. The frontage includes a road which goes
nowhere. Probably the road could be vacated to satisfy the County's concern.

No opposition.

In application V-I05-70, an application by Werner Krebser, M. D., application
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to penuit variance on frontage require
ments on Beach Mill Road, property located at 11320 Beach Mill Road, also known as
te.x map 2 ((2») A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Long 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 COWlty Codes and in accordance '...ith the
by-laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of ZOning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 23rd day of June, 1970 and

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

L Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE-2.
3. Area of the lot is 2 ac. of land.
4. A minimum of 200 ft. frontage is required.
5. The parcel of land is shown as a restricted outlot of Beach Mill Hills subdivision.

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

1. The applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist which
under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordin8Jlce would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of the land involved:

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

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously 4-0.

II
CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.5.1.1
of the Ordinance, to permit construction and operation of hospital 8Jld r'elated
facilities, 13815 Braddock Road (opposite Centreville Elementary School), (RE-l),
Centreville District, 54-4 ((1)) 94, pt. 96, S-106-70

The Board recessed for fifteen minutes to await Mr. Smith's return from Circuit Court.

Mr. Barnes Lawson represented the applicant. They have bElen working for a period of
two years to locate a hospital in the Centreville area, he said, and they think now
they have the proper location and would have the right people to make this a reality.
This is to be a private hospital but they think different in the sense that it is to
be a community hospital. They have been working with the people in the neighborhood
and in the general Centreville area. There are no hospitalS in this area. Over
the period they have been working on their plans, they have been fortunate enough to
have citizens and neighborhood input and they have members of the community on the
Board of Directors. They are offering their stock in the community and they intend
for this to be a facility that will service the people of Centreville and the general
surroundings. This property is shown on the Bull Run master plan -- it was originally
shown as a holding zone -- but on the second phase of the master plan this land is
shown for 150' forty units to the acre high rise. In the several years tbey have
been working on this, they have evaluated numerous locations and they finally came
uP with this location which is on Braddock Road just off Lee Highway at its inter
section in Centreville with Route 28. They feel it is the most appropriate location
they could have selected.

(The Chairman and the Clerk returned to the Board Room.)

Mr. Smith took the Chair.

As evidence of the community feeling about this project, Mr. Lawson continued, they
have some 300+ signatures of citizens and residents of the conununity and some 30
signatures of doctors who wOUld be desirous of using this hespital.

LIJ
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This is a hospital that will provide all of the services that are needed for a
community hospital, Mr. Lawsoncontinued. They are asking for a total of 267 beds,
the building would be a total of five stories plus an auditorium conference level,
and of course, the elevator penthouse. The first phase would consist of the first
three floors and would have a total of 123 beds in it. They provide on the de
velopment plan for 333 parking spaces. They have tried to evaluate all of the
needs of the community and of a competent hospital to serve 'the community and
feel that they have incorporated those things in this proposal. They have been
to the Board of Supervisors and have had allocated to them the necessary sewer
taps to service this property. They have talked with all of the people they feel
would be interested as to what is the proper location, the type of services that
are needed, and in the pictures presented, they are going to a circular type of
unit. The people interested in this hospital have made exhaustive studieS of
the type of hospital they should have and finds this far superior to other types
of hospital construction from economy, service, activities and a very beneficial
development for a hospital concept. They hope that if they are successful today
to be underway before the end of the year. They have contracts to purchase this
ground and must exercise them shortly after the hearing, As evidence of owmmunity
support they have many people present toda.y who have worked with them. This
plan meets all of the standards of the code regarding setbacks, they are well belOW
the standards as far as coverage, and specific standards of Section V of the Code,
and the general standards of the Ordinance. This is located one lot from land that
is already zoned C-G. They are in conformity with the 'comprehensive plan that
has been presented to the Planning Commission but not yet adopted by the Board.
They are also in conformity with the old Centreville study which was adopted a nUlllber
of years ago.

Mr. Lawson introduced the architect who said the building would be constructed of
pre-cast concrete.

Mr. Lawson discussed a study being made of the several types of units -- double
corridor, single corridor and the radial, and they have the statistics if the
Board wishes them. Very interesting results are coming out of that study, particular
satisfaction by the patients and the nurses that are servicing these radial corridors
It's a tremendous saving in walking and the time end ability to monitor the various
units. It seems to be the thing that is really coming and will enable them to do
the job welL There will be a one-way entrance and exit with no parking on the
travel lane, he said.

Will this be affiliated with group hospitalization end medical care, Mr. Yeatman
asked?

They will be participating in that program, Mr. Lawson assured the Board.

From the bottom to the highest point, the penthouse (which is not counted by
Fairfax County in computing the height) the building will be 81 ft. maximum height
Mr. Lawson said. The actual hospital area is 56.6 and the meeting room and pent
house above that.

Twenty-one people were present in favor of the application.

Mr. Thomas Crouch, trustee fora g:l:'OUp of people owning part of the land being sold
for the hospital site. They own the rest of the land on the east and the south.
His name was not on the petition, but he is in favor of the hospital.

No opposition.

Mr. Woodson stated that the plan presented more than meets the requirements for
the additional height and that no variance was necessary.

Mr. Barnes Lawson presented a copy of the contract to purclase and a copy of the
certificate of incorporation.

In application 8-106-70, an application by Centreville Hospital Medical Center,
Inc., an application to permit construction and operation of hospital and related
facilities, property located 13815 Braddock Road, also known as tax map 54-4
((1)) 94, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and
a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 23rd day of June, 1970,
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CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER, INC. - Ctd.

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

1. The owner of the subject property is L. J. and A. P. Carusillo, et al, trustees,
and the applicant is the contract purchaser.

2, Present zoning is RE-l.
3. The.area of the property is 12.05243 acres of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan .-Ordinance )is required.
5. The Planning Commission has stated that they do not wish to make a recommendation

on this application.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with staJ'ldards
for special use permit uses in R districts contained in Section 30~7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance. and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in harmOny with the purpose of the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the building and uses indicated on the plat presented
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses whether or not these uses require a use permit shall be cause for
this permit to be re-eilaluated by this Board.

4. The exterior of the building shall be pre-cast concrete.

5. The route fram #620 for egress and ingress shall be one-way, with no parking
being permitted along the entire approach.

6. The building shall not exceed 90 ft. in height.

seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Carried 5-0.

II
TEXACO, nrc., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit con
struction of canopy over pump island, closer to front property line than allowed,
5644 Telegraph Road, Lee District, (C-G), 83-1 ((1)) SA, V-107-70

Letter from the applicant requested deferral.

The Board deferred the applica.tion to July 21.

II
DUNN LORING SWIM CLUB, INC., application Wlder Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance,
to permit erection of tennis courts, 8328 Cottage Street, Centreville District,
(R-12.5), 49-1 ((9)) (I) A, 12, 13, S-lll-70

DUNN LORING SWDl CLUB, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit variance of fence height and setback requirements for tennis OQurts,
8328 Cottage Street, (R-12.5), Centreville District, 49-1 ((9)) (I) A, l2, 13,
V-112-70

Mr. John Morning, President of the Swim Club, stated that they plan to construct
two tennis courts and would like a variance on the height of the fence and setback
requirements for the tennis courts.

Do you have permission to construct the tennis courts over the drainage easement,
Mr. Smith asked~

This is what they are requesting, }~. Mor~ing ~ep1ied.

c.. I I
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This Board has no authority to grant construction over an easement, Mr. Smith said.
Is there a house adjacent to the proposed te=is courts, he o.skcd?

Yes, and ott the present time they have a six foot stockade fence with a 10 ft.
walkway, Mr. Morning said.

to
Mr. Smith was concerned about a 12 ft. high fence this close/the street as this
is normally what would be the front yard. Ii' this vere a rear yard, it might be
different. The Board has no authority to grant a 12 ft. fence in the setback area
of the front yard. T,~ould a 10 ft. fence be adequate, he asked?

Mr. Morning stated that they have all sizes playing tennis but they would go along
with a 10 ft. fence.

It would (laVe to meet the setback requirements of the zone, Mr. Smith stated, so
probablY they would only be able to get in one tennis court. The Board has no
authority to grant a variance from the street setback. This would be an
encroachment upon the sight distance and on the front yard requirement. The appli
cant could !nlt a four foot fence on the property line, but not a tennis co~rt fence.

Mr. Morning stated that the whole community recreational :acility is fenced in;
tbere is a six foot chain link fence existing. It encloses the old pool and
the new pool which is almost cOlIlpleted. They had a stockade fence but when they CeJ1le

back for the second pool, they were told they had to have a six foot privacy fence.
They have removed the stockade fence and have put uP a chain link fence and they are
going to put slats in it.

This fence is in violation, l-:lr. Smith stated.

The Secretary of the Swim Club who did not give her name, stated that when Mr. Mc
Nulty was president of the Club, the privacY fence was required by the County.

The Ordinance does not allow a six foot fence this close to the front setback area,
Mr. Smith said, and he did not know how the fence got there.

If they have to have a 45 ft. setback, Mr. Morning said, he thought the fence would
probably be at the pooL

Mr. Smith said that perhaps the Pool Association could go to the Board of Su~rYisors

and ask that the Ordinance be amended as under the present ordinance, the Board of
Zoning Appeals cannot grant a variance that would impede sight distance.

They have a hedge also between the fence they have now and the 10 ft. walkway
and people have never voiced any objection, the Secretary stated.

What if they only ask for one tennis court, Mr. Morning asked?

That would be a good request, as long as they can meet the required setback for this
zone, Mr. Smith said.

In application S-1ll-70, application by Dunn Loring SWl.!n Club, Inc., applJ-cation under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to permit erectlon of tennls courts, 8328
Cottage street, Centreville District, also known as tax map 49-1 ((9)) (I) A, 12, 13,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, ~~. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

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

~, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on September 23, 1970,

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

L Owner of the SUbject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 4.7 acres of land.
4. Conformance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.
5. Required setback from ~e right of way line is 45 ft. for a fence over four feet

in height.
6. The use pennit was originally granted May 8, 1962.

AND WHERr.AS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law:

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

I
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Ordinance J and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in hannony with the purposes of the cOlIlprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted in part, 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 this application
and is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the uses indicated on the plat presented with the
application. Any additional structureS of any kind, changes in use or additional
uses, whether or not these additional uses reqlire a use permit. shall be cause
for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. This is to permit construction of one tennis court a minimum of 50 ft. from
the right of way line of Drexel Street and 20 ft. from the Ashbury property line.

5. The existing six foot chain link fence along Drexel street shall be removed.

6. The tennis court shall be enclosed with a 10 ft. chain link fence interlaced with
screening material as approved by the Land Planning Branch.

seconded, Mr. Yeatman.

Mr. Morning questioned the statement regarding removal of the existing six foot
fence along Drexel Street.

The fence would have to be set back to meet the requirements of the Ordinance or
cut down to 4 ft. in height. The Board cannot approve it in its present location.
It 1s in violation now and will have to be corrected, Mr. Smith said. The Board
was not aware that a six foot fence was constructed on this corner. The problem
is that fences do not require building permits. Mr. Woodson can work with the
applicants on this.

II
LITrLE RIVER LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit dwellings to remain closer to side line than allowed, located 6310 and
6318 Eighth Street, Springfield District, (Ri-lO). 73-2 ((22)) 6, 10. V-I09-70

Lester Shor. 8005 Wisconsin Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland, stated that this project
was started in February of this year and everything is under roof. They had a
footing check by the engineer and how the error occurred, he could not say.
The greatest degree of variance on Lot 10 would be 9.97 ft. and on Lot 6 it would
be 9.85 ft. They :placed a point in the footings at the corners and along the party
walls of all the houses and as far as he knew, the bricklayer placed them right.

Mr. Shor stated that an engineer by rule is at certain stations throughout any area
Bureau of Standards maintains, when he leaves in the morning he takes his tapes out
there to be measured and noted; when he comes back at the end of the day, he does
the same thing because the steel tapes change throughout the day. When you are
measuring hundreds of feet at a time it is not abnormal in the great changes in
temperature to have the tape change.

Why not allow an inch or two for this instead of pushing it to the inch, Mr. Smith said?

No oppo,ition. 'I
In application V-l09-70, an application by Little River Limited Partnership, appli- .
cation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit dwelling to remain closer
to side line than allowed, located at 6310 and 6318 Eighth Street, Springfield Dis
trict, also known as tax map 73-2 ((22» 6, 10, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re
~uirements of all applicable state and County codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,

C. I 0
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posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 23rd day of June, 1970 and

;~dEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the SUbject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RT-IO.
3. Area of the lots contain 2,400 sq. ft. of land.

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

L The Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error in the locatio
of the building subsequent to the issuance of a building permit, and

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose of the
Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other proper y
in the immediate vicinity.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
W. HCMARD ROOKS - Request from the attorney John L. Scott to defer the application
to a later date as he could not be present on July 21. This is agreeable with
Mr. Douglas Adams, attorney for the Opposltlon, he sald

The Board scheduled this application for hearing on July 28 at 10:20 a.m. and
noted that the property shouM be reposted and readvertised.

II

The Board discussed problems in connection with the Hayfield Farms Swim Club
occupancy permit.

Claude E. Deering who lives at 7813 Hayfield Road across the street from the swim
club discussed several items that have not been completed at the pool site. A copy
of his statement is on file with the records of this case. Mr. Stephen Obysicyk
also presented copies of a statement regarding the pool.

Many of these problems come under site plan control, Mr. Long noted, and if they can
satisfy the site plan requirements or assure the County that they will meet the
requirements, they can obtain a temporary occupancy permit.

The Board discussed this matter at length but took no action. The hearing was
recessed until prior to or after vacation in August.

II
Mr. Woodson informed the Board that the McLean Little League was granted permission
November 12, 1968 to light the two Little League fields, not later than 9:]0 p.m.,
and that they submit a copy of their plans to the Zoning Administrator.

II

I

I

I

The meeting adjourned at 3:50 p.m.
Betty Haines, Clerk

~
Daniel Smith, Chairman
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The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning
Appeals was held at 10:00:. a.m. on Tueada.y,
J1.Ll¥ 14, 1970 in the Board Room. of the
CO'Wl.ty Courthouse. All members were
present, Mr. Daniel Smith, Chairman; Mr.
Clarence Yeat:lnan, Mr. George Bames, Mr.
Rich&rd Long and Mr. Joseph Baker.

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

Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of ZOning Appeals apprCNe the minutes of May 26;
June 9, June 16 and June 23. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried UD811iJDouSly.

II
The Board voted to allow an out of turn hearing for the HENRY MASONIC LODGE #57
for July 28 since they had allowed their original pennit to expire and were now
ready to CCIIIlleDce construction.

II
Request of Donald Crounse, attorney, for out ct' turn hearing - Gulf Oil Corporation.

Since there was & rezoning application pending on this property to be heard by the
Board of Supervisors on July 22 J the Board of Zoning Appeals agreed to hear the
case on August 4 providing the Board of SuperviSQ['S has acted on the rezoning prior
to that time.

II
OXFORD PROPERTIES, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordimnce, to
perm!t va:rlance of front yard requirement It the street line !'rom 90 f't. to 15 ft.
in order to create two ''panhandle'' lots~ 2903 w 2909 Hideaway ROad~ Prondence District'
(0-17), 48-4 «1» 7, 11, V-113-70

Mr. Charles Runyon~ surveyor and engineer, stated that three pieces of property were
caabined into one tract and recently' had a rezoning application lqIproved by the Board
ot SUpervisors. NOW, they are requesting a variance in order that they might better
utilize the property. He presented a copy of the preliminary plat pending approval
in tbe Land Planning office showing seven lots. The two lots in question are the
two panhandle lots (Nos. 5 a.nd 6). This concept has been used in the past for cluster
subdivisions. The zoning in the rear is R-17, developed as R-17 cluster. Across
tbe street ficm this property is half-acre zoning so this zoning request would be
a buffer. The sme.llest lot in this group will be 16,670 sq. ft. The owner is en
titled to eight lots under the Ordinance but what they are trying to do is create
better utUization of the land, with larger lots creating the buffer. Sewer and
water connections wUl be put in when the Pohick is completed.

Mr. SDlith noted that all of the area of the lots exceeds min1llIum requirements of
the Ordinance.

Mr. Runyon stated that this property wu rezoned by the Board of Supervisors to R-17
on June 17, 1970.

No opposition.

Mr. Sadth noted a letter fran Dr. Robert Clark opposed to the "rezoning". The Board
decided that Dr. CJ.&rk probably did not understand what this application was for.

In application V-1l3-70. an application by Oxford Properties. Inc •• application
under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit variance of front yard requirement
at the street line from 90 ft. to 15 ft. in order to create two "panhandle" lots.
located 2903-2909 Hideaway Road, also known as tax map 48-4 «(1)) 7, 11, COWlty of I
Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution: I

I

WHEREAS, the, captioned application has been properly fUed in·. accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and COWlty Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax Cbunty Board of Zoning Appeals, and.

WHEREAS~ follOW"ing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous a.nd nearby property owners and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 14th da,y of July, 1970. and

W'HEREAS~ the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the followirlg findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-17.
3. Area of the lots are 25.025 and 21,920 sq. ft. of land.
4. Public water and sewer are available.
5. This land will be developed under the Fairfax COWlty Subdivision Control Ordinance..
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AND, WHBREAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following conclusions
of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physicaJ. conditions exi
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practic
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 be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval. is granted for the 1.ocation and specific strlX:tures indicated
in plats included with this application only and is not transferable to other
land or to other structures on the same land.!

2.. This variance sbe.ll expire one year frem this date unless construction has
started or W1l.ess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
AMERICAN HOUSING GUILD-VIRGINIA) application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordi
nance, to permit resubdivision of OUtlot B and Lot 48 in accordance with plat,
located east of Larkspur Drive, Lee District) (R-12.5), 81-4 ((14)) outlot B and
Lot 48) Sec. 3) Green Meadow) V-1l4·70

Deferred to August 4 at the applicant's request. Notices had not been sent out.

II
JAMES B. GILSTRAP - request for out of turn hearing. The Board could not obtain
a copy of the plat submitted fOr the building permit application. therefore de
cided to consider this at a later time.

II
LESTER MARKELL - HUMBLE OIL COMPANY - The Board read a letter from Mr. Hansbarger
to Supervisor Pennino regarding location of a branch bank facility on the two
acre service station site. No action was taken.

II
Letter fiocm A. L. Brault requested extension of permit for Patrician Arms Nursing
Halle for a period of one year.

In accordance with the Board's recently adopted policy limiting extensions.;to 180
days, an extension of six months was granted. This will be the final extension.

II
MERCHANT'S INC,) application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance) to permit
applicant to erect building closer to side property line than allowed, 8348
Leesburg Pike) Dranesville District, (C-G) 29-3 ((1)) pt. 71) V-ll1-10

Mr. Frank Dixon. Vice President of Merchant's. showed an elevation of the pro
posed building, which he said was their standard building that they try to build
in all of their locations. The standard building is 50 ft. in depth and would
face the right of ws;y. Mr. Fletcher) property owner in the rear, does not object
to the requested variance, he said. They pla n, to construct a Colonial type
building. There is a 50 ft. setback requirement frcan the service road and 50
ft. rrom the right of way. Mr. Dixon continued, which leaves very little building
roam on the property. with the 7 ft. variance they can build on the property
what they feel will be an attractive building. No setback is required from the
adjacent OOH property. This business will be selling and installing passenger
automobile tires and shock absorbers. There will be no· gasoline salea and no
recapping on this property. The property will be landscaped according to the
drawings. From Route 7, the building will be seen as brick and in the back
it will be painted concrete block. The back. W&1l will not be visible to anyone.

Since the property has commerciaJ. zoning around it and will someday be developed
in commercial uses, Mr. Bmith felt that the building should be &11 brick.

Mr. Dixon agreed that they would be amenable to making it brick if it is required.

No opposition.
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Mll:RClANT'S, INC. - Ctd.

In application V-1l7-70, an application by Merchant's, Inc•• to permit erection at'
building closer to side property line then allowed, 8348 Leesburg Pike, also known
as tax map 29-3 «l}) part Parcel 71, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution:

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

WHEREAS J following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper J

posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property ownerS, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appea1s held on the 14th day of July, 1970
=d,

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

1, The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is C-G.
3. Area of the lot is 25~279 sq. ft. of land.
4. Development must conform with site plan control.

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

1. The applic&l1t has satisfied the Board that the following physical. conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that WOUld deprive the user of the reason
able use of the land and/or buildings involved: exceptionally narrow lot;

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

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

2. This variance sh&1l expire one year from this date unless construction has starired
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The building is to be constructed of Colonial architectural red brick material
throughout.

4. Landscaping shall be done in accordance with plans.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5...Q.

II
ANDREW CHAPEL PRE-SCHOOL, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance,
to permit operation of pre-school for 40 children; ages 3-5, 9:00 a.m. to 12:00
noon, 5 da¥s a week; 1301 Trap Road, Centreville District, (RE-l), 19-4 ((1)) 47,
8-116-70

Reverend James D. Righter, Minister of the Church, stated that they wish to use two
rooms in the new building as a pre-school for three and four year olds, beginning in
September of this year through M"Y of each year. Hours of operation would be from
9:00 a.m. to noon, Mond"Y through Frid"Y. There woul.d be classes of twenty three
year aIds and twenty four year aIds. Three year olds would meet Mond.a¥ and Friday
and four year olds on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday. There 'IoOuld only be 20
children in the building at any one time. This is the first stase of the building
there will be a later stage. The bUilding is very modern and very attractive.
The church will operate the school. The play area is planned behind the church adJ
11,cent to the parking lot. There would be two trained teachers to supervise the youngste

No opposition.

From the Inspections report, there does not appear to be any problem, Mr. smith said.

In application 5-116-70, an application by Andrew Chapel Pre-School, to permit
operation of ~re-school for 40 children, located 1301 Trap Road, also known as tax
map 19-4 ((1)) 47, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the l4thlky of July 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning ApPealS has made the following findings of fact:
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1. Owner of the subject property is the Andrew chapel United Methodist Church;
2. Present zoning is RE~l;

3. The property contains 5.96 acres of land.
4. compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has re&ehed the following conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with standards
for special use permit uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and,

2. That the use will not be' detrimental to the character and development of the adj- \
acent land and will be in harmony with the purposeS of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted, with the following 11mitations:

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 this application an
is not transferable to other land.

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

I

5. This is granted for a maximum of 40 pupils with one instructor for each ten
pupils, ages 3-5, hours of operation 9 a.m. to 12 noon, five ~s a week.

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

Mr. Hazard explained that it was neceSllary for him to request a variance due to the
odd shaPe of his lot. He has lived in the house for six years and likes the area,
and would rather add to his home than move to another location. The lot is large
and it is only one corner of the addition which would need the variance. The additiol
is 20 ft. x 30 ft. and would be a combination of singles to match the existing house
and redwOod siding and a brick. fireplace.

I

All County and State regulations regarding fencing and play areas shall be met.4.

I

I
I

I

;;Oood'd, Mr. Barne.. Carried unanimou'ly. I

JAMES F. HAZARD, application Wlder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit additiJ
to be constructed 22 ft. from rear property line, 3602 Heather Court, Virginia Hills,
Lee District, (R-12.5), 82-4 (14)) (15) 12, V-ll5-70

No oppositioD.

In application V-1l5-70, application by James F. Hazard, to permit addition to be
constructed 22 ft. from rear property line, property located at 3602 Heather Court,
also known as tax map 82-4 «(14)) (15) 12, COunty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long
D10ved that the Board of zoning A,ppeaJ.s adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of Zoning AppealS, and,

"WHEREAS, following proper· notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and
a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appes.J.s held on the 14th d8\f of July, 1970

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.!s has made the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the property:, is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 13,922 sq. ft. of land.

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

I

WHEREAS, the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following conditions exist
which Wlder a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical.
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of the land and/or buildings involvedj (a) exceptionsJ..ly irregular shape of the
lot and (b) unusual condition of the location of existing buildings;

I
N(M, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same is hereb
granted with the following limitations:
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JuJ,y 14, 1970
JAMES F. HAZARD ~ Ctd.

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or structures
indicated in the plats inc~uded with this application only and is not transferable
to other land Ot" to other struc~s on the same land.

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

3. This 1s granted for a 20' x 30' addition not closer than 22 ft. from the rear
property line and is to be constructed of redwood siding 8J1d material similar to the
existing dwelling.

Seconded. Mr. Barnes. carried unanimously.

II
HIGH POINT POOL, me., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance. to
permit reduction of membership to 400 families and to include additional land to use
all a picnic a.rea, adjacent to Ellison Heights and Route 66 (R-IO), 40-4 ((1)) 8A,
«(16»,8, S-1l8-70

Mr. George Lilly, 2229 Westwood Place, Falls Church, Virginia, represented the appli
Cl!Lllt.

Mr. smith aoted that this was 8. rather unusual. request -- reduction of membershiP, most
of the applications are for an increase in membership.

Actually, the Board is being asked to amend the application, Mr. Lilly stated. There
is walking access to the pool property from Highland but the only vehicular access is
from Woodland. The original permit for the construction and operation of this pool
was granted in 1966 and was based upon membership of 500 families. At the time the
site plan was submitted, there was a question as to the parking, The County did not
get around to the site plan until 1970 and parking for 500 families would have been
arOWld 170 places. The pool <U,d not have tn-at number, SO the site plM was rejected.
It was too late to amend the application. In the interim the pool had reduced the
membership to 400 families and the parking for this number of families would be 133
sp&ces. Except for two spaces, that much parking is presently provided on the site.
There is no intention of increasing the number beyond 400 families, Mr. Lilly assured
the Board. There is now a new application based on 400 families, plUS a small addi
tional area intended for picnic area use. BasicaJ.J..y. that's the present application.
His family belongs to the pool although they have not been closely involved in it,
they have kept in contact with the project. This is a family neighborhood. pool and
supplies a great need for recreation in this area, particularly for young people in
the form of swimming teams, and team activities. This project has had. its ups and
downs but it is a well-run and well-maintained project through the dedicated effOrts
of people that have been involved with it and is clearly an asset to the camnunity.

Have the tennis courts been constructed. Mr. Smith asked?

No. Mr. Lilly replied.

Mr. James Stallings stated that they are asking for additional use of about 10.000 sq.
ft. as a picnic area.

The Board has three different plate, on this, Mr. Smith noted. The applicant should
submit better plats when they get final approval. Is all the land to be used for
picnic area other than the parking area, he asked?

Yes, Mr. stal..l.1ngs replied.

Mr. Smith noted that unfortunately the Baud has received several letters about the
pool operation.

Mr. Koneczny, Zcming Inspector, added that he too had received cOOlplaints em the poCJ.,
basica.1l.y from one or two of the citizens and he was at the pool at one of their teen
age parties to get a first hand view of the situation. Basically the COOlplaints were
regarding the loudspeakers, the loud parties, and Mr. Stallings hu been trying to
relocate some of the speakers, adJusting them, etc. and get in 8. suitable audible type
of situation. They received only one call. about the teen age party tha.t night, and he
thought they were very well mannered and well organized. Since then they have received
a number of calls about the parties going an until 2:00 in the IlOrning and a nUllber
of them till 12, 12:30 and 1:00. One ccmpl&int W&8 made to the Police Department.
After the teenage party, Mr. Koneczny said he went around to the neighbors, this was
on Wednesday after the party was held on Friday night, and the general feeling of the
neighbors was that they didn't object to the parties, but they all brought up one parti
eular party that waa held last year where there was live enterta.1nment and they feel
that the parties in a. sense are good, but not too often and not too long. The teenage
party e10sed at 12 :00.

Do they have a pendt to stay open tha.t la.te, Mr. 8mith asked?

I
I
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Mr. Koneczny said in the original pe:nnit there were no stipul.ationa on this.

The Board has given the Zoning ldministrator under certain conditions authority to
grant a waiver of the time involved in these pools, providing that the pool operators
get permission prior to holding the a:rter hour parties, Mr. Smith said. In this
particu1a.r application, was there a t:l.me limit on it1 The county policy has been I
1'rad 8 or 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. and any time beyoni that wouJ.d require special permission.

Mr. Keneczny said he had. requested from Mr. Stall.ings a. schedule of activities so
it could be reviewed and approved or denied. He was ho~g up on this because be
knew they were ccm1ng back to the Board and the feeling of the Board might give
them Scmle ideas, he said.

The motion did take into consideration noise factors, Mr. Smith said, and reminded
the Board of the noise ordinance in the County. It is the intent of the Board to
have all noises within reason. The noise should be kept on the premises and not
overflow onto adjacent areas.

Mr. Lilly agreed that not too frequently and not too late and not too loud was
certainJ.y a reasonable request. These affairs that create problems of this kind
are not every night but he was sure that the members would be happy to canply and
are caaplying essentia.l..ly with the County ordinances in that regard.

Basically these parties shouJ.d be cut off at ll:OO p.m., Mr. Smith suggested.
Going to 12:00 ~e a couple of nights a summer might not be bad, but the policy
of the county has been to cut them off at ll:OO. He asked Mr. Woodson if he
had ever allowed il pool to go until midnight?

Mr. Woodson said he had let pools sta,y open until 1l:00 occasionally.

Mr. Koneczny said he had gone out on his own the night of the party to see if it
disturbed the neighborhood. and he had suggested that the pool send out advance
notice of the party to the neighbors.

Mr. Koneczny said he had wa.lited all through the neighborhOod. While the party was
going on. A number of the properties have back yards adjoining the pool. The
bouse at 6830 has trees in the area to buffer this considerably f':rom the road..
The music was turned down at that time.

When #t56 goes through, they might be back asking to turn up the loudspeakers, Mr.
Lilly said.

The Board has no authority, Mr. Smith said, and he hoped that the noise from #66
wouldn't be too bad.

A number of people stood up to be counted in favor of the pool.

Opposition: Mr. Hackman, 6830 Woodl.a.nd Drive, stated that Mr. Vooght who is next
door to the property that the pool wants to lD8ke picnic use of was taken to the
hospital for an emergency operation Satur~ and couJ.d not be here, so he was speaking I
in Mr. Vooght's place. This is a dra.wi.ng of topographic contours of the land, he \
said; they are very close together on this side of the pool, making for steep slopes,
and much of the noise can be reflected by steep slopes like that, but there is a
sha.11ow zone or two shaJ.law zones that get most of the noise from the pool. In sUlllDe:r ~

time;· prevailing winds in this direction carry a greater amount of noise to WOO<Uand I
Drive. This pool is located within 200 ft. of nine different residences. They
wonder if there are any other pools in Fairfax County this close to a private residenc~

I
There are several, Mr. Smith said. I

Mr. Hackman pointed out the very steep grade coming up to the pool and going down into I

the pool. The steeper the grade, the more noise the traffic makes, so any late acti - I

vities are heard from the house and when they have one of these parties, they start
going b.Ome at 11:30 to 12:00, itls about an hour by the time all. the cars are going
and there's scmething like 80 to 100 ears going around the house. Also there has
been an increase in accumulation of trash along this road ~-- paper cups and things
thrown out of carS by people caning and going to the pool. There has been an in
creased amount of teenage parking at the top of the hill late in the evening and
horns blowing, loud radios, as late as 12~OO or 1:00 at night, and they knOW" that
these cars belong to the pool because they recognize the cars. They put a chain
across the road but there are times when the chain is not put up every night although
Jte must Bay that recently it has been put up. He pointed out the piece of land
which the sw1Daning pool wishes to cut off a part of and use as picnic area. The
S'\rlJlIning pool origina11.y bought this house, he said, as he understood, that it was
to be the home for the manager of the swim:n!ng pool. They heard subsequently that
the manager and his wife did not wish to live there because they would have to
put up the noise frail the swillming pool. The house is being rented now, it's in
pretty poor shape, and the lawn has only been cut once this sUllllller. The woman who
rents it sa,ys she is not going to cut the grass because the S'tl'1nIm1ng pool people
will not make necessary repairs to the house.

I
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Mr. 8mith asked that Mr. Hackman refrain :f!:rCID making any sta.tements tha.t are secondary
unless the lady or scmeone is here to either agree with or deny them.

Mr. Hackman continued that they feel, that with the condition of the house, and the
pool taklt:ng the back part off of the lot, rlll depreciate the value of the house and
subsequently depreciate the value of other homes on Woodland Drive. Also, by them
taking the property, this means that the Vooghts will have someone piCl'l1:cking right
at their back door. They feel that the granting of a permit to the High Point Pool
to use this lot will only bring the pool noises closer to homes on Woodland Drive.
What they would like to see is for the High Point Pool to be cCJl:UPelled to put a
high board fence around here. The residents cannot put up high fences to keep the
noise out, as the properties slope. lie alao pointed out that this past spring the
High Point people went out and cut out all the shrubbery in the ba.ck of this lot,
anticipating its use as a picnic area and as a result the Vooghts h&ve a stra.1ght
line view of the pool now and there's considerably less barrier between them and
the noiseS.

Woul.dn't a fence between the two properties better screen the noise and sight there
rather than having it on the road as you first indicated;' Mr. Smith asked?

This slopes downhill, a rather steep grade, Mr. Hackman replied, so there is a line
of sight !rm the pool to these homes and any fence along there. the pool activity
noises would ccme over. One where he indicated would have a tendency to block sOO!e
of the noise.

A fence there would discourage people !rOO! wandering onto the adjacent property, Mr.
Smith admitted.

Mr. Hackman said that the Pool does own scme property where there are considerable
trees and they would like to see that these trees be left to provide same of the
screening of noise t'ran the pool. Since they opened the other area up, it's made
the noise volume go up a bit.

Does High Point Pool, Inc. own that entire lot, Mr. SDlith asked?

NT. StaJ.lings replied ~ "Yes".

You spoke of cutting off the back of that lot, Mr. Smith said, and this would not be
possible. That would bring about a non-conforming situation. You could utilize the
back portion of that lot providing the ownership is in the Pool's name, for picnic
~ses but you ll'OU1.dn't be able to delete it fran the other portion of that lot.

According to County requirements for the amount of land they would have to have with
the house they were told that they could sell the house omirlting the back part of the
lot, Mr. stallings said.

The portion you propose to cut off is the back half of the lot, Mr. Bmith said, and
that would leave 10,000 sq. ft. for this lot. Mr. Woodson, would this meet the
requirements?

Yes, this is R~lO zoning, Mr. Woodson said.

The onl.y other question is - does the house meet the setbacks, Mr. Slllith asked?

8B would have to be an outlot, with no access, Mr. Woodson said.

What do you propose to do with the house, Mr. Smith asked?

The house is up to 1;he general. membership, Mr. StaJ.lings replied. They propose to
keep it rented at the present time. The tDelIIbership w1ll decide whether to keep it
and maintain it or to sell it.

What are yOUr caa:nents on the statements made in regard to the house, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Vooght hs.a &1ready put up & fence along there, Mr. Stallings replied; we would
agree to do anything Fairfax County wishes to III8ke this a picnic &rea. They don't
plan to take any trees out - only to construct a few barbeque pits there. There
il a fireplace b~que pit there at the present t:1llle. It's true the grass hasn't
been cut, but theY" did spend considerable money on the house last year, putting a
new roof on it, painting it inside and outside, and have tried to ma.intain any problem
the house has.

Whose responsibility is it to cut the grass, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Stall1ngs replied that he was under the impression that it was the person's vbo
rents the hOUSe. There is a written lease on the property.

Mr. Smith asked that he take a look at the lease and if the conditions are as indicated,
have the tenant correct it. The Pool would be responsib~e for it.



If the speaker continues to be a problem, it would have to be disposed of, Mr. Smith
continued. If they cannot cut down the noise factor to a degree that it would not
be objectionable to the surrOW'lding neighbors, they would have to dispose of it.
Most pools do have speakers but they have corrected their problems.

Mr. SII1ith reminded JGt<l Koneczny that the Board set a limit of six or four af'ter hour
parties or affairs on each of these a year so this would have to be cut down. The
Pool wauld have to get permission hem the Zoning Administrator to hold these lU'ter
hour parties. TO hold them three nights in a row ai'ter hours is subjecting the
adjacent property owners to an inconvenience.

July 14, 1970
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Mr. S!lIith asked Mr. Sta.l1.1ngs for comnents regarding a fence.

He would rather see it gO along the property line than the road line, Mr. Stallings
replied. However, he did not think the fence would have that much effect on the
noise. All of these people WOUld not be picnicking at the same time.

Mr. Hackman ag&in stated that the prevailing winds blow toward his house and they
wouJ.d be getting &lJ. the smoke from the barbeque and he did not think it was right
to set up such a thing next to a private residence.

Mr. Smith stated that they would not be permitted to build a fire which would interfe
with the people living next door. The Board could not perm!tit Wider use permit.
He discussed ways of barbequeing that would not create any smoke - gas or electric
barbeque grills perhaps. The Board had a problem similar to this a couple of years
ago••

They would be glad to curb,., the barbeque, Mr. Stallings offered.

If they are going to barbeque, Mr. Bm1th said, it should be in scme area back awS¥
hem homes, as far away as possible. It 18 forbidden to generate smoke in the County
anyW"8\Y, although to what degree, he did not know.

Mr. Hackman said he had a couple of depositions to read fran adjacent neighbors
regarding the Pool getting use of this area as picnic area. One letter from Ken
Perry who lives south of the property involved, at the t~ of the hill. was read
into the record. (Copy of letter on flie in this office.)

Mr. HackDlan said he had a simUar letter fran his own fsmily regarding the pool, and
one from the Vooghts which he would like to submit for the record. (On file in this
office. )

Mr. St&1.llngs said they vere given 52 ft. of anchor chain link fence for taking it d
and moving it and he thought that if the Board required them to put up a fence, they I

might be able to tlSe it. If not, they thought that where the property slopes at the
end, they might put it as a backstop for volleybsJ.l or something in that one area
that they don't use.

If they intend to have volleyball, it should be indicated on the plat, Mr. SII1ith
said.

Mr. Hackman stated that residents have complained to the pool, but with no avail.
They hs.ve h&d to regulate their sleeping hours to the pool's activities. There has
been some harrassment, some of the I""sidents were ready to go up and swear out a
warrant, the pollce notified the pool and about fifteen minutes later they did
turn off the amplification of the rock and roll band. However, that night, about
half of the people leaving gave them a good "toot" on the horn as they came by
their house at ll:30 or so.

If you get the license plate of cars that are doing that, using the horns at
night in this DI&I'll1er, you could certainly have a good. case against them, and Mr.
Smith said he hoped the people utiliZing these facilities would respect each other.
There is some inconvenience to people liv1ng next door to 1t, but certainly the
cCIIIIDUDity as a whole is benefitted by the pool. The membersl'Q.p has to respect
people's rights who live adjacent to it and on the roadway to it.

After Mr. KonecZll¥'s visit to -be pool. where he got them to reguJ.ate the volume, Mr.
Ha.ckDlan said, it wa.s better for'~a few days but it's been gradualJ.;y working up again.

Mr. KoneC7.DY will be back, unannounced, Mr. Smith assured him. Mr. Woodson shOUJ.d
be notified and appropriate action would be taken. Again, these are good uses
and he hoped there would be no reason to interrupt one of them.

Tre swimming pool seems to be having an increasing social scheduJ.e, Mr. Hackman sta.telHe submitted a schedule for before and ai'ter hour events for the month of July.
The last marle they h&d, every word of it could be heard inside the living rooms of
every house on Woodland Drive. The activities interfere with everyone's sleep. I

I

Mr. Sts.1.l1ngs said they were not aware of the six nights a year requirement.
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Mrs. Vooght, 6834 Woodland Drive, adjacent to the PQol property being subdivided ·for
picnic area. Moat of the objections have been voiced. They..roul.d object to the ex
tendon of the pool property for picnic purposes which would be about 1'1 feet fran her
back door. There would be smoke from cookouts and noise. '!'hey have been plagued with
shortcuts over the fenee which is why they had to erect a fence in the first place.
Since they cut the trees down, they had to put 8. bamboo fence over the wire. fence to
cut out the sight and some of the noise. All of the bedrocms and eating areas are
in the rear of the bouse; they cannot sleep and they will not be able to enj oy a meal
if the pool is permitted to use this property this close to her house.

If this is pmted, Mr. Smith suggested, there should be no activity here at night.
Activities should be curtailed at sundown.

Another tlling, Mrs. vaoght continued, since the pool area is not fenceq., they have a
lot of strangers cClDing into the area. a.i'ter pool hours. When the pool is closed in
the fall and winter, they might cane in and use the picnic area and be a nuisance
and disturbance too. By the time police get there, they have left. They have a chain
there but this isn It sufficient. Minibikes go up and down Woodland Drive carrying
children to and from the pool.

I
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Mr. Stallings said they have put out a newsletter asking that a.1.1 minibikes be abandOnej'
from the property.

In application s-1l8-70, an applicaticm by High Point Pool, Inc., application Wlder
Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to permit reduction of membership to 400 fami
lies. and to include additional lAnd to use as a picnic area. located adjacent to
Ellison Heights and Route 66, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Boa.
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of a.1.1 applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WHEREAB, follow:lng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and 8. public
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 14th day of July, 1970, and

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

1. The owner of the subject property is the appllcant.
2. Present zoning is R-IO.
3. The area of the lot is 3.24 acres and 9,071 sq. ft. of land.
4. A use permit was granted for the swimming pool, termis courts, etc. on this
property on March 22, 1966.

AND, WHERKAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The e;pp1.1cant has presented testimony indicating canpliance with standards for
special use permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adjacen
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccmprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This approval is granted to the app1.icant only and is not transferable without
further action of this ,Board and is for the location iI1d.icated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit sha.1.1 expire one year from this date unless construction or operation
h &8 started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval. is granted for the buildings and uses indica.ted on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tional uses, whether or not these a.d.ditional uses require a use permit, shall. be C8UI e
for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. This permit is for the swimming pool, bath house, wading pool and refreshment stand
with all facilities located on the 3.64 acres of land only.

5. Memberlb ip of the pool will be limited to 400 members with a mi.n1.DIum of 133 parking
spaces; hours of operation 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. seven days a week unless prior approval. for
l~r hours has been obtained frem the Zoning Administrator.

6. All. noise is to be confined to the premises. Lighting sha.1.l be directed onts the
premises.
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7. The private entrance road fran the pool shall be ccepletely closed off with
a gate or chain link fence except during hours of operation.

8. Young hardwood trees a minimum diameter of 2 1/2 inches sha.ll be planted 40 ft.
center along the property line where trees have been removed.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND P<MER COMPANY, application Wlder Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the
Ordinance, to erect, operate and maintain transmission line on steel poles (re~

place existing line) along route of existing line from Idylwood sub~station to Ox
sub~station, Springfield, Providence and Annandale Districts, (HE-I, HE 0.5,
R-17, R-12.5, I-P), 49-2, 49-4, 59-2, 59~4, 70-2, 70-4, 70-3, 79-1, 79-3, 78-4.
88-2, 88-4, 88-3, 97, S-119-70

Mr. R. W. Church, Jr. represented the applicant. The demand for power has been
increasing dramatlcaJ..ly and has doubled since 1964, Mr. Church stated. They expect
it will double again by 1974. A new source of power was recently brought into the
county from the west. There are presently two transmission lines between this and
Idylwood -- one on H-frames and one on steel towers. The source at Ox now where
the 500 kv line terminates is one of the most iDlportant power points in Fairfax
county. 1rom that point power CM be switched up the corridor or into the Jeffer
son Street sub-station in Alexandria. It is now necessary to bring more power into
the Idylwood substation and to accomplish this the~ proposes to take down the
existing H-frame structures and replace the line with a double circuit 230 kv
steel pole line to allow more energy to be brought to the Idylwood sub-station.

Mr. R. W. Carroll. District Manager of the Potomac district offics-- of VEPCO,
described the growth during the past years and as expected for the future. To
help meet demands for power VEPCO proposes to replace the existing ll5 kv
H-frame wood pole line between Ox and Idylwood substations with a double circuit
230 kv ornamental steel pole line. The existing right of WB¥ is wide enough to
acccmnoda.te this construction. The poles used in this line will be grs;y with an
average height of 115 ft. and will be similar in appearance to those being used
in Fairfax County on the Kayfield-JeffersOD street line. At Idylwood sUbstation.
a galvanized steel tower will be required to terminate the line. This tower would
be approximately 1~5 ft. in height.

Mr. McKenzie Downs; real estate appraiser and broker. stated that he had made a
report regarding the effects of the proposed project on properties along the line
route. and concluded that the proposed line would not be detrimental to the de
velopment of adjacent land and would not have any adverse effect on a.ny existing
or proposed developDent. The project as proposed would be in harmony with the
purposes of land use as embodied in the existing COWlty ordinance.

No opposition.

Mr. smith read the Planning Commission's recommendation for approval.

In application 5-119-70, an application by Virginia Electric and Power Company.
application under Section 30~7.2.2.l.2 or the Ordinance. to erect, operate and
m&intain transmission line on steel poles (replacing existing line) along route of
existing line from Idylwood sub-station to Ox sub-station, Springfield, Providence
and AnnandaJ.e Districts. Mr. Long 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 Statel·and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax CoWlty Board of Zoning Appeals. and,

I
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WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property. lettlers to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 14th day of July, 1970
and,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals ha.s made the following findings or fact:

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is HE-I, HE-0.5. R-17, R-12.5 and I-P.
3. The proposed transmission line is approx!lIlately 12.5 miles long.
4. Ccmpliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.
5. The propceed line will replace the existing line.
6. The Planning Commission approved this location at their meeting of July 9, 1970.
7. This is essential to provide adequate and continuous service to the public with
fewer structures than p-esently exist.

AND WHERKAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law
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1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance and Standards for Special Use :furmit Uses in I districts as coo
t&1ned in Section 30-7.1,2 ot the Zoning Ordinance, Md,

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the che.racter and development of the
adja.cent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

New, THEREFORE BE l'lRlSOLVED. that the SUbject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:

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

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

3. This approval is granted fOr :lihe uses indicated on the plats submitted with
this application.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
NICHOLAS B. ARGERSON, D. D. 5., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the Ordi
nance, to construct 30' x 40' bungalow building for a dental office, 2959 Sleepy
Hollow Rd., MaBon District, (R-12.5), 51-3 ((14)) lA, 5-120-70

Dr. Argerson stated that he proposes to construct a one story building with basement
on the property, to be used as a dental office. He will be the only dentist at
present, but the Code &llows two. He showed a drawing of the prQl)Osed building.
He and his wife have owned the property for approximately seven or eight years.
He has read the provisions in the Zoning Manual and will cauply.

No opposition.

Mrs. Giles Tabor stated that she was not making a protest but wished to bring out
several factors. In ~969 she appeared before the Board in regard to Dr. Argerson's
request to build an office building at the corner of Beauregard and Chambliss Streets.
Her main reason for being present toda,y, she said, is to ask if it 1s not the owner's
responsibility to cut the weeds and keep the property clean.

Dr. Argerson said the attorney who represented him in that matter requested permission
to construct a one story building -- this was a mistake. He had planned to build a
two story bui~ding. Now he has no plans to have an office building there. The
weeds are cut twice a year. He has posted "no trespassing" signs on the property
but it is still being used by the neighbors. He and his family have spent much
time cleaning the property. The grass will be cut within the next week.

Mr. Yeatman suggested putting a brick fence where the wooden fence is shown on the
dr&Wing, as wooden fences don't last very long.

In applicadon S.120-70, application by Nicholas B. Argerson, D. D. S., application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the Ordinance, to construct a 30' x 40' bWlgalow
building for a dental office, 2959 Sleepy Hollow Road, also known as tax map 51~3

((14)) lA, County of Furfax, Mr. Long 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 &ll applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax CO\Ul.ty Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

~, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 14th day of July, 1970 and

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

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5:
3. Area of the lot is 23,208 sq. ft. of land.

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

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

2. That the use will not be detr1Iw:!tal to the character and development of adjacent
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land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of 18J1d use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM, 'lHEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

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

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

I
3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi-
tional uses whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall be cause fOl this I
permit to be re-eva.1uated by this Board.

4. The building shall be constructed with a brick exterior and landscaping plan to be
approved by the Land Plarming Branch.

5. A min1:mum of 10 parking spaces must be provided.

6. A six foot brick. waJ.l around the park.ing where the plat indicates a six foot
fence shall be provided.

7. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II

stodtadej

I

I
Mr. Woodson submitted plans for lights for the McLean Little League as requested by
the Board.

No fUrther action is necessary in this matter, Mr. Smith commented. as the Board has
granted permission for the lighting.

II
The Board discussed parking of buses with Reverend Bonds, Pastor of the Bethlehem
Baptist Church. and Director of the Northern Virginia Christian Academy.

Reverend Bonds stated that the Church is in the process of constructing a brick,
Colonial. style bus storage barn for keeping the buses which they use in the Academy. 'I'

a staff car and a pick-up truck. One of the reasons it has became necessary to construct
this is the widespread. vandalism. They hzve seventeen school buses for transporting
children to and from SUnday school and three small vans used for the school during the
week. They have had a gas pump on the ,roperty for six years, and Weber Tire Ccmpany doe
all of their maintenance work. The bus barn is 40' x 40'.

Mr. Covington of the Zoning Office asked for an interpretation on whether or not buses
can be stored in a residential zone, not so much in connection with this school, but in
any residential zone.

Le1:s concern ourselves with this particular situation at this time, Mr. 8m1th said.
Is this for school buses or only for buses associated with the private school?

Would buses be allowed to be stored and maintained in a residential zone, Mr. Covington
asked?

Mr. Slnith said he could find nothing in the Ordinance which would prohibit churches from
operating a fleet of buses, however, maintenance would be limited to preventive main
tenance, nothing major.

Reverend Bonds stated the.t they have a permit now for 75 students; they plan to file
a new application next month to expa.nd the school.

Mr. Covington said he bad requested a.nd'-~received a.n opinion frClll the County Attcrney.
The office has received complaints on the operation of a garage a.nd maintenance of buses
on the cburch property.

Mr. smith said he thought they would be allowed to gas and 011 buses there. Other school
in the County do it.

Mr. Barnes agreed that minor maintenance could be allowed but overhauling an engine or
doing body work could not be done there.

Mr. Covington asked the Board to specify what could be done in the new garage.

I

I
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Mr. Smith said he felt that preventive maintenance would include cleaning windshields.
sweeping buses out, putting in spark plugs, new brakes. etc. if they have facilities to
take care of this, and if they can meet all the setba.cks and other requirements. Moving t
buses inside is an excellent move, he said. Perhaps the Board should give more thought
to this,

Mr. Joseph DuvaJ..l, attorney and member of the church, spoke in favor of the request, and
described the bussing operation in connection with the Sunday School.

No official. action was taken.

II
Letter from Mr. Thomas R. Epperson requested a six months extalslon. Mr. Barnes moved
to grant the request; seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
Letter from Mr. Johnathan Titus stated that a use pennit was granted to him in February
of 1969. He now has a second doctor and additional. parking has been put 1n as stipulated
the Board.

Mr. Balter noted that there ha.s been parking on the street.

The Board asked that a letter be sent to Dr. Titus notifying him that there has been SCEe
report of' patients parking or doctors parking on the streets adjacent to the f'acil1ty and
in f'ront of' the building, and if this continues, his permit would be subject to revocation.

II
CARDINAL HILLS SWIM AND RACQ.UET CLUB - Letter requesting use of' tennis courts af'ter sunset
Consensus of' the Board was that this wouJ.d require a new application.

II
The Board read a letter 1'rom. Mrs. Thcnaas Cain regarding the Sir Browcain School, and a
letter !'rom Mrs. Franklin Minney who had been operating the school. The Board agreed
that it would be necessary f'<r the new owners or operators to f'ile a new application.

II
The Special Use Permit for ACCA Day Care Center in the John Calvin Presbyterian Church,
was amended to read "50 children, ages 2 1/2 to 8 years".

,
The Board reviewed the site plan submitted by City Engineering and Development corporation I

and approved it as being in conf'Ormity with the intent of' the motion granting the Special. .
Permit for service station.

II
JAMES B. GILSTRAP ~ Request for out of' tum hearing. The Board will decide at the next
meeting whether to grant an out of' turn hearing after having seen a copy of the bUilding
permit application.

II
ROGER PENN - Request for out of turn hearing - the Board will hear.Lthis on August 4.

II
The meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m.
By Betty Haines. Clerk.



The regular meeting of the Board
of zoning Appeals was held at 10: 00
a.m. on Tuesday, July 21, 1970 in
the Board of Supervisors Room of the
cmmty Administration Building. All
members were present: Mr. Daniel smith,
Chairman; Mr. George Barnes, Mr. Joseph
Baker, Mr. Richard Long and Mr. Clarence
Yeatman. (Mr. Long arrived late.)

The meeting was opened with a pra,yer by Mr. Barnes.

RIOOEl«>NT MONTESSORI SCHOOL, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordi
nance, to permit operation of Montessori school, hours of operation 9 a.m. to 3 p.m.,
maximum number of children - 66; 888 Dolley Madison Boulevard, (RE-l), Dranesville
District, 31-2 {(l) 4A, S-12l-70

Mr. Joseph J. Duffy, Jr., President of the Ridgemont Montessori School, Inc., requested
:permission to use the facilities of the Presbyterian Church for Montessori School or
nursery school as defined in the Code. He presented a copy of the site plan waiver
and photographs of the school itself. The school has been there for about five years.
They were using the house on the property but since 1967 tbey have been in the edu~

cational building.

(Mr. Long arrived.)

In answer to a question by Mr. Smith, Mr. Duffy replied that they do not have a lease
but they do have oral permission to use the facilities. He can provide the Board with
a written memo if it is necessary. Under the Cmmty space requirements, they could
have sixty-six children but they feel this is too crowded, so they would only have
62 children. Ages would be two years through six, five days a week. Parents would
bring the children to school or they would come in car pools. The school does not
transport children.

The Board asked Mr. Duffy to submit a copy of the Articles of' Incorporation and bY"'laws
for the record.

In application S-12l-70, an application by Ridgemont Montessori School, Inc •• appli
cation under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of a Montessori
School, located 888 Do11.ey Madison Boulevard, also known as tax map 31-2 ((1)) 4A,
county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

WHERBAS, the oaptioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requiremsnts of all applicable State and Cmmty CodeS and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Bard of Zoning Appeals, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a public
hearing this ?lst day of July, 1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follow-ing findings of fact:

1. The property is ,owned by the Trustees of the Presbytery of Washington City. The
applicant is lessee.
2. Present zoning is RE-l.
3. The property consists of six acres of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

WHRREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has reached. the following conclusions of law:

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

2. That the use will not be detrimental. to the character and development of the adj
acent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This approval is granted for a one year period with the Zoning Administrator being
empowered to extend the permit for three successive ye!ll"S, and with the following
limitations:

2. This is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable.

3. This permit shill expire one year from this date unless operation has started or
unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.
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4. This approval. is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this appJ.ication. Any additlOI18J. structures of any kind. changes in use or addi
tional. uses whether or not these additional uses require a use permit shall be cause
for this use permit to be re·evaluated by this Board.

5. This 1s granted for a maximum of 66 children, ages 2 through 6, five days a week,
fran 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. and compliance with County and State regulations for fencing pla,y
area is required.

6. There will be a minilnum of 30 parking spaces for this use.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-0, Mr. Yeatman out of the room.

II
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC & POWER COMPANY, application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 to permit
addition to existing Bull Run SUb-station, located 6716 Centreville Road, Centreville
District, (RE-I), 65 ((1» l05A, l06A, 8-121-70

Mr. R. W. Church, Jr. represented the applicant. The purpose of this expansion is to
provide an addi tiona.1 source of power at 115 kv at the Bull Run SUb-station, he
explained. and it is a very necessary addition to the system. The site contains approxi
mately six acres.

How many additional. structures in the fonn of towers or transformers would actu~ 'be
added, Mr. smith asked?

There would be six transformers, Mr. Church replied, each performing one phase of
two three-phase lines. There would be a dead end structure on the property approxi
mately fifty feet in height.

To improve reliability of service, Mr. R. W. Carroll stated, they propose to install
at Bull Run SUbstation a 230,000 volt to 115.000 volt transformer and connect it to
their existing 230.000 volt transmission line that is already in place between LoudoWl
and OX and gees tlu:Ough this substation site. This installa.tion would increase
reliability of service to the Bull Run-Gainesville 115,000 volt line now under
construction.

Mr. Carroll told the Board that portions of the fence around the existing station would
be relocated and sane new fencing would be installed to enclose both new and old equip
ment. The facilities would be ccmpletely enclosed with a six foot steel chain link fencei
topped with barbed wire. The gate would be locked at all times except for ingress
and egress when an attendant is present. Operation of the expanded substation would not
generate additional. traffic which will be hazardous or inconvenient to the predominant
residential. character of the neighborhood or conflict with normal traffic. Access
is available from Old Centreville Road.

The proposed facilities, Mr. Carroll continued, must be located adj acent to the existing
230KV line and there is no C or I zone on or near the eXisting line within one mile of
the existing substation.

This proposed substation addition will reinforce the power supply to the area and pro
vide for continuing growth. Mr. Carroll stated. VEFCO has owned this property for
several years.

Mr. SDL1th read the staff recommendation: "The staff notes that the subject application I'

is for the expansion of an existing facility to meet the needs of the County. The
st&1'f notes that accommodation of the .future improvement of ~ Route 28 to a 300 foot right

l
,

of way (E4 crosssection) should be provided for now."

Mr. Church stated that they would object to that very strenuously. The new setback
line on this property a.fter being required to accClIlllllOdate hal.f of the proposed 300 ft.
right of way pretty well wipes out the property. They conferred with the Righway
Depar'bnent yesterday and they indiea.te that this is phase four of a four phase plan
that is not yet adopted, for which the alignment has not been set, and which, if
inlplemented, is sanewhere around 1965.

Mr. McKenzie Downs, real estate broker and appraiser, stated that he had made
of the area and found that this would not have an adverse effect on the area.
written report is on file with the records of this case.

a study
A

I
Mr. Smith read the Planning Commission recODDIlendation for approval.

Mr. Steve Lopez of the Planning staff suggested deferral Wltil after September 16 to
allow the Board of Supervisors to act on the Bull Run Plan.

No opposition.



WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of all applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,
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In application S-127~70, an application by Virginia Electric and Power Company,
application under Section 30~7.2.2.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit addition to existin
Bull Run sUb-station, located 6716 Centreville Road, a.lso known a,o:; tax ma.p. 65 ((1)) I --:L 9 /'
105A, 106A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board ofZoning .~ ~
Appeals adopt the following resolution: --.

I
WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property Orl"ners, and a publi
hearing by the Boa.rd of zoning Appeals held on the 21st day of July, 1970, and,

WHEREAS, the Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE~l.

3. Area of the lot is 5.9467 acres of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating ccmpliance with Standards
for Specia.l. Use Permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.Ll of the
Zoning Ordinance, and,

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
land and wilJ. be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the ZOning Ordinance.

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

L This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
:f\1rther action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this application and
not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year frOm this date unless construction or operation
has started or unJ.ess renewed byaction of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This apprOVal is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats sub·
mitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use
or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall
be cause for this use pennit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. A six fOot cbain link fence shall be erected around the perimeter of the
property in lZlDfo:rmance with the fencing ordinance setback requirements.

5. Hardwood trees 8. m1n1mum of 2 1/2 inches in diamater sball be planted 40 ft. on
center a.long the fence lines where trees are not existing or have been removed.
seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
JIM L. & EVA J. WELLS, application under Section 30-7.2.7.1.2 to permit replacement of
existing facilities daJnaged by the elements, located 8731 Lee Highway, Providence
District, (RE-I), 49-3 (6») pt. 2, S-122-70

Mr. William Hansbarger represented the applicant.

Why is this back before the Board, Mr. smith asked?

Because they plan to relocate the buildings, Mr. Woodson replied.

This use is categorized in the Ordinance as a number of uses, Mr. Hansbarger a1l&ted,
but the one that tits best is camnercial recreation. A use permit was granted in
1962 for the antique shop in the home, for a period of one ;year. It has been operated
as an antique business and not as an antique shop. Mr. Wells has musical instruments
dating back to the 18oo·s.

This is under a different section of the Ordinance, Mr. Smith noted. The application
requests replacing damaged buildings but it is a canpletelj, different operation.

Thilld..ts similar to a museum, Mr. Woodson stated, but it is not included in he Ordinanc
Mr. Hansbarger talked to him, he said, and he suggested that it come under Group VII.

This was granted for an antique business, Mr. Smith stated. Is he going to continue
the antique busineSS?
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Many of the instruments that will be displayed are antiques, Mr. Hansbarger said, but
they will discontinue selling the glass antiques. This will be a museum of antique
instruments.

Mr. smith felt that this was a completely new application.

The application reads "for recreational and educational uses", Mr. Hansbarger said.
The notices that the office sent to the adjacent property owners did state the entire
purpose of the application.

Mr. Bmith objected to hearing the application today based on the advertising of the
application "under Section 30-7.2.7.1.2 to permit replacement of existing facilities
damaged by the elements u• The application should be deferred and readvertised at no
expense to the applicant and should include the recreational and educational aspects
of it.

Mr. Hansbarger felt that the Section of the Ordinance advertising the application and
the sign posted on the property met the requirements, plus the letter that went out
to the adjacent property owners.

Is there a charge made to people now to go in and look at the instruments, Mr. Smith
asked? He said he was not aware that admission was being charged and had via! ted the
property himself. and was not charged admission.

Mr. Woodson said that Mr. Wells had been charging for years.

Mr. Wells described the operation which he had been conducting since getting the
special use permit in 1962, stated that he had offered toevery child in the Fairfax
School system free admission with II. guided tour of the musical instruments. Since the
storm, things have been so congested, they are not operating now. In the antique
business they operate by appointment only.

After a very lenghty discussion on whether or not to hear the application or defer
for readvertising and reposting, Mr. Long stated that he felt the application had
been properly advertised and the letters sent out by Mr. Hansbarger told the neighbors
what was planned.

The antique shop is being eliminated and being that the application was advertised
under Section 30-7.2.7.1.2 of the Ordinance, Mr. yeatman stated, so he believed that
it was properly advertised arid would move that the case be heard today. Seconded,
Mr. Baker. C&rried 4-1, Mr. Smith voting against the motion.

Mr. Wells said that he wished to preserve a part of the American past. There will be
an old carousel in the museum but there would be nO rides in connection with this
operation. People will pay admission to come into the museum. If they run into a
duplicate, they would sell the duplicate, but this would be the only sales. There
would be no softdrinks, candy, etc. sold.

Is the only revenue-producing feature the admission charge, Mr. Smith asked?

They do rent on the outside, in three states, big musical items that are truck
mounted, Mr. Wells replied. They do not solicit and they do not have their name on
any of their units. People contact them for the rental., and they have done five White
House shows.

Where in the Ordinance is a person perm!tted to rent things from his home, Mr. 3mith
asked? Rents.l of other equipment is not eJJ.owed in a residential. area.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that Mr. Wells rents the equipment from his home which is located
outside the property contained in the use pennit. He said that he, himself, could
rent anything he wanted to fran his hane without coming in for a use pennit.

Mr. Woodson said this question had never come up before.

This is a COl1lJl1ercial operation and is is being done from out of a residentially zoned
area, Mr. Smith stated. How can the Zoning Administrator allow rental of equipment
from a residential..ly zoned area and deny anyone else a similar rental concession.

That is why he is here under a commercial. recreational establishment, Mr. Woodson
stated.

This is not prohibited by the Ordinance, Mr. Hansbarger contended. First of all,
this is a permissive Ordinance ~~ those things not expressly prohibited are permitted.
His advice to Mr. Wells would be that with or without a use permit, if he wants to
take calls in his home, it is not prohibited. Things are rented at Old Virginia City
and a person pays admission there.

Mr. smtth objected to renting equipment and transporting it to and from this residential
zone.

Suppose he keeps the equipment some place else, Mr. Hansbarger suggested, BJld took the
ceJJ.s on this property'?

L::JI
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Mr. Smith said this was an area that certainly should be cleared up.

Will there be other antiques besides musical instruments, Mr. Baker inquired?

There will be five antique cars, Mr. Wells replied.

Mr. 8mith noted that the section Wlder which this application was filed includes
skating rink, sports arena, and bowling a.l.ley.

There Is no place in the Ordinance for a museum, Mr. Woodson said, so he advised
the applicant to file Wld.er this section because it is recreation and they p~ ad
mission to go in.

Would 50 parking spaces be adequate to take care of people who would be coming to
this facility, Mr. 8mith asked?

Mr. Woodson said re did not arrive at this figure but he felt that it would never
have more than a few cars.

Mr. Wells stated that they were asking permission to house everything in this one
building, closer to the highway. They have already removed one old building and
they will remove the others after the new building Is constructed. The hane antique
operation would also cease.

Mr. 8m1th objected to the equipment rental from this property and reminded Mr.
Woodson that he had required one man to move a bulldozer off his property and
park it on ccmnercial property. If Mr. Wells can rent equipment and store it
on his property, why can't a man rent and store a bulldozer on residential property?

Mr. Yeatman compared this operation as a farmer who takes a piece of farm eq¢p
ment to a neighboring fam., bales hay, and brings the equipment back. He is in
RE-l and RE·2 zoning. That has been going on for a long time. This is an occasional
type rental.

A one man operation could not get very commercial, Mr. Barnes agreed.

It ma;y be similar, Mr. SJn1th noted, but a farmer does not need a use permit.

If a use pennit is granted, then this becomes a use permitted by right, Mr. Hansbarger
reasoned, and anything permitted by right can be rented.

Mr. 8mith asked Mr. Woodson -- vould you allOW' a person to have three or four musical
instruments and rent them from his home?

If he took one out himself to pl~, Mr. Woodson said, he would.

No opposition.

Mr. Mohamadi of the Land Use Administration staff agreed with Mr. Smith that the
application should have been postponed for readvertising and repoating.

In application 5·122·70, an application by Jim L. and Eva J. Wells, an application
under Section 30-7.2.7.1.2 to permit construction of new facilities for recreational
and educational musical museum, property located 8731 Lee Highwa;y, also known as 49-3
({6)) pt. 2, County of Fairfax"Virginia, Mr. Long 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 ani in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public bearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 21st day of July,
1970, and,

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

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is HE·!.
3. Area of the use permit is 2 acres of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be required.
5. The original use permit granted in March 13, 1962 was for an antique shop.

WHE:aEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and
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2. Tha.t the use will not be detrimental. to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccmprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning OrdinlVlce.

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

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

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

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

4. A minimunt 01'50 parking spaces will be required for this use.

5. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordina.nce) will be reqUired.

6. Adequate public facilities approved by Fairfax COWlty Health Department will be
required for the convenience of the public.

7. There shall be no outside storage of equipment or display of advertising signs.

8. The land with this use permit shall be enlarged above the five acre site if neces
sary, to comply with all necess~ requirements for use permits within this Section
30-7.2.7.1.2.

Seconded, Mr. BaIneS. Carried 4-1, Mr. Smith voting against the motion as he felt
the renting of equipment from this residential zone was not in keeping with the
Ordinance.

II
The Board agreed to accept Mr. Higginbotham's offer to represent them regarding the
court case for Columbia. Pike Limited Partnership.

II
HORNE PROPERTIES, INC., applica.tion Wlder Section 30-7.2.10.3.6 of the Ordinance, to
permit recreation center, limited to billiard and ping pong tables, 6184a Arlington
Boulevard, Willston, (lower level), (C~D), 51-3 «1» 4, Mason District, 5-124-70

Mr. William Ingersoll, 6823 Bland Street, Springfield, Virginia, represented the
applicant. This loca.tion is the lower level of the old Kresge store, he said,
and the upper level is now occupied by Steven Windsor Clothing. There is an outside
entrance to the lower level between the two stores.

Since the Scl100l Board was not notified as an adjacent property owner, Mr. Baker
moved to defer this hearing to August 4 so the School Board :may be notified. Seconded,
Mr. Long. Carried lUl8DimOUSly.

II
MINNIE IRENE SCMERS, application Wlder Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Ordinance, to
permit beauty shop as holae occupation, 2813 E. Lee Avenue, Memorial Heights, MoWlt
Vernon District, (R-12.5), 93-1 ((18)) G, 5-125-70

No one was present to represent the applicant, therefore the case was placed at the
end of the agenda.

II
WILLS & VAl{ METRE, INC., application WldEir Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
variance to number of entrance structures, height of entrance structure and setback,
Tamarack, located on Hunter Mill Road, Centreville District, (RE-l), 27-2 ((1) 11.
V~123-70

Mr. John .Aylor stated that this is an HE-l cluster subdivision. The subdivision is
recorded. On June 3 Mr. Wills applied to the COWlty to have acme entrance structures
on both sides of Tamarack Drive, entrance wa.l.ls and gatehouses. The closest wall
to Hunter Mill Road is 10 ft. and the closest shelter to each side of Tamarack Drive
is 12 ft. If there is a 50 ft. requirement, they are asking that it be waived. In
making the application, Mr. Wills talked with the Zoning Administrator and it was in
dicated that there was nothing precisely in the Ordinance that took care of this type
of structure. There was an ordinance pertaining to signs, but they do not consider
this a sign. The only area to be encompassed by a sign contains 8 sq. ft. Total of
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the wall and the shelters is 424 sq. ft. so actually only about 2 per cent of the
entire structure would be devoted to any notice of any kind. The shelters are
four column structures and a. person can see through them. They are mainly to help
people looking for people living in the subdivision and to add tone. These
houses will sell for $43,000 and up. They estimate that the cost of each structure
would be aroun::i $3,000. The Community Association owns the two parcelS of land which
will be open space. The shelters will be peI'lllAllent structures with no maintenance
required. The only thing to paint would be the underside of the shelter.

This Board cannot consider the sign, Mr. Smith said. The variance sought on the
gatehouses will have to be justified.

Mr. Aylor said the land drops off rather fast and because of the topography, they
did not put the lots right on Hunter Mill Road so it would be a. hardship not to have
sane identification on the road. They cannot move the gatehouses back because of the
storm drainage easement.

No opposition.
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In appJ.ication V~123-70, an application by Wills and Van Metre, Inc., application
under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit variance to number of entrance struc
tures, height of entrance structures and setback, Tsmarack, located on Hunter Mill
Road, also known asiax map 27~2 ((1)) ll, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved
that the Board of Zoning ApPeals ad::lpt. the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly riled in accordance with require-I
ments of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws of
the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

VHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the pTCPerty, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a publi'
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 21st of July, 1970, and,

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

1. The applicant is the owner of the property.
2. Present zoning is RE-1.

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

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the follOwing physical conditions exist i
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practicaJ. I
difficulty or wmecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and/or buildings involved; (a) exceptional topographic problems of the
land; (b) location of storm sewer easement and stream bed;

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

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

2. This variance sha1.l expire one year from this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This variance is for the structures only and not for signs and the brick wall.

4. The construction of the buildings and the material is to be in confOrmity with
photographs filed with this application.

5. The structures shall not interfere with adequate sight distance.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-1, Mr. Smith voting against the motion as he felt
there was no justification for a variance on the gazebos.

II
M'1'. VERNON VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPAR'!MENT AND FAIRFAX COUNTY FIRE SERVICES, application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit construction and operation of
fire i;ation, located intersection of Parkers Lane, Sherwood Hall 'Lane, and Holland
Road, Mount Vernon District, (R-12.5), 102-1 ((1)) pt. 3, S-126-70

Mr. Burton stated that the property is owned by Fairfax County and because of the
situation of having three roads, there is~ one contiguous property owner -
the Harrelson property. This is to serve the Route 1 corridor and terms provide
that this will be leased to the Mount Vernon Volunteer Fire Department, InC.,
f'or the purpose of establishing a volunteer fire department station thereon. This
will be 8. 130' x 77' building, one story, no siren.

No opposition.

Mr. 8mith read the COWlty Facilities Site Selection Camntttee Reccmmendation: On
December 8, 1969 the County FacUities Site Selection Conmittee met and reviewed the
proposed relocation of the Mount Vernon fire stathn. The committee reccamnends that
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the northernmost 1.5+ acres of the county' owned Harrelson tract be approved for fire
station use under Section 15.1-456 of the Code of Virginia, &8 amended.

The PJ.anni,ng CalIll1ssion also recQDQended apprOVlLl of the application under Section
15.1-456.

The following JIOtlon was made by Mr. Yea'bDan, seconded, Mr. Barnes, and carried 4-0
(Mr. Lang ab.to1ning as hi. l'iJ:m drew tile plat.):

In application 8-126-70, application by the Mount Vernon Volunteer Fire Department and
Fairfax County ll'1re Services, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Ordinance
to permit canatructicm. and ttperatlon of fire station, located at the intersection
of Parkers Lane, Sherwood Hall Lane and Holland. Roall, also known as tax map 102-1
«1» pt. 3, County of l"&1rf'ax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of Zming
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHIRBAS, the captioned application has been proper~ .fji d in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and CoImty Codes and in accordance witb the by
laws of the Fa.irfu County Board ot zoning AppealS, and,

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and &

public hearing by the Board at Zoning Appeals held on the 21st ~ at July, 19'70, and

WHERBAS, the Board at ZOning Appeals baa made the following findings at fact.

1. The owner of the property is Fairtax COUnty.
2. ~sent zoning is R-12.5.
3. The lot contains 1 1/2 acres of land.

AND WHBRIA8, the Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals has reached the toll.owing conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has presented test:Lmony indicating canpliance with Standards tor
Special Use Pe1'Dlit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 at the Zoning
Ordinance, and that the use will not be detr1Mntal to the character and develop-
ment at the adjacent land and w1ll be in h&mony with the purposes of the caJlPrebensive
plan at land use embodied in the ZOning OrdiDance.

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

1. This a;pproval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
f'urther action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This pe1'Dlit shAll expire one year tre:m this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date at: expiration.

3. nds approval is granted tor the buildings and uses indicated on pats submitted
with this appllcatiOll. ~ additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tional uses, whether or not these additianaJ. uses require a use pe1'Dlit, shAll be caUse
for this use pe1'Dlit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

II
The application at FRANCIS J. McCLOSKEY, JR., D. D. B. W&8 placed at the end of the
agenda as no one was present to represent the applicant.

II
PROORBSBIVB CARII:, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.8 of the Ordinance, to
continue operation at nursing hcIDe under new management, all operations to be as
previous4 done, 7120 Braddock. Road, Annandale District, (BE-l), 71-3 «8)) lOA,
8-108-70 (deferred traa June 16)

This.application was deterred to Beptember 8 as the applicant's attorney, Ba.rry Murp~,

waa out of town and Mr. Ted Sutes of his office asked that it be postponed.

II
T:IXAOO, INC., 8pplication under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit con
struction of canopy O'fer pump isl.and cJ.oser to tront property line than a.l1owed, 5644
Telegraph Road., Lee District, (C-G), 83-1 «1)) 8A, V-107-70 (deferred frat June 23)

Mr. R. A. navis requested that the canopy be allowed for health and safety reasons
to protect employees working out in the ele:ments and to keep the area dry for traffic
stopping at the pump islands.

U1'l'oortunately, Mr. SJdth ecrrmented, these are not reasons tor the Boa:L'd to grant a
variance on the basis ot hardship.

The service station baa been there eight 01' ten years, Mr. Davis stated. The depth

of the lot is u4.9'7' and 106.45'.
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Did Texaco dedieate the land tor widening Telegraph Road, Mr. Yeatman asked?

It was condemned. Mr. Davis replied, 8l1d the station was just :remodeled at an
expense of $a,000 - $9,000.

Mr. Barnes stated that the nriance, it granted, wouJ.d allow the canopy 3 1/2 ft.
trea Telegraph Road.

The Boe.rd hal turned down 1I\8IlY canopies even where there were service dtives, Mr.
Smith stated, and this one doesn't ewn have a service drive. The p1J1lJp8 are closer to
the property line than aJ.J.owed under the Ordinance. and this 1s 'because of condemnatic

No opposition.

In application V-I07-70, application by Texaco, Inc., application under Sl!ction 30-6.6
of the: Ordinance, to permit eonstruction of canopy over pump island. closer to front
p~erty' line than allowed, located 5644 Telegraph Road, &lao known as tax map 83-1
((1) BA, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of zoning
Appe&1.s adopt the following resolution:

WHSREAS, the captioned application baa been properly flled·1n accordance with the
requirements of all appl1cehle State and County codes and in accordance with the by_
of the Fairfax County Board of ZOning AppeaJ.s held on the 21st ~ of July, 19'70 and

WHERBAS, the Board of zoning Appe&lB has made the following f1.ndings of fact:

1. That'!he owner of the subject property is Texaco, Inc.
2. Present zoning is C-G.
3. Area of the lot is 23,434 sq. !'t. of land.
4. Proposed canopy would be within 3 1/2 !'t. of the right of way line of Telegraph
Road.

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

1. The applicant has not satisfied the Board that ph;yaical conditions exist whiah
under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance wou1.d result in pre.ctic&1
difficulty or unnecessary ~hip that would clepriva the user of the reuonable
use ot the land and/or bUildings involved:

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby denied. Seconded, Mr. Be.rnes. Carried unan1mousl:y.

II
'!'he Board returned to the application of KINNIE IRBNE S~, application under Secti
3O~7.2.6.1.5 of tb! Ord1nance, to permit operation of beauty shop as heme oc~ation,

2813 E. Lee Avenue, Memorial Heights, Nt. Vernon D:lBtrict (R-12.5), 93-1 «18» G,
8-125-70.

Mr. Grenadier appeared on behalf of Mr. Bernard Fage1son, representing the applicant.
The adjacent property owner, Mrs. Kuba. is present in favor of ,this IqIplication, be
oaid.

Mr. Knowlton told the Board that the Board or Supervisors last WednesdS\Y adopted
an amendment to the Ordinance regardirlg beauty Shops as hc8De occupations, so
that baDe occupations are no longer required to provide o:t'f'~street parking.
However, his interpretation is that the Board could still pl.ac:e my r8uonable reatric
tion on a use permit to lllalte it ccmpatible with the nei~borbood..

No opposition.

Mr. Long moved to defer ,to August 4-for the applicant to be present to testify
with regard, to this application. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried unanimously.

II
Mr. Smith 888in called the application of Francis J. McCloSkey, Jr. and no one was
present. The app1.icant should be notified that this will CaD& up on September 8 and
if be does not respond, the cue will be denied for lack of interest.

II
The Clerk was ins~ted to ask Mrs. Elg1.a. G. C1.emme:r to be present on Anguat 4 with
regard to her application for beauty shop.

II
Request tran Show1te George ~ Park Rug and Carpet Shop - Rezoning is scheduled to be
heard by the Board of' Supervisors on August 5. Since the Board ot zoning Appe&1s
has no meeting after August 4, they would like to be heard before the Board ot
Supervisors meeting contingent upon getting the rezc:ning. Consensus or the Board
was that this wouJ.d not be possible since the zoning would not be in cOJtlP,1iance with
the Ordinance at that time. It this 1s rezoned, the Board could bear the case on
September B.

I
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Letter f'rQa. Walter B. Savage, residing at 2523 Bull Run eourt, owner of Lot 118, Stone~

wall MIlnor, adJ0ifting the property ot Dunn Loring Sw1Ja CJ.ub - Recently the Dunn Loring
Swim C1ub cl.ellU"ed an &rea of their property tor 8. park.1.ng lot. '!'bey h&ve fenced an
extensive &rea ot the parkillg lot but did not fence the area between their P&rking
lot and the Savage property. The letter expressed concern about the possibility of
selling the baDe at 8. later date and the potential buyer inquiring as to why the
property 1s in no 'Q¥ separated f'ran the p&rking lot. It the buyer has small chU
dren, there could be all kinds of problelll8.

The letter was referred to Mr. Woodson's office tor an inspector's report. The Clerk
should send a letter to Mr. and Mrs. Savage indicating that the Board has referred
this to the Zoning Administrator and the Board will take it up at their meeting on
the 28th.

II
National Memorial Park - variance on fence height at the camara ot West Street and
Lee Highway and HoJ.1.)'wood Road and Lee Highway - Request for rehearing:

The motion wu to grant the application. Mr. Smith recalled, but the motion did not
carry. To hiS knOlfledge tbere was no reference in the motion made for deni&1. Sight
distance was discussed but the motlilon to grant was defeated for lack of a majority.
Mr. SIll1th said the &ppllcation was made under the hardship section of the Ord1n&nce
and be felt that the Boeird had no justification for granting a variance on the fence
height in an area such as this but he had no quarrel for rehearing it if the Board
feels this is evidence for rehearing. providing it's readvertised and reposted. This
time the poating should be at the corners and not in the middJ.e oJ: the cemetery.

Attorney for the appl.icant stated that in the motion for rehearing. theirs i8 predicated
upon emergence of evidence which wu not presented during the original hearing and has
not been available. It was not clear to the Park at the time that they would need
the support of a profellBional engineer. They now have saDebody' who would set forth
the clear idea on the fence. Photographs and other site plans have come to light
since the hearing on the 16th of June.

What happened in 1935 and 1936 has no bearing on the variance on the height of the
fence, Mr. SllIith said, and the thinking of the Board on the variance WOI1l.d have to
be current substance.

Mr. Yeatman moved to rehear the application based on the evidence that the new attorney
and engineer can present to the Board. Seconded. Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-0. Mr. Long
abst&1ning. This will be reheard on September 15 &tter reIl'Osting and readvertising.
Signs should be placed at each corner of the cemetery. Five adjacent property owners
should be notified by the applicants.

II
JAMBS GILSTRAP - Request for,;ou.t of turn hearing - The Board reviewed the application
for buUding permit and the plat submitted at that time, and read Mr. Gilstrap's
letter telling bav this hBppened. Mr. Yeat;ma.n moved to hear the application on
August 4, and request that the contractor be present. Mr. Long asked that the three
contiguous property owners be notified as well as the others to meet the notification
requirement. Seconded. Mr. Barnes. Carried unaniJDous1¥. (Mr. and Mrs. GiLstrap should

II
Mr. Smith read a letter fran Mr. Hancock. Assistant County Attorney, to the Board
regarding the court'. decision on Gulf Oil corporation (service station located on
Telegraph Road - -:PPllca:llion denied bY' BZA) - which stated tb&t the court bad upheld
the Board I S deei.iQll.

II
Letter 1'raD Mr. Waterval. requested the Board of Zoning Appeals to defer final. decision
to September on the applic&tion of Lake Barcroft Recreation Aasociation. The Boud
issued an intent to defer at this time, but the applic&tion is still listed on the 28th
of July agenda.

The Board adJourned at 5:05 p.m.
By' BettY' Haines, C1.erk

De.n1el Baith, Cb&irman

0U0
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The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held at 10:00 a..m. in the Board Room of the
County Administration Building, on July 28, 1970;
&l1 members were present: Mr. Daniel smith, Chair
man; Mr. CJ.a1:ence Ye&'tM&n, Mr. Richard Lang, Mr.
Joseph Baker and Mr. George Barnes.

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

W. HOWARD ROOKS, application under Section 30-7.2.9.1.7.1 of the Ordinance, to permit
operation of reaJ. estate attice with six employees, 8105 Little River Turnpike,
AnnandaJ.e District, (R-l?), 59-4 «10» 4, 8-98-70

John Scott, attorney, represented the e.ppllcant. Mr. Rooks seeks a special use permit
to operate a re&1 estate office at 8105 Little River Turnpike, he st&ted. The property
has a frontage of 180 ft. on the proposed service drive in front of Route 236 and
a depth of 250 ft. on one side and 279 on the ..her and it lies 175 ft. west of Pine
Ridge Drive. 8I'Pl'OxiJDately 350 ft. east of Wood.Uu'k Drive. Mr. Rooks Is the owner of
the property.

How long has he owned it, Mr. 8m1th asked?

Forty-five days, Mr. Scott replied.

Did he own it at the time the application was filed for the use permit, Mr. SlDith
asked?

That is correct, Mr. Scott replied. The property is vacant at the present time.
The property is owned by Mr. Rooks and his wif" Sue G•.~b lot is improved with a
single family dwelling having approximately 2,000 sq. ft. It was constructed in 1945.
Reference to the plat will show a service road now running fran Pine Ridge Drive to
Accotink Parkwt'liY and the plat will also sbow that certain strip 30 ft. wide is in front
of this property and is in the process of being dedicated to the State for tbe turther
widening and extension of that service road.

The service drive is :lot in place at this time, Mr. Slllith said. Does the service
drive come up to this property?

NO, it is not developed up to this property, Mr. Scott said. It is developed frClll.
Pine Ridge Drive east of Pine Ridge Driva along Accotink Parkva"y. The application
is filed under Section 30-7.2.9.1.7 for a real estate office. Requirements of this
section are tb&t the dwelling have frontage on a primary highway, that the dwelling
was in existence at the time this section of the Ordinance was adapted, that the
property be at least 3/4 acre in size, that parking spaces be provided, a sufficient
amount to ELCcarmodate I!IJ.l of the employees and &ll persons who may be expected; The
application complies in every respect with that section.

Mr. Scott stated that Mr. Rooks is not an ordinary realtor, be is operating three
offie es in the Northern Virginia &rea, and laat yes:r he was awarded first place by
the WaDen t s Club in Woodbridge and in the statewide contest Virginia Business for
Beauty. He showed a placque awarded to Mount Vernon Realty for an outstanding con
tribution to the environment and beauty of the state.

Does he have any offices in the County, Mr. SlDith asked? Woodbridge is in Prince
Willim County and they have a different zoning ordinance.

He has an office at 8120 Richmond Highway in FairfaX county, Mr. Scott replied. He
has been a broker in Northern Virginia and Fairfax county for more than ten years.
The one at Richmond H1.gt:any is in a ccmmercial office building. The Pl'OPOsed use
would permit two or three salesmen to be on duty at SlIY one t1me, althOugh the appli·
cation is for six, Mr. Rooks advises that only two of the salesmen would be on duty
in this office at any' one time except on occasions when there were sale, meetings or
special events at the office. They normally would be using this facility between
the hours of ten and four-thirty or five, and the premises would be maintained in
a very clean and well kept manner, and the existing shrubbery would reJl18in. He
introduced Mr. Rosser Pa1ne as an expert witness.

Rosser H. ~e, 59 Culpeper Street, Warrenton, Virginia, stated that he appeared in
behalf of the applicant for two reasons -- to giva the planning aspects of the relation
ship of the planning process in Annandale district specifically, and to give the
reasons for the rules by which :f;be Board abides, and s~ of those rules were es
tablished when the Ordinance was dre.f'ted so many of the ~r8 might not remelIlber
the reason these specific guidelines were given. In dealing with the first itelD,
the ccmprehensive plan, he pointed out that since OCtober 1958 there have been
five cc:mprehensive plans adopted by the Board of Supervisors on reCClllmendation of
the Planning C'amnission for tbei,entire County, including the Annandale area. The
most recent of those was February 18 and 25 of this year, specificaJ.13" dealing
with the Amtandal.e district. Closing out this point, he reminded the Board that
nowhere in the adoption or the studies of these plans, which are' general, as required
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bY' State Code, was there ever any implication or ever any statement by the staff, the
Planning Ccmrdsslon or the Board of Supervisors. that these geJieraJ. eanprehensive plans
as adopted should be implemented by anything other than the current zoning ordinance
UDder which you operate. In~thec_1EoIt"recetlt·publ:l:c"ioD, he did not find any reference
to the tact that the Zoning Ordinance in regard to use permits in residential districts
should be changed. He therefore Jliust assume that it was the intent of the CO\mty of
Fairfax to continue to :lmpJ.snent the general ccmprebens1ve plans through the use of the
current ordinance. There were questions raised at the Pl&nlling CCBIIllissloo J there was
some doubt as to the validitY' of the application of the Ordinance to the planning pro
ceSS.

Mr. Smith said he hoPed that Mr. Payne would not elaborate on the caaprebensive plans
they do not recem:nend for or against use permits. Use permits are 'Baaed solely on
the criteda set forth in the Ordinance.

A good deal of time was spent at the Planning CCClIllisaion hearing on this. Mr. Payne said,
and that 1s why he brought up the point. In the drafting of the orig1n&1 Zoning Ordi
nance, and in the drafting of the 1963 emendment which dealt'specifically with reaJ.
estate offices, it is important to note the reason for the criteria.

The Chairman objected to going into the reuons •• this would be a personal opinion u
to what the intent WIIB at that time. The Board is all aware of what the intent was
&8 a good many of the members were on the Board at that time and participated. The
Board must operate by the final product.

The November 1963 amendment, Mr. P'a3'ne said, d.e&11ng with real estate offices speci
f1ca1J.l', was set forth in the ordinance primarily because the primary b1ghvay was
considered to be more&I'Propriate for the use of a real estate office. Concern was
expressed to him. by the Board of S\1peI'visors, that the re&1 estate, first of all,
being similar to other home occupations is difficult to identity located in a subdi
vision. The problem with cul-de-sac streets in offices of this kind, which had been
permitted up until ~963, created some contusion in terms of public use. The nature
of .. real estate off1ce, these offices needed exposure to re~ acCe&B fmr ~ house
or apartment hWlter. That was the basis for the 1963 amendment which SJ!lecifies the
location of such uses on priaary h1ghw~.

Mr. Scott asked Mr.~ if in his profession&1 opinion, wouJ.d the use of this property
as a real estate of'1'ice be (1) hazardous or inconvenient to the predaldnant residential
character of the neighborhood?

No, it will not, Mr. Payne replied, and his reasons are (1) that the structure cannot
be altered or changed. (2:) The property has and always has since its c,onstruction
:frOnted individually on Route 236, the primary bighwqj there is no vehicular or direct
pedestrian connection to any lot in the subdivision. The traffic COWlt on #236 could
be &rgued both wa,ys, but be would submit that 30,000 vehicles a dqdoes not constitute
1ocaJ. street traffic.

Would such use be incongruous therewith, 1\. Scott asked?

It would not, in his opinion, Mr.~ said, because the specific criteria laid down
for the Board of zoning Appeals considers screening, the existing use, and forbids
alteration of the structure.

Would such use conflict Yith the normal traffic on the streets of the neighborhood,
nOli and in the tuture, taking into account convenient routes of xeclestrian traffic,
parUcu1.&r4r children, relative to JIllL1n traffic thorough:f'ares and street intersections,
and to the general character and intensity of developDent of the neighborhood, Mr.
Scott aaled?

No, it would not, Mr. Payne replied. In his opinion, there rill be no direct access
to the subdivision trem any point unless a service drive is constructed in the fUture
by the Virginia Department of H1ghways. If that occurs, at that time the area for
the service drive will proVide connections only to the intersections to Route 236 and
the-reby~ indirect access to the subdivision.

Will the use of this parcel as a real estate office hinder or discourage the
development of adjacent land, Mr. Scott asked, and buildings, or hlrpair the value there
of?

Mr. Payne said he did not believe it could. Again the use ot the property is restricted
to its present cha.raCter with construction of off street parking.

Is the use in harmony with the general purpose of the plan for the area, Mr. Scott asked?

Mr. ~e said he believed that question had. been ad.equate4r answered by the Chairman,
ani he believed ccmprehensive p1.ans for this area sbould be and will. be administered
by the current zoning ordinance of Fairfax COWlty.

Will the use be detrimental to the character and development of the adjacent land, Mr.
Scott asked?
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As long aa the County rules are applied &8 drafted, be did not see how it could be
detrlJDent&l to the adjacent properties or adjacent land, Mr. Payne sa.id.

Has the Virginia Department of Highways ever built 8. serviee drive, Mr. Yeatman &ak.ed,
without the owners dedicating and building the service drive?

Mr. P8iYne said in !Us experience in the county. the owners ha.ve been required to dedi
cate and construct ·service drives.

Mr. Yeatman reminded Mr. Payne of his statement that when the CCIDlllOnweaJ.th built the
service drive J in other words J they would not enter fl'aD. the service drive now, into
the property?

NO, sir, it bas always been 8. private driYeWJl.Y. Mr. Payne said.

That would change the character cfthe property, Mr. Yeatman said. Isn't t~re lUllPle
camnerci&1J.y zoned space within 8. short distance of this property in the Annand&l.e
section?

cert&inly there is some office space a.va.1l&ble, Mr. Payne stated, but he did not
know the exact figures on vacant floor space.

This is a nice subdivision, Mr. Yeatman stated, and it would be detr1Jllent&l to have
8. real estate office here. It is not like a house, especiaJ.l.y when there are this
number of sales people there.

Mr. ~e stated that he did not see IllUch difference between the use that Mr. Minchew
made of his property across the street for years, he believed that's now closed, that
was basicaJ.l::r s. real estate office for his own subdivision, and secondly there is a
dentist office direc-UY- across the street from this property for which this Board
granted a permit, so he therefore found it difficult to draw a distinction.

That was for one dentist, Mr. Yea'bDan comnented, and this application calls for
several real estate salesmen. Most real estate companies in the County of any
magnitude operate frClll a CODIIIercial zone and he did not know of any substantial
real. estat.e firm operating fran s. home.

In answer to Mr. ~'s ccm:Dent that this is not any different than a subdivision
sales office operated by Minchew, Mr. smith said, it certs.inl¥ is different as Mr.
Minchew did not require a use permit. This was allowed in the Ordinance by right.
If the service drive were constructed, the entrance would no longer be from 1/!236.

The Board has been reluctant to grant use permits where there is substantial com
mercial area closely' associated, Mr. smith said. The ccaprehensive plan referred
to in this chapter is referring to the ordinance itself and not baaicaJ.ly the
adopted p1an, although the adopted plan is involved, but the basic plan the Board
must consider is whether or not the zoning is proper and if it meets the basic
criteria.

It does llIeet the criteria, Mr. Payne stated.

It does meet the criteria, Mr. Smith sreed - there's no doubt about it fronting on
a major lligl'lvq.

Major and Mrs. Ifuggins, owners of Lot 2, support this lqJPlication, Mr. Scott stated,
and they are one hcu.Be removed. They are present.

Do either of the contiguous property owners support the application, lolr. Smith asked?

Mr. Scott stated that tlhey do not, but Lot 6, owned by the Jobnsons - they are in
support of the application. He pointed out the lots that support the appl1cation~

and he subm!tted letters from people supporting the application.

Mr. smith noted letters in favor :fran Virgil G. Fabres, Buford A. Sides, Mrs. L. B.
Alderson snd Major snd Mrs. Robert E. L. Johnson.

Opposition: Mr. Douglas Adams, attorney, represented. the Fairfax H1lls Civic Associ
ation. There are close to 20 citizens associations represented in letter fom.

If its the general consenSUS of all the citizens associations that they oppose the
use, even by use permit, they should notify the Board of Supervisors to get the
ordinance changed. The Board h&s to recognize the fact that the Ordinance does allow
this, Mr. smith noted.

Their objection is to any strip commercial use, no utter what basis is used to obtain
it, Mr. AdanIs said, on #2:/J.

Mr. 8m1th revieweithe letters submitted by Mr. AdanIs: Chapel Square Civic Association,
signed by Frank P. Presta, President, objection based on the ccm:Dercial intn1Bion whi
will affect the residential character snd could lead to strip coomercial zoning. Letter
from the Kings Park Civic Association, signed by William C. Olin, President, opposed
to unrecessary deviations 1'rom the master plan and as being detrimental to the interest
of established residents snd detrimental to citizen confidence in the plan itself.
Again this is not considered under the master plan as such, Mr. 8m1th stated, but under
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the general ordinance. The Red Fox Forest Clvic Association refers to the adopted
master plan calling for low density residential uses"in this area; (The maater plan
&11owa this by use permit, Mr. Smith ctumented) and opposed to strip zoning for calIIIerci
use in a residential. area. The Brook Hill Civic AssocIation opposes it based on the mas
plan, signed by Lt. CoL Joseph P. Higgins, President. The Accotlnk Heights Civic Associ
ation opposes again based on the master pl.&n, Mr. Smith said, which this does not vio
late, but they oppose it for any use other than residential. Another letter from
Hugo V. Goodyear, President of Canterbury' Woods Civic Association opposed the "attempt
to rezone property" and this is not an attempt to rezone, of course, Mr. Smith s&id.

Mr. SDdth continued -- noting a letter signed by Dr. Anthony J. D'AllI1C8, President of
the RavenSlfOrth-Br1stow Civic Association, he also referred to a rezoning of the
property. Paul. K. Bohr, President of Barcroft Terrace Citizens ABsociation,
objected because granting the proposed use would violate the residential character
of the neighborhood as contemplated by the recently adopted muter plan. Another letter
was noted tram Wakefield Chapel Estates Civic Association, signed by MichAe.l I!letl.er,
supporting low density residenti&! use of the land, opposing the use as a re&! estate
office due to increased traffic problema, strip zoning, and eventual. change in the
character of the &rea.

Mr. Adams stated that Fairfax Hills Citizens Association is Dl&d4 up of approx1ma.tely
66 lots""approximately 50 owners, who are very concerned by this request. They consider
it an htrusion into their residenti&! cammmity. Mr. Scott bas established that this
spplication does meet s<Deof the specific requirements c1'the Code as to size, and being
on ,-pri.ma.ry" highway, but he ha.s not seen any information on the 8111.ount of parking
in this location.

Mr. Smith stated that 10 parking spaces were proposed.

More important in the specific requirements, Mr. Adams stated, a prerequisite in any
eaae cOllling before this Board, he has to meet the standards contained in the Code and
on this, they have notably failed. The first question -- 'lIOUld the use be detrimental.
to the character and development of adjacent land _. it would be detrimental. The area
is entirely Bingle-fl'Ullily' residenti&!. The real. estate office they referred to did not
require a use perm!t and the dentist never used his office, never applied for a use per
mit, and had he had intention to do so, .it WO\ll.d have been as a heme owner when he lived
there. So there is no cOlllllercial. use at all. in the immediate &rea for S<De miles
in either direction. These are large lots, there are older homes in there -- this is not
a redevelopment area. 'l'hia properly is buffered entirely from the CClllllercial. area by
the Beltway; there are a good many trees, large lots and attractive haDes. The Fairfax
H1lls subdivision, put on record 8. number of years ago, baa restrictive covenants to
indicate that this is 8. residential. area; there are restrictive covenants against non
residential uses; against signs; and one against nuisance. The people in this area
developed this subdivision and moved there with the thought that this would be primarily
a reeidential. area. The use today is entirely a residential &rea. So, yes, the use
of this property for a real estate office, would be detrimental to the character and
deve10pDent of the adjacent land. The four people owning adjacent property are
present to speak in opposition to this use.

The second criteria, Mr. Adama continued, is -- is it in harmony with the purposes;.;of the
comprehensive plan? A lot of the letters refer to the comprehensive plan adopted in
February. The cClDprehensive plan shows the general use of the area as low density
residential. This is a factor to bear in mind .~ that this is not next to cODIllerciali
is not transitiopal. land; and the master plan shows in as low deqsity single-fl'Ullily
residential.

The comprehensive plan has been mentioned in pra.ctically every letter here, Mr. smith
said. In all of the comprehensive plans ali.opted in the County, this use is allowed,
provided it meets the criteria. and is in harmony with the eharacter and development of
the land and does not afford an im:pact and this type of thing. The COIllPrehensive plan
that Mr. Adams refers to 1s an adopted comprehensive pJan allowing land uses. '1'h1s is
embodied in the ordinance as a land use. in a certainczoned category with specific
criteria so it would ,not be set forth in the comprehensive plan itself.

The other very important factor to consider -- is the traffic generated by the use
hazardous or inconvenient to the predaDinantly residential character of the neighborhood,
Mr. Aa.s continued, aDd he would submit that it is. Route 236 carries in excess of
30,000 vehicles per dq. Mr. Rio is present with a chart to illustrate the traffic
problem. Lake Boulevard intersects the IIl&in intersection of the subdivision at the
qoest of a hill. Itls one of the worlit intersections on 1/!C36. The highwe.y department
has put a 45 mile an hour speed limit along th&t section and in the last few years
they have channelized the traffic, putting in deceleration lanes .lUld so forth. There
18 a clear lack of visibility at that intersection and the speed and the D\1lli)er of cars
make it a very dangerous intersection. In addition to that intersection, there is
Woodlark Drive intersection which is another road into the subdivision. Cars CCIIIing
traa the east heading west along #236 must ccae to the Woodlark intersection, turn and
as8Ullling they &re going to the proposed use, make that tum back east and to the
property. Cars cceing from the west to go to the Rooks property and wish to leave it
a nd go back west, have to pul1 out from the property, cross two l.anes of traff'ic, pro
ceed through the intersection and turn lett and back west. This is a bad traffic move
ment at any point.
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There is no service drive &long #236, Mr. AdaIIs stated, and it a. Bl!rv1ce drive is
put in, it would have to be by all. fOur property owners in that block. '!'his is not
in hamony with the character of the neighborhood and 18 detrimental to the developmen
All of the people would have toccme out at one of these two intersections and
both these intersections would be substantially' impeded by OOIlIIlercl&l use of this
property. He introduced Mr. F. Rich&rd Rio to give expert testimony on this
application.

Mr. F. Richard Rio, 4317 Woodlark Drive, Fairfax Hilla, stated that he 1s an a.rchl
teet witb 36 years of experience, an affiliate of the American Institute of Pla.nners,
and for 12 years he was chief master planner tor the Air Force. In terms of
residential use, this use will be detrimental to the character and development of
the adJa.cent land;j' The plan approved by the county shows the land use as re8identiaJ..

This 1s a permitted use under the adopted ID&Ster plan, Mr. 8m1tb interjected, and
the thing before this Board 18 the first part of the section deaJing w1th :l..mpact. He
read the section of the Ordinance dealing with special permits.

It's not in b&rmony, Mr. Rio stated. The property is in an area which is residential
and there isn' t a single· piece of ccm:nercial property close by. A bazud created
by the traffic pattern 00·#236 impinges on the people coming out of Woodlark Drive
and Pine Ridge Drive when the tr$l'fic on #236 is forced to make a U-turn. He thought
that land values wou1.d be impaired by the real estate office. There would be auto
mobile parking on the property, and the man would probably have to put up 8. sign,
and this would be detrllllental.

The Board's experience has been that no special permit has decreased property values,
Mr. Smith stated.

If this use is permitted, Mr. Adams said, would you buy as a residential house, the
property next to it? People would probably give second thoughts to buying property
next to a. commercial til e.

The dental office acroSB the s.treet that was l"l!!!ferred to is not under use pemt,
Mr. 5mith pointed out. This is a use by right. There are no use permits at the presen
time in this iJIIDedia.te area or at least adjoining this property.

B. G. Stevenson, attorney, 3924 Mill Creek Drive, stated that the Mill Creek Park
Citizens Association concurs with the statements made in opposition. They would
be opposed to a special permit being granted on any property in the Mill Creek Jark
area. There are any number of othe l' places ava11.able to the applicant for this
purpose and looking back into the intent of the· Ordinance, it was for the purpose
of allowing a person who wanted to make use for business purposes in his residence
he could do so, limiting the people to the number sta-ted in the Ordinance. Looking
at the basic tra:f'fic pattern, as Mr. Adams pointed out, the now of the traffic
in and out of this will require sane U-turns. The physical condition of the highway
at these p014ll woul.d not permit U-turns, in that the median strip at these points is
one ca.r width wide. He discussed the traffic b&zutds at length.

Charles Previl1, Chairman of the Camelet zoning Caam1ttee, 8027 Guylar Drive, represente
the Camelot Civic Association. The prox:l.mity of the camelot subdivision to the app1ican 's
property is shown on the transparency. If this application is granted, they fear a
precedent will be established west of the Beltw~ in the Annan~e district, that will
ca.use the remaining undeveloped tracts of land -- (Mr. Smith asked that he not reter
to other parcels ot .land, the Board has to go by the Ordinance regarding this specific
piece of. land. This is not a rezoning and, referring to vha.t might happen is on1¥
speculation.) Mr. Previll. stated that the" impact on P'airfax Hills and Chestnut Hills
if this is granted, would be such that the values of the abutting properties would be
degraded for residential uses. A real estate office with the number of empJ.oyees
proposed is a cOlDercial use rege.rdJ.ess of the shape of the building and regardl.ess
of the route secured to arrive at that posture. He would concur in the reasons given
in the Planning CClllllission reCOlllllendation to deny.

Mr. Yeatman suggested that Mr. Previll talk with the Supervisor for his district to
b&ve this portion of the Ordinance deleted so it would not come up again.

Mrs. Richard Harris represented the Chestnut Hills Citizens Association in opposition
to any use other than. :Low density residenti&1. in this area. and to COllIDent on the
traffic problem as it is DOW, appealing to the Board not to make it any-worse.

Mrs. Janet Dorrs, 4407 Wood.l.ark Drive, deseribed accidents involving sc.hool buses
in this location, and now they refuse to pick. up the children there because of' the
trafi'ic situation. They have to walk to~ Boulevard to catch the bus.

Mr. Rita Swartz -- ia there a septic tank with this house, ahe asked?

The Health Depa.rbDent bas approved it for this use, Mr. Slllith replied, and with six
employees, there would be leSB use than if a fem1ly lived there.

Mr. Swartz objected to any pollution that would be caused by the use.
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A lady in the audience stated that this would be just the beginning. 'l'he person getting
the permit would sell the property and this would start &11 over again.

Mr. Adams introduced Mrs. Moore, adjacent property owner.

Mrs. S8lllllel Moore, 4104 Pine Ridge Drive, presented petitions signed by people in
the neighborhood in opposition. The appllcant has revealed to her shortly before
this was to be bea.rd in Jtme J he first told her that this was to be II. real estate
office for six employees or less. He then explained that the lani in this area in
his profess1onaJ. opinion, since the bouaes Yere 8m8ll. and the lots were large, that
some develOPer might be interested in this 18l1d and the ~ to bring about the change
in land use was to bring in II. use such &8 this real estate offide.

The AnnandAle CCIIIIlLUlity Council 18 also opposed to this use, Mr. Adams stated, in this
puticular location because of the traffic and the residential character of the cCllll1W1it

Mr. Scott, in rebuttaJ.., asked Mr. Rooks if Mrs. Moore correctly stated what transpired
during the meeting with her?

Mr. Rooks stated that he felt that Mrs. Moore took acme statements out of context from
the conversation. He visited Mrs. }«)ore and told her that because of the traffic,
be felt that his application lU very natural fOr that area. There are no plans for
further deve1oplaent. He is interested in onl.¥ the one a.pplication.

Mr. Scott read a letter addressed to Fairfax Hills residents fran the Civic Association,
directing attention to the second paragraph of the letter which S8jyS "the question of
a single real estate office is not necess&rlly detrlmentaJ. to the character of the
neighborhood and if the matter were to end there,' there ~d be no great cause for
alarm. However, the typical approacb in eft'ecttng a zoning change away fran residential
is to get a special. use perm!t or variance as an i tUial wedge and expand it into a f'ull.
fledged zoning change. OUr neighborhood is considered a pr1llle target by real estate
speculators, and. any effort to vary'the residential character ni:ust be viewed with
alarm by those who ~sh to mainta.1n residence here."

Mr. Adams stated that be would be happy to have the letter included in the record.
The letter was seJit to the members.

Mr. Scott submitted that the Civic Associations who have written to the Board, and Mr.
Aiams, Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Rio, are proceeding and have proceded under a mist&lten
premise. The fact is. that under the ordinance. uses are permitted in resident:1al
districts. Specificall¥, under the,Section which created the 10 special categorieS.
there are m&DY uses that arepperm1tted <in cc:mprehensive plans throughout the County.
'l'his application was tu.ed under Group 9. That permits in residential subdivisions
as a matter ot right. if the applicant quallfies for the specific requirements, the
following -- antiques, restaurants. arts and crafts schools. etc••- and real estate
office. In this instance, this applicarit complies in every respect with the special
requi~nts as to siZe of the haae, size ot the lot. date the heme was constructed,
its honting on a pr1mary highway. and the fact that no aJ.terUions are necessary.
The Board must apply the general standards set forth in 30-7.1.1.1. How have we
met that burden of proof? The applicant has employed and is p¢ng on retainer,
Rosser~ to testify as an expert YitDess. We thought of other people but we did
not know of a more qualified person. Mr. Payn(IJ was the master planner of the County
for seventeen years. &e sat in on the legislative history on all of these ordinances
and participated in the drafting of the ordinance. There has been confiict of teati
IIlOny &8 to whether or not this applicant falls squa.rely and favorably W'lder 30-7.1.1.
Mr. Payne was asked four specific questions ~n 1'rcm this section. Mr. Pa;yne answered
that in his opinion this application falls squ&l"'ely within this, that it would not be
offensive to any of the prohibitUns of it. Mr. Adams also entered an expert. This
gentleman is 8, practicing architect who appeared before the Planning CODIDillSion cd.
identified lWDself as an architect. He calls h1mse1t a planner. There was no evidence
of his education or qualltieations in this field.

Remarks sh.auld be made Yith regard to the remarks of the objectors and about the objector
and the Board accepted him as being quallt:l.ed to make a statement whether it be as an
expert or as a person living in the area. Mr. 8m1th ruled. certs.:1.n4r he has enough
background to quallf)r him to make a statement.

Mr. Scott said he intended to follow his remUks by sa,ying that he presented a knoWn
expert who teaches in this fiUd and the opposition presented another expert and it
is the Board's job to give weight to the testimony of each of these gent1eJDan. and
to make a. decision. The same would be to Mr. Adams and Mr. Stevenson testity1ng on the
traffic situation. Mr. Scott said tba.t he is not & traffic expert, Mr. Adams and Mr.
Stevenson are not. Mr. Payne's professional opinion is that fronting on this primary
h1~ it could not possibly be offensive or cause & traffic ha.zard to the neighborhood.
In conclusion, this applicant qualifies in every respect with the specific req:u!rements.
'!he Board has discretion -in the other areas. It the applicant dOes so qualify. he is
entitled &8 a. matter of right to this special use permit, ths.t the Board'S di'scretion
stops there under 30·7.1.3. The Board'S discretion shall be limited to determin&ili;on
with reapect to the standards applying to the use covered by the application. He submitt
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tb&t \U1der the existing ordinance and lawa of Fairfax Cqunty, uses of this type are
permissible within residential subd1visions and in this case, this applicant is
entitled to the use permit.

The Board 1s aware that the specific requirements of the ordinance are met, Mr. 8m!th
said. The question is whether or not the applicant has met the general requirements
as to traffic hazard, impact, and the Board hll.8 to weigh";the general criteria.
set forth under ill use permits. The Board is in receipt ot a letter f'raD. the
Supervisor of the &rea, Mr. Charles Majer, atta.ching a. letter &ddressedto Super-
visor Majer fraD Mrs. Nelson Miller, Mr. Smith stated, frOm Chestnu.t Hills Association,
in opposition.

The Board a.1sa has a letter frcm Eldon Lewis, President of Little Run Citizens
Association, Mr. 5m1th stated, in objection to the application. Memorandum from
the Pl.anning CalIldssion recCl!lmended denial for the following reasons: The
comprehensive plan for Annanda.1e Planning district adopted by the Board of
S'upervisors on February 16 and 25, 1970 designates the subject property for
residentieJ. use not to exceed three units per acre. The Commission pointed out
to the applicant that in the Annand&le are~ there is ample area for cc:amercial
office use. The CClIIIllission believes that if the use is approved, it would be
detriments.1 to the character and developnent of adjacent land and residential
property and would adversely s.f1'ect the use of the same.

In application s~98~70, an application by W. Howard Rooks, under Section 30-7.2.9.1.7.
of the ZOning Ordinance, to permit operation of real estate office for six employees
on property located at 8105 Little River Turnpike, also known as tax map 59-4
«10» 4, CQW1ty of ra1rfa.x, Virg:l.nia, Mr. Long lDOved thAt the Board a40pt the
follOWing resolution:

WHmEAS, the captioned application has been pl'pperly filed in accordance with the
requirements of s.ll applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-l&ws of the Fairfax County Boa.rd of ZOning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by &dvertiseJDent in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public bearing by the Board of Zoning Appe&1s held on the 28th day of July, 1970,

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appe&1s has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of' the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-17.
3. The area of the lot is 44,56l sq. ft. of lan.d.
4. The Planning Ccmrdssion recemmended denial of this application at its regular
meeting of July 21, 1970.

WHERKAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the fo11aW1ng conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has not presented testimony indicating ccmpliance with standards
for special use permit,)uses in R districts contained in 30-7.1.1 of the ZOning
Ordinance, lind

2. The use will be dettmlental to the character and development of ad,jacent land,

1'0{, THBRBFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same is hereby
denied.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman.

The appllcant had an excellent C&8e, Mr. smith stated,in al1 areas e1C.Ce'pt the area
of trafi'ic and be would agree witb the opponents in this caae. The traffic was a
factor as far as he !.was concemed. This is a residentially' developed area and to
al..1cM a use that could pOssibly create a traffic hazard would be a big factor.
All indications f'raa those involved in planning indicate that they feel it should
remain &8 such.

Carried 5-0.

II
LAKE BARCROFT RECRBATIOH CORP., INC. - The Chairman announced that this has been
tentatively set :£or September 8 but if the court has not arrived at a final decision
and the degree is not made .at that t1me,the Board would probably grant further
deferral until decision has been made by the court.

II
TAMARACK STABLBS, application under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit
horse center, (riding school, boarding and selling of horses, bay,grain and equip
ment), 9801 Colchester Road, Nt. Vernon District, (:BE~2), 114 (1) pt. 1, S~128-70

Hay and grain may be sold by right if it is raiSed on the property, Mr. Smith stated.
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Leon h MaJewski represented the applicant. The use permit_had expired, he said.
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Is T8III&l"ack Stables a corporation, Mr. smith asked?

T8I1I&1'ack Stables 1s & trade name ~ his wife and himself are & family corporation, Mr.
MaJewski said. They just recently f01'Dled the corporation lLDd the papers he has are
only tentative.

The Board needs a copy of the certificate of incorporation fran the State Corporation
eatm!sslon, ceirtif'y1ng th&t this 18 a corporation in good standing in the State, Mr.
Smith said.

They incorporated at the suggestion of their lawyer, Mr. Majewski stated. They are
the only stockholders. This has been inuoperation in Fairfax County for ten years.
At the present time they have 25 boarders, and 12 of their own. They have been riding
up e.nd down the road and they h&ve permission to use the C & P property for riding
along the road. This is the same parcel of land which had 8, use perm! t for this
operation in 1964. Scae of the buildings have been moved since the original permit
was granted. They have 30 box stalls in the main barn. The horses are ted top qual!ty
haiY &1..l the year. A separate bathroom bas been put in for the custCBDers and the
facilities have been approved by the County Health Department.

Have you been riding on property other than your own, Mr. Smith asked?

Yes, Mr. Majewst.i said. They have per.m.ission to ride on Fort Be~voir property. This
wu by word of JDOIlth.

The Board couJ.d not grant permission to use any land other than the.t of your own, Mr.
Snlth explained, and. to use any other land, he shouJ.d have written pennission fi'an the
owner on tile with the Cowtty.

The horses are not rented to the public, Mr. Majewski said. They teach riding which
is mostJ.y supervised. A few of the students do come out ,to do Sc:llle extra riding but
they do it in the r1Dg or 10 tle field. This 1s more or leas supervised bec&UJle he IUld
his wife are there most of the time. They charge $40.00 per student for ten lessons.
For extra riding it's $3.00 an hour.• The Board is $60.00 a month including everything
except groaning and exercising. All of the boarders do have box stal.lB.

The riding ring is on the e.dge of the property and it shoUld be set back 100 ft., Mr.
Smith pointed out.

Lessons s.re given mostly in group and they have three or four priV&'te students, Mr.
Majewski said. They have had c&1ls frcm other horse ownerS in the s.rea to suppl.y
theDl, especial..ly with hay, and they would like to have pennission to do this.

The Board has no authority to grant a pexmit to buy and sell hay, Mr. Smith stated.
'!he only equ1pne:nt to be sold would be to the people participating in the riding schOol.
Buying and se11:1ng horses could be done by right. If' the hq is raised, it C8ll be sold.

What about insurance on the operation, Mr. Barnes asked?

No, they don't ha'Ye insurance, Mr. Majewski stated. They have access to insurance.
They are operating the stable at Reston.

The insurance shoUld cover both the corporation and Mr. and Mrs. Majewski, Mr. Smith
said.

Mr. Joe Flaherty, Ul388 Darcy Place, Lorton, Virginia, spoke in favor of the application
This is one of the finest establishments located here. This young couple utilizes this
land and have youngsters cCllling there riding the horses and it thrills him to see, sane
one providing opportunities for young people. He has alao been world.ng ,with agencies
that acquire land for park purposes, and· the :p1.&Ba t'or,the:"futlaft include riding trail.s
throughout park lan~a.

No opposition.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer to August 4 to allow Mr. and Mrs. MaJewski to bring in
insurance statements and corporation papers. SeCOrded, Mr. Baker. Carried unan1mouaq.

II
RHOADS & STRICKLER, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
conatruction of three dwellings without required off-street parking and with a. front
setback of 25 ft. rather than 40 ft. as required, 3201, 3203 and 3207 Burgundy Road, S r
ville Hill, Lee District, (R-12.5), 82-2 «10» 1, 2, 3, V-130-70

The Ordinance is specific onail-street parking, Mr. Smith stated. The Board w1ll listen
to this but felt that the off-street parking could not be varied.

Edward Holland repres~nted the applicant.
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The property is owned by Robert E. Lee and Rhoads and strickler, Inc. are the
contract purchasers and the developer, Mr. Holland stated. All. parties have
retained him jointly.

The variance request should DI.ve been by the owners rather than the contract
purche.aers, Mr. Smith noted.

Mr. Halland stated that the applicants requests 1;hat he be permitted to construct
three dwellings without required off-street parking and with a front setback of 25 ft.
rather than 40 !'t.aa required. The justification for such request is as follows:

The lots situated on the north slope of Somerville Hill Subdivision are high above
Burgundy Road.. The soil is the same as that which has caused slieles elsewhere within
the subdivision. Burgundy Road lies in a 60' right of way and the entire frontage of he
Somerville Hill Sub~vision is improved with curb, gutter, sidewa.I..k and asphalt surf
36' wide.

Thorough studies have been conducted by the Building Inspector's office, the County
DevelClpllent Department and Holland Engineering, who have jointly conc1uded that 1£ the
buildings to be located on each of these three lots may be constructed at approx1mate
the same elevations as the existing ground near the front of the lots, if it is not ne
essary to cut into the steep slopes in the rear of these heme sites, and if adequate
surface s.ad sub-surtace drainage are instSled under engineering supervision, these
sites will be sufficiently stable to erect and maintain residences thereon.

If it is necessary to erect the bu1ld1ngs 40' from. the frOnt property and if it is nec
sery to cut into the terrace for the purpose of insts.ll1ng an oIT-street drivew8¥ for
parldng, the change in the support conditions of the soil in the lots would be materi
less stable and might precl.ude the use of these lots for their intended purpose.

Strict enforcement of the Code provision as to setback and off-street parking would,
because of soil conditions and the extreme topography, create such a ba.rdsh1p as to p
vent the use of these lots, Mr. Holland concluded. This property has been studied for
the past three years. The County participated in a rather exjJensive soil sta.bilizati
and sub-surface drainage project. He was the engineer a.t that time. Prior toathat
the County had withbeld pe:nrdts on this property. If the Board were to grant this
waiver and the conditions set on these lots by the buUdi.Ilg department, this is &

sa.te, satisfactory and reasonable use of this land for harlesites. The property to
the eaat bas 8. house set back the full required distance. It's back yard got into
the steep propert}r,- and has been the subject of slides. With the variance sought,
they can keep~ frail the steep area and produce favorable homesi tes.

The application as far as the houses is concerned is an appropriate one, Mr. Smith
stated, but to request 8, deletion of the parking requirements, what is the authority
in the ordinance for the Board in deleting this !"lquirement?

Mr. Holland couJ.d not quote an authority on that. The people in the County and the
developers feel this would be a very sawd thing to do if it is within the Board's
jurisdiction. They 'can make dO, it 1s less satisfactory, if they have to cut a
parking pa.d off-street. They are trying to le8.ve as much of the natural soil as
they can. In the public interest it would be good. because the street is wide and
the traffic is not heavy. '!'he lot to the east had. 8. drivewBiY to the rear of the
lot and that is the lot which hs.& had considerable prob1,enUl. The next lot which
would be Lot 5 had a dri~ and it slid and the owner closed it. On Hatcher Street
there are two uphill lots 1DIDediately" to the rear that had driveways and the cutting
in to make a flat enough slape disturbed the sub-soil and they slid out and have
been abandoned. In this subdivision there are three lo*s in this vicinity in which
the parking space has been abandoned.

Mr. Vesta Short with the Inspections Division, st8.ted that what Mr. Holla.nd said
about the lots is true. If the Board sees fit to grant the waiver, in his opinion,
it would allow the builder to construct these homes at a cost which would not be
prohibitive. If they excavate 1t will cause problems and will be more costly".
Mr. Lee bas been trying to develop these lou for eight of ten years. CUtting in
to the bank for the oft-street parking would not be good at all.

Mr. 3m1th :rea.d the section of the, Ordinance regarding off-street parking. The Board
does not have authority to grant this variance on oft-street parking.

Mr. Alfred W. Rebholtz, living on the lot eut of the three lots in question.
Lot 5A, presented a statement f'rcm the neighbors fronting the property, himself
and two others behind the property,in opposition. The reason for objection,
the street goes into a one lane state highway right at the north property line
and as it is now, the neighbors who don't have oft·street parking have to park on
the curb and s!d.ewa.llt. The neighbors in back use their olf-street parking and
each one of them have cars parked in'the dr:t:teways. As far as landslides. the
eounty won't give a_ statement that the problems have been remedied. His lot has
a dri~. The lots directly behind him have fallen into hi. back yard. and the
eounty did Salle work but they by-passed his lot, after saying they were going to fix i
He fixed his own lot the 'hest he could but still has problems.
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For the moat part the lots have off-street parking, Mr. Rebholtz stated, but where
the road goes into a single lane, people park on the curb and sidewalk. to keep away
fran cars caning or going. If one car goes up the street, the car caning down has to
wait. As flU' as the houses, they have three foundations already dug 40 ft. fralIl the
street. His awn house is 45 or 50 ft. ba.ck. His property has never slid, but other
land has slid on it. He teared that d!stuJ:bing the ground voul.d cause more slides.
Mr. Short told h:lm tha.t if the bill continued to allde, Mr. Rebholtz said, if there
was e:n.y foundation breaqge, be would malte them move.

It the sllde gets far enough &long, Mr. short said, it could happen that a house might
need to be condemned and they would have to move aut for their own protection but
until this occurs, it's another story. When this subdivision waa developed, the COWlty
WaB not &1fare of the problems at that t1me.

Mr. Rebholtz said his ho\l.Se was built in 1954.

The Boa.rd discussed underground dra1nage with Mr. Holland and Mr. Short.

Mr. Rebholtz described other lots in the area that had slippage problems. If the
County is 80 cert&in that the slides are stopped now, 'Why can't he get a statement
ftan them. to that effect, he a.sked?

The COunty is the people working there and the citizens living there, Mr. smith said,
and he was sure that no one of them wouJ.d cCllllDit themselves to such a statement.
The COunty must be sure that this is not going to happen any- more or they would not
aJ.1ow the construction c£ these houses. The developers are going to have to stand
'behind~ for at lout a ;year and the people putt1ng up the money to f1nance them
are certainly going to be 8tU'e that they will last thir1r or forty years until they
are paid fOr.

If these lots are developed, Mr. Short stated, there are joint inspections by Design
Engineer and Inspections Division of the County. The engineer certa.1nl.y tas a
responsibility along with the County. NomaJ.!y, the buUder guarantees the building
for a year.

Mr. Holland dellCribed his experience·1n engineering in the County during the past 30
years. In examining this land very caref'Ul.ly for the lA8t seven ye-., .this is the
beat solution they can COID8 up with and offers much more stability to the neighborhood,
than the present found&tions that are dug. If there is a problem with the off-street
parking variance, they would remedy that md not hold up the application.

Is this the best possible positioning of the hanes, Mr. 5mith a.sIted, or could they
be moved back five feet?

They feel that they h&ve gone a long wq back, Mr. Holland s&1d. They would l.ove to
set the hoUSes closer to the street in the sense of sa.tety and security but this is
&8 far ba.ck as they C&11 go.

Mr. Yeatman said he would like to view the property and defer action to September 8.
Seconded, Mr. Baker.

Mr. Rhoads said these three lots are a stap·gap until he can get his subdivisions out
of Subdivision Control and to push him off until september means· that he will be, into
the winter before he can construct these houses. He understands that he can get &.

hardship sewer permit to go ahead with this construction. He 1s in &. desperate position
to keep his employees on the p8\Y2'Oll. The houses will be three-bedroan, two bath,
homes which will run about ~5,OOO • $26,000 comparable with hou.aes in the area.

Mr. Yeatman moved to place it at the end of the agenda on August 4 for decision and
in the meantime the Board should view the property. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried
unanimously •

Mr. Smith said that he has no intention on varying the parking requirements as the Boar
does not have authority to do this.

II
FRAlCONIA GRAVEL CORroRM.'ION, application NR·21, to permit gravel operation on 16.57
acres located in Lee District, 91-3 ((1» 42, 44 and 51

Mr. Edward Holland represented the applicailD. This property which consists of 16 and
a fraction acres is adjacent to the west boundary of tbel!ne of Virginia Concrete Camp
which consists of several large parcels on which current gravel operations are now
taking place and on a portion of the adjacent property to the eaat.

Mr. Knowlton located the subject property and the current gravel operations.

Mr. smith referred to a memorandum. from Mr. Covington and Mr. Massey regarding the
application. The memo fraD. Mr. Covington reads "a field inspection of NR2l, proposed
gravel operation, indicates that this area is in the master plan for 2.5 density units
per acre. The memo recCllllllended approval. (See memo in file.)
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This is less than 20 acres, Mr. Ho1.l8tld stated, but it is contiguous to a parcel
of land on which active gravel l'!!IDOval is taking pls.ce. On a large tract, such
as the one owned by Virginia Concrete canps.ny, it wou.ld be unreasonable to expect
that there was no operation if in fact the operation going forward on that land
at some moment in time either at the beginning or the end of this q;.eration, were
not active at that moment, the intent is that tbe abutting property is being used
and from. time to time land coming up to the prox:flm1ty of this property has been
used for gravel operation. In order that we mine gravel and bring the
property into the same elevation as that on the adjacent property, we are complying
with the sense ot the Statute, Mr. Holland continued. It woul.d be the applicant's
purpose to grade in accordance with the requirements ~ the section of the code
permitting mining and natural resources and under the jurisdiction of the natural
resources camnittee, and then to finalJ..y oonvert this land into single-family use
for which the area is zoned and which the master plan bas shown as single-family
use. The property along the east boundary of this tract is lower and in part has
been lowered so that to bring this property into coincidence with it, further excavat
is necessary, whether it be mining or otherwise. He pointed out that the operation
would occur only on the easterly or rear portion of the property. '1here is a slight
ridge in the center of the property half way between the road and the Virginia
Concrete property. This ridge IllOre or less obscures the rear of the property f'rom
the developed residential property and the road in front. In that area, they are
proposing to remove a small amcnmt of the 108m on the top of the ridge for the pur
pose of making the restoration fill properly cover the residue of the mining operation
wi th growing soU which in turn will be covered by topsoil in accordance with the
restoration requireJllll:nts.

The operation will start at the rear, Mr. Holland said, or adJacent to Virginia
Concrete's property and work forward. All of the installation except the entrance
road will be back. trcm the h1gbway considerable distance -- over 300 ft. -- that
will consist of the shop and the weighing scale, and the other equipoo:nt will be
completely obscured 1'ra:D the road. and from. the residential land.

Wha.t is the deepest excavation point, Mr. smith said?

A couple ot mounds stick up rather sharply, Mr. Holland said, and at that point it's
about 28 ft. That does not mean a 28 ft. depth. There will be a 8m&ll portable
crusher used for the coarse graveL Most of this material would be acquired by
the Mo-Jak ce:apany who will take the select material and use it for a cement
materi&! being used as a highway base. TheY' mix in portable plants and deliver to
the various highway:>projects. FraIl time to time one of the portable pJ.ants vouJ.d
be located at the very rear of this property. The machines are very quiet.

Did the Board of SUpervisors permit this operation on a gravel operation site
under the Ordinance, Mr. Smith asked?

In the NR-2 zone, they don't, Mr. Covington s&1d.

This type of, pl.ant 1s a smal.1 selt-contained item, Mr. Holland stated, which
deliver. a product into a truck that is moist and ground up and in a condition which
when hauled over the roads which is less apt to cause dust.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Woodson if the mixing plant would be allowed in this zone it
the permit is granted, without an additional permit from the Board of Supervisors?

This is 15, it's permitted by right, Mr. covington said.

The use of this equipment would be restricted to the rear 300 ft. ot the property,
Mr. Holland said, nearest the rear property line or the line common with the
Virginia Concrete propertY', tot&11.y out of sight with the residential area to the
north. The only change in the COntours at the top of the ridge will be to remove
f1'OlIl 2 to 5 ft. of loam to be used in the restoration project and to make way for
the access into the remainder of the property. The operation will begin on the
very steep, hilly land in the rear. The slopesof the land in the back today are
approximately the same as required in restoration. They are not creating deep
hUlBides, they are changing the location of acme of the slopes and reducing the
num her ot deep ravines that nOW exist on this property. They will stay oft the
north property line 100 ft. until they come to the rear and the Board may give
permission to- cc:ae as close &8 50 ft. The reason that might be done is because
there is a deep ravine right at the property line and it they go closer to the
property line theY' lD&ke a unifona slant rather than leaving a sharp thin ridge .
between the two properties. This area is covered by t1Jbber and the buffer strij
is well covered with vegetation now. The &rea to be worked in the center does
not have DDlch vegetation until they get to the rough land where they will have
to remove the t1:mber. !lhree ot the property owners on the south have no objection
to the gravel operation, in fact, they give permission to go up to the property
line, and he would submit these letters. "'3.ti:;';-,

Is the Franconia Gravel Corporation a domestic corporation in the State of Virginia,
Mr. Smith asked?
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Yes, Mr. Holland replied.

Another thing. Mr. SIIl1.th pointed out. the owner of the land 1& not the lqlpllcant
sa the Board must have same connection between the applicant and the landowner
involved. Is this & contract to purchase or a leue arrangement?

tranconia. Gravel Corporation is leasing the operation, Mr. Holland said.

Mr. Arthur Nalls stated that he is part owner of & portion of the property. Mr. Simms
owns the l&rger piece, 14 acres. They are partners and the owners of 2 acres in the
rear, and contract owners ot:'parcel 44, which is owned by Mr. Gr1Jllsley. They acquired
ownership of the 2 acres in the rear 8. year ago.

Wh&t's the agreement between the applicant and the owners of the property, Mr. Smith
asked?

Franconia Gravel Corporation has 8. lease on the property, but Mr. Nalls said he did
not have a copy of the lease. He could furnish the Board with & copy later on.

Mr. Marshall. Gorham, ,Jr.", President of Franconia Gravel Corporation, as well as owner
of it, stated the.t this 'is a corporation now active on Beulah· Street in the County.
It was incorporated in 1968.

There should be a copy of the corporation papers and. the lease ~reement between
the landowners and the applicant, Mr. ~th said.

This cue was prepared quite a few months ago by an engineer who was formerly an
employee of his, Mr. Holland stated, and who had a heart attack and died. One of
his men, also an engineer, volunteered to take over his work and look after it in
behalf of the family. 'l'1en he left the area, so Mr. Holland said he has only recently
come into this case, a week ago, .and apologized for not having the two documents.

Mr. Long moved that the Board proceed with the hearing and allow Mr. Holland to bring
in the documents requested by the Board. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

The Board would also like to see the contract to purchase the land, Mr. SmiPh said.

Mr. Holland stated that be would like to present letters fran four adjacent property
owners, in favor of the application.

Mr. Robert Jenson, Mr. Grimsley, Lonnie D.Reedy, Fred Keller, have waived the setback
or reduced the setback required fran the property line, Mr. Smith noted.

If they do not get the waiver fran the Board, they might be .held 50 ft. oft the Vlrg1n.1a
concrete property line, then the grade would not be the same. Mr. Holland said. They
will :wtdeDf;Jle11lab::tBoad and provide a deceleration lane and then for 300 ft. into the
property they will put in a gravel base, surface treated road. lI'raD there on back
into the area of the action and the work in'~the rear they will maintain a gravel road
with oU treatment on the portions. they becc:me stable, so that they will have little
or no probiem of tracking mud onto the public streets. Right at the end of the
300 ft. surface treated gravel road theY" will put a cattJ.e guard type of croS8-1ng
so that the tmcks will shake the loose gravel and clay- tran the tires as they go out.
The road 1s more or less on a tangent in this area, it is quite straight for scme
distance, there is a dip in the road. about 200 ft. to the north, but sufficient
sight distance so the trucks may enter and leave the highWay in safetY". The hauling
will be done within the property itself. The operation will start at the rear and
work it. wa;y forward and at 30 daiY intervals, whatever bas been mined out muat be
restored according to the reguJ.ations of the Restoration CaJlIll1ttee. The quantity of
material bere is in'l8lWl1t of gravel removal on Beulah Road, very small. They have
about 300,000 tons or about 175,000 cu. yds. of gravel to be removed. When this has
been removed and restored, the owners can convert this area into single-family residence
Mr. NalJ.s h1mS-elt is a builder and is interested in that.

Mr. SDdth asked if the permit is granted, do they intend to go in right s.v&y?

Yes, Mr. GOrham said. Mr. Nalla is working as their agent and he is part owner of
the property. The Mo-Jak Company- are workers on the #95 project and they are having
prob1.emll acquiring materials 1D do this job. MoooJak will be SUj,)plled· nth fin:Lshed
materials from this site but there is no contract with them yet.

The only" equipment on the property will be rented and opera~d by Franconia Gravel
Corporation, Mr. GOrham stated. There is a corporation seal •• would that be suf1"1cient

No, there should be a statement from the State Corporation CdmadSs1on, Mr. SIII1th said
a certificate stating that they are quaJified to do business in Virginia.

How do they plan to build houses on thiS land, Mr. Long asked? What about sewer?

Mr. Gorham stated that he is not in the building business. They are in the gravel
business. They" will dig and put the contours back according to County Restoration
Board. If they get a use permit they hOpe to start within 60 d&y"s. Once they sign
a contract with the Mo-Jak CClDpany, they contract wou.ld run out in March 1973
and he felt that 2 1/2 ;years as stated by the Ordinance would give sufficient time.



0.10
July 28, 1970

FRANCONIA GRAVEL CORPORATION Ctd.

Mr. Holland described what the finished contours would look like -- 2 to 1 slopes
wouJ,.d be the max1nnun; no cliffs; no ponds; no water in this operation; the slope
toward the rear would be more uniform, more gradual. and sater than it was. There
have been complaints by people adjacent to gravel areas that motorcyclists and
others go in and they intend to put in thank-you-mam bumps to prevent that sort of
thing. There is a good de&l of trespassing on the land now and they will attempt
to stop any tresp&Bsing that beCQDeB 8. nuisance to the neighborhood. ,This 1s in
themid.dJ.e of an area. that in 1961 was set aside for natural reSO\1rce mining and·
they are now within the 10 year period during which it W8.8 reasonable to.
mine such granl material, even though there ,were residentl&l. developments in the
area. This lOOming as he passed the two operations of C1em, he noticed it was in
very attractive shape, that the homes are much greater density around that particular
operation than around this one. Such a sma.ll operation as being discussed here
wt7llld not impair the use of abutting properties. Lots one through four of the &butt
subdivision are not developed, and they are as rough in topography &Ii the rear of
this land. The gravel land will be leveled and smoothed in a wfJ8 as to make it
attractive.

James Edward Ablard, representing 30 families in Lincoln Heights, Glynalta Park,
and some of the famiUes living in the S1JIIIls property directly to the south,
presented s. petition signed by families in the area, and photographs taken by
residents. of the area. Mr. Reedy also signed the petition, after he signed Mr.
Nalls paper initiating consent, Mr. Ablard sa.id.

Tb1s would InUJ,if';y bis signa.t",re, Hr. Slll1th said, 'W1leS4iI he is in the ro<lUI to
speak one way or the other.

Mr. Ablard passed out copies of pages from the Ordinance, noting that this is s.
gravel pennit operation proposed on less than twenty acres, so therefore they must
move down to the ''however'' clause found on page 69. There shaJ.l be no illinimula
area ll.mi.ta.tion when the tract applied for is contiguous, and this is a very
important word in the Ordinance, to an active, and that's &.lao a very important
word~ sand and graveloperat!on already petlllitted, and that's the third important
word in this particul..ar c1s.uae, and they would s&y they are right in sSiYing wh&t
Mr. Holland said is not the sense of the statute -- they s&y that the act!ve sand
and gravel operation is not there and two residents are present prepared to testity
that it is not contiguous to the active sand and gravel operation. The active sand
and gravel operation is some distance removed frem the rear border of the property
in question. There' 8 a quite sign1ficailtl feature in the back of this property
which the coa.aission missed when they were out looldng at the property, the llD.e
traced on the photo is a VBPCO pole high wire operation, all along the back of the
property. Right now that is screened by the trees on the back of the property frail.
the rest of the NR land. One of the things Mr. Rolland proposes to do is to knock
down all of those trees and that would retard development of that property in the
future. J'raD. his inspection of the property, he would point out what areas are being
mind'. nov. Lot 64 is divided trCID the 16.5 acres by the high wire POle and there
is no ve.y for anybody to operate an active sand and gra.vel_operation underneath
that high wire, it comes too close to the back border of the NRa21 area. In Mr.
Covington's report, it s&y8 that the active sand and gravel operation is adjacent
to the rear of the DR-21. The word "adjacent" may or m&iY not be synonymous with the
word "contiguous" but the word "contiguous" bas a definite meaning &1ld that is
"touching", "abutting". The minimum area regulation says there IlIIJ.St be an active
sand and gravel operation contiguous and it cert&i.nly is not.

In view of the question on this, Mr. Smith said, there is a memorandum fnlID the
County Attorney's office: "In light of the express prohibition against the impaira
ment of a 'vested right; nonconfo:nning wie', contained in Title 15.1-492 of the
Virginia Code,· the registration of a nonconfom!ng use active at the time of the
adoption of Section 3Qa7.2.l.2.6 would be superfluous and the absence of and/or
failure to register 1nconsequental. Accordingly, a tract of land. less than twenty &C s
in area but contiguous to nonregistered, nonconforming use would nevertheless be con
tiguous to an 'active sand and gravel operation already permitted for said uses, and
exampt 1'rom the twenty acreS m1n:lmwn area limitation contained in Section 3Qa7.2.1.2.l
(c) of the Zoning Ordinance."

Contiguous means touching, Mr. Smith said, and the Board has never said that
contiguous could be across the street. Is there a contiguous operation 1 One that
touches it?

Yes, Mr. Covington said.

The County Attorney relied on Black's Law Dictionary and Mr. Ablard. sdd he wou1.d like
to rely on· a case in Virginia aa Houston 8alt~andl1PlDterCaapany ease vs. Csmpbell __
which out and out says that it has to be touching for the first def1n1tion that is
used in the law, and the first definition is that contiguous means touching. HI! has
been out there, and cannot find that there is an operation tOUching. Number 64 is
a tract of land that indeed does have at the rear portion of it, a part that is
being mined. at this time but there's no open gravel pit there.

Itls still touching, Mr. covington said.
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Does the adjoWng property touch or is it contiguous to this application, Mr. Smith
asked? Is there &Rseparation between the two or a setback area?

No, sir, there is no separation, Mr. Covington said. The attorney is using the power
line as a method of dividing the two properties. This power line goes through a
number of properties that have been mined and are being mined.

Does the power line have an easement or do they own the property, Mr. smith asked?

Mr. Covington said he would assume they have an easement.

Is the operation still going on on the same parcel of land, Mr. Smith asked?

Yes, Mr. Covington said. Mr. Keller is in the roan.

Does he have a use per.mit to mine, Mr. smith asked?

No, sir, it's a non-contonning use, Mr. COvington said. Virginia Concrete bought
this property fraD. Modern Sand and Gr&vel and apparently they bought it frail scmeone
else.

That's why the non-confonDing situation is bere, Mr. Smith said. tJn:ier the new ordi
nance weren't all of the operations brought under this ordinance?

Not for restoration purposes, Mr. Knowlton said; they had to register as non-conforming
uses.

The Board is now in a. position ot arguing the State Code against the COUnty Ordinance.
Mr. Smith said.

The requirement was, Mr. Abla.rd stated that within 90 daiYs of enactment of the Ordi
nance the owner, lessee or operator of each parcel of land had to register with
certain particul.ars and it has ccme to bis attention that there has been a, semblence
of this f'1led but it was filed long after this pel"llli t was applied fOr -- the 6th of
J\Ily of this year.

An old gravel pit permit was issued in 1948 without any lJJn1tations, Mr. Covington said.

It still would have been a non~conforming operation and would have been registered. Mr.
SIIl1th said. Based on that section of the ordinance requiring registration, be wouJ.d
say that the most restrictive prevails and in this case the ordinance states "must be
registered". He wondered if the County Attorney were aware of this section ot the
ordin&nee. He disagreed untU he could. de more research.

The Board agreed that there was a. contiguous operation in that the property lines
touch, but the question is, whether or not ita an active operation, and whether it
meets the seciJion of the ordinanee, since there is no use permit on it.

Mr. Sndth stated that Mr. Covington had baaed bis decision on the State code but the
county Code S~r8edeS that if it is more restrictive.
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Mr. Ablard reiterated the point made with Mr. Smith •• the requirement 1s that there
baa to be a sand and gravel operation already permitted and they sa:y that it is not
permitted and the applicant cannot at the same time apply for a pennit under the
statute and .sq that the part of the ordinance is invalid. '!'b&t is inconsistent plead-
ing in the lawyer sense. It is not the correct way in which to interpret the Ordinance; the
BMrd.DlI,lSt take the ordinance as & whoJ.e and hold them to the requirements. The
adjoining property is not permitted under the tenllS of the statute regardless of what
the State law sqs. The State law D18¥ well support Virginia Sand and Gravel in
operating that piece of' land but it in no way allows the Board of zoning Appeals to
grant8::grand1'ather extenuation. Going into the 20 acre minimum requirement, what 1s
the reason for the requirement? They s&y that 1t is the purpose of this requirement
to prohi'tdt exactl,y wh&t's going on here. Here the:l'e are two subdivisions where
people are living and & sand and gra.ve1 operation coming in between them. Mr.
Holland I 8 plans show a 150 ft. trench dOwn the middle of the property to take out the
gravel and that will be open for 2 1/2 years. He' s going to divide the people in
Glynalta and Lincoln Heights and w:ill cut out a pl.ace which by his own admission the
children play all the time, and the minimuJn requirement was placed there to prevent what
is h&ppening here. The master pl8ll is for this area to be developed in residential
housing by 1985. As proposed in the restoration plan, Mr. Holland is going to scoop
out the gravel but is not going to put back the trees to screen that subdivision along
that 50 ft. border which bas been waived by Virginia Sand and Concrete, and there's
not going to be anything to shield that subdivision from the aerial electric right of_.
At the current time there is noise from. the property, Mr. Ablard continued. there is
sound in the distance which is not as bothersane as it will be if this is granted and

they bring in bulldozers. equipment and rock crushers right between two subdivisions.
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The area to the south 1s presently being developed at the present time, Mr. Abla.rd
stated. This will mean additional noise'. There will be 8. ccmbined effect on
the people on this property.

Another reason tor the 20 acre requirement Is to make sure that then! s 8. coordination
of restoration pl.ans, Mr. Abla.rd continued. There is no restoration pJ.an on that
non-conforming use and there won't be. What will happen is there wUl be contours
drOpping in conformity with the ditch that already runs beside the power line between
the property and the power line. At the northern rear corner, there will be ' two
boles instead. of one. Mr. Getb is prepared to make a statement to the Board; ·he':owns
a portion of the ravine and Virg1nia. Sand and Gravel will not be able to e.c&vate
within 50 ft. of Mr. M&rtin's property wtUch is I, 2, 3. and 4 which are Dot develope
at the present time, and they will have the same ravine there and a new hill and
a second hole. That should be enough to withdraw any consideration ot & use permit
because the purpose of the statute will not be fulfilled. This small operation will
stand out like a. Bore thumb and be an open pit for two years. '!'he standarda for spec
permit uses in R districts cl.early requires the Bo&rd to find tha.t it will not be b&z
to the peopl.e in the area. or inconvenient to the predominant residential. character
of the neighborhood, or be incongruous therewith or conflict with the norJlBl traffic
on the residential. streets ot the neighborhOOd. Convenient routes ot pedestrian tnf
particularly ot children, w1ll not be interfered with and shall be in h&mony with t
general purpose and intent or the zoning regulations and ma.p and shall not affect ad
versly the use ot neighboring property in accordance with the zoning regulations and
map. What is going to happen tor 2 1/2 ;years is an industrial. opera.tion bstween
two subd:1.visions, with a. 150 ft. gap, it's going to be intolerable. The machinery
is going to be.running. On page 71 ot the Ordinance, there are certain strmdards
spelled out and he questioned whether orLbOt the Board can &1.loW 1nata.llation ot
tacilities to be used in the process ot sand and gravel when they are cl.early
located in and adjacent to developed residential. areas. It is abundanUy clear
from the operation planned that the sand a.nd gravel opera.tion will be 1ii.thin 300
ft. ot these peopJ..e's back doors. They do not meet the standards ot Section
30-7.2.1.2.3 (c) "the insta1J.S,tion ot t&eil1ties used in the processing ot sand and
gravel shall tat be located in or adja.cent to developed residential areas or areas
subject to intensive residential. development".

On. the petition, the number of ch1l.dren in the area adds up to 8hou.t 75, and that's
75 ch1J.dren the :Board must worry about in tenns of sliding sand, or whatever ground
water might a.cC'UlllU18.te in the bott(D of this pit, in terms ot drop-oft, Mr. Ablard
continued. Mr. Holland indicated there would be a 2-1 slope in the restora.tion
but he has not said what he plans for the 2 1/2 years this pit is open. From the
Board ot ZOning Appeals minutes of several. years agO concerning a. property on Hooes
Road, there Y&s a letter submitted by Mr. Frank Holloway re.la.tive to the development
ot one ot those parcels, noting that the predominant gra.vel deposits which exist
in this area. are fotind a.t levels of 220 ft. and above but not belOlf.

A».P&rentl.y the Restoration Board a.fter SOOle '_-iliDgineering by the applicant has
ascertained that there is gravel a.t this point, Mr. smith said, to warrant the
excavation of it.

A statement as to the depth of gravel on H.ooes Road, Mr. Ho1.l.8.nisaid, is entirely
immaterial in this case. They have made tests ~- Franconia. Gravel· peOple dug three
test holes down in the lower section to the elevation of awroxiJllatel.;y 200. The
gravel plains thrOUghout the eastern section of the County has a downward. slope
toward. the south. This location bas gravel down to the depth specified.

They have cc:me up with an ama.teur calcula.tion tha.t out of the 16 acres only' about
6 &eres would be sliced up and used for gravel. The rest would be despoiled by
supplying the loam to put back on the property, Mr. Abla-rd said, the constant traffic
in and out, the noise, C81sing great discanfort to the families living there.
'Ihey would al.so object to the use ot Beulah Road for ·this opera.tion.

The use of state roads is a ma.tter of right, Mr. smith sta.ted.

Mr. Abla.rd discussed the mud problem on the road. There has been nO'liIhowing by
the applicant that there will be dust control. There is a. letter from Dr. Kennedy
in the file regarding wells on the lower property.

Ten years ago, it ma;y he.ve been proper to develop the gravel pit, but not now, "When
the houses are there on MilJ.er Drive, Mr. Ablard said, they are contiguous to the
property and their interests will not be served by this operation.

Joe Geib, 6311 Miller Drive, Lot 5, stated that they moved in in 1963 or 1964. He
discussed the access to the park land and the fact tha.t children must pass the
gravel operation to get there.

Mr. Holland, in rebuttal., referred to the plan on the wall and stated that terraces
are shown an the east and south and will be tor a:.temporary period. In the restorati
section of the Ordinance it is specitical.ly required that no area shall be lett \lnimpr ved
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after it has been Iil1ned for & period exceed 30 da¥8. This IIICXl8trous 001& referred
to 1s Dot a fact. The pa.rt in the back would need massive grading of the steep
hillside either by subdivision or by gravel operation. As an e.ug1neer, the reason
for Lots 1 through 4 not being developed is because hey are of a verT rugged topography. J I 9
To work O1f the rear part of the property tor subdivision purposes, moat of the trees
W8Uild disappear it there were no gravel on it. The steep ravines, the steep hillside
~d the little knob on this property would be moved before one cOuld could develop it
as si.ngl.e-tCllily haDes. The gravel operation &Sa sta in preparing the land for future
use and it eazmot he used for the type of devel~t called for in the Dl&lIter plan
until substantial earthwork h&a been,.done. The topography 1s too rough to S&Ye the trees
an this land and the tour lots to the north. There will be a swaJ.e passing through
the rear third of the property. As for loc&ting between the two subd1visions, the
people wou1d be trespassing bytgoing back and forth, they will not be impeded by the
gr&ding operation beea:uae in the section, of Lot No.6 on forward on the north from the
property apquired by Ralls and siams on the south, there will be little or not change
:in the contour that will prevent pleasant wal1t1ng. He did not &liege tb&t there were
going to be motorcycJ.es, Mr. Hblland said, he said it had happened in ·other pls.ces.
The applicant will put in obstructions to prevent that type of uses.

The subdivision to the north has a 100 ft. tree buffer, Mr. HoJ.land said. The lower
section of the land where the road will be is not covered with trees tod.a.y. The
people to the norl.h will have the vegetation left intact. The~ thing they will
be aware of is that beyond their trees sane 200 ft. from their property line there
will be a truck road. If a Natural Resources zone 1s to be used, they need trucks to
haul it away. This was in the Board of SUpervisors wisdcD in drafting this NaturaJ.
Resources zone in this area. ':his is the mna1l.est gravel OlH!rat1on on Beulah Road.
Northern Virginia is running out of gravel very fast and it is important to use that
which will be beneficially used. It is beneficially used when in fact the earth
has to be used anyhow and instead of chuming up this vaJ.uable naturaJ. resource,
it is used to help in the construction of Route 95. The noise would reach. SC'XDe

of the houses but it wouJ.d. not be constant -- it would be occasianaJ.. If the wind
was to the ~hI9i,1t, they wouldn't hear it. They lfOllld be glad for the Board to
condition th4t7~ck hAullng off-site would occur between 7 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.
They would like the privilege of operating the equipment on-site as late as 6:00 p.m.
There would be loaders, the pugDlill, a. very quiet opera.tion, it m1.xes the ingredients
with the cement required in road building. There W'OUJ.d be front end loaders or bull
dozers which would probably stop at 4:30 but they would like to ask that they be allowed
to work them until 6:00 occasionally; the Ordinance says 9:00.

The Beard needs information on the machinery used, Mr. smith said, the crushing machine,
the pugod1l and all of the other equipnent.

Mr. SlIlith read a letter fran Mr. Massey: "The Restoration Board, on June 5, 1970,
reviewed and approved gravel operation application of Franconia Gravel
Corporation (NR 21), 16.57 &eres located on the east side of Beulah Road. adjacent
to the GlenaJ.ta Subdivision, including the a.ccanpaQ'ing restoration plan. The Restora
tion Board recCllllllends that the bond be fixed at $2,000 per a.cre and calls attention to
the fact that this property is located in close proximity to developed residential
subdivisions. "

AlSO, Mr. Smith noted a letter from Harold Kennedy", Director of the County Health
Department: "The Health Department has surveyed the area surrtrlmding the 16.57 &cres,
located at plat 9J.-3 ((1» 42, 44 and 51 proposed for a gravel operation in this appli
cation. OUr primary concern in this matter is the possible effect on individual water
supplies in use either -by cutting off of the su.pp1.ies or contemination of the water
table due to eJlCawtion in close proxilldty to the wells. It was found that individual
wells were in use on parcels 50, 43 and 40. Public water is avs.U.able. Although this
operation tIl8ir produce no adverse effect on the wells, the possibility cannot be
ccmpletely discounted."

The Planning CalIlI1ssion recoomendation was as follows: "The Planning Caumission on
July 27, 1970 recClJllDellded to the Board. of Zoning Appeals that the subject application
be denied. The CalIlI1ssion felt that the proposed gravel operation would'te hazardous
and inconvenient to the predominant residentisJ. chara.cter of the neighborhood and will
&ffect adversely the use of neighboring property, also, be detr1w!ntaJ. to the eha.ra.cter
and d.evelopDent of adjacent land. unflorttmately, the proposed site is located between
1owo well-established, single-family SUbdivisions; the subject site is also ready for
development; sewer will shortly be in the area; water is in Beulah Road. and there should
not be any problems in developing the site.

The CCIDIllission felt that at this point in time it is too late to now ask to dig gravel.
'!his should have been done 10-12 years ago on this lot and for these reasons, the
Ccmm1ssion unatrlmous!y reCCllllDended denial of this application."

Mr. Yeatman 1UO'red to defer the e.ppllcation for members of the Boe.rd. to look at the
area, the boundaries of the property, and the contiguous properties and other gravel
pits, defer to September 6. The Board can visit the property on their own time whenever
they get a chance. seconded, Mr. Long.

The addition&! information requested from the app1ica.nt must be avaiJ.able before the
Board ca.n make a decision, Mr. Smith noted. The opponents woul.d be s.llowed SOllIe time
for cCIIIllents, limited to ten minutes, on September 6.



0£:U
July 28. 1970
FRANCONIA GRAVEL CORP. - Ctd.

Motion to defer carried unan:1moualy.

II
On April 15 the Board. instructed Mrs. Haines to send a letter to Mr. RaJ.ph Loult, Mr.
relative to repres8ating the Board on a case in court (Long and Foster variance).
It was understood that Mr. Loult was to represent the Board at no cost to the Board.
and that he could. bring in additionaJ. legal help it he saw fit with the W1der
standing th&t there would be no CCIIIpeDsation. Is this the consensus of the Board?

Al1 the members agreed.

Apparently yesterd8¥ sane Board members were SUIdIIlOned and &!lother attorney &ppea.:red
and said that he represented the· Board, Mr. smith said, this was 8. very tine attorney,
but the Board had earlier indicated that Mr. LOUk was the representative. The reason
they used tor deferring the hea.ring was the fact that the man who appeared said he
was not familiar with the case, he had just got the recorda on it.

II
H!NRY MASONIC LODGE #57, application under Sec. 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Ordinance, to pe
construction of one story 30X72 ft. building for Masonic Lodge, located on O&k Place,
in Fairfax Acres, (BE 0.5) 47-4 «3» 2, 3, 4, 5, 8-134-70

HENRY MASONIC LODGE #57, application 'Wld.er Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to
penait orection of"bl.llld1ng closer to property line than allowed, loc&ted on Oak
Place, Fairfax Acres, (RE 0.5), 47-4 ((3)) 2, 3, 4, 5, i-13'-70

A variance was granted for this use in September 1968 and March of 1969, Mr. smith
recalled. Wh,y wasn't the use initiated, be asked?

..ax
They rued within the one/period, representative for the applicant said, the site
plan, and it is now approved. The buiJ.ding CCIlIlII.ittee of the lodge was under the
impression that the plan canplied with the one year requirement but found out that
the building permit actua.1.ly had to be issud. 'l11ey have had the bond put up
and the mortgage approved. They wish to canplete the construction and settJA
on the lot. They are not asking for a change, only what was granted beilore, the 88me
building dimensions, parldng, etc.

No opposition.

A lady in the audience, an adjoining property owner, asked what the hearing was all
&bout.

The permit expired and the Board required a new application to be filed, Mr'. smith
expl.ained. The Boa.rd no longer extends use permits, no matter what the reason, if
they have expired.

P&.Tnell Porter, attorney, represented the applicant and identified himaelf for the
record.

Mrs. Tinker, 10507 Oak Place, Fairfax, Virginia, stated that the letter in her
estimation didn't tell her a thing. As far as the people in the area knew, the
whole thing had been approved. She wondered if the neighbors were aware of this.

The applicants have aJ,J.owed the variance and special use permit to expire, it
went beyond the one year time Umit prior to the time of construction, Mr. Smith
Said, site plan approval held them. up and in order to legaJ.l.y handJ.e this, it had.
to be readvertised and the case had to be hn.rd again. They have stated that all
their plans, etc. for tbe original use permit and variance are still pl.annt!!d.

Shouldn't there have been scme mention of this in the advertising, Mrs. Tinker asked?

It is sufficient notification, Mr. Smith said, and it's one of the best Ie has seen
all day.

If people had known there might have been opposition present, Mrs. Tinker said.

The case was approved previously, they ha;ve made no change in it, so it probably
would have been approved if there had been opposition present today, Mr. Yeatman
sdd. This is renewing the original application so they can go &bead with their
construction.

!III.~ca.tiAlu:i. lfBmber S-134-70, an application by Henry Masonic Lodge #57, under
Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of one story,
30' x 79' brick bu1lding on propert~ loc&ted on Oak Street, Lots 4, 5 and pt. of Lots
2 and 3, Section 4, Fairfax Acres, rori.dence District, a180 known as tax map 47·4
((3)) Lot 2, eounty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long; moved that the Boa.rd of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned appl1cati on has been properly filed in accordance with all
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applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the by-laws of Fairfax county
Board ot zoning AppealS and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a lOCAl newspaper,
posting of the property and letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
publie hearing held on the 28th da,y of July. 1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following f1ndings of tact:

1. The ownerl. of the subject property is the applicant.
2. The present zoning is BE 0.5.
3. A use permit W&S granted on this property September 24, 1968.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals baa reached the follaw1ng conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented test:tmony indicating ccmpliance with the standardS
for special use permit uses in R districts oont&ined in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrlmi!ntal to the character and development of adjacent
land and wUl bl!1i in hsrmony with the purposes of the ccmprebendve plan of land uae
embodied in the zoning ordinance.

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

1. This approval is granted to the &ppl.icant only and is not transferable without
1"urther action of this Board and for the location indicated in this application and
is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall. expire one year fran this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless ren~d by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This aPPrOval is granted for the buildings and uses indica.ted on plats submitted
with this a.pplica.tion. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
a.dditional useS, whether or not these additional uses require a. use permit shalJ. be
ca.use for this use permit to be re-eva.luated by this Board.

4. The application is approved. as applied for, for a one story brick 'ouild1ng, 30' x
72', that therp be 75 parking spaces provided on the property for use of this facUi ty;
that the entrMce and exit be oriented toward one way in and one way out; that there
be a barrierot-natural screening 50 !'t. along the service road and Oak Pla.ce, and a
25 ft. undisturbed natural screening barrier adjacent to Lots 6, 5, 4, 3 and residue
of Lot 1, part of Cobbdale. If it beeomes necessary to disturb the barrier for water
and sewer easements, that additional screening be pla.ced on the property inside the
easement to take care of any trees or undergrowth that might have been removed for
sewer. It is understood that the Board bas no objection to a negotia.ted sewer or
water easement across the property so lOng as it is on the property lines and does
not interfere with the construction of the building or interior parking &rr&ngement.
other provisions of the Ordinance applicable to this a.pplica.t1on shall be met. Seconded
Mr. Barnes. Carried unan:lJnoua1¥.

~ plat calls for 104 park1ng spaces rather than 75, Mr. Long said, so he would amend
the motion to read 104 parking spaces. Mr. Barnes a.ccepted the amendment. Carried
unan~sly.

In application V·l35-70, application by Henry Ms.sonio::lLodge #57, under Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance' to permit erection of building closer to side property line,; than
&11owed by Ordinance, property loca.ted at Oak Street, Lot 4, 5, and pt. Lots 2 and 3,
Fairfax Acres, also known &B tax map 47-4 «3)} 2, County of Fairfax, Virginia. ME'.
Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHBREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of &11 applicable State and County codes, and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeala, and

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in 8,. local newspa.per,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 28th da;y of July, 1970.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals MS mad.e: the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RB 0.5.
3. A variance was granted on this property for the same use March 11, 1969.

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

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
lfhich under a. strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in a practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship to deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and buildings involved, (a) exceptionally irregular shaped property.
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NOW, 'l'HIBBFOBE BE IT RBSOLVED that the subject application be and the same 1s
hereby granted with the following limitations:

L '!his approval is granted for the location,'Osnd specific structure indicated
in plats submitted with this application only and is not transferable to other
land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance sh&1l expire one year f'raJl this date 'I1l11eSB construction has
started or unJe ss renewed by action of this b,&rd prior to expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried unanimously.

II
The President of the Hayfield Farm Swim. Club, Inc. stated that five weekS ago
on J'Wl.e 23 the Board granted &I'l extension of their swiDlldng pool because the parking
lot lias not completed and the surrounding &rea was not graded as the County wanted
it. They were unable to cOIIIplete the two items because even though on JUne 8
they negotiated a contract to do this, the weather prevented them fran completing
the lot. At this point, Mr. Lyons ccmpleteq·graded the lot. The pool is built
in a flood plain. Mr. Lyons proba.bly has overcOJllll1tted b.1maelf in some places.
There was a letter which he gave to the Board June 23 saying that he would begin
work on JUne 20 but he did not begin. Today, Mr. Covington was given a letter,
in whic.h Mr. Lyons s8iYs the following to me: Bluestone is being spread on the lot
today. He S&¥S WQ tbe,t~ f1na,J.. coat should be poured on ThurSd8¥ and they should
be able to park there Friday. He follows all of this with the quote "weather
permitting" •

If there is no progress-"being made) let the Board know at the next meeting, the Board
agreed. In the meantime, there is effort being made.

II
Letter frOm Mr. Walter B. Savage regarding fence requirements between Dunn Loring
Swim Club parking lot and the Savage property:

Mr. Bm!th recalled that at the Board's last meeting the Board read a letter frail Mr.
Savage and it had been referred to tle Zoning Administrator's office for a report.
The following report was received from Mr. Longj: ZOning Inspector:

"In checking the minutes of the Board of Zoning Appeals meetings concerning the
Speci&1 Use Permit and the expansion of such use, no mention is made of the board fenc
ing requirement between Lot 1S (awned by Mr. Savage) and the parking area of the Dunn
Loring Swim CJ.ub property. The requirement fOr a fence is only on the property lines
of Lots II and 12, section 6, Dunn Loring Woods.

During a conversation with Mrs. Savage on July 23, 19'10, she indicated that pedestrt
and motor bike traffic crosses her property at the end of the fence of the park1ng
lot.

On July 24. 1970. a visit to the parking lot area was made and pictures were
taaen. (copies attached) of the fence. sanitary sewer easement and adjoining
property in question.

It appears that perhaps the reason the fence was not extended between Mr. Savage' s
property (Lot liB) and the Dunn Loring Swim Club property was due to not being able
to cross the sanitary sewer easement with the fence."

Mr. Long should investigate the possibility of requiring a :fence over the easement,
'Mhe Board agreed.

The Board adjourned at 6:15 p.m.
Betty Haines, C1.erk
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning .Appe&la was held at 10:00 a.m.
an Tu.esdlQ", August -4, 1970 in the
Baud Roam. of the F&irfax County
AdlII1nistration Building. All members
were preaent: Mr. Daniel Smith, Chair
man; Mr. Clarence Yeatman; Mr. Richard
Long; Mr. Joseph Baker and Mr. George
Barnes.

The meeting was opened with 8. prayer by Mr. Barnes.

WILLIAM. L. WALDE, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
construction of dwelling within 30 ft. of access easement, located end. of Green Oak
Drive, River 08ks, Providence District, (RI-I), 21-2 «1)) 3. V-131-70

Mr. F. H. Ni1tl.ason represented the applicant. Mr. Wa1.de has not settled on the property
yet, he expl&i.ned. It 1s owned by Mrs. Martha. Pa.vne.

If Mr. Walde 1s the contract owner, how can he have 8. hardship, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Walde has contracted to dispose of his present home and plans to construct 8. new
home on this site if he gets approval today, Mr. Nlklason stated.

What purpo8e does the access easement serve, Mr. Long asked?

It eontinues on down and serves three other propert;ies near the river, Mr. Niklason
replied. The oM ea.sement will be abandoned and a new easement created to connect with
the cul-de-sac at Green Oak. Drive. Mr. Niklason did not have a copy of the contract.

Mr. Smith felt the application should have been in the name of Mrs. Martha. P~e, owner
of the property, a.s Mr. Walde as contract purchaser would. not have a hardship.

Mrs. ~e stated that once the new right of wB¥ ha.s been decided upon and approved,
the proposed house woul.d be beyond the 40 ft. setback. She has owned the property
since 1958.

Does this CCllle under Subdivision Control, Mr. smith asked?

Mr. Knowilton replied that this ccmes under the "cut once regulation" or the "grand.!'ather
clause"•

The Board c&nl'lot base a ,variance on an easement that is not recorded, Mr. Smith said.
This is a proposal to take one acre of land out of a larger parcel and the Board is
discussing this out of order. It is baaed on a hardship and there is no hardship.
The man b not a valid owner. He purchased it with the knowledge that this situation
existed so by doing that, what validity does the hardship have? Perhaps based on the
easement, he might be entitled to a variance but since he is not the legaJ. owner and the
lot has not been established, the Board bas no authority to grant a variance till it
becomes a lot of record.

Mr. Parke Payne, husband of the owner, stated that he owns the Eagle Rock property
which is the tMrd of the three pieces which ma.v use the access. This same problem
will occur on other lots, he said, as there is a narrow ridge there and in order to
properly align the houses on the ridge and not force them too far off the top of the
ridge, they will need to be closer than 75 ft., especiaJJ.y on Mr. Colombo's lot.

Mr. Smith stated that the lot bas to be recorded and the applicant should go back to
Mr. PaciulJi to have the new access shown on the plat.

In application V-13l-70, Mr. Long moved th&t the application be amended to include Mrs.
Martha Payne as applicant, and that the application be deferred fOr 30 days to allow
the Iqlplicant to make fUrther studies on the relocation of the right of way. Seconded,
Mr. Barnes.

Dr. H8DIll stated that he was in agreement with what the Chairman of the Board decided
on realigmoent of the easement. The driveway as proposed on the pl.a;t wou1.d. go through
his property, he said, and he did not grant an easement through his property.

Carried unani.mously.

II
HALE VJ, JACOBSBN, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construc
tion of f!llDily roa:tl closer to property line than eJ..lowed, 7101 08lt Ridge Road, Provi
dence District, (R-10), 50-3 ((4)) 67, V-132-70

Mr. Js.cobsen stated that he purchased the property in 1963. He has three girls and a
boy and only three bedrooms. There is an open pa.tio existing where he pl.ans to put
the addition. There is no basement in the bouse.

No opposition.

J :?-3
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Mr. Smith questioned the location of a shed on the property line.

That shed is a mobile shed, Mr. Jacobsen said, which he and his neighbor share
jointly. It can be moved any plAce on the lot.

A frame shed should be 4 ft. off the property line, Mr. Woodson stated.

In aPJ?lication V-132-70, an application by Hale V.Jacobsen, application \U1der Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit constructio~ of family room closer to property line
than allowed, located at 7101 Oak Ridge Road, rov1dence District, also known as
tax map 50-3 ((4» 67, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution:

WHEREAS, the cSiltioned application has been properly flied in accordance with the re
qu.1rements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax COWlty Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s, and,

WHEDAS, fOllowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in 8. local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a pOOli
hearing by the Bo&rd of Zoning Appea.ls held on the4th da.y of August, 1970,

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

L The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. The zoning is R-lO.
3. '!he lot contains 11, 114 sq. ft. of land.
AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

L The applicant has satisfied the Boe.3:'d that the following physical conditions exist
which W'lder a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical.
ditficuJ.ty or unnecessary h8.rdship that would deprive the user of the reasonable1l.1U1e
of the land and/or buildings involvedt, (a) shallow lotj

M:M, 'l'HBREFORB BE IT RESOLVED, that the application be and the same is hereby granted
with the fol1.owing stipulations:

L This approval is granted tor the location and specific structure or structures in
dicated in plats included with this application only and is not transferable to other
land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance sh&1l expire one year frail. this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The proposed addJ.tion shall be of simll&r design and material as the existing
dwelling.

I

I
4. The shed at the corner of the property shall be relocated on the property in camp ce
with setback requirements.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
P'OlID LEASING AND DEVELOHoIENT COMPANY, application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.8 of the
Ordinance, to permit automobile des.lership with used car sales, located H.E. comer of
intersection Green Spring Road and Little River Turnpike, Mason District,; (C-D), 72-1
((1) 24, 8-133-70

Mr. Myron Smith represented the applicant and the Straight family. The application is
for the operation of a Ford Lincoln dealership, he said.

n this two dealerships or one dealership, Mr. Dan smith s.sked?

Mr. r.tvron Smith stated that this would be two dealerships under one ownership and
operation.

Mr. Dan smith asked for a copy of the certificate fraD the State Corporation COIlIllissi
stating that the applicant is licensed to do business .h1 Virginia. Would the appl1can
be leasing to someone else J he asked?

The dealership would be operated by someone else but the property would be owned by
the applicant, Mr. Myron Smtth said.

Is this the same as the Ford Leasing on Route 7, Mr. Yea'bnan, asked?

Yes, Mr. Mike smith said. As he understood it, Cherner Motor CanPan,y's property
is being partis.lJ.y' condemned by the State and they are going to have to be out of
there by next April.

Mr. Dan Smith felt that the advertising was for one dealership and this is for two
separate and distinct dealerships.

I

I
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The Board discussed this at length and decided by-a vote of 4-1 (Mr. Smith voting against
the motion) that the advertising was proper;;a.nd to proceed with the bearing.

Mr. )tyron Smith pouted out the location of the proposed operation and an a,dd1tlonaJ.
17 acre tract of land which he laid was being donated to the County for park use by
the Straights. On the land to the rear is a historic house touched upon by the
staff cCIlIIDents. In respect to the screening that is indicated along the front,
they propose to pJ.ant J Iq)anese Cherry trees !on that area, 7 to 8 ft. in height when
planted. Along Green Spring Road would be a brick wall screened by p1antings along
there as well. Thos e 81.80 would be the same type of Japanese Cherry trees. The brick
wall extends IU"OWld here and the reason for that is to add some screening to the Coloni
house. These wouJ.d be screen planter Cd) with linden trees which are approximately 8
to 10 ft. in height when planted, and which grow to be quite large. Fran this point
up around the remainder of the property is & wooden fence 6 ft. in height and & continu
ation of the linden trees would be &long there; along the east side of the property
wou1.d be planted white pine treu.., Also to break up the blacktop appearance of the
inner portion of the developnentllocated oak trees in order to add green space.

Mr. Smith passed out detailed plans for development of the entire ,tract showing the
Ford operation in a building of 60,000 sq. ft. and the Lincoln Merc:ury building with
36,000 sq. ft. of floor space. This is a. used car displ8\Y for the Lincoln-Mercury
and used car displ8\Y for the Ford operation, he said. In the back is the new car
storage area and this indicates less intensity than going toward the highw8iY. This
area is for service and employee parking, ,he said, pointing out the location on the
plan, and that basic&1ly is the layout of the property. The offices will be located
to the front and tllC' d1spllliY rotIIl will be closely located tOW8t1'd the highway.

Where are the Moss house and the Tobey house, Mr. Long asked?

The Moss House is not on this property, Mr. Myron Smith expla.ined. The Tobey l'loufe
is on this Prop!rty and Ford would be happy to give this to the Park Authority if they
want. to move 1t. The Tobey bouse 1s a modern style house which is not rea.1ly unique,
it is currently being lived in by Tcm Hurst and his wife. The height of the buildings
would not be grea.ter than 24 ft. indicated in staff cOlllllents.

What wou1.d be the largest size truck on this property, Mr. Bmith asked?

thder group X, it wouJ.d be 1 1/2 tons,Mr. Myron SJDith answered.

Has the Board ever granted a body shop in the C·D zone, Mr. Dan Slaith asked?

Mr. Woodson stated that 1t would not be allowed in C-D. Only minor repairs could be
done on this property.

Mr. Long said he thought there sbOUl.d be sane minor body repairs -- how can he operate
a dealership and not have body repairs, he asked?

Doesn't Harriman have a body shop on Route 7 in connection with that operation, Mr.
Yeatman asked? Or Chrysler? -The body sbop came up in a question, Mr./Slaith reCa.lled, and &S he remembered it,
it was in an industrial zone. '!'he body shop bad to be moved over into the industrial.
&rea. U1der one dealership, wouJ.d the Zoning Administrator·aJ..J.ow four aigns, he asked?

Mr. Woodson stated that one freestanding sign would be allowed on the property but
there could be signs on the bu1ld1ngs.

Mr. Dan sm1th stated that tbe Boa.rd shouJ.d not render 8, decision until such time as the
Board bas received a copy of the contract to purchase by Ford Leasing fran the owners
and 8, capy of the lease back to Cherner. Normally, he asked, how many cars would the
Cherner Ford dealership keep on hand at any one time?

175, Mr. Myron smith replied.-Mr./SJaith s.sked if the front pa.rking would be approved by Mr. Woodson's otfice as shown
on the plat?

Mr. Woodson stated that the parking is now 45 ft. back -- he would just have to be
back 5 ft. more.

Opposition: Mr. William: Houston, 5204 CherotMl Avenue, represented the Lincolnia Park.
Citizens Association. As a Group X use, this would be a use of special 1IIlpac:t, he
stated. The use proposed would cover Salle 14 acres and WOIlld involve a multiple car
dealership - new car dealerships plus used car sales plUS t he repair facillU es required,
they submit that the size and intensity of the use would stretch the intent of Article
VII of the Ordinance to the breaking point. This voul.d be one of the largest dealerships
in the county. He referred to the radio cadlDerciala of another Ford agency in the Wash
ington area which eJD:phasizes that it is on such a scale as to have all the ...pects of 8,

factory. That's exactly what's being proposed by this application -- a factory sized
operation. The property is 1JmDediately .adjacent to the residential district to the
north and east and the parcel of land contiguoua to the north is proposed 8,B park uses
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but this would be no more harmonious with such an operation than would residential.
D1rectJ.¥ across the street 1s an &rea of fixed ccmnerclal and residential properties.
Moving farther away fr<:m this property there are large a.reas of fine single-family 3 "I r
residential uses in all directions. Section 30-7.1 of the Ordinance states that d'-Io
special permit uses should not be detrimental to the ehe.racter and development of
the adjacent l.and. The use proposed here is cJ.earl;y 80 detrimental. Section 30-7.1.2
of the Ordinance stipulates that the use will not hinder the appropriate development
and use of adjacent land and buildings or 1mpa1r the value thereof. This use would I
clee.rly do both. The same section of the ordinance states that the location, size,
intensity' and site lqaut of the use shall be such that an operation will not be ob-
jectionable to nearby dwellings by reason of noise, fumes or light to 8. greater
degree than 1s nol'lll&1. This use would c:loearly be so objectionable. They urge
denial of the application.

Should the Board see fit to over-ride their objections, Mr. Houston continued, and
grant the application, they urge that for the protection of the citizens living in
the area, the Board attach at least the following conditions to the permit: I
(1) screening on all sides of the property shall be of brick fa.ced m&sorut;y':'W&11
type with two exterior rows of evergreen p1a.ntings as specified in the Boa.rd of
Supervisors reaolution of February 15, 1961. They find it acmewhat incongruous
that on the west property line the applica.nt agrees to put a brick w&1l and on
8. portion of the north property line, but on the eut property line which is :lJmledi~

ately adjacent to residential property he proposes to put a wooden stockade fence.
They feel that the max1mum screening and buffering that would be afforded by a brick
wal.lsmuld be on all sides of the property incl.uding west, north and east. As far as
the pJ..antings are concerned, while Jspanese Cherry trees and Linden trees are very
ple&8l1l1t in appearance, in the spring and sUDIller, they are deciduous trees and becClDe
bare during the winter and there should be the standard two rows of everaeen plant~

ings between the wall and the property line. Along the Green SIlring Road property
line the existing multifiora hedge shall be maintained in lieu of the standard outer
planting of shrubs and the existing evergreen trees and pOplars ma,y be used in lieu
of portions of the tree row where there are existing evergreen trees and poplars.
(2) There shall be no accesS to the property fran Merritt Roa.d, Green Spring Road or th
north property line. (3) The property sb&U be so graded that no surfa.ce drainage or
storm run-off will now to the small tributary of Turkey Cock Run south of the Little
River Turnpike. The small stream has alre~ been heavily impacted by the Memco
developDent just to the southwest of this property, there are several places where
it culverts under the existing streets 'Which'""'have became fiOOl1ed in heavy rain, and.
they are apprehensive as to the effect of 14 additional acres of 100 per cent run-off
which would be generated bYiJiW,.II.i1"fW'8rty. Saue portions of this property aJ.ready
drain to the north and eastlUii~F"LHtleRiver Turnpike, but the property is so nat I
in general they feel it wou1.dn't present lln1Cb. of an engineering problem to grade the
property so that all of the drainage is directly to the main ste. or to the west
b ranch of I:IiI.tUy CockrRun rather than across Little River Turnpike. All service and
repair services sheJ,J. be so designed, engineered and constructed so aa to shield
adjacent property owners fran objectionable noise. fumes and other pollutants in
accordance with the highest engineering standards. There shall be no body shop or
other major repair f'ac11ities. (5) Such other stipulations as the staff shall
recOlllllend shall be atts.ched to the conditions of' the use permit including the stipu
lation that there be only one :freestanding sign and that there be interior plantings.
(6) In processing the site plan the design review division shall coordinate and consult
with the Division of Land Use Administration and Planning Division before giving its
approval to the site plan. (7) Prior to issuance of the building permit, the site
plan shall be reviewed by and approved by the Planning CoJIlmisslon.

James Bell, Director, FairfaX County Park Authority, stated that he did not fall
in the category of for or against, but he represents the Authority to present certain
factors: the Green Spring Farm is a Colonial. type home of historic significance,
and haa been detailed by the Planning staff in their research, and if this is granted,
and the Park Authority is not taking a position one way or another, the Park Authority
would be the recipients of the property north of the subj ect property today -- approxi
mately 17 s.cres al.ong with the historic house. If this is granted, they would request
that consideration be given not to permit access onto Green Spring Road in that it
could possibly generate traffic to the residential areas north of the Straight property
as well as where the road bisects the existing Straight property which they would
receive. The Authority would initially request that that portion of the road be I
vs.cated to access and make the property one continuous part of the land. IDIDediately
west of the Straight property running over to Bra.ddock Road, they have signed a
contract and acquired six additiona.l acres and will have frontage on Braddock Road
and that would. beccme a.ll one contigllOUS piece of land for park and assorted purposes.

Another consideration, Mr. Bell continued, the screening which has been indicated
to the rear of the prqperty. they would request that if they stSiY with the Lindens
as proposed by the applicant, that they be made at 25 ft. intervals on center than
50 ft. as shown on the plat. They would prefer m&jor screening by evergreens I
rather than decidious trees. Another factor involved here, there is a large hedge row
of cedars which comes across at an angle which they would request be moved back and

mt be destroyed in the development of the property.

Will the Park Authority ps;y for moving them, Mr. Long a.aked?
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They would be removed by the applicant, Mr. Bell replied. They would hope to be able
to work with the applicant in development of the site. Those plants not involved
in the hedge row which would be destroyed in development, the Park Authority WOUld
hope they would provide them with the plants and they would move them onto their
property to help with the screening process. The applicant has indicated a maJor
screening plan, however, in reviewing the site plan, be couJ.d not find where they
have &CcOIlIlD.oda.ted water outlets to make sure that these lp;%'eening materials were
properly maintained.

Mr. Barnes asked if the Pa.r\t Authority plans to move the Tobey House?

The Park Authority has not addressed itself to the moving of the Tobl!!y hIDe. No
cClDlllitment of any type has been IlI&de on that. They would have to look at the funding,
shOUld they find it desirable. The applicant has indicated a willingness to provide
the Park Authority with the structure.

Mr. Long uked Mr. Knowlton if be felt that all the screening should be of a type, size
and grouping as approved by the Division of Land Use Administration -- is the staff
in a position to review the pibantings, etc.?

Not entirely, Mr. Knowlton replied. neJCOWlty has in its ordinance and. its adopted
policy a standard .screening -- two standard screenings, one is the brick wall and the
other is the stockade fence with evergreen plantings, what WIIS presented to the Board
of Supervisors and Planning Co:an1ssion in connection with this particular application
was a. little W'lusual in that as you can see in the far rendering, be said, an architec
wall which was sca.lloped in and out with linden trees lOCated in the wall wella, a
beautiful rendering. This is also shown on plats submitted with the rezoning appli
ca.tion. However, the application before the Bo&rd indicates a. wall &long that property
but a perfectly straight W&1J. and not necessarily an arch!tectu:raJ. wall. This type
of thing the Board would have to address itself to as a specific requirement.

In this particular case, Mr. Dan Slll1th stated, since the rezoning was predicated on
this particular plan and this rendering, this Board should follow through on this
particular pl.an.

Mr. John Porter BloQll of the Fairfax County History Comnission, stated that they have
been interested in the application tor a long t1me. Since they are a citizen group
cempletely unpaid, they are perhaps not as technically adept &8 scme of the points
made by previous spokesmen. He bad only just seen the memorandum fralI the Director
of Planning dated July 28 with regard to the application. Their concern is in relation
to the Green Spring Farm and the general neighborhood. In the discussions they have
had in the History COJIIllission there has never been any mention of a Lincoln Mercury
dealership. In looktng at the rendering it sa;ys Ford dealership. They are concerned
about the screening and trees that lose their leaves in tle winter time are nol; adequate
screening for a large part of the year. Trees 50 n. a.pa.rt are not adequate screening.
Green Spring Road is a very narrcwi'··S(IlleWbat winding road, which should be protected
under any c1rCUllUltances from truck and CCdlIerc1al traffic which a. double dealership
as proposed would generate'. '!'he proposaJ. to 1t8.cate the road· or the part. adJacent to
Green Spring Fann sounds good. They are in favor of the idea to JlOve the cedar trees.

It seems, Mr. Bloom continued, to be a rather one·sided proposition with regard to the
Tobey House -- that the developer ia ready to have the County go to the expense of
clearing the property for them. This is not a structure of historic significance
in the uaual sense -- it is a bouse of re&l architectural distinction, however, and it
would seem that a more generous offer WOUld be for the developer to save himself the
trouble of demolition and carting it off by offering to move the bouse for acme manner
of preservation that might be worked out.

Mrs. Lois Che;pieski, resident of Fairland Street, stated that she ia a member of the
pre-eonservation cCllllll1ttee which is a coUition of organizations and individuals in
the Turkey Cock Run Park area of Fairfax County. They are concemed with the preservati
of the stream vall.ey. It seems that if the Board has all the technical contracts, te1'lDS
etc. f1"om the applicant, this would be an open and shut case granting this use pennit.
She thought the question before the Board was one that was DlQre open lIB to wlttber the
permit would be granted for this or not. It seems that aU he haa to do is provide
what the Board needs and it w1ll be granted. At the Board of Supervisors meeting Mrs.
Pennino stated that she wou1d vote for C-D zone but this did not necessarily mean that
she was voting for a Ford agency f) r this property. She did not feel, Mrs. Chapiesld,
stated, that this would be a good use for this land. The park land that was promised
in exchange for the C-D zoning was very attractive, and now that the park land is
assured J sbe would like to stress Mr. Houston I s point that the auto agency is not a
caapatible neighbor to the pa.rk. The nooding is a real problem and if the Board
grants this use permit, it w1l.l be helping to create another Arlandria in terms fiJt!
noocling, and 1!lll0therRoute 1 in terms of the high impact cOlllDerci&lization.

Mr. Myron SJDith, in rebuttal, stated tha.t this same model was used at all of the hearings
and there was never any doubt that this was going to be a Ford Lincoln Mercury dealership
on the property. The park is contingent upon this matter being completed with lord.
The CoI1nty Attomey has in his possession a deed properly executed;:,and acknOWledged by
Mr. and Mrs. Straights. His instructions are that he can go ahead and record that when
the use permit is granted so that Ford can p~d with the purehaae of this property.

0t':.t
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If that contingency is not met, Mr. Myron Smith continued, and the Straights cannot
possibly afford to donate $450-01' $500,000 worth of property and this was stipulated
to the Board when they rezoned this on July 1, to the eounty for nothing. A gentle
man toda.Y told the Board that he didn't want the ,,~County to go to the expense of mavin
the Tobey House. SaDeone else fran the History Commission was present at the rezoning
hearings· who stated that they wanted the Moss House and the surrounding property to
be given to the Park Authority, but Mr. Smith continued, he is appal.led at the
gentleman's statement that he doesn't want the county to go to the exptlnse of moving
'rObey House when they are getting 17 &Cres of developed park 1.&.nd for not a cent, when
this county is in difficult shape in selling park bonds and coming up with money to
condemn parks. Mr. Rio prepared the model before the Board and they have had it
at every hearing, everybody has seen it, including all the other aspects which he
asked Mr. Knowlton yesterdq to bring here, that they used before the Board. The
staff takes these and they don't gi1fe them back to the applicant for any other
use, so all those things that the starf has are presented to the :Board.

The renderings only show one sign with the word "Ford", Mr. Dan Smith stated. The
plat today shows six signs on the front of the property.

That has to be construed with all the other documents, Mr. Jotyron Smith said.

Mr. Dan smith said he felt this was overdeveloptnent of the land. He felt that either
one of these deaJ.ersh!ps involved would need more land within the next three years.
There is one Ford dealership in the CO'Wlty now on about 20 acres and they are lOOking
for space -- Koons Ford.

Mr. Yeatman said hi! felt tllat site plan would take care of the drainage situation.
The County would not have parks all. over the County if it dido' t have business to pay
for the park land.

Mr. Dan smith commented that he thought the park land had been emphasized too much.
This Board should not base a decision either wa.Y on the fact that there is a proposal
to donate park land.

Mr. Myron smith introduced Mr. Bernard Grenadi. real estate negotiator from Ford.

Mr. Gren$di stated that Cherner now baa a dealership in Shirlington and Washington,
D. C. The Lincoln Mercury Division is a separate division of the cClllpany from the
Ford Division. Eacb division issues franchise separately and dist1nctly. '!'hey have
dual dealers around the country, they are -not common, but they have them. In this
particular project both divisions are cooperating and proceeding aJ.ong conmon lines
in order to put this deal together on the same property but they will still be
treated as two separate operations from a business standpoint.

CherneI' now owns the land in Shirlington. Mr. smith asked?

No, he is a tenant, Mr. Grenadi thought: The one in Washington, D. C. has been
closed down and the applicant acquired the property. When Mr. 8m!th made the
ccmnent that the property wouldn't be adequate in future years -- how many years
did he mean, Mr. Grenadi asked?

Mr. Dan smith answered -- he remembered the one at 7-Corners that had 20 acres and
they are crowded. That's just for a Ford dealership.

I

I

I

Mr. Grenadi stated that they n:n.IIt look at tbe market and the density of the population
and the geographical location along with the bighwlSiY pattern. There are distinct
types of markets. They have a. marketing survey team that comes to each major market
area every five years to review the area. fran geographical standpoin;!:, density,
etc. and they analyze the optimum tor a locaUon and representation to service the
custaner more adequately in the market. When they do so, they have a projected
voluma, this is planned for the next ten. fifteen or twenty years. After ten years
plans get a little hazy, they can't project too far, but they do feell1a.t the size of
this property will.~ad.equately take care of the needs of this d.ea.lership~CX'the
next ten years at least. If 80, this might need another dealership another five or
ten miles &Way 11' the market grows. There was only 500,000 sq. ft. involved in
the initial consideration, but because of reCCIllJDendations fran local. people and I
engineers and the plaxlning and esthetics involved, the screening is using up a
certain amotult of land, and becauae of this square footage loss they added on another
100,000 sq. ft. to the project. They project 2,000 cars for the I'ord and 1300
cars fOr the Lincoln Mercury dealership for the first five years.

Will Cberner close the operation in Shirllngton when this is opened, Mr. Dan smith ask ?

Yes, Mr. Grenadi replied.

Were tho Iqlplicants aware that this would be liJllited to one freestanding sign, Mr.
Dan 8mith asked? That a body shop wouJ.d not be allOlo'l!d and no ma,j or repairs would be
allowed in this C-D zone?

Mr. Grenadi said he did not know that.

I
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Montgomery Wards 1n l"&1rtax County 1s in a C-D zone, ltl'. Yeatman add, and they do
&utcmoblle repairs. A gas station under C-N puts in brakes. mufflers, etc.

The Board should h8.ve a copy of the contract to purch&se by Ford Lea.aing and the lease
to ehemer and papers shOwing that Ford Leasing is in good standing with the State
corporation CCIlIII1ss1on, Mr. Smith said.

What CabIlleots did :you make to the Planning CO!lIldaslon and Board of supervisors about
auto repairs, Mr. Long asked Mr. Myron Smith?

He did not recaJ.l that this was discussed. Mr. Smith replied.

GULF OIL CORPORATION, application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to perm!
erection of autcmoblle service station, located S. E. conter of Gunston Cove Road and
Lorton Road, Lee District (C-N) 107 ((1») 77. 8-136·70

I

Rather than defer this
p1e.ce this item at the
requested information.

II

to a meeting in September, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board
end of today's agenda to allow the applicant to supply the
Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

I

I

I

GULF OIL CORPORATION, application under Section 30-6.6 of the ZOning Ordinance, to
permit construction of building closer to property line than allared, located S. E.
corner or Gunston Cove Rd. and Lorton Road, Lee District (C-N) 107 «(1)) 77. v-142-70

Mr. Donald Crounse represented Gulf' Oil corporation, the contract purcl1aSer. '~:The

property was rezoned July 22, 1970, unanimously approved by the Planning Commission
and the Board of SUpervisors. The application conforms to the lllaSter plan and the
staff recOOIIDended in favor of it. AU of the property owners within 500 ft. of the
property were notified and none expressed any opposition. There is a service station
existing on Lot 78A to the rear of the property and the Lorton Auto Parts in I~G, which
is a junk. yard, is adJacent, and on the east of the property on the other side of the
railroad is undeveloped land but which is planned for industrial. use. To the north is
the interchange on Rt. 495. It is felt by the staff and the Board of Supervisors that
this is a proper use for the property and would upgrade the area. The land at the
present time is vacant. The property slopes frcm Lorton Road in an elevated manner to
t he rear of the property. The eaa.terly border of the property is 200 !'t. in length
and !'rom side to side it is 156!'t. Gulf had a station to the rear of this location
but sold it to Shell ~~ then #495 camealong and they 1Iad second thoughts about it so
t hey bought this property and now wisb to build a station in this location.

Is the 40,000 sq. ft. all the land that Gulf has under option, Mr. Slllith asked?

Yes, Mr. Cl'OU7lse replied. This would be a three b8¥ colonial. brick building with
front entrance. A septic field will be located in the rear. Route 642 has been
abandoned ~- the railroad owns half of it and Gulf owns the other half. At the time
of rezoning there was a report frcm the Sewer Department stating that sewer would be
available to this property upon caapl.etion of the lower Potomac plant. Until that time
they plan to use a septic tank.

Can the bullding be moved back so that right of way could be reserved for future
ro&cl widening, Mr. Long a.sked?

Mr. Crounse stated that the building could be moved back to allow some right of way
but the proposal. that was handed to him this morning amazes him as it shows: a minimum
90 ft. and a maximum 160 ft. right of wq. The property is only 200 ft. and to him
that would be a cauplete taking of the property.

Wall the Pohick Restudy adopted prior to rezoning, Mr. Bmith aaked?

Mr. Knowlton replied that it was.

Was there Board of Supervisors discussion on this, Mr. Smith asked?

He was not present, Mr. Knowlton replied, but he bad read the mintile:s on this and
did not recall discussion on this.

Mr. Slnith felt that to reserfe that &rea. then sewer would be absolutely necessary as
there would be no roaa for a septic tank and field.

Mr. Long stated that in view of the topogr~by be felt it would be difficUlt to move
the building back. He is in favor of reservation if it can be done;it lookS like it
would be a diff1cult thing in this cue.

The H1ghva;'f Department has no money for this, Mr. Crounse said he bad been advised.
There are other w8¥s this road can be put in utilizing the existing tmderpass and widen
that.

No opposition.
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August 4J 19'70
GULF OIL CORPORATION - etd.

The severe grades shawn are basically after grading, Mr. York Phillips told the
Board. The existing grades are not &8 severe. If it is re-gr&ded., the grade
could be modified to accGIlIllOdate all kinds of changes.

This is to be an important segment of road, Mr. Knowlton stated, because this road nar
rows down to a one lane tunnel under the RAP at 8. point where there 1s a severe
bend in the road where there 1s absolutely no sight distance. The propos&! would
to 8. great extent straighten out the section of road although it would be at 8. curve
and the curve lsCfair!y set at an 8 degree curve, tied at one end by the existing bri
at Interstate 495 and at the ather end which will have to have frontage on the road.
This proposal. is iDrDinent al.though at this time the start' cannot S8¥ precisely when.
As this area develops this particular type of improvement to that condition of the
road will be mandatory.

Do you think they are going to build the bridge or t'Wlnel, Mr. Long asked, to correct
the s1tuatlon?

The roadWB\f can't gO a.n:yl(here until the rail.rOad underpass 1s constructed, Mr. Know~

lton replid, so they will have to go hand in hand. There is no iDJnediate appropri
ation on the part of the state so he cOUld give no date.

In application 8-136-70, application by Gulf Oil Company under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1
of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit erection of gasoline service station, property
located southeast corner of Gunston Cove Road and Lorton ROad, aLso known as tax map
107 ((1)) 77, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeal.s adopt the fOllowing resolution:

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

AND WHlmEAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newsp
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a publl
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 4th deoY of August, 19'{O,

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

1. Owner of the property is Robert L. and James A. O'Neill.
2. Present zoning is C-N.
3. The area of the property is 40,000 sq. ft. of land.
4. CCIlIpliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
5. The Planning Commission recoomended approval of this use.
6. The Board of Supervisors rezoned this property with this intended use in mind at

the time of rezoning.

AND WIE REAS, the Board or. ZOning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law:

1. TJ1e applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with standards for
special use permit uses in C districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. The use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
land and shall be in harmony with the cClllprehensive plan of land use embodied in the
Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

2. This permit shal.l. expire one year fran this date unless construction or operation'
has started unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this applicatio.Q. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additiona! uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit sh&1l be
cause :for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The building sh&ll be a three bay brick gasoline station.

Seconded, Mr. :Barnes.

Mr. Long amended his motion to say '~rick Colonial" station. Accepted Mr. Barnes.
Carried unaniJnously.
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August 4, 1970
GULF OIL CORP. - Ctd.

Was the Board of Supervisors aware that this would need a. variance at the time of
rezoning, Mr. Smith asked? Did they know of the road widening requirements?

They were 8.Y8,Te of it, but could not condition & rezoning, Mr. Knowlton said.

To make a reservation such as this 80 there would be no roan for a. septic field might
restrict the property be:lOl1d use, Mr. Smitb suggested. If Bewer were available, be
would not hesitate to reserve it. lhlder site p1.&n there should be dedication tor
widening of Lorton and Gunston Cove Road and he wondered whether the Board had authority
to go beyond this, bued on the infonnation they have.

In application v-142-70. application by Gu11' Oil Corporation, appJ.1cation under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construction of building closer to property line
than allowed, located S. I. comer of Gunston Cove Road and Lorton Road, Lee District,
alsodmown as tax map 107 «1)) 77, county of Fairfax, v!rg1n!a, Mr. Long moved that
the Boe.rd of 7I;ming APPeals &dopt the following resolution:

WHImBAS, the captioned application baa been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of a.ll applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the by·laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property. letters to contigu.oua and nearby property owners. and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 4th day of August, 1970.

AIW, WHBRIAS the Board of Zon1ng AppealS has ms.d.c the follOWing findings of fact:

1. The owner of the property is Robert and James O'Neill.
2. Present zoning is C·N.
3. The &rea of the property is 40.000 sq. ft. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is requ.1red.
5. The Planning COllII11ssion recCllllllended approval for this use.
6. The Board of Supervisors rezoned the property for this intended use.

AND WH!RE.AS, the Board of Zoning Appeals hIlS reached the fOllowing conclusions of law:

1. The applicant hIlS satisfied the Board that the f01JlO'li'ing p~ic&l conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the ZOning Ordinance woul.d result in praetical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would dtiprive the user of tbereasonable use of
the J.and and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptional topographic problems and (b)
the existing abandoned right Gt way &long the ellSterly property line;

NOW', 'l'HZIlEFQBE BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject appJ.ication be and the same is hereby
granted. with the following l.im1tations:

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

2. This variance sh&ll expire one year frail this dAte unless Coni truction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to day" of expiration.

3. The building shall be a minimum of 20 ft. fran the abandoned right of way.

Seconded. Mr. BiU'nes. Carried unanimoualy.

II
ROGER PENN. application under Section 30·6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit enclosare of
carport 5.5 ft. fr<:In side property llne. located 1519 Longfel1.ov Street. Dranesville
Di.trict, (R-10), 30-4 «4» (B' 24, V-137-70

(Mr. Barnes lef't; the meeting.)

Mr. Pennstated that he has lived at this address since 1959. When he moved into the
houSe he realized it was small so they thought of enclosing the carport. They found
out that the house was too close to the property line to enclose the carport without
getting a variance. Over the years they have had a problem in keeping the noor of the
carport fralll heaving due to freezing in the winter time and they have retained a
contraetor to distribute the water &I&y !'ram. the carport area. This carport is screened
nov. '!'he ca.rport would be enclosed with Dateri&! to match the house .- antique brick
and clapboud siding.

No opposition.

Mr. Long stated that he would be opposed to a variance if the bouse were in the middle
of the lot but in this cue it seems the applicant would be denied rellSonab1e use of
his land if the variance is not granted.

00..L
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August 4, 1970
ROOER PDN - Ctd.

In application V-137-70, application by Roger Penn, under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance, to pemit enclosure of carport 5.5 ft. fransslde property line, located 151
Longfel.J.ow Street, &1ao known as tax map 30-4 «4» (B) 24, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of all applicable State and COWlty Codes and in accordance with the by
laW8 of the Fairfax. county Board ot Zoning AppeaJ.a, and

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and & publi
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 4th daiY of August, 1970. and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.ls has made the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning of the property 1s R-IO.
3. Area of the lot is 10,459 sq. ft. ot land.
4. Required setback fran the property line is 10 feet.

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

L The applicant baa satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which UIJier a strict interpcetation of the zoning Ordinance would result in practical
d1fficu1ty or wmeccaaary h&rdship which would deprive the user of the reunable use
ot the land or buUdings invol.ved; (a) unuau&1. location of existing building.

NCM, TRmFOBE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subjec.t application be and the same is
hereby granted, with the follorlng limitations:

L This approval is granted for the location of the specific structure indicated
on plats included with this application only and is not transferable to ct her ]and
or to other structures on the lame land.

2. This variance shalJ. expire one year fran this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The proposed addition~,8hallbe of similar design and material as existing dwelling.

Seconded, Mr. Yea.tman. Carried 4-0.

II
MINNIE IRENE SOWERS, applic.a.tion under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Ordinance, to perm!
operation of beauty shop in hane as hane occupation. 2813 E. Lee Avenue. Memorial
Heights, (R·12.5). Mt. Vernon District, 93-1 ((18)) (G) 256. 2~ and 258. S-125-70

Mr. Bernard Fagelson presented Mrs. Sowers'beautician's license as requested by the
Board at the last hearing. Mrs. Sowers has been operating in her bane but when she
fowid that she was operating in violation. she stopped.

Mrs. Sowers would be the only person who could operate here. Mr. Sndth pointed out,
if this is granted; it would be for a one chair operation with no help. The Board
of Supervisors recently granted an amendment allowing applicants in hane occupations
to use their driveway for parking but the Board of Zoning Appeals coul.d still re~e
the sppli::ant to provide off-street parking for at least one vehicle not meeting the
setback requirements.

Mrs. Nan Kuba. next door neighbor, spoke in favor of the a.pplication.

No opposition.

In application S-125-70, application by Minnie 1. Sowers. to perndt operation of
beauty shop as home occupation. property located at 2813 East Lee Avenue. also
known as tax~ 93-1 ((16)) (G). 256. 257 and 258, COWlty of Fairfax. Virginia.
Mr. Long lDOVed that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned applica.tion has been proper17 rued in tCcordance with the
requirements of all applicable Sta.te and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS. follatrlng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 10c&1
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners.
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 4th da¥ of August, 197
and,

WHEREAS, the BOard of Zoning Appeals has made ,the folJ.owing findings of fact:

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R·12.5. -
3. Area of the property is 9.400 sq. ft. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan ordinance) is required.

AND WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appe&1s has reached the fOllowing conclusions of law:
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August 4, 1970
MDN!E 1RUE SOWERS - eM.

1. The applicant bas presented testimony indicating caapliance with Standards for
Special Use Pe:nnits in R Districts as contained in Section 30·7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ord.1nance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW', 'llIEREFORE DB IT RBsoLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted, with the following llmitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant onl.y and is .tot transferable w1thout
further action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this lq)plication and
is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit sb&ll expire one year frem this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats sub
mitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
add1tiooal uses, whether or not these additional uaes require a use pennit, shall be
cause for this use permit to be re-evaluawd by this Board.

4. This is for a one chair operation for a three year period.

Seconded. Mr. Yeatman. Carried 4-0 (Mr. Barnes absent.)

II
DEFBRRED CASES:

AMBRICAN WOOING GlJ];DI), application under Section 30·6.6 of the Ordinance, to pennit
resubdivision of Outlot B and Lot 48 in accordance with pJ.at. located E. of Larkspur
Drive, Green Mead.cnf, Section III, Lee District, (R-12.5), 81-4 ((14) Outlot B BIld Lot
48. V-1l4·70 (deferred frc:m Jul.y 14)

Mr. Robert L&wrence represented the s:ppl1cant. The applicant has owned the property
since 1968, he stated. This is an unusual piece of land, the remaining part of & tract
purchaSed by the a.ppllcant. In the original dedication of the subdivision there was &

remaining outlot - outlot B. This was a problem piece of property because of the tope.
He showed a sketch indicating the topography problems.

Why was this left undeveloped at the time of subdivision deve1opaent. Mr.Smith asked?

That is section III of this entire tract, Mr. Lawrence replied.

When subdivision for Section III was drawn. Mr. Smith said, did they get credit for the
outlot?

The subdivision had sufficient density without the outlot, Mr. Lawrence stated. He
presented a development plan proposed for Section III and as can be seen tram the
tapo map, he said, the areac.:slopes aWay to the bottom part of the JIUIl. Initi&lly the
plan on this outlot was to attempt to convey the property to the adJoining land owners
in the subdivision next to them. Attempt was made to do this but they were unsuc
cessful so the owners of the property ha.d to decide on a.lternate 1Dl!I&nS of deve1.opDent
of the property. In accordance with the topograpb;y probl-emS and after consultationS
with Mr. Chilton's office, the resubdivision before the Boe.rd was derived. Also the
Park Authority stated that they would like part of the land dedicil.ted to the park to be
used in conjunction with the adjoining Sherry tract. The entire outlot is buildable
property -. there is no flood p1.ain there. '!'he most feasible development of the proper
in view of the topography problems is as shown on the plan presented. It would not
interfere with rights ot a.djoWng property owners and would not have a detrimenta.l
effect on that property. If the variance 1s not granted, the owner would be deprived
at' his reasonable use because of the physical. condition of the property. With the
developuent as shown. there would be adequate open space. A large part of the outlot
would. be dedicated to the Park Authority. There would be ingress and egress for the
residents of the subdivision by means of the road shown on the pla.t (TtUlIUY Drive) and
the pipestems into the proposed lots. The Sherry tract will be developed in the :(uture.
The orig1na.1 subdivision was recortiddc'in mid-l969. About thirty bouses are occupied
out of a possible 55.

Apparently this subdivision bas proceeded in stages, Mr. Knowlton said. The third
section has already been platted and recorded. Had this particular tract of land
gone under the cluster option, a.ll four sections. the number of lots shown on the
large plat could apparently have been gotten and the amount of land for open space
could have been provided for. Apparently through three sections the applicant did not
see fit to use the cluster option IUld now e,ppa.rently wants to use the benefits of it
in this section. Normally in cluster subdivisions. the County would. not approve this
many contiguous pipestem lots with the long ~ipestems.

vvv
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August 4, 1970

AMJmICAN OOUSING GUILJ VIRGINIA - ctd.

Mrs. David Hardy, Lot 6, shady Hills, stated that they were made an offer to purehaae
the piece of land at $3500 for'" piece of land that is underwater every time it rains.
There is & definite drainage problem at the bottcm of' the h1ll. Every time it rains
the dry creek bed:'J1'ills up and since the applicant has been building in there, dirt J

Band and ailt has been coming down onto her property. The applicant has been fil.llng
on the land on which he is asking permission to build. Truckload &fter truckload of
£111 has been dumped at the top of the hill and is now caning down into her back
yard. There is a. storm drainage eanment on her property which runs by her trees
and the materlaJ.. that washes dawn will soon kill her treeS. Several peopJ.e in Maple
grove who have never had drainage probl.ems before this subdivision was built now have
problems. One lady had so much water it broke the sliding doors md nooded her
whole basement.

This should be reported to Public Works so an inspector can go and eliminate these
problems, Mr. SJIlith suggested.

A contractor is obligated to provide 811tation eontrols, Mr. Long added, and if he doe
not, he will be required to put up a bond.

Mr. Wood, the engineer for the applicant, stated that 110 fill is being put up there.
'lhey have not even submitted a grading pJ.an.

Mrs. Robert Dowzell, living on Lot 18, LarkSpUr Drive, stated that they were offered
the option of buying the other lot behind them -- one time for $2,000; another
time for $1500, then $1.,000. Theycons1dered tlle property unusable. '!'he property
is so steep, they would not even let the children sled there. It is heavily
wooded property.

Mrs. Brumback, Lot 7, "Shady Hill, told the Board that there has been quite a bit of
filling on the property in question, and quite a bit of grading. She discussed
the problems of siltation and erosion in connection with this property.

If there is a siltation problem, there is an ordinance which requires bond to be
posted, Mr. Le:nence stated in rebuttal The testimony of these witnesses supports
their contention that this is a property ldth unusual. ph;ysical characteristics.
They appreciate the concern for the trees and will have necessary measures taken to
take care of the trees. The builder has not been contacted in regard to any probleJl1S.
It will be necessary to remove some of the trees to construct houses, but the builder
has it to his own interest to maint&in as many trees as he can. If contiguous booIe
owners want to preserve the trees they could have purchased the lots. An alternate
rellubdivision of this outlot would preclude the use of parcel A as a park area. Tb&t
couJ-d also be built upon with the proper engineering procedures"" but it would be an
impractical approach, because of topography problems. In regard to the staff comment
about electing not to go to the cluster option on this entire subdivision -- , the
peculiar nature of the shape of the entire parcel is such that a cluster subdivision
would cause the entire parcel from Franconia Road all the W8¥ back to the outlot to
be full of pipestem lots because it is a narrow piece. This is an airy subdivision
with plenty of open space and it is because this was conventional development rather
than cluster. This is a reasonable use of this property and it does not have an
adverse effect on neighboring properties. Certainly the lots as proposed are not
going to be detrimental to the neighborhood.

It would seem to him, Mr. Smith said, that the owner and developer created the
problem himself. He was shortsighted with reSpect'to the entire development.
If there is a hardship here, it is a self-created one.

The Ordinance cited by the staff would not reaJ.ly bear this out, Mr. Lawrence said. t
section does not reaJ.ly apply to this case.

Mr. Smith said it does. The developer crellted this himself by his manner of developi
in sections and nOW he finds himself with what was set up as an outlot and ccmes in
with 8. propossJ. to develop it.

The hardship was created by the shape of the property and it was there 'When the applic t
yurch&aed the land, Mr. La.Yrence contended. This piece of property was not cut out
and purchased in that manner. This is what the builder was left with when he bought
the land.

This Board should not approve a variance to allow scmething that would h8.ve been
denied under the cluater,plan, Mr. Long said.

Mr. Baker moved to defer to September 15 for the Board to hear from Mr. Chilton,
to get his thoughts on this. seconded, Mr. Long. However, Mr. Ba.k.er and Mr. Long
withdrew the motion and instead recessed the hearing to see whether Mr. Chilton
would be available today to discuss this.

In the meantime the Board proceeded to the next item:

ELOIA CLEMMER, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Ordinance, to permit
beauty shop as heme occupation, 8633 Curtis Ave., Mt. Vernon District (R-l7) 101-4
(10» (13) 30, s-76-70
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Auguat 4, 1970
KLaIA CIAIo!ER, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit parking
closer to property line than allowed, 8633 curtis Ave., Mt. Vernon District, (R-17)
101-4 «10» (13) 30, V-76-70

In view of the amendment recently adopted by the Board of Supervisors, Mr. 8m!th noted
that the variance application would not be necessary.

Mrs. C1eJllIIIer asked to be a.:llowed to withdra.w that application.

Mr. Long moved that the applicant be allowed to withdraw the variance request.
Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

The drivew8iY 1s long enough to park three cars, Mrs. Clemmer stated, and parldng woul.d
not be & problem. 'l'b1s 1s a one chair operation, one eustomer at a time •. She will
ccmply with the Inspections report, and will submit a copy of ber license to the Board.

In application 8-76-70, application by E181a C1emlIIer, application to pennit beauty
aq &8 home occupation, located 8633 Curtis Avenue, also known as tax. map 101-4 «10))
(13) 30, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
e,dopt the folJ..awing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applica.t1on has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and county COdes and in a.ccorda.nce with the by
la.ws of the Board of ZOning AppeaJ.s, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by a.dvertisement in a lOCal,'newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of zoning J\Ppea.l.s held on the 4th da.y of August, 1970, and

WHKREAS, the Board of Zoning Appe&1s has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R417.
3. Area of the ilot is 6,600 sq. ft. of land.
4. CaIlPllance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

AIm WHSRBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant bas presented testimony indicating compliance with standards for
special use pe:nnit useS in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance.

2. The:;use rill not be deti'dlmentaJ. to the character and development of the adJ &Cent
land and will be in hs.rmony with the purposes of the cOlDprehenaive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NtM, THBREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the folloving l1m1tations:

1. This approvaJ. is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
f'Llrther action of this brd a.nd is tor the location indicated in subject application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This pe11llit shall expire one year fran this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval. is granted tor the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application.

4. This permit is for a one chair operation :for three years.

seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II

Mr. Smith announced that Mr. Chilton was not available to discuss the application of
American Housing Guild - Virginia. Mr. Long :mwed to defer to September 22 in order
to have a report f'rGm Mr. Chilton. Seconded,~. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II

TAMARACK STABLES, app. under Sec. 30·7.2.8.1.2 of t12 Ordinance, to permit horse center
(riding school, boarding and selling of horses, hay,grain and equipment) 9801 Colchester
Rd., Mt. VernOn District (RE-2) 114 ((1)) pt. 1, S-128-70 (de:ferred !'rOm. J'U1:1 28)

Mr. MaJewski presented a copy of his insurance policy and articles of incorporation
requested by the Board. Since the lAst hearing, he said, they have initiated purchs.se
o:f scme M.ditional swarqp land.

If there is additionaJ. land involved, it should cc::me in under a new request, Mr. 5m1th
COmmented.
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Mr. Yea.'bdan moved to defer to SepteJ!lber 22 to allow Mr. Bames to review the insurance
policy. Seconded. Mr. Baker. C&rried unanimously.

II
lI>RNE PROPERTIES, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.6 or the Ordinance, to
permit recreation center, limited to billiard and ping pong tables, 6184B Arlington
BouJ.evud, Willston, (lower level), C-O, 51-3 «1» 4, Mason District, 8-124-70
(deferred frem July 21)

Mr. William Ingersoll represented the applicant. He stated that there would be 20
pool tables. The inspection tem has been there and a.ccording to their report, this
space can be used for this purpose. They will ccmply with &ll the regul.a.t1ons.
They would like to be open on a 24 hour bade. The proposed lessees of the
property have an operation in existence in the Clermont shopping center in Arlington
at this time. '!'hey have been fea.tured in the Women's Section of the Washington Post.
It is a family type recreation center featuring full pool tables. That operation is
open on a 24 hour b~is J however, the hours in Fairfax county would depend on what the
County will a.Uow. his is a f'ul.l.y carpeted facility and no alcoholic beverages are
allowed in the premises. The operation will be by Jack 'N Jill cue Clubs, Inc.
They have a lease contingent upon getting the use permit. They plan to have a. snack
bar in the building to serve soft drinks and soup and probably coffee.

Mr. 8mith said he knew that the age minimum was removed but he wa.s not aware of the
unlimited hours.

Mr. Woodson said he did not believe there was a regulation on the hours.

Mr. Smith said that the Board should have a copy of a lea.se froIll Horne Properties to
Jack & Jill Cue Clubs, Inc.

In application S~124-70, application by Horne Properties, Inc. under Section 30-7.
2.10. 3.6 of the Ordinance, to permit recreational center limited to billiards and
ping pong tables located at 6l84B Arlington Boulevard, Willston, lower level, &lso
known as t&X map 51-3 ((1» 4, County of Fairf&X, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Board adopt the following resolution:

WHEJ.UW3., the captioned application has been properly filed in accord.anee with require
ments of aJJ. applicable State and County Codes and in &.ccordance with the by-laws of
the Fairf&X County Bard of Zoning Appea.1.s, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pubUc by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letterS to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 4th dq of August, 1970,

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS bas made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is C-D.
3. Area of the property is 5.939 a.c.. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site plan Ordinance) is required.

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

L The applicant has presented testi:aony indicating ccmpliance with standardli for
special use permit USes in C districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the
Zoning Ordinance.

2. That the USe will not be detrimental to the character and d.e'lelopment of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccmprebensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

N<M THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the followiJ1g lim!tations:

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 this application and
is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildingS and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tion&! uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shaJ.l be
cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The hours of operation shall be 8 a.m. to 12 midnight 7 daiYs a week.

5. There will not be any sale of or any alcoholic beverages on these premises.

6. This permit is for a three year period.

I
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7. 'I'his use permit will not become valid until such time as the applicant has furnished
the ZOning Administrator with a certificate of incorporation, copy of the lease agree
ment between the Jack 'N Jill and the applicant.

Seeonded, Mr. Yeatman.

Mr. Long stated that he should have said this awroval is granted to the a,pplicant only
and Jack 'If Jill Cue Club. Inc. This 1s granted frClll. 8 ~.m. to 12 midnight, seven days
a week. Accepted.~. Yeatman.

WithOut some additional time to study the operation in Arlington and other factors
involved, he would not be willing to vote for a time that would be unlimited, Mr. Smith
said. There are no other businesses in this shopping center open all night.

Carried unanimously.

II
JUl)ADS AND STRICKLER, to permit construction of three dwellings without required off
street parking and setback of 25 rather than 40 ft. as required, deferred from July
28 to view the property.

Mr. ~th noted a copy of the contract to purehaae by Rhoads and strickler.bad been
requested by the Board.

Mr. 1i:lllani sts.ted that he did not recalJ. that it was required by the Board, but that
he had stated at the time that he represented both the purchasers and the sellers.
He asked that the application be amended to Mr. and Mrs. Lee, the ownerS.

Mr. Long moved that the applicant's name be amended to include !.fr. and Mrs. Robert E.
Lee, Sr. Seconded, Mr. Yeatn'6n. Carried Wlan1mously.

The BOard bas nO authority to vary the parking requirements, Mr. Smith stated, so the
only thing WIder consideration would be the request for variance to construct the
houses closer to the front property line.

Mr. Holland asked that on-site parking be permitted within the area !rCIII the street
to the front setbs.ck line, on-Site. They can put a garage in. but they do have
a problem in lateral support. t would be his engineering reccmnendation that if a
parking pad is permitted in the front yard, they would obtain greater stability.

This can be done by right, Mr. Smith said.

In application V·130-70, application by Rhoads and Strickler. Inc. and Robert and T.
Lee, WIder Section 30-6.6 of the zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of three
dwellingS closer to front property line than &!lowed by Ordinance, property lOCated
3201, 3203, 3207 Burgundy Road, also known as tax map",82-2 ((10)) 1. 2 and 3, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeal.s adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed inaccordance with the
requirements of a:u applicable State and County COdes and in accordance with the by
1.tQnl. of the Fairfax COUnty Board of Zoning AppealS, and

WHl!:REAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 4th d~ of August 1970,

AND WHBREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOwing findings of fs.ct:

1. The owner of the SUbject property 1s Robert 8lI.d T. Lee.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS bas reached the following conclusions of la.w:

1. The applicant has satiSfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which WIder a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of' the easonable use
of the buildings and/or land involved: (a) exceptional topographic problems of the lan4;
(b) there is a so11 slippage problem,.with the land.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted ··.f'Olr the front bullding setback only, with the following Limitations:

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

2. This variance sh&!l expire one year !rem! this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration. Seconded, Mr.
Yeatman. Carried 4-0.

II
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Mr. 8mitb announced that the Board would reopen the case of P'ORD LEASING AND DEVELOP
MENT CORPORATION.

Mr. Myron smith presentl!d a copy of the option contra.ct and copy of a letter from
Mr. McDonald, the district sales manager, directed to the Chai:nnan of the Board,
stating that negotiations are going on with Cherner Motor ComPenYo As far as the
matter of Ford Leasing and Development Corporation right to do business in Virgin1&,
he called the State Corporation CaDDission and was advi sed that they sent a. telegr8f,l.
at a.pprox:lJnately" quarter to two this afternoon. and he has not yet received it.

Mr. smith stated that he would like to have sQDething other than the telegram..

In application 8-133-10, an application by Ford Leasing and Development company,
under Section 30-7.2.10.3.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit au~blle de&l.ership fa
used cars J on property located at the intersection of Green Spring Road and L1ttle Rive
Turnpike, also known as tax ID&p 12-1 «1» 24, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long
moved that the Board of Zoning Appe&l.B adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly fUed in accordance with require
ments of all applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the by~laws of
the Fairfax County Board of ZOning Appeals, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 4th daiY of August, 1970, and,

WHEREAS, the Board ot ZOn1ng Appeals hu maa.e the fOllow1ng find1ng$ of h.ct:

1. The owners of the subject property are Michael and Be1iJida Straight. Ford
Leasing and Developnent Ccmpany are the contract purchasers.

2. The present zoning of the property is C-D.

3. The area of the property is 609,343 sq. ft. of land.

4. CaDpliance with site plan ordinance (Article XI) is required.

5. The Board of Supervisors ws awre of the intended use and the proposed site pla.n
at the time they rezoned the property.

I
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AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the fOllowing conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with standards for Spec al
PenDit Uses in C districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, an

2. The use will not be detr1Jllental to the character and development of adjacent land,
and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccmprehensive plan of land use embodied
in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This approval. is granted to the applicant a.nd Cherner Motor Company only and is
not tra.nsferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicate
in this application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This penDit sbalJ. expire one year fran this d.ate'unless construction or operation
has started or unleS8 renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated,on\:the pl.ats presente
with this application. Any additional structures of an::r kind, changes in use or ad~

ditiona.l uses, whether or not these uses require a use pennit, shall be cause for this
use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The building shall not exceed 24 ft. in height.

5. There sbaJ..l. be only one :freestanding sign not in excess of 26 £'t. in height for
this property.

6. The applicant has stated the Fairfax County Park Authority may have the Tobey
House and remove it to another site at the Park Authority's expense.

7. An architectural brick wall. six feet high, shall be erected along the westerly,
northerly and easterly property lines, and two raws of evergreen trees shall be
planted in a space vetween these brick walls and the property line. Height, size and
plant groupings shall be as approved by the Division of Land Use AdD inistration.

8. All planting to serve the entire site shall be of a type, size and gmuping as
approved by the Division of Land Use Administration and genera.lly in accordance with
plans filed with the rezoning application. This would be the one that the Board
of SUpervisors reviewed.

9. There shall be a total of 947 parking spaces.

10. There shall be only one entrance onto Green Spring Road other than the service
road. entrance. This is in conformity with the plan fUed with the Board of SUpervisors

I

I

I
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Seconded, Mr. Baker.

Mr. Yeatman wished to add to the motion that water hydrants be loca.ted to serve the
plants and screening tha.t is being requil'ed, otherwise they wU1 die as in other parts
~ the county.

Is there any provision in this to allow the Park Authority to replant the Cedar trees
that are adjacent to or on the back of this property, Mr. smith asked?

Mr. Long accepted Mr. Yeatman's amendment.

Mr. Yeatlllln said he would add to his amendment that the Park Authority will move the
Cedar trees and replant them in other parts of the pm. This will be at the Park
Authority's eXpense.

Mr. Long accepted Mr. Yeatman's amendment. Mr. Baker agreed.

The pe.rt of the motion de&ling with Cherner was not a.cceptable to Ford, Mr. Myr<m smith
said. There is no existing contract between Cherner and in the final analysis Cherner
can back out of it any time even though he 1s being considered. With that being the
position, he would hope the Board would have the pel'lll1t run to the Ford Leasing and
DevelO];ment corporation.

Tb&t was tine with him, Mr. Long said.

Actu.a.lq Ford Leasing 1s lIot going to operate the twQ dea.,1.erships, Mr. Dan Smith aa14;
they are going to contract or lease the dealer,hips to other people so actually the
Zoning Administrator has no control over the use permit unless it is to the actual.
operator.

They don't 1tnow who the operator is at this point, Mr. Myron Smith said.

Then pouibly this should be amended to grant with the stipulation that as soon as the
developDent takes place, the actual. operator wauJ.d have to be considered by the Board,
lob:. Dan Smith suggested. Ford Leasing 1s onl:y" a developing companyj they develop the
property and lease it to the operator which in this case the Boa.rd was assured that it
'WOuld be Cherner ltbtor CIJlllPSllY, even the plat shows Cherner.

Ford Leuing doesn't feel at this '8.me this permit can run to Cherner, Mr. Myron S1n1th
said, there is no existing leue.

It' there's no negotiation, it would have been goOd to have left Cherner aut of the dis
cussion entirely, Mr. Daniel smith stated.

People wanted to know precisely what they had in mind, Mr. Myron Smith Said, and this
is what they have told them right down the line on this ca.se.

Mr. Long amended his motion to delete Cherner Motor Company from. the permit.
Mr. Baker accepted.

Mr. Daniel smith said it wa.s his understanding that the body shop and the major repairs
were not pennitted. Mr. Long agreed.

As the motion is now wor4M, it is
operate this, Mr. Knowlton stated.
1s known and a.ddod to this folder?

granted to a corporation that is not going to
Do you want a name to be supplied as soon as a name

I
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Yes, the local zone me.na.ger, he would assume, Mr. Smith said. Who is in Merrifield?
Is there saneone there who would have any connection with this application? Is there
anyone in Fa.ir:f'a.x County representing Ford Motor COIIlpany who could be listed as the
person to contact in relation to this Ford Leuing Development Caapany should there be
a question by the Zoning Administrator's office or any CotUlty ot'ficiaJ.?

It was agreed that Mr. Myron 8m1th would be the man to contact.

Carried, Mr. Smith voting ag&1nst the motion because of the wording of the advertisement
the application was for two dealerships and the Board. of Supervisors apparently felt thi.
was a good use of the property and he has no great quarrel with this, but the advertisq
was misleading. .

II
D1.mn Loring Swim Club - Mr. smith stated that there is a letter fran Mr. Vernon Long
advising that on this date Mr. Ken Soter of the right ot'-wa,y land acquisition division
ot' Fairfax county was interviewed relative to the feasibility of a parking lot perimeter
fence being extended to include LQt 48 owned by Mr. Savage, thus crossing the sanitary
sewer easement. Mr. Soter advised that the fence could cross the sanitary sewer

~::ea::e:;t~~wt:no~~~ ~~:: therefore giving Mr. Savage protection fran
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'!'his answers the question, Mr. 5m1th sa1d. The Board had a complaint about the
Swim Club not constructing a fenee and thus Mr. Savagel s property W&S being
trespassed upon. What's the pJ.euurl!! of the Board?

Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board require the Dunn Loring Swim Club to put a fence
in this location.

Mr. Sm1th suggested asking them to show cause why they should not provide 8. fence and
give them an opportunity to be heard. and at the same time give Mr. Savage an opportunit
to be heard. The Board should not just require it. The resolution granting this did
not require the fencing here and the complaint fran Mr. Savage is what brought this
about. The proper procedure would be to request the Dunn Loring Swim Club to show
cause why they should not construct 8. fence.

Mr. Yeatman moved that they be requested to come in and show cause why they should not
put a fence in this location. Seconded, Mr. Baker.

This would be Board action and would not require ramal advertising, Mr. Smith noted.
This wauld be on the 22nd of September. Mr. Savage should be notUied of thh
&etion by the Board, 80 he can be present.

Carried unanimously.

II
VIRGINIA DOOTORS FROPERTIES, INC. - Request for extension on nursing home addi.tion.

Mr. Baker moved to grant an extension for six months. Seconded, Mr. Long.
Carried tman:l.mously.

II
Letter !'ran Fairfax Act\. vity Center - 8m Litt1e Hiver Turnpike _ Request for out
of turn hearing on special use permit. The Board agreed to hear this on september 15.

II

I

I

The meeting adjourned at 5:20 p.m.
Betty Haines, Clerk
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning .APPeals was held on Tuesday,
September 8 J 1970 in the Board Roca.
of the county Administration Building.
All members were present: Mr. Daniel
smith. Chairmanj Mr. Joseph Balter, Mr.
Cls.rence Yeatman, Mr. Richard Long,
and Mr. George Barnes (Who arrived
late). The meeting was opened
with a prayer by Mr. Long.

JAMES B. GILSTRAP. a.pplication under section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit addi~
tiOD 8.6 ft. !rem side property line, 84.40 Thames Street, Annandale District, (R-12.5)
70-3 ((4» ll6, v-138-70

Mr. Gilstrap stated that he and his wife entered into a contract with Mr. Anthony E.
Skopac, General. Contra.ctor for the purpose of constructing a one room addition to
their home. The:room. was to be 15'8" wide. this dimension selected by Mr. Skopa.c as
being the maxilllum a.ll.owable to remain in conformance with zoning regul.e.tions.
On July 6. 1970, Mr. Skopac applied for and received a building permit to construct
the addition in confonnance with provisions of the Ordinance. They expressed doubt
to Mr. Skopae as to whether or not the dimensions of the room were within the zoning
11m!tatioos, which at the time, they understood to be 10 rt. from the boundary
line. They were assured by the builder that the dimensions were well within such
11m!tations. The footings were poured and upon viewing the construction flite on the
12th of July, it appeared that the footing was no more than 8 or 9 ft. from the pro
perty line. He cOllllllUllicated with the builder, Mr. Gilstrap continued, to express
his doubts. In the conversation, Mr. Skopac indicated that he believed it was ad
visable to discontinue construction operations pending a resolution of the statutory
requirements in the situation. Later it was discovered that the requirements were
12 ft.

Mr. Skopac was present and stated that he has a contractor's license from the County,
1756. and this was an error on his part in lAYing out the site.

No opposition.

In &l7Plication v-13B-70, application by James B. Gilstrap, under Section 30-6.6 of
the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition 8.6 ft. fran side pr~rty line, property
located at 8440 Thames Street, also known as tax Ill8p 70-3 «4» 116, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th d8¥ of September, 1970,
and,

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

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. ~esent zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area 01' the lot is ll,057 sq. ft. of land.
4. Required side yard setback is 12 ft.
5. A building permit was issued by Fairfax County for this addition with a plat
showing the proper setback.

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

1. The Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error in the lOcation
of the building, and,
2. That the granting of this varianoe will not impair the intent and purpose of the
Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other property
in the immediate vicinity.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same is hereby
granted, with the following lim!tatioos :

1. This approval is granted for the location and specific structure indicated
in pl.a.ts included with this a,pplication on1y and is not transferable to other land or
to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shaJ.l expire one year frcm this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira.tion.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4~0, Mr. Barnes not yet present.

II
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ROBERT E. LOEHE, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit construc
tion of utility shed closer to side prq>erty line than allowed, 5318 Pillow Lane,
AnnandAle D1'tr1ct. (0-12.5). 79-2 ((3)) (14) 13. V-139-70

The lot is 80' x 120' and drops off she.rp1.y to the rear and to the left side, there~

fore this is the only place he can locate a. shed without a great deal of fill and ex
cavation, Mr. Loohe explained. He has owned the property since 1962.

(Mr. Barnes arrived.)

The shed will be enclosed and used for utility purposes only; the other part of the
carport will remain open, Mr. Loehe said.

No opposition.

In the application V-13B-70, Robert E. Leeoo, under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit construction of utility sbed closer to side property line than a.llowed by
Zoning Ordinance, property located at 5318 Pillow Lane, al.sa known as te.x ma.p 79-2
«13» (14) 1.3, COWlty of Fldrfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WBEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of a.ll applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with by-laws of
the Fairfax CO'W1ty Board of zoning Appeals, and,

WHEREAS J t'ollowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a locaJ. newsp~perJ

posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a. public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th da,y of September, 1970, and,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals ha.s made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area. of the lot is 10,Boo sq. ft. of land.
4. Required side property line setback is 12 ft.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals ha..s reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has sa.tisfied the Board that the foll.owi:ng physicaJ. conditiona exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship tha.t would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and buildings involved: (a) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject a:ppJ.ication be and the same is hereby
granted, with the fol..l.owing limitations:

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

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

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
ANNAlmALE MARINE & SPORTS CEN'lER, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the
Ordinance, to permit saJ.es and servicing of boats and motors, campers, trailers, motor
cyales, and other recreational equipment, 4313 Markham Street, Annandale District, (C-G)
71-1 (1» 9. 8-140-70

ANNANDALE MARINE & SR>RTS CEm'ER, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of tle Ordi
nance, to permit use of present garage located 3.9 ft. from rear property line as
storage and repair building, 4313 Markham street, Annanda.l.e District, (e-G) 71-1 «1»)
9, v-l4l-70

Mr. Victor Harwich stated that about a year ago they received a use permit on property
across the street, however, after the use pennit was granted, they fa.1led to get
financing because the property was too large. They ha.ve now located this small piece
of property and have entered into a contract with the owners of the property. The
zoning is C-G. To be able to use that property they would need a variance to permit
use of the garage located at the rear of the property. It was built years ago and
is located about 4 ft. from the rear property line. They would like to use it until
they can build a building which would be adequate.

What size lot are you now operating frau, Mr. Smith asked?

It is 50 ft. wide and 150 ft. deep, Mr. Ha.rw1ch replied. They do sane repe.1rs, but
not extensive ones. They feel that the shed on the property would be adequate to
start off with 8lI.d they would expand as soon. as they are a.llowed 1D use the property.
Their pJ.ans call for a 30' x 6o'building.

There is a need for this type of facility, Mr. Long ccamnented, but on this sllllLll piece
of property with this lll8I1Y uses, there would be too much congestion. There should. be
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8. better traffic pattem, Mr. Long said.

Mr. Harwich described the types of boats. motors and motorcycles that would be soJ.d, and
added that they are looking for additional property. There is a possibility Of buying
sane property in back of them.

If there is any thought of additional property, it might be a good idea. to defer this
to see what the a.pplicant can ccane up with, Mr. Smith suggested.

No opposition.

Mr. Long said he would like to see it deferred if the applicant will try to get a. larger
site. He is very familiar with the operation and it ha.a a. good. reputation, he said.
However, this is too many businesses for this one location.

Mr. Smith suggested moving the motorcycl.es to this location which could be done by
right, 8lld this would help the location in Annandale which is overcrowded.

Mr. Yeatman moved to d.eferto October 13 to see if the applicant can obtain additional
land. Seconded, Mr. Long. Carried 5-0.

Mr. Smith noted. that the a.pplica.nt could sell motors and cycles and parts in C-Q by
right but not service them.

II
AMERICAN OIL CO., application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to pe:rndt
erection of service station, N. E. corner Valley View Drive and Franconia Road, (C~N),

Lee District, 81~3 «(l}) pt. 3, s·143-70

Mr. John T. Hazel, Jr. represented the applicant. He stated that the land be~ongs to
Milton Alexander and is under lease to the applicant. This was rezoned as part of a
larger tract for shopping center use and at the time of zoning it was his under
standing that the site plan considered by the Board at the time the zoning case was
heard shOwed a service station :I.n this location. This will be a Colonial three ba,y
station. There:l.s no difficulty as far as the staff report 1s concerned.

Mr. York Phillips of the staff' stated that the State is preparing to widen Franconia
Road and the widening consists of a six lane d1vided section and a four lane section
also at this point. The proposal in front of this property 1s a cross-section U4R
and where the plat shows 32 ft. from the center line to the curb, it would have to be
35 ft. which might e.f'fect the location of the pumps.

With the rear setback they have, this cOUl.d be accam:rnoda.ted without any difficulty, Mr.
Hazel suggested. They would accept this as a revision and increase the distance
fran 32 ft. to 35 ft.

Mr. SIllith asked for a copy of the lease to Amer:1c an 011 Company.

Mr. Hazel said the lease agreement has been recorded in the land records of the
County and the Board could include :I.n the motion the deed book reference. He said
he did not know what basis the Board could have for requesting a copy of the lease.

The Board would be remiss in its duties if it did not ascertain whether the applicant
is a bona.f'id.e lqIplicant, Mr. Smith said.

After much discussion about filing a copy of the lease, the Board proceeded with the
hearing.

Mr. Kenneth Siebert appeared in opposition. Approximately seventeen years ago the
present Lee District supervisor approached him. for signatures for cOlllDercial zoning of
this property showing a large warehouse facility and last year an additional application
was granted for C·N zoning and he did not recall seeing a. gas station shOwn on the plan.
There is already a bad situation in the area and they have four gas stations already.
The original CCG'llnercial application was granted for proposed enlargement and improvement
of an existing hardware store. The zoning was granted for a specific purpose and it did
not include a gas station. The hardware store already has gas pumps.

A zoning cannot be condl. tioned, Mr. Yeatman comnented. The hardware store could not be
considered a gas station - they do not service automobiles such as grease, 011, tires,
etc. and that has been there probably for 40 years.

The whole complex is in its redevelopnent as a shopping center and the hardware area will
be removed, Mr. Hazel said, the building and the pumps. etc.

Will he keep the pumping of gas, Mr. Long asked?

As he understood it, Mr. Hazel said, that is all going out as part of the development of
this whole site.
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Mr. Huel stated that the applicant has no station fram Shirley Highway to Telegraph
Road - they did have a location but that was condemned for Shirley Higlnia,y inter
change. The propolied station wUJ. be a brick Colonial A roof three bay station.

The following motion, lllade by Mr. Long, seconded by Mr. Barnes, was passed by a
vote of 5-0 by the Fairfax COWlty Board of Zoning Appeals, at its meeting of'
September 8, 1970-:

In application S-143-70, application by American Oil Company, under Section
30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit erection of service station, on prope y
located at the northeast corner of Valley View Drive and Franconia Road, also known &S

tax map 81-3 «1» pt. 3, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appea.lS held on the 8th day of September, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning .Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. OWner of the property is Milton Alexander. American Oil CCIlIpany is the lessee.

2. Present zoning is C-N.

3. Area of the lot is 25,472 sq. ft. of land.

4. Cccqp1iance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with standards for spec al
Use Permit Uses in C districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning Ordi-
nance, and

2. The use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccmprehensive plan of land use em
bodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCW, THEl1EFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following l1mitations:

L This approval is granted to the spplic811t only and is not transferable without fu.rt r
action of this Board and is for the location indicated ,in this application and is
not transferable to other land.

2. This permit sha.ll expire one year fram this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless ren~d by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats li\1l:md.tte
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or additi al
uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, sb&ll be cause for thi
use perm1t to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The road section and construction of FrancoR1a. Road and ValJ.ey View Drive shall con
form with proposed road widening and construction by the Virginia Department of HiglniE\iY

5. The gasoline station sha.ll be a three bay station of Colonial design, brick exterio

6. The applicant will furnish the zoning Administrator 8. copy of their lease prior to
issuance of 8. use pennit.

II
AXEL & LARISSA L. JEROME, application under Section 30..6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
erection of dwelling 22 ft. frCllll Hitt Avenue, 35 ft. from Old Dominion Drive and 7 ft.
from side property line to the east, 6439 Old Daninion Drive, Dr811esvUl.e District,
(0-12.5), 31-3 «3» (4) 2, v-145-70

This is an island of property surrounded by streets, Mr. Jerane stated. His house is
on one lot and he wishes to construct a house on the adjacent lot. The lot in question
contains 7,875 sq. ft. and he has owned the property for two years. He bought his
house and the two lots at the same time.

Mr. Long was concerned tbat granting a variance for a house on this lot might prohillit
any chance of widening the road. Old Dominion will eventual.ly be an 80' or liD' right
of way.

In order to build 8. house on this S1Ilall lot, Mr. SIn1th noted, the applicant would need
three variances on the setbacks and a variance on the area of the lot.
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Mr. Jerane stated that he purchased the property in October of 1968 and it has alwa.ys bee
two Iota. He paid more for the two lots than F.H.A. sa.id he shOUld pay. This is part
of an old subdivision - El Nido.

Mr. Yeatman stated that Mr. Jerome should have been a knowledgeable purchaser - this was
not a buildable lot because it needs too many variances.

F.R.A. would not finance it as two lots, Mr. Smith camnented, and when the bank financed
it, it was as a. house and one parcel of land, one mortgage and one house. Many people
in the County have an extra lot with their house.

Opposition: Mr. William Waugh appeared in opposition. He noted that the letter which
Mr. Jerane sent the adjacent property owners did not mention the 7 ft. variance or the
area. variance.

Mr. Jerome said he did not know that he was supposed to ask for that variance.

In application v·145-70, application by Axel and La¥rssa Jerome, under Section 30-6.6
or-'the Ordinance, to pennit erection of dwelling 22 ft. from Hitt Avenue, 35 ft. from Old
Dotn1nion Drive and 7 ft. fran east property line, also known as tax map 31-3 ((3)) (4)
2, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with require~

menta of aJ.l applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws of the
Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WHEREAS, follow:lng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a loc.al newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 8th day of September, 1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has :u.de the fOllowing findings of fact:
1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R~12.5.

3. Area of the lot 1a 7,875 sq. it. of land.
4. The applice.tion requires three setback variances and an area variance.
5. Lots 1 and 2 were developed as one lot and purchased together.

WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has ree.ched the following concluaiona of law:

1. The e.pplicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist which under
a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or
unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and
buildings invelved.

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the sullject application be and the same is hereby
denied.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimOusly.

II
ROBERT A. 'J?URDY, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of
garage 10.2 ft. fi'om side property line, 8227 Keeler Street, Lee District (R-12.5)
lOl-3 «(l6» 6, v-l46-70

Mr. Purdy described his plans for construction of the garage. He has owned the property
for five years and the house was constructed about nire years ago, he said. It is a Cape
Cod: 1 1/2 story hOuSe. no basement. This will be a second garage - the other garage wi
stay as it is. This garage is for his family's use and this will be their pe:rm&:nent
home. There is an unusual situation of two frontages, eliminating construction within
40 ft. of each road. This is a shallow lot and the variance would only be 1.8 ft.

No opposition.

In application v-146-70, application by Robert A. Purdy, under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance, to permit erection of garage 10.2 ft. f'r<lm. side property line, located at 8227
Keeler Street, also known as tax map 101-3 ((16)) 6, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. La
moved th&t the Board. of zoning APPeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned a.pplication has been properly filed in accordance with requirement
of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with by-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals) and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public byavertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th day of September, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
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1. Owner of the Subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 10,958 sq. £'t. of l.s.nd.
4. The lot has !'rottta.ge on two streets, requiring two :front setbacks.
5. This would be a min1mum variance for a two car garage.

AND W1lEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physica.l condi tions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the ZOning Ordinance wouJ.d resul.t in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptional.ly shallow lot;

NON, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following lim1tations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date UJl1ess construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The proposed addition shaJ.1 be constructed with cedar shingles similar to the
existing building.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
MRS. CARLA L. ZlMMERMAN, application under section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to pe 1
operation of nursery school, 20 children, ages 2 1/2 to 5, 9 a.m. to 12:00, five days a
week, 2100 Westmoreland street, Dranesville District, 40-2 «1)) 19, s-147-70

Mr. Z:lJnmerman stated that the school is a.f'fWated with the American Me rtessori
Society and his wife Is a certified teacher. Their lease begins on September 15 and
through _ 31 for a period of one year. There is no option in regard. to th8.t, as
this is the first year of the school and the first year the temple will be in existence
It was by choice.

Mr.. Smith asked for a copy of the by-laws and articles of incorporation ..

Mr .. Zimmennan said that would be provided.. They will use two rOQlLS of the temple.
It has' been inspected by the COWlty Inspections Divisions. This Is on 7 1/2 acres of
land and the pl~ area is not fenced; it is quite a diStance fran ~ne else ..

The nursery school ordinance requires fencing, Mr.. SJDith said.

The Board has a.lways required :encing for the benefit of adjoining property owners,
Mr.. Long stated, and there would have to be fencing provided ..
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No opposition.

In application S-147-70, application by Richard E.. and carla L. Zi.m:Derman, _under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.. 3 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of nursery School, 20 chUdr
ages 2 1/2 to 5, 9 a.m. to 12 noon, five days a week, property located at 2100 Westmore
Street, also known as tax map 40-2 «1)) 19, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr .. Long m
tbat the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly flied in accordance with the re
quirements of aJ.1 applicable state and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax COWlty Board Of Zoning Appeals, and

'EEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 8th day of September,
1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following findings of fact:
1. Owner of the property is Temple Rodef ShaJ.on; applicant is lessee.
2. Present zoning is HE-I.
3. Area of the lot is 321,388 sq. ft.
4.. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.ls has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating rompliance with standards for
special use permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1. 1 of the Zoning
Ordinance. and

•
d

I

I
2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and deve1.opment of adjacent 1 d
and will be in hannony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use embodied
in the Zoning Ordinance.
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ROil, 1'HKREFORE BE IT RKSOLVED, that the subject applica.tion be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

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

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

3. This approval is granted fa-the buildingS and uses indicated on plats submitted with
this application. Any a.dditional structures of any kind, changes in use or additional
uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use pennit shill be cause for this
use permit to be re-evalua.ted by this Board.

4. The applic8Dt must f'ui.nish the Zoning Administrator a copy of the certification of
incorporation prior to issuance of use permit.

5. The lIPPllcant must fence in the required pl8¥ area in conformance with County
and State laws.

6. This use permit is granted for a one year period.

Furthermore the applicant shOUld be aware that granting of this action by this Board does
not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this county. The a.pplicant s
be himself responsible for :f'ul.f1lling-h±s obliga.tion to obtain certificates of Occupancy
a nd the like through established procedures.

Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 5-0.

II
RICHARD SCHROEDER, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit addition
closer to side property line than allowed, 3827 Barcroft Terrace, Mason Distriet, (R-12.
61-3 ((9» 72, v-148-70

About one and a half years ago they decided to build a structure to bouse bis antique
automobile, Mr. Schroeder explained. After the walls were up they found the carport was
off a few inches. The required distance from the side property line is 7 ft. and he is
6' 5" from the property line. Mr. Schroeder said he did the stake-out himself and the
footings were poured. They were very- careful. in designing the carport to match the
house.

No opposition.

The following motion, made by Mr. Long, seconded by Mr. Barnes, was passed by a vote
of 5-0 by the Fairfax county Board of zoning Appeals at their meeting of September 8,
1970:

In application V-148-70, application by Richard Schroeder, under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance, to pennit addition closer to side property line than allowed by Ordinance,
located 3827 Barcroft Lene, also known 8.8 tax map 61-3 ((9)) 72, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning AppeaLs adopt the following resolu
tion:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with require
ments of all applicable State and county Codes and in a.ccordance with by-laws of the
Fairfax Cmmty Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a. public
bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th ~ of September, 1970, and

WHE~,the Board. of Zoning Appeals bas made _the following findings of fact:
1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 11,143 sq. !'t. of land.
4. Required setba.ck frem side property line is 7 ft.
5. The seven inch variance would be a minimum variance.

WHEREAS, the Bl:a rd of Zoning Appeals bas reached the following conclusions of la.w:

1. The Board has found that non compliance was the result of an error in the location
of the addition, and

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose of the
ZOning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other property
in the immediate vicinity.

NCM, THEREFORE BE IT RESOD/ED that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted.

II
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WILLIAM H. N. HATCHER, application under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance, to penni
riding school and stable, located 1661 Beulah Road, centreville District, (BE-I), 28-1
«1» 23, pt. 24, 8-149-70

Mr. H. A. Howell, attorney, 4818 A Lee H:l.ghway, Arlington, Virginia represented Mr.
Hatcher.

Mr. Hatcher has a. use permit now, Mr. Smith commented, for a similar operation. Does
he intend to or has be made some arrangement to curtail that operation or resolve the
situation at the other location? It is very unusual to have a specie.l. permit awlicati
and another operation in existence.

They are in the process of trying to resolve that, Mr. Howell stated. They would take
steps to discontinue the operation at 8900 Leesburg Pike.

The property in this application contains five acres which Mr. Hatcher owns and fifteen
acres being leased, Mr. Howell explained. He presented a copy of the lease.

In going over the lease J Mr. Smith noted that the lease is for grazing and haying
purposes only.

The intent is to ride the horses on five &Cres which Mr. Hatcher owns, and USe the
fifteen acres for grazing, Mr. Howell said.

The lease is for a period of three years, Mr. 3mith stated ~- is there option to
renew?

No, Mr. Howell stated. Mr. Hatcher has operated a riding school at 8900 Leesburg Pike
since October of 1968. During this til'lle he has also had contracts with the Fairfax
county Recrea.tion Department and he has provided classes and. facilities for approxi
mately 935 students. They feel that the location on Beulah Road would be better.
It should be pointed out that the stable is under construction and there were some
problems. The contractor somehow put the stable in the wrong loca.tion and it is 75 ft.
from the road instead of the 100 ft. required.

Mr. Koneczny, Zoning Inspector, said he had viewed the property and it wa.s difficult to
establish the front property line. They estimated it at approximately 15 ft. but any
stable, whether under use permit or not, wouJ.d have to be 100 ft. from all. property
lines. The barn runs parallel to Beulah Road.

The plats are not proper, Mr. Smith said,as they do not shOW" the loca.tion of the
stable as it is actuall.y being constructed. He expressed concern about the proposal
to locate twenty horses on the five acres which is certainl.y not consistent with what
the Board has permitted in the past, he said. Nonoally the Board would allow only
one horse per acre.

Mr. Howell submitted a copy of a letter from the County Recreation Department indicating
the type of services that have been provided. The property will be fenced, he sud.
Mr. Hatcher ha.s owned the property approxbnately two months.

The plats do not indicate Mr. Hatcher as owner, Mr. Smith said. They are certainly
not current plats. Will there be a riding ring?

The riding ring will be in back of the stable, Mr. Howell replied.

What is the size of the barn, Mr. Smith asked?

34' x 120', Mr. Hatcher said. ~t'hey have provided adequate parking on the site. The
only riding on the property 'Will be in a ring for tea.ching - there will be no pleasure
riding.

Who are the instructors, Mr. Barnes asked?

His daughter and Mrs. Passord and Mrs. Lincoln, Mr. Hatcher stated. His daughter would
only teach when there is an adult present. They have plans to have a well drilled on
the property and the perk tests have been approved. They will put in septic tank end
drainfie1ila •

Do you have a letter from the Health Department, Mr. Smith asked, indicating location
and size of approval from the Health Department?

No, it has not been received, Mr. Hatcher said.

A lady representing the Wolftrap and Four Corners Citizens Association, stated that
many of the residents in the area own horses, they are not anti-horse. However, they
are asking that the hearing be continued until more facts C8ll be established.
Mr. Hatcher appeared before their Association three or four weeks ago 8lld told of his
plans for a barn to hOUle 11 - 20 horses. He said that he planned a riding school 8lld
a rentaJ.. operation. It is the rental operation the citizens are concerned about.
The rental operation is a c01\lllercial opera.tion not necessarily in character with the
HE-l zoning of the area. They are also concerned about horses on Beulah Road ridden
by unskilled riders.

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

,

I

I

September 8, 1970
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Mr. Smith &8sured her that the horses would not be allowed to be ridden off the property
under use permit.

Mrs. Joan Thomas of 1617 White Pine Drive spoke in opposition, representing the citizens
of White Pine Dr!ve. They opposed the riding stable and the rental aspect of the operati
The roads are bad and they do not feel tha.-k it could handle 50 cars at once in this
area. White Pine Drive was just b!uestoned l&st year. Another thing the citizens are
concerned about Is that Mr. Hatcher might bring his K-9 dogs into this area and they
would oppose that. They have very small children who catch the school buses where
the stable Is. She presented a petition :in opposition.

Mr. Hugh McDiarmid stated that Parcel 23 is divided by the stream line which is a deep
ravine. There has been no p1arni.ing for this operation at all. Mr. Hatcher 1s ta.lking
about 50 parking spaces, a well, a septic tank operation, & deep ravi:ne and twenty
horses on this five acres 8l1d this is not reasonable nor rationa.l and certainly does not
in any way be in keeping with the requirement that it not be detrimental to adjacent
properties and in h.e.rmony with the surrolUlding area. He said he was speaking for himself
and a.ll the people in Hally Hills, asking the Board to deny the aPPlication with
prejudice.

Mr. Fremont Day, 1550 Beulah Road, stated that he farms 350 acres in this area and aJ..so
owns five acres of ground directly across from White Pine Drive. There is nO house
on the five acres now, but there is a possibility that a house will. be built there.
He felt that twenty horses in this area would be hard. to control and be felt that the
applicant was trying to make a cClllllllercial UBe out of the land. The road is very
narrow, winding and hazardous and the approach to his property is a blind hill.

Mrs. Gladys J. Handy stated that she rents the property at 8900 Leesburg Pike to Mr.
Hatcher where he has his existing riding stable. Mr. Hatcher has a lease with her
that runs until December 31, 1971. Mr. Hatcher owes her a great deal of money, she
said.

Mr. SlDith ccmmented that the Board could not consider that.

Mrs. Handy said that she had sent word to Mr. Hatcher's lawyer saying that if he had
the money to pay for the next sixteen months, the lease could be terminated, but under
no other circumstances, so he will still have the lease on her property.

Mr. Howell stated that he had been negotiating with Mrs. Handyls lawyer, Mr. Alexander
Wilson, and they are in the process of negotiating the lease. The use permit expires
in October of this year.

Mr. Smith told Mr. Howellthat no use permit would be considered until the Board has
been provided with a certificate of insurance oaverage for this operation.

In application 8-149-70, application by William H. N. Hatcher, application under Section
30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Zon1ng Ordinance, to permit riding school and stable on property
located at 1661 BeuJ.ah. Road, also known as tax map 28-1 «1» 23, pt. 24, county of
Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning AppealS adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly fUed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable state and county codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppealS, and.

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous 8ll.d nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board. of zoning Appeals held on the 8th day of September, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has ntade the following findings of fact:
1. Owner of the subject property is the appl1C8ll.t.
2. Present zoning is RE-l.
3. Area of the lot is 5.059 ac. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) Is required.
5. The applicant is leasing an additional 15 acres of land for grazing and hay cutting
onJ,y.
6. The Board requires a minimum of one acre for one horse.

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

The applicant has not presented testiJnony indicating compliance with standards for special
UBe permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance
and the use will be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent land and
will not be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use embodied
.in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
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ACCOTINK ACADEMY ~ MRS. W. H. MeCONNELL, sppliea.tion under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of
the Ordinance, to permit special education school, 30 children, ages 6-16, 8 a.m. to
3 p.IIl. five dqs a week, 8726 Braddock Road, Parlorood Baptist Church, Annandale Dis
trict, (HE-I), 70-3 «1») 6, 6-150-70

Mrs. McConnell explained that they have just gone into the field of learning diffi~

culties. Because the County a.t this time is unable to provide an education for chi
with neurological handicaps, there is no plAce in the county school system for this
type child. They would only take a ratio of 7 to 1 in a cJ.assroom so it requires a
good deal of space. Their new building has twenty cJ.assrooms proposed. This is a.
relatively minor type of neurological damage in a most critical area so children are
unable to read and write. They do not accept retarded children. They are hoping
to have a research program to prove that this type of child is linked to crime a.t
a very high rate in the nation.

n
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Mr. Smith asked for a copy of the lease between the church and the applicant.

They will be using this property for one year, Mrs. McConnell said.

No opposition.

They will be using three rooms in the church, Mrs. McConnell added. If their
building is not ready at the end of a year, could they come back to the Board?

If there is a lease or memo from the church, the Board of Zoning Appeals could
grant an extension, Mr•. Smith replied.

In application 8-150-70, application by Mrs. W. H. McConnell, W1d.er Section 30~7.2.

6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit special education school for 30 children,
ages 6-16, property located at 8726 Braddock Road, also known as tax map 70-3 «1) 6
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long 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 a.l1 8PPlicable State and County codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Z<;ming Appeals, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th d8.¥ of September, 1970,
""d

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

L Owner of the property is ParkwOOd Baptist Church; the applicant is lessee.
2. Present zoning is HE-I.
3. Area of the lot is 8.67819 acres of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is reqUired.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has reached the follOwing conclusions of law:

L The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standares for
Special Use Permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30~7.l.l of the Zon"
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordin8ll.ce.

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

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

I

I

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

3. This Slpproval. is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on pl.ats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional. uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall. be
cause for this use penni t to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The applicant is to furnish the Zoning Administrator a copy of the lease prior
to issuance of a use permit.

5. The applicant must fence in the required play &rea in confonnance with County
and State laws.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4~0.
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September 8,1970

IIUIllUlKD CASIS:

JBARCIS J. McCLOSKEY, application un&u- Section 30-6.6 ot the Ordinance J to pe:nn1t
erection of garage and storage space el.oaer to street than alJ.owed, 8504 Fort Hunt Rd.,
Mt. Vernon Di.trict, (R-12.5), 102-4 «12» (1) 2, V-72-70 (deferred rra. JU4 21)

No one was present. therefore the case was removed fran the agend8., with prejudice,
as this was deterred several times and baa not been pursued.

II
PRQGRBSSIVB CARl, INC., appJ.lcation under Section 30-7.2.6.1.8 ot the OrdinlUlce, to
continue operation &8 • nursing haDe under new man.agement, &ll operations to be as
~rev10U8ly done, 7120 Braddock Rd., AnnandLle District, (RE-i), 71-3 «8» lOA, 8-108-70
(deterred :fran July 21)

Attorney for the applicant requested deferral tor 60 days wh1le awa.iting final inspection

Mr. Ye..'baan moved that the application be deferred to October 13 rather than tor the
IIllOUDt of time requested by the applicant. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unanimoUfly.

II
PARK RU:l & CABPIT SHOP AND SHOifD GBOIllE, application under Section 30-6.6 of the 0rd1
nance, to permit addition eJ.oaer to property linea than allowed, 7732 Lee Highway,
Providence District, (C-G), 49-2 «11» J.2A, V-19-70 (deferred tram Apnl 21) .

The additional. 1.and spoken of a't the previous hearlng has been purcllued and rezoned,
Mr. Ruasell She1"m&l1 stated.

Mr. Phillips noted that Mr. Chilton has gone over the plan and checked it and finds
that it meets parking requirements of the County. Mr. Pb1Uips recalled that at the
previous discussion there was only one variance invoJ.ved. The Ihort frontage of the
two streets was Lee B1ghway which IIlellllt the rear property line was the one 8butting
Yarger Aasoc1atesproperty. Now the additional land baa been added and the short
side is Mary Street which lIleans that what was tormerlJr 8. side yard beccmes a rear
yard with no setback in this zane and the only variance being re~sted is to allow a
building 35 ft. tree Mary Streltt. '!'be new p1at shows the building in line with existing
structures which would be 33.50 ft. tran Mary Street.

In appllcation V-l9-70, sppllcation by Park Rug and Carpet Shop and Showke George,
application under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition closer to
propltrty line than tLll.owed, property located at 7732 Lee~, also known as tax map
49-2 «1)) lU, COunty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the fo1l.alF1ng resolution ~

WBBBBAS, the captioned application has been properq fUed in accordance with require
ments of' all appllc~ State and county codes and in accordance with by-laws at the
Fairtax County Board .at Zoning AppealS, and

WBIRBAS, tollowing proper notice to the public by advertisellll!!nt in a local. newspaper,
poating ot the property, letters to contiguous and Marby property owners and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals on the 21st dq of April 1970 and

WDdAS, the Board at Zoning Appeals bas made the toll.ow1.ng findings of fact:
1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is C-G.
3. Area. at the lot is 31,350 sq. ft. of land.
4. CCIIIpl.1mC8 with Article XI (Site Plan Ord:inance) is required, and

WlIDKAB, the Board of zoning Appeals bas reached the following conclusions of law:

1. That the a;ppl1cant has satisfied the Board that the tollowing phy'sical conditions
exiBt which under a strict interpretalon of' the zoning Ord1n&nce would result in prac
tical ditf1culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use or the lAnd Il1d buildinglJ involved: (a) exeeptional.1¥ sb.all.ow lot, (b) lJZlU8\l&l. con
dition at the location of existing :JmUdingS.

BQI 1'DBBFOBI HI IT RBSOLVBD, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
grll1ted with the foUow1ng limitations:

1. This IPProvaJ. is granted for the location and specific structure or structures in
dicated in pJ.ata included with this application only and is not transferable to other
land or to ather structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year f'rcm this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by &etion of this Bo&rd prior to d&te of expiration.

3. The proposed bu1lding shall not be constructed closer than 12 ft. to the existing
two story buiJ.d1ng as shown on site plan prepa.red by Zoran Jovanovic and initialed by the
a;ppl1cant &ad his attorney.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Ca.rr1ed un~.

II
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LAD BARCROFT RlCRBATIOB OORP., INC., application under section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the
Ordinance, to permit CCIIIllUnity recreation uses tor private membership of 400 families,
including indoor poolllld outdoor pool, wading pool, service activities building,
tenn1s courts, baIldball courts, putting greens, located east side of Whispering
Lane, Mason Di.trict (0-17) 61-3 ((14» A, 6-142-69 (.....rred trao Jul>" 28)

Mr. smith recalled that a parcel of this was removed fl'QD the application by court
action and it DOW' conta1na 13.825 acres. The: request 18 for a 400 flllllily memberships
with parking for 124 cars. It was his understanding that there would be DO alcoholic
beverages involved in this application.

There would be none sold on the premises, Mr. W..terval said.

Members would be able to bting in their own bottlel, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Waterval sud be would think 10, yel. There would be no alcoholic beveragel sold
on the premises.

Are you going to put a six foot chain link fence around the property, Mr. Yeatman uke

They would like to reserve that tor the architect to give more I~ to, Mr. W..terval
said. There is a serious question of whether to make .. cCIDpOWld out r£ this.

It's been Board polley in the put to require .. fence on this type oper..tion, Mr.
smith pointed out. It does show on the pJ.ats submitted. It should be understood that
no trees are to be removed other than required for parking and construction of the
building.

TheBoard<d!scussed possible relocation of tennis courts. Mr. SlDith felt that the
teMis courts should be 100 ft. frail all property lines in view of possible future
construction on the adjacent property. Although Mr. Waterval pointed out the differen
in elevation, Mr. Smith said that elevation had never been taken into cOIl8idera.tion
in any other a.pplication. Noise does carry, he said.

The tennis courts are going to cost enough to build as proposed, Mr. Waterval said,
and the tennis courts have to be north to south.

Would the tennis courts and outside a.ctivities be lighted, Mr. smith uked?

Not at this time, Mr. W..terval replied.

Would the tennis courts be fenced with 12 ft. fence, Mr. Long asked?

Tha~s pretty wch standard procedure, Mr. waterval said.

The trees should be left between the fence and the property line, Mr. Long said,
as undisturbed area.

Mr. SIllith questioned tbe lease arrangements for this application. When would the
lease be aVailllble, he asked?

Probably 30 dqa, Mr. Waterval answered, but this hlLB ne '\er been an issue before
in the number of times they have 'been before the Board. It has been well known by
this Board that the applicant was a lessee corporation.

The CClIlIIlissioner's Report which was sUbmitted, Mr. WatervaJ. said, which was confirmed
by the Circuit Court of Fairfax COUnty in all respects, made specific reference to
the right of his clients to buy the property, confirmed the 'extstence of the contraCt.
The applicant hss & lease to the :property through the landlord and lessee and the
will be furnished .. caw. The 134 parking spaces should be adequate and that t s wh&1;
they ~resented in a letter amending the application.

Mr. Willi_ Powell wanted to h&ve the :record show that he opposes the granting of this
sppllcation, Mr. SIIl1th noted. COlonel Collins requested five minutes to speak but
this won't be possible unless he is planning to represent the gmup in opposition.

Colonel Ciilllins spoke as a private citizen and member of the Bo&rd of Directors of
the Lake Barcroft CCIlIll\lD.ity Association. The a.pplicat!kln before the Board does
not represent the maJority - it represents only about ten per cent of the approxi
mately 1,050 flllllil1es in Lake Barcroft. The people do not want the proposed facility,
neither do the people in the edja.cent cClllll\lD.ities desire the facility. Membership
has been offered to approx1mate17 750 families in the edjaeent areas, and only one
membership has been purchased. There are signatures of approxi:Dlately 299 individuaI:s
out of 300 who live adjacent to Lake Barcroft to oppose\'Ob!s application. This was
submitted last yeu. Ibis is the fourth scheduled hearing before the Board which
attest. to the controversial nature before the Board. This property was not posted
to advise interested citizens of today's hearing. Many more people would have been'
here in opposition bad the'signs been posted. The Conmunity Association publishes a
monthly newspaper to inform all of its citizens of 1Japortant events .. never once has
there been a word' of the hearing before the Board todq and on previous occasions.

He ill informed, Colonel COllin_ continued, by those who h&ve reaided in Lake Barcroft
for a number ot yea.rs that th1.s is approx1Jaa.tely the sixth attempt made to construct
& recreation facility within Lake Barcroft, each bas failed for 1a.ck of CQtIlIlIUlIity su;pp
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LAD IWtCROlT RlCBATION CORP. J INC. ~ ctd.

The number of people in Lake Barcroft who contributed f'inanciall.y to the lawsuit to
which Mr. WatervaJ. made reterence exceeded those who are JllUIbers of the Recrea.tlon
Corporation. During the latter part of 1968 a Lake Barcroft recreation cOIlIllittee 3
decided that a minimum. at 300 family membership IIlWIt be attained to support the 3 S'
proposed tac1llty, C01.anel Collins continued, and in • paper wbich they circula.ted
in the latter part of August 1968 'tnth the understanding that & $50.00 down p&ylDe:nt
lea. reuonable ada1nlltrat!ve costs will be returned by 1 January 1969 if suf'ficient
subscriptions ha:fe not been attained." It wu his understanding that as of this date
the Recreation Corporation hu approxima.tely 100 members. He could categorica.Uy
deny the fact tbat the people living adjacent to have in approxim&tely" 1 1/2 years
Been a site plan. The last he saw showed .. part of the facility within approximately
30 ft. of biB property line. It might be interesting to note that only' one person
who 11YeS contiguous to this parcel is a ~r of the recreation corporation. General
Abl'81lUl was a 1fltIDber; vben he leamed the true facts he wi"cbd:tew his membership. In
SUlIIIlarY. h&ving been eJ.osely uaoeiated with this for a nUlllber of ;years, there is
mple evidence to quote the follow1ng: The majority of people in Lake Bareroft do
not want the faeillty; the people in adjacent a.reas do not want the facility; on behaJ.f
of the majority of the people in Lake Barcroft and surrounding camm.mities, they
uk that the Board not grant this use perm1t.

Why don't you want a recreation a.re/L, Mr. Long asked?

He believed tM,t the fact that it was a B.Y.O.L. club changes the n/Lture of the thing
appreciably, Mr. Collins s/Lid.

How' many people from Lake Barcroft bel.ong to the recre/Ltlon corporation, Mr. Long asked?

1.1.4, Mr. Waternl s&1d.

Wh8.t is the total. membership at this time, Mr. smith asked?

ll5, Mr. Waterval replied.

John Humphrey, President ot Barcroft Hills-Belevedere Citizens Association, spoke in
opposition. This proposaJ. has been brought up in Lake Barcroft and rejected by those
living there for the s1mple reason that they do not want the noise and congestion that
such a facility would create. Ha felt th&t the facility coul.d very well be dted in
the north end of Paree1. A and access provided f'rcm LakevieW' Drive. If this were done
and the causeway were opened the tra.1'1'ic would be internalized and there lfOU1d be no
objections. The residents h&ve resisted opening of the C&U8eW'ay in the past, and
when Barcroft Woods was buil.t they not only opposed the opening of a road f"ronl Bay Tree
Court to Whispering Lane, they had Oakwood Drive opened &8 a through street. The
facility, if' granted, will increase the traffic congestion and hazards that now exist.

There -is an -interesting set-up in relation to the constructioo and the ownership of this
facWty, Mr. Jbaphrey continued. There is a for-profit corpor&tion owning the land;
8. non for profit group rropposedly operating this facll1ty but their own by 1aws makes
it clear that the onl¥ people that can belong are the people who own land in Lake Bar
croft itaelf, and th&t theY" autcllll&t1cally belong to the Lake Barcrott Recreation center
by virtue of their share of stock. Over the long run it is very clear th&t the
<Nnership, the ce:mpJ.ete eontrol and the 'IbeJllbersh1p c£ this facility 'WOUld pass to IA.ke
Barerott itself. At the a.. time tbat Lake Barcrott woW.d be expected to provide the
atreeta tor them. to move back and forth in the use of this facility. Over a period of
time, the contro1. and membership will pass to Lake Barcrott. There are two corporations
only for the nice form&1i ties of law. This is scmething that goes beyond 8. simple use
permit in a rather excl-pive residential. coamunity _~ we are de&11ng with the Q.U&l1ty of
American lite. The 8lDOUIlt of noise and air pollution will be increased by cars over
the streets and the d1minisblllent of property values to those living adJacent, will be
more important and over the long haul the qu.al1ty of their life goea down.

Mr. Bernard Shepps said he values the woods he baa, and the view of the woods. 100 ft.
is little enough for an o.f'fsetand he would. like to see nothing down there but trees.
'rh!s is Why he bought bis property and this is the way beld like to keep it. He
wanted no liquor this e!oSe to his property and certa1nly' not without a tence. Thi4 is
not eonsistent with recreation.

Wil.l1am GOOddell stated that twice during this ;year it was necessary for him to me.1te
a caaplaint to the Pollce Department about the loud operation of a reereation center
near his haDe whieh kept his eb1ld awake. It was more than • mile _ay and they
rep<rted it to the Pollee Department. He felt that the no18e t'l:'alI. this oper/Ltion would
be beard in the entire BelY8dere area. lie bought here beeause of the quietness.

Robert Moore, 3610 Bent Branch Court, Barcrott Woods, Vice President of the Citizens
Assoeiation, advised of results of a vote taken last fall. by" their Association -
against the granting of this permit. If the Lakeview Cause.h.y is put throUgh to
aJ.levi/Lte the heaVY' tratt1e now to Barcroft Woods, they would not oppose it but
until that is approved, the Association will be opposed to the application.

Is there any poasibillty of this Causewa.y being opened, M1'. Bmith &&ked Mr. PhillipS?

Mr. Ph1llipl!l did not know.
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The Causeway is 8. dedica.ted recorded right of' wq tram Lakeview Drive· why it ha.s not
been built Mr. Waterval said he did not know. 1I1s cllent had no control over it, he
said.

Mrs. Walker, 5502 Oakwood. Drive, abutting the parking lot, opposed the application
as her fife children have plenty of recreation. The noise factor fraD the other
recreation center in the &rea is quite loud. It YOUld be much worse from the tennis
court abutting her property.

The public hearing WIIS closed in 1969, Mr. Waterval reminded the Board, and it was
stated that the record would remain open five dqs for the submission of additional
mater1&1.. Now it S8e11l8 that the hearing has been reopened .. nothing really new baa
been presented. Colonel Collins· remarks are unbelievable. To say that be hal never
seen a site plan when he was there everydq as an active participant in the court
case. He does not make an official representation on behaJ.f of the Lake Barcroft
Cc:amun1ty Association .. that bas got to be cleared - he is a Director but IUs views
are private and not the views of the Association. The allusion to Genera. AbrlUllB
General Abrams was a stockholder f£ the corporation when he appeared here before
a year ago and he is today. Mr. Humphreys people were not within the scope of
def'endents in tle lawsuit. The arguments that Mr. Humphrey makes, he does add one new
one, a recreation f'acility is an&lygous to the enemy in the war with ecology. He
refers to decrease in property valx.es .. where is his expert testimony? One JllUSt be a
member and lot owner in Lake Barcroft eligible to buy stock in the stock corporation.
You can be a member of the Rec Center, non-stock membership only, under another
series of qualitieations superimposed on al1 of that, the llmitation of 400 f8lll1lles.
They are fortunate that U5 members are willing to put in money to see if' this thing
can CCBe to fruit. That in itself is an exceptional situation based on the history
of these other recreational facilities. Whatever traffic impact there would be would
not be during peak hours. If Mr. Shepps likes the woods, he should bUiY the woods,
then he would have control over them. Mr. OOoddell • unless be got the lot number
wrong, Lot 161 does not bound that property. He was very curious of the sins of the
other recreation area. a. mile and iii. half ~be1ng:c:ast upon them, Mr. Waterval said.
Mr. Moore reports. to the Board What happened iii. year ago. Lakeview Causeva:y was the
only new leverage they proposed and there t s nothing anyone in this roan can do about
that. Mrs. Wa.l.lter at 5502 Oakwood Drive - the parking lot he bad some difficulty in
finding the defini.ti.alof parking lot .. they have moved the parking lot and the road.

Colonel COllins denied making a statement that he had not seen a copy of the site plan
and as to the letter fran General Abrams withdrawing fran the Recreation corporation,
the letter was addressed to Mr. Waterval.

The following motion, ma.de by Mr. Long, seconded, Mr. Yeatman, was earried by a vote of
4-1: (Mr .. -: smith"voting against the motion.)

In application s-142-69, an application by Lake Barcroft Recreation Corp., Inc.,
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning ordinance, to permit cOOllllunity recreation
uses for private membership of 400 tam1l1es,includ1ng indoor pool. and outdoor pool,
wading pool, service activities building, tennis courts, handball courts, putting :
greens, on property located on the east side of Whispering Lane, also known as tax map
61-3 «14» A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Bolll'd of Zoning
Appeals acbpt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with require
ments of al1 applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the by-laws of
the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WHIREAS, f'ollowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board ot Zoning Appeals held on the 23rd day of September 1969,

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

1. That the applicant is the contract lessee of the propertyj
2. Present zoning is R-17;
3. Area of the lot is 13+ acres of' land;
4. COlIIpliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is requiredj
5. The streets tb&t serV"ELthis property are extremely narrowj
6. The proposed facility only has one entrance.

AND~, the Board of ZOning Appeals bas reached the f'oU.ow1.ng conclusions at law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating canplilUlce with Standards f'or
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts lIS:. conta1ned in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance; and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adJace
land and will be in harmony with the purposeS of the ccmprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCW, THERl!:FORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following J.1mitations:
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1. This approval is granted to the applicant only" and :Is not transferable without :f'urthe
&etlan of this Board, and is tor the location indica.ted in this 8PPllcation and is not
transferable to other land.

2. This penni t sball. expire one year frcm this dAte 'Iml.ess coDatru.ction or operation
has started or unJ.ess renewed by.etlan of this Boa.rd prior to date of' expiration.

3. 'lhis approval is granted tor the bu:1.ldings and uses indicated on pats submitted
with this eppllcation. Arty additionaJ. structures of any kind, ehangea in l$e or additio
uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use pennit shall. be cause tor this
use pennit to be re-evaluated by this Boa.rd.

4. The property shall be enclosed with a six foot chain link fence located one foot in
side the property line.

5. Trees shall not be disturbed within the required 15 ft. setba.ck area except where
necessary. Where trees are removed or non-existing, two inch hardYood trees shall be
planted 50 ft. on center.

6. Tennis courts shall be located at least 33 ft. fran any property line. The tennis
courts shall be enclosed with 8. 12 ft. ch&1n link fence. Trees shall be undisturbed
within the 33 ft. setback area. Where trees &re non-existent or removed by" necessity",
two inch hardwood trees sb&ll be planted 50 ft. on center.

7. The hours of apera.tion shall be f"rcm 9·:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 7 day'a a week..

8. All noise shall be con!'ined to the site.

9. All lighting shall be· directed onto the site.

10. There shall be sn acceleration snd deceleration lane at the entrance on Whispering
Lane as approved by' the Division ot Land Use Administration.

ll. There shall be .. 1ll1n1mum of 134 parldng spaces.

12. There shall not be any leasing or renting of these premises for auts1de activities.

13. '!'here shall not be any sw or use of &lcohollc beverages on these premises.

14. The 400 flllll1lY" memberships shall be l.iJllited to residents of Lake Barcroft snd the
1J:I:mediately" abutting subdivisions.

15. The applicant mwst .f'u.rD1sh the Zoning Administrator a copy- ot the lease prior to
iS8WlllCe of a use permit.

lI'urthe1"mOre, the applicant should be aJi&re that granting of this action by" this Board
does not constitute exemption fraD. the various requil"em!nts of thill COIUlty. The applicallt'
shall be himself re.sponsible for f'ulf'1lllng his obligation to obtain building perm!til,
certificates of occupancy" and the l1ke through established procedures.

II
FRANCONIA GRAVEL CORP., application to permit gravel operation on 16.5 acreS located
in Lee District, 91-3 ((1» 42, 44, 51, NR-21 (deferred frail Jul.y- 28 for additionaJ.
information)

'!be appJ.icant has turnished all of the information requested by" the Board, Mr. SJDith
said, and at this point the Board 1a in a position to make a fina.l decision on the
IIpplication.

In application NR-21, an application by' Franconia Gravel Corporation, under section 30
7.2.1 of the zoning Ordinance to pemit gravel operation on property' known &8 tax map
91-3 ((1)) parcels 42, 44 and 51, CountY" of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long IIOVed that
the Board of Zoning Appeala adopt the followiJig resolution:

WDRBAS, the captioned application bas been properly filed in accordance with require
ments of all applicable State and County codes and in accordameewitb the by"-laws of
the Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WDRBAS, following proper notice to the public by" advertising in a loca.l newspaper,
posting of the property", letters to contiguous _ nearby property owners, and a public
bearing by" the Board of zoning Appeal.s held on the 28th day of Jul.y-, 1970, and

WDREAS, the Board or zoning Appe&1s baa made the tol.low1ng findings of fact:

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RI-l.
3. The area of the property is 16.57 acres of land.
.... The Planning CaJD1asion at its Jul.y- 27, 1970 lDeoting recmmended denial of this

application.
5. The propertY" is extremely narrow.
6. Gravel operation as proposed would average liO' to 200' in width.

0JJ
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lI'RANCOlIIA GRAVEL CORP. • Ctd.

AND WHBBBAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of 1&w:

1. The applicant has not presented testimony indicating eattpliance with Standa.rda for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance. and 2. ~ use will be detrimental to the cha.ra.cter and development of ad
jacent land and will not be in b.a.rIIony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

Narl, TDBIFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
denied.

Seconded~ Mr. Yeatman. carried unani.mc:Ju6ly.

II

35"
I

Mr. 8m1tb noted & letter !'rail. Gerald J. Fitzgera.l.d, Chief Engineer, P:l.newood Deve1opDe:n
Corporation. regarding Pinewood Lake, Section I, SY1JIming Pool Site Plan ll54. "The I
special. use permit for the above referenced pool specified that 96 parking places be
provided. During construction of the pool parking lot, it became apparent that It. large
Oak tree located directly in the travel lane coul.d be 8&ved, greatly enhancing the nat
setting surrounding the swim cJ,.ub. As shown on the attached map, the large tree was
paved and header curb oonstructed around the ultiJll&te loss ot an area intended for park
ing (red shaded area). We ~specttulJ.y request that the Board waive the orig1n&1 re.
quirement of 98 parking places and accept the 92 Parking spa.ces shown as adequate 80
that the as-built site plan can be approved."

Mr. Baker said he felt there was adequate parking and. he would move that the request
be grfoDted - that the motion dated April 19, 1967 be amended to reduce the amount of
required parking fram 9B to 92 parking spaces. Seconded~ Mr. Yeatman. Carried \Ulan ly.

II
Mr. Phillips passed out copies of the Staff Report on rezoning c-145 for the Board's
information.

The Jlleeting adjourned.(ctf 7: //1"", )'1->,)
Betty Haines J Clerk

/0 U7/ 70 Date I
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appeals was held at 10:00 a.m.
on Tuesda,y, September 15 J 1970 in the
Board Roan ot the county Administration
Building. All members were present.
Mr. Daniel Smith,Cba1:rmm; Messrs. Barnes,
tong, Baker Illd Mr. Yeatman, who arrived
late.

Mr. Barnes led the Board in pra;yer.

ROBIM P. xr..Il'n, application l.1nder Section 30-7.2.5.1.1 of the <ttdinance, to permit
construction of &. hospital for the care of patients with disorders of the visual
SYBtem and related structures, 3200 Peace Valley Lane, Mason District, (R-12.5),
..... 5].-3, 6J.-1 «18» 18. 8-144-70

Dr. Kling stated that he is contract owner ad intends to form a corporation tor the
f1.nM,cing of the hospital. The proposed hospital would serve the metropolitan area
and northern Virginia. as there 1s no hesp1tal of this type existing now. It would
provide in-patient care, specificaJ.1¥ designed for patients undergoing very delicate
provedures, and in addition, there woul.d be an out-patient facility tor the perfomance
of' testa which currently ClUlIlot be pert'al'med in almost 8J1y tacIDty in this area. In

• IlIImY' cases, these patients h&ve been transported to another city to have these
tests done. The hospitaJ. is tor eye patients, with ear, noise and throat patients
inc1uded; maximum of 50 beds, two stories high on the south side and three stories
bj,gh on the north side. the 1M,d slopes aM. the chMge in elevat10n fJ."Qm front to
rear is equal to the height of one f'loor. M&teria.ls for the building have not been de~

c1ded upon but it will be masonry, brick on the ends, and stone on the front.

(Mr. Yeatman arrived.)

Dr. Ding, in answer to a question by Mr. Smith, replied that he is f'andllar with
the atatt' report and recOlllllendations, and would abide by them if the use permit is
~d, however, one part was vague. The &etion taken by the Camn1ssion 1f&8 the
resul.t ot a motion which alluded to the start' report and w&S inprecise in SCllle

features. There were no in8Ul'1llOUnt&b1e problems with the written staff report.

Mr. JlDraoe Jarrett, representing the First Christian ChurCh of FalJ.B ChUrch, spoke
in favor of the application.

Mrs. William. A. Bolln, representing herself and several very close neighbors, aJ.so
spoke in favor of tie application.

AdlIliraJ. Bartlett, ad,ja.cent property owner, said he did not appear in opposition,
however, he wished to ask a question ~ they have a septic tank and scmeday' be would
have to request & sewer easement across that land to tie in with the sewer line.

Site plan would take care of that, Mr. Smith said.

Wha.t about Peace VaJ.1.ey Lane, Admiral. Bartlett asked?

That would have to be brought up to State standards, Mr. 8m1th sud.

captain Peters, 3201 White Street, expressed concern about drainage. Since his
property is below this, he feared that drainAge would ccme onto his and his neighbors
properties. They have bad three f'loods in the past ten years and very heavy rains
this season.

This should be brought to the attention ot the Site Plan branch, Mr. Bmith advised,
and if the drainage is not 8u1'f1cient, it would have to be increued to take care of
it. '!'here would not be any water draining fran this 'facility to Captain Peters'
property.

The amooth entrance and exit is necessary for the hospital, Dr. Kling stated, so
it is not just in the interests of other people that this be done. The question
of water dilJl)CBal has been considered by the arehitect be~ the plans were
evolved. Scaeone suggested moving the parking spaces :tra:n. where they are now to the
west side, however, they obviously did not know about the water disposal problem.. A
catch basin was proposed to blend in with the landscap1ng;instead of being lllI un~

sigbtlJr' puddle, it was to be an attractive pool.

Mr. Long asked if the applicant would be agreeable to putting in hardwood trees in
lieu of' a"fence.'

There is & fence between the property in question and AdmiraJ. Bartlett's property,
:ft. Kling s&id, but not between this property and Captain Peters' property. For
security :reasons, he felt they should have saneth!ng more impervious than evergreen
trees. The trees there now &re beautif'ul. trees and they don I t wish to sacrifice
them but would like to supplement them so that in the winter time the natural screen
ing would be more adequate.

0;;/
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The Board discussed the proposed parking and felt that 96 parking spaces should be
adequate. If this 1s granted and the parking is not adequate, the applicant would have
to expand his parking area. to take care of everyone working there, visitors, etc. ""'" C t7
'l'here coul.d not be parldng on publicly owned land or on Leesburg Pike. ../ LJ l>

Mr. Smith CCIIImented that the proposed cooling tower should be located away fran the
residential &rea and if' it is properly ba.tfied, it could not create" n01se problem. I
The Board should also have a copy of the State COrporation certificate and when the
corporation is formed,. there should be .. copy of the Articles of Incorporation and
By-Laws given to the Board for the record. Al.8o when the final. site pl.an has been
approved, the applicant should Calle back to the Board tor finalization and a copy
of the site plan should be submitted tor the reeord. He noted the Planning CCIlIlI1ssion '8
recCllllllendation tor approval., with the recarmendatlons of the staft included.

The following resolution was unanimously adopted by the Board:

In application 6-144-70, an application by Dr. Robert P. Kling, to permit constrw;tion
of a bospitlL1. for the ca.re of patients with disorders of the visual system and related
structures, on property located at 3200 Peace Valley Lane, aJ.so known &8 tax map
51-3 and 61-1 «18» 18, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adapt tbe following resolution:

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

WHBREAS, foll.cnring proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting ,of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a public
hearing by the Bo&rd of zoning Appeals held on the 15th dq of September, 1970, and

WHBBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals h&8 made the tollowing findings of fact:
1. The contract pur~,of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-llr~5.
3. Aha of the lot is 4.649 a<mt8 of land.
4. Cc:mpliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
5. The Planning Ccmmission at its meeting of September 10 recOlllnended approval of

this application.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals baa reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testiDlony indicating cClllpliance nth Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts as<;contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development
of adJacent land and Y1ll be in harmony with the purposes of the cClllprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the ZOning Ordinance.

HCM, THEREFORE BE IT RBSOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following lim1tat1ons:

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 this app1.ication
and is not "transferable to other land.

2. '!'his permit shall expire one year fran this date unless construction or operation
haa started or un1.ess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional strkctures of My kind, changes in use or addi
tional uses, whether or not these addition&1 uses require 8. use permit shall be cause
for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The arch1.tecture and facade ot the proposed building shall be cClllp&tible with the
adjoining properties and &8 approved by the Division of Land Use Administration.

5. Existing trees &8 shown on the site plan should be maintained within the limits
of the setback area where practical, as determined by. the Division of Land Use Admini
stration. Where trees are non-existing within the setback area, or screening 1s in
adequate, trees shall. be p1.anted in a manner, type Md size &8 approVed l;ry the
Division of Land Use Administration.

6. Provisions shall be made for improving the westerly side of Peace Valley Lane
to state standards for the entire length of the property with a connection to Route 7.

7. A deceleration lane shall. be provided at the entrance to Peace Valley LMe as
approved bythe Division of Land Use Administration.

8. The coeling tower sh&ll. be located a minimum. of 100 ft. fran all. property lines.

9. Al1 parking in connection witb this use sball be adequate and confined to the
site and located in a JIUIllIler approved by the Division of Land Use AdndIlistration.

II
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September 15 J 1970

M:.CA. DAY CAllE c:BJI'fBR, tlPPlication under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to
permit operation of d8iY' care center, Mondq - Fridq, 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.; ma.x1:alUm 60
children; infant to 12 years of age, 6165 Leesburg Pike, (R-12.5), Mason District,
..... 51-3 «1» 25. 8-151-70

Mr. Boman W. Laird represented tile applicant. Mr. L&ird stated tha.t the adJIlinia
trative~ has authorized the de.y care center and .. copy of this eOI:l1.d be obtained
for the Board. This is an indefinite arrangement lUI far as the ahurch 1s eoncemed.
They have talked with at least one manager of &. cafeteria in the &rea in l'lI&k.ing
arrangements" for mealS. The church has been inspected and approved and this facility
is very necessary in this area. They will use two clUSroaDS.

No oppo8it~on.

Letter fran the President of the Long Branch Citizens Association, and Betsy Manning,
Principal of Willston School, endorsed the application.

MrS. William. Bolin asked about fencing the plq &rea. Mr. Smith aBsured her that it
was mandatory.

In application 8-151-70, application by ACCA Day Care Genter under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of the Ordinance, to perm!t operation of day care center, Monda¥ through Fridq,
7 a.m. to 7 p.m.,maJdmum of 60 ch1ldren, age - infant to 12 years of age; property
l.ocated at 61.65 Leesburg Pike, also known as tax map 51-3 ((1» 25, COWlty of Fairfax"
Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following reso
lution:

WHDltAS, the ceptioned application has been properly t'il.ed in· accordance with re
qtt1rements of &11 appllcable state and County Codes and in accordance with the by
1.aWB of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WBERBAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local neWSpaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of zoning Appe&l.s held on the 15th day of september, 1970
and,

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

1. OWner of the subject property is the First Christian Church; the applicant is
lessee.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the l.ot 18 6.825 acres of land.
4. Caapllance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinanee) is required.

WHBRBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:
1. The ~cant has presented testimony indicating caapUan::e with standardS for
sp ecial. use permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance.

2. The use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adJacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

lOi, THBRKFORB 1m IT RBSOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

1. Thia epproval. 18 granted to the applicant only and is for the location indicated
in this application and is not transferable without further action by this Board.

2. The permit shall expire one year f'rCIlI. this date unless construction or operation
bas started or unJ.ess renewed by action of this :Dca rd prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval ia granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional. uses, whether or not these additional. uses require a use permit, sh&1l be
cause tor this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. An adequate pls¥ area. abaJ.l be enclosed with a four toot chain link fence in con
formance with State and County law.

5. The spplicant shall turnish the zoning administrator a capy of the lease prior to
issuance of use permit.

6. This use permit sbaJ.l be for a three year period..

seconded, Mr. YelLtman. Carried unsnimously.
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ROBIRT PLUTClIlK, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit erection
of' addition 110 ft. fran stafford Road, 7310 Starford Road, )t)unt Vernon District, (R-17
MAp 93-3 (4) 56••-152-70

Mr. Plutchok explained that be proposed to add a bedrocm, laundry l"OCIIl and bathroall
and it would be closer than the 45 ft. setback since this is the only are. in which
the shrubs would not have to be removed.

It h&s always been Board policy to be very careful on the front yard setba.ck require
ments, Mr. Smith noted.

The addition could not be pJ.aced in the rear, Mr. Plutchok said, because it would block
oft existing windows and obscure the lUIe of the back yard. There WOUld be plumbing
problelllfl &1so. A great number of houses in this subdivision are set at an angle on
the lot, limiting places tor additional. construction. He h&a lived bere since 1950
an d pl.an.s to eattinue living there. The b.ou.se to the right of him sets further for
ward and the road curves so that the house to the left is also slightly' forward.

Mr. smith suggested cutting down the size of the proposed &ddition, however. Mr.
Plutchok said that this would preclude the bathroan and he would. not like to do that.
The major variance request is on the corner.

No opposition.

In applica.tion V-152-70, an application by Robert Plutchok, under Section 30-6.6 of
the Zoning Ordinance, to permit erection of addition 40 ft. from. Staf'ford Road, on
property J.ocated at 73l.O Staf'ford Road, aJ.so known as tax map 93-4 ((4» 56, county
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long 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 a:u appllcshle State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the F&irfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WltEREAB, following proper notice to the public by adve~1aement in II. local newspa.pel',
posting of tbe property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public bearing by the Board ot Zoning Appeals held on the 15th da;y of september, 1970'

AND WHKBEAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning 111 R-17.
3. Area of the lot 111 16,979 sq. ft. of land.
4. Required front setback in this zone is 45 teet.
5. This is .. minimum variance.

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

1. The applicant bas presented has presented testi.mony 8&tistying the Board th&t
physical. conditions erlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the
user of the reaaonshle use of the land and buildings involved: (a) unusual condition
of the location of existing buildings.

NCM, THBBEFORE BE rr RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the follow1ng limitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one year fran this date unleaa construction haa started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The proposed addition shall be s1milar in architecture and material as the existing
dwelling.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
JAMIlS A. AtIDI, application of Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pe:nnit completion
of carport closer to street and property line than allowed, 6458 Eighth Street, Spring
field District, (BE 0.5), 72-3 ~(11)) 142, V-l53-70

Mr. Audi stated that the topography on this J.ot i8 very severe. The structure is
9.2 ft. fran the side property line and 27 ft. he-. Eighth street which is .. dead
end street. He did have a building pennit tor construction of the garage but be
built it in the wrong location.

I
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September 15, 1970
JAMES A. AUDI ~ Ctd.

This structure is CClDpletely in the front yard, Mr. smith noted, and the Board cannot
grant this kind of variance. The concrete pad that 18 there can be used tor pArking
but th!t posts and root will have to be removed.

No opposition.

Mr. Long moved to deter for 30 dqs to view the property to determine whether there
1s another location tor the carport. For decision only. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman.
Carried unanimously.

II
RUDOLF S1EIDR SCliJOL, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to
permit operation of primary sehool and kindergarten, ages 4 to la, total 75 children;
hours of operation 9 ...m. to 3 p.m. five da;ya a week, 3241. Bruah Drive (St. Patrick's
Episcopal Church), Providence District, (R-IO) 60-1 «1» 79, 8-154-70

Mr. Hiram Bingham, member of the Board of Trustees and Exeeutive CCmnittee of the School,
submitted a copy of' the lease. Theee~i8 & school which has been going tor several years
in ArllngtOn and due to changes in the leue and due to tie tact that plans to move
this 8\D1111l!1r did not materialize J they are requesting a special. use perm1t in the Church.
This is a non- profit school and they· feel this property is ideal for a temporary solu
tion. They would probably be here for two or three years at the most. They plan to
operate kindergarten and first grade, and this would be a non-sectarian, democ'ratie se
This propertJ: has two accesses on Brush Drive. People in the CODIlIWlity drive through
the property although there are IIlD&ll bumps in the dr1V'eW'q to discourage people from
driving through. They will use tour roaas - one very large roan for t1ndergarten and
three medium size rocms. At the present time they would be w1lllng to lover the
age to eight years old.

Mrs. Patton, 3304 Brush Drive, resident there for sppro:dmately twelve years, stated
that on this particular block there are nine houses and about thirteen children. In
the put two years this property has been used for dances which have become a nuisance.
They vouJ.d be conarned about bus traf'f'ic in connection with this school.

Mr. Bingham stated that two vans would take care of all of the children - two trips in
and two trips out. Their buses are light blue.

Mr. smith suggested painting them the reguJ.ar school bus color (yellav) and marking
them &8 school buses, with proper lights installed.

They would be happy to do that, Mr. B1ng}uml replied.

Mrs. Patton expressed concern that the Church might sell the property to this school,
and if this is a non-profit organization, it surely sounds like profit to her. she said.

Mrs. Marie CJ.aiybo:me, 3337 Brush Drive, stated that residents in the area have
permission to use the road through the Church property. She asked to be assured that
people would dr1ve at reasonable speed to Annandale Road. Would they play yard be
fenced, sbe asked?

The Health Department would require fencing, Mr. Smith said.

There w1l1 be DO dancing at this school, Mr. Bingham assured the Board - this will be
a very disciplined school.

In application 5-154-70, application by Rudolph Steiner School, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.
of the Ordinance, to permit operation of primary school and kindergarten, ages 4 to 10,
'total 75 chil.dren, 9 a.m. to 3 p.m., five days a week, property located at 3241 Brush
Drive, also known as tu: map 60-1 «1», 72, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yea'bnan
moved that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the following resillution:

WH:IREAS, the captioned application has been properly fUed in accordance with the re
quirements of all applicable State and county Codes &I1d in accordance nth the by-laws
of the Fairtax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WHEREAS, fol.l.owing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper J

posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, &I1d a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning ApJ:eals held on the 15th day of September, 1970J &ndJ

WHBREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the folloving findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is St. Patriek.'s Episcopal Church; the applicant is the lessee.
2. Present zoning is R-10.
3. Area of the lot is 5.59 acres of land.
4. Canpliance with Article XI (Site Pl.a,n Ordinance) is required.
5. No parking within 25 rt. of side property line.

AND WHBREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

00.L
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1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating caapJ.iance with standards tor spe a1
use permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the ZOning Ordinane
2. The use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adjacent
and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccmprehens1ve plan of land use embodie
in the Zoning Ordinance.

Naf, THIRI!::roRE BE IT RBBOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant on1y and 1s not transferable without
further action of this Board and 1s tor the location indicated in this application and 8

not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year f'raD. this date unless construction or operation s
started or un1eS8 renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted tor the buiJ.dings and uses indicated 00 pats submitted I
with this application. Any additlona.l structures of any kind, changes in use or add!-
tlonaJ. uses, whether or not these additionAl UBes require & use permit, sh&ll be caUse
tor this use permit to be reMevaluated by this Board.

4. This permit is grllllted tor a one yea.r per::l.od.

5. The ma.x1mum number of children shall be 60. ages 4 through 8, kindergarten thru
second grade.

6. A pla.y area. shall be enclosed with 8, four toot chain link fence in confonnance wit
State IIlld County Codes.

7. All school buses-"8ha.u be simllar in color IIlld lighting IIlld meet the same sa.fety
requirements as Fairfax County school buses.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unaniJooualy.

II
FRANCONIA LODGE #646, LOYAL ORDIR OF TEl J«lOSB. application under Section 30M7.2.5.l.4
of the Ordinance, to permit t'raternall.odge, Loyal Order of the Moose, 7701 Beula.b. Rd.,
Lee District, (RI-l), 99-2, 100-1 «1» 50, 3, S-155-70

Mr. Walter Golden represented the Moose Lodge. This was tormerly the Annandale
Lodge and it has been in 'existence for sixteen yea.rs, ,be said. and they changed the
name to ll'ranconia Lodge simply beC&W!l8 most 01' the members live in the Franconia
area. They have been forced to move tram their present location which was taken tor
high rise apartments. The present membership is 94 and they are meeting in the
Woodbridge Lodge at this time. They are not proposing a sw1.mm1ng pool now - it was
s:lJnply shown on the pl.at so the Board would know what was planned. same as the ballfie
There are no parking spa.ces shown.

I

Mr. Bmith asked it there would be a bar in the building.

Yes, a bring your own bottle type of thing, Mr. Golden replied. The building would
not be rented out to any other organizations. It might be used for Little League
meetings or citizens association meetings. at no cost to tllem. Since this is & nODM
profit organization, they do not charge rent. They plan a PASCO metal building. stone
front, one story in height. They have owned the property since March or April 01'
this year and have been negotiating on it fOr SaDe time.

Are there any plans at disposing of any at this property. Mr. SJlIith asked?

They cannot "lmder the c:harter, Mr. Golden said.

Opposition: Mrs. Marjorie Cl.arke, co-owner with her brother of the Baggett property,
was opposed mostly because of the use of alcoholic beverages which she telt would
be a nuisance to them. and so many members driving in and out ill hours of the night.
She questioned their pl.ans for water and sewer, as she understood. the property would
not perk. Sbe also objected to noise !ran the dances. This is a bad place for gett
in and out - the road. is not equipped to handle so much tra.ffic.

Mr. Peter Moran, engineer tor the applicant, stated that there was room along the
front to IllO'Ve the dr1V8W8iY, it necessary. The entrance will have to be on the curve
have adequate sight diatance trlther wlJ¥.

I

Mrs. Thelma Foley, owner of three properties adj&cent, stated that she gets up every
morning at 4:00 to go to work and the noise fran this building would disturb her sleep.
She agreed with Mrs •. Cl.arlte I s 1'eDI&l'ks.

Mr. Pete Ccmeau, Governor of Lodge #646, 6726 S. Kings HiglrW"ay, stated tha.t he was
disturbed to hear that the Moose Lodge h&s a reputation of being dis~ive in the
ccmmunity. He h&s been & member at'the Moose tor fifteen years j he does not touch a
drink 01' liquor or beer, and he is govem.or ot the Lodge.

I
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They do not sellllh!skey, Mr. CCIIleau stated, that is not permitted. They can sell beer
and it will be Bold at the same price &8 on the outside. Theya.re controlled by the
A~B.C. Board. People can bring a bottle of whiskey and put their nlmes on the labels.

Mr. SIaith wondered whether there was enough natural barrier to prevent automobile
lights frcm shining onto adJacent properties.

'!'here is & 25 fi. buffer around the property with nothing but trees, Mr. Moran said.

But in the winter t1me these trees sbed their leaves, Mr. smith pointed out.

Mr. Moran stated that this would be 260 ft. :frOm the Baggett's residence and the:gwouJ.d
not bear noise frail the Moose building.

Mr. Long suggested putting in one way traffic going counter-clockwise and the lights
would not shine onto the Baggett property.

Mr. Long moved to defer the application for thirty d&ys to allow the engineer to meet
with County officials to work out a septic tank location and the best location for
entrance, exit and deceleration lane. He amended the motion to add that the applicant
provide the Board inform&tion on bOlf he was going to serve the prope:rty with water.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unan1Jl1Oualy.

II
SMITH & FRANCIS, INC., application under Bection 39..6.6 at the Ordinance, to pe:nnit con
struction ot hoUSe 9 ft. trca side property line, 3531 GOrdon street, Mason District,
(0-12.5) 61-2 «17» (0) 15. v-156-70

The Board deferred th:1.s to OCtober 13 at the request of the applicant.

II
NORTHSRN vrro.nn:A ASSOCIATION FOB RE'l'ARDED CHILDREN, INC., application under Section 30
7.2.6.1.3 ot the Ordinance, to pemit activity center tor retarded adults; ages 16-54,
20 trainees, 3 at&ff' and 3 ddes, located 8922 LittJ.e River Turnpike (Bethlehem Lutheran
etmren), Providence Di8trict, (RB-1), 58-4 «1» 61., 8-157-70

Ml'. Leroy Aarons stated that he is .-her ot the Board of Directors of Northern Virginia.
Association for Retarded Children. He presented 8. letter fl'aa the vestry of the church,
offering the use at their facilities to the applicant, until 'such time as both parties
agree to terminate the relationship. There would be no cost involved except the appli
cant woul.d. contribute to the cost of janitorial services.

Mrs. Mary Jane Bi1.linger, Director of the Fairfax Activity center for Retarded Adults)
told the Board that they would intend to use two large activit;;: roc:ma) a hallW8iY)
two rest:ooall8) three cJ.ass:roana) kitchen and the office. Perhaps &8 the pro!P:'am
expands, they might need another cl&ssroan.

Mr. smith noted a letter trcm Mr. Paul Daugherty) ExeCLiive Chairman at the Mental
Reta.rdation Services Board, in favor of the application.

Mrs. B1ti!;nger sta.ted that they deal. principal.ly with moderately retarded adults, but
there are a few who are severely retarded. She described their program. for working
with these people and stated that it b&s been successful. ~Y«,it b&s been tried.
They have arrangemeilts witil Hot Shappes to train people who can work under close super
vision in the Hot Shoppes in the less skilled areas at work. This program. is being
tried a.ll around the country. Tuition for this program is $30.00 8. month, if the
f8lllily can afford it. They don't even keep track of how many they have '\tho do not p8"Y.

Pastor Charles Ma;y1l spoke in favor of the application.

Mr. Ra;ymond SpagnoJ.o appeared) representing Mr. Troiano, aaking that a fence be placed
between the two properties.

Mr. Michael Troiano explained that he has a heart condition and wishes a fence to be
put there for his own personal satisfaction as be has had experiences with two at the
people using the school, and they scare h1Jn.

Mr. Long stated that he did not feel that a four toot fence would serve any useful.
purpose when dealing with people this age. However it would be good to have adUlt
supervision for all outside activities at all t1Jlles. This wouJ.d qe the first pemit
granted without a fence, if approved.

Mrs. Billinger stated that *hey did have two people oft the property one t:l.me but aasured
the Board that this would not happen again. They do not have problems of control. The
students are quite adult in other respects except their capability snd motor dexterity is
impaired. They are very receptive to attention.

000
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In epplication 8-157-70',' ~an application by Northern Virg1n1a Association for
Retarded Children, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
actlvitj::{ center for retarded adults, ages 16 through unl1JIl1ted, 25 tra1neesj three
staff and three &1d.es, on property located at 8922 Little River Turnpike, also known as
tax ma.p 58-4 «1» 61, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board ot'
Appe.als adopt the following reso1ution:

WHEBBAS, the captioned application h&8 been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all. applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-law
of the P'a1rtax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHBRBAS, tollowing proper notice to the public byedvertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contlguousand nearby property owners and a
public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 15th d.a,y of September, 1.970

WHJmIAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented teitiJnony indicating compliance with standards for
special. use permit uses in R districts as contained in section 30-7.1.1 ot the
ZOning Ordinance j

2. '1'h&t the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the canprehensive plan of land use em
bodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THERBFORE BE IT m:SOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the toJJ.ow1ng l.1m1tations:

1. This approval is granted to the appllcant only IIld is not transferable without f'urt
&etion of this Board, and is for the location indicated in this application and is not
transferable to other land.

2. This permit sha1.l expire one year f'raD this date unless construction or operation
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval. is granted for the bu1ldings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tional UIIes, whether or not these additional uses require a use pe:m1t, shall be c.auae
for this use permit to he re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The permit is for a three year period..

5. The meJDbers of the staff shall. be qualified to be eligible for S'bate certification
as te&c.hers.

6. The hours of operation shalJ. be :1'ran 91000 a.m. to 2:30 p.m. five d&ys a week
with a maximum of 25 studentS.

7. All. outside activities shall be under the supervision of staff members, and con
fined to the premises.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
GULF RBSTON, mc. AND V.P.r., application under Section 3O-7~.6.1.3 of the Ordinance,
to permit use of existing buildings and facUlties as executive offices, c.laaSroaDS and
related school uses, located on Spring street (extended), (HE-i)

Mr. Richard Hobson represented the BI'Pllc.ant. V.P.!. is the lessee and has signed
the statement of justification in accordance with Board practice in these matters.
He presented a copy of the lease, a five year lease. This is an existing building,
Mr. Hobson explAined, formerly occupied by the Gulf Reston Executive Offices
and there are no sdditional:atructures contempl&ted by the use permit. There W'i1l be
interior partition changes within the building. The use c.ontempl8.ted is tor da.Y time
evening classes. :Iven1ng classes would be on five evenings 8. week with scme classes
during the datf.'; six d&ys 8. week and the library for the use of students would be open on
week ends -- S8.tU1'da;y from 9 a.m. to 7 p.m. and SundaiY from 1 to 6 p.m•. Tbe contempla
student enrollment would be sixty students ·plus four instructures in the evening and
a maximum of ten st&U' personnel perhaps during the day time:. The five year lease
can be extended. This will be part of the extension service of V.P.I. and Associate
Dean Heckle is present to answer questions. There are no houses in the vicinity
of this property.

Dean Heckle described the classes to be offered, and stated that they would be taught
bY instructors £ran Virginia Tech. 10:00 p.m. would be the cutoff t1Jae. The
official name is Virginia ~c.antc,..mstltuteand State University.

No opposition.
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In application 8-158-70, an spplication by GuJ.f Reston, Inc. and Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University, application under Seetion 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance,
to per.mit classroCIDS and related school uses on property located at Spring Street ex- .3 P L
tended, also known as tax map 17-3 ((1» 1, county of Fa.1rfax, Virginia, Mr. Long IDOved .., -'.
that the Board adopt the follov1Jlg resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in a.ccordance with the re
quirements of &ll sppJ.icable State and. Cowtty COdes and in accordance with the by-aws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WHKREAS, tollodng proper notice to the pub1ic by &d.vertisement in & local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 15th day ot September, 1970,

AND WHIBBAS, the Board of zoning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of tact:

1. OWner of the subject property 1s Gulf Reaton, Inc. V.P.I. and State university
18 the lessee.

2. Present zoning is HE-I.

3. Area of the lot is 2.1677 s.eres of land.

4. CaIlpllance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

AlID WBEREAB, the Boa.rd of zoning Appeals has reached the follawing conclusions or law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating ccapl1ance with standards for speci
use permit uses in R districts as cont&ined in Section 30·7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance,

"""
2. That the use will not be detrlmentaJ. to the chars.eter and development or adjs.eent
land and will be in harmony" with the purposes of the ccmprehensive plBn of land UBe
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

B'Cli TIIBRRFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted, with the following llmita.tions:

1. This approval. is granted to the spplicant only and is not transferable rlthout
tarther action of this Board and is only for the location ind1.cated in this application
and not transferable to other land.

2. This pemit shsJ.l expire one year f'ran this date unless operation has started or
unless renewed by a.ction of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. 'l'his approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats st1hmitted
with this appl1ca.tion. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tional. uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, sb&ll be ca.use
tor this use permit to be re-eval.uated by this Board.

4. This use permit is for a five year period.

5. Hours of operation sh&l1 be fraD. 8 a.m. to l.O p.m. six daiYS a week.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
The Board granted an extension of 160 daiYS to Richard Linthicum for a variance in Mill
Creek Park, for. enclosure of a porch.

II
WAINKWOOD RSCREATION ASSOOIATION - Mr. James C. Wilkes, Jr., resident of Waynewood
Subdivision and member, of the Waynevood Recreation Association, appeared before the Board
The Association has been successf'uJ. in obtaining frQ'D the state "no parking" signs along
both sides of Dalebrook and Potcma.c Drive. Since this was a.cccmplished in July of this
year anca.ref'uJ. and detailed survey:Kas made by COlonel John Craopler. The average daily
occupancy of the parking spaces in the existing lot,which was established when this
facU1ty was approved by the Board in 1960 and which contains 71 parking spaces,
was 8, or approximately U'j occupancy. At no t1me except on special event dates
did the occupancy exceed 1.2. The peak was 40 - 50 spa.ces occupied on 4th of July and
Labor Day week ends.

Mr. Wilkes stated that they have obtained permission from the Fairfax County School
Board (letter dated July 14, 1970) tor them to utilize the existing parking facilities
of the WayneW"OOd Elementary School for overflow parking, provided it does not interfere
with school. or related &Ctivities.

No:rmal.ly this would not be necessary except from May 31 until Lahor Da.y when school is
not in seasion, Mr. smith coumented.
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Mr. Wilkes added that the ~th Haven Baptin Church adjacent to W~wood Element
School has granted ~rmidion to use their parking lot facilities (letter dated July
1970 from Guy Moore). '!'he Board limit on membership is 515. It has been ranging
around 485 up dose to 515. Membership is restricted to those who own lots within the
subdivision - this was the initial plarmed cClllllUllity development by Clarence Gosnell,
Inc., so membership 1s fixed and cannot be expanded beyond the lot owners in
the subdivision. The lot ownership 1s approximately 750. This matter has been
discussed in detail with Mr. Charles Harnett, representing GosnBll.

Mr. Bm1th felt th&t as long as they bad parking on the church property all the time
this would be sufficient. It would be more sufficient than the school property a.n.d
it is closer, if' be remembered correctly.

Mr. Chilton said be felt that the posting of "no parking" signs was significant
and should cut down on what was creating the problem. The pool that he belongs to,
Mr. Chilton continued, does Dot use, except ~e" one or two peak days a year,
significantly more than the ratio tha.t they would have on the site now. The plat
that he has for Waynewood shows 65 spaces rather than 71.

According to their statements, they did develop the 71 spaces, Mr. Smith said.

There was one plat with more spaces~)but they had tight aisles, Mr. Chilton stated.
The office agreed tomve the site plan in connection with the pool and only wanted.
to be sure that if the Board wanted more spaces put in, that would be done.

They should be aJ.lowed to expand the pool facilities, Mr. Smith wreed, with the
understanding that if the parking at any time is not &dequate, the Association will
come in and request permission for additional parking on site so there won't be any
problem. The "no parking" signs are a good arrangement.

We have recClDllDended site plan waiver on the pool itself, Mr. Chilton stated. The
facilities normaJ..ly required - if they were to expand the parking lot in scme area,
they would like to see a plat to make sure there would be no problem, but he felt
sure that would be no problem and could probably' be waived too. If the ZOning
Administrator gets caDp1aints about the parking, that the facilities off-site were
not working, this Boud could authorize him to request the pool membership to
cane back with a solution, for a re-evaluation at that t1Jae.

In application S-233-69, application by Waynewood Recreation Association, Mr. Long
moved that the originaJ. applicationbe amended regarding parking, as follows:
So long as there exists fraD either or both, the Fairfax County Public School, Wayne
wood nementary School or Plymouth Haven Baptist Church, permission to use net less t
79 spaces for over:f'1.oW" parking, that the applicant be required to furnish 65 spaces,
that the Recreation Association have people to direct overfiow parking toward these
parking areas during swim metes and sped&! events.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unaniJDously.

/1,
GARY M. McLBOD, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit enclosure
of existing carport for double garage, 2428 Carey Lane, centreville District, (BE 0.5)
3&3 «28» 4, V-159-70

We purchased the haDe at 2428 carey Lane in May of 1969, Mr. McLeod said. Prior
to that, they were verbaJ.ly pranised by the contractor and the re&! estate salesman
tha.t they could enclose the carport. They bought the hcme on the basis of being
al:lle to enclose it, but due to lack of f'unds at the time, he did not make the
contract with the builder for enclosing it, until spring of this year. Then he
found there was not BUf1'icient room according to Zoning to enclose it. The
storage in the carport is sanewhat Wlsightly - there is a hcmemade trailer, lawn
equipment, etc. They are not supposed to put metal sheds in their back yards, and
it wouJ.d be unsightly anyway, and by enclosing the carport it wouJ.d add to the beauty
of the house. There are only seven homes in this develOJ;Bllent. The builder owns
the one on the corner and he wouJ.d have no problem in meeting the setbacks for
enclosing the garage. The one to the south of h1JD is all right. Mr. Gibson is all
right; Mr. Koelzer got a variance approved for enclosing his garage. The next house
would be Short, and there are only three other houses involved that are also short.

The O1"d1nance specifically' proh1bits the Board :f'rom changing the zoning and this
amount to that, Mr. Smith said. However, the Board has granted Mr. Koelzer's
request and these are the sems conditions.

No opposition.

What will the carport be enclosed with, Mr. Long asked?

Same materi&! as the house -- &!um1.num siding, Mr. McLeod stated.
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In application V-159-70, application by Gary M. McLeod, application under Section 30-6.6
of the ZOning Ordinance, to pemit enclosure of existing carport for double garage·,
on property located at 2~8 Carey Lane, also 'mOWn as tax map 38-3 (028» 4,
COWlty of Fairfax, Virgin1a, Mr. Long moved that the Board of ZOning Appeals adopt the 3 I t:1
tolJ.awing resolution: IP I
'WHKREAS, the cl¥'tioned application baa been properly 1'11ed in accordance with require
ments of all applicable state a.nd Cowtty codes and in accordance with the by-laws of
the Fairfax county Board of ZOning Appeals, and,

WHKREAS, following. proper notice to the public by advertisement in & locaJ. newspaper,
posting of the propertyJ letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and & public
hearing by the Bo&rd of Zoning Appeals held on the 15th d&y of September, 1970, and

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

1. Owner of' the subject property 1s the applicant.
2. Present zoning 1s RB 0.5.
3. Area of the lot is 25,431 sq. ft. of land.
4, The proposed enclosed garage would be 16.3 ft. from the side property line.
5. The required setback is 20 ft. 1'raP side property line.
6. The applicant has a letter in writing frail the developer stating that he ~d

enclose·,the carport.
7. This would be a minimum variance.

AND WHKRIAS, the Board 01' ZOning AppeLls haB re&Cbod the following conclusions 01' law:

1. The applicant bas satist'ied the Board that the t'ollow1ng physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
di.fficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user ot' the reasonable use ot'
the land and buildings involved. (a) unusual condition of the location ot' the exi.ting
dwellin«.

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

1. This approv&1. is granted tor the location and specific structure indicated in plats
included with this lIPPllcation only and is not tnnsterable to other land or to c:t her
structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year fran this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Beard prior to date of expiration.

3. The garage shall be enclosed with IIBteria.l s:mlla.r to the existing dwelling.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimau.s17.

II
WILLIAM L. WALDE, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit dwelling
30 ft. fl'aII access easement, lOcated at end of Green oak Drive, Providence District,
(RB-1), 21-2 «1» 3, V-131-70 (deferred from August 4)

Letter tran the applicant's representative stated that the applicant has solved his
problems and. no long$r needs a variance.

:Mr. Barnes moved that the application be allowed to be withdrawn. Seconded, Mr. Yeat.Jun.
earried unaniJDoualy.

II
NATIONAL MDl>RIAL PARK, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to p mit erection 01' fence not to exceed 6 ft. at comer of Lee lIighwa.y and Hollywood
Road and Lee :tf1ghwq and West street, Providence District, (R-12.5), 50-1 «1» 30, v
66-70 (Rebearing)

This was not posted at the corners aa 'bhe Board had requested, Mr. Smith s&1d. The
posting was done at· the main entrance to the park.

Mark S8D.dground., attorney for the applicant, agreed to deferring the rehearlng if the
Board wished to repast the property.

To satisf'y all the Board nembers, Mr. Yeatman moved that his be deferred to &llow the
property to be posted on the corners. Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

It will not be necessary to send certified mail to the s.dje.cent property owners for
the next hearing, Mr. SJaith s&1d - just plain mail or petition. October 13 wuld be
the earliest possible date. Mrs. Haines will notif'y the applicant ot' the time.

Carried unanimoualy-.

II
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WOODLAXB TOWBBS, INC.

Mr. Smitb noted B. letter fram Stephen L. Best, attorney for Wood.1ake Towers, Inc.
which stated that on August 1, 1969 the Board approved their application to permit all
ccmmerciaJ. fe.cillties listed in Col:umll. 2 tor RM-2 districts. The approvaJ. stipulated
that the applicant provide the .Board with a. plat showing the location of each use in t
ccmaercial area, and if a doctor or dentist used any space J that the applicant present
a plan showing where x-ray roans, etc. would be located. The applicant now proposes
to execute lease agreements for medical service and. beauty a&lon uses. A plat Is
enclosed for the Board showing location of these facIlities.

Also enclosed is a proposed floor plan for the medical offices, Mr. smith read. It
is anticipated that these offices will have nurSes on duty on a regul.ar basis and doc s
w ill be available by appointment. There will be no x-rq equipDent or any- equip-
ment with s1Jdlar hazards. Although the area outlined in yellow is located in the
calIllercl&1 area. of the building, it will not be under cCIIIIlercial lease. This is spe.ce
wbich will be e.vailable for the sole and exclusive use of the tenants or their guests.

Mr. SDlith questioned whether the use was 1mp1emented within the time the use permit
was in existence. It baa now expired. When was the building constructed?

The building was caapleted within the past six weeks, Mr. Best said. There are stili
sane things to be done. The swimn1ng pool was in use during this summer.

Then this is st1lJ. alive, Mr. SDlith said. becauBe the building has been under con~

struction and was occupied prior to the expir6otion of this permit.

There will be no doctors here f'Ull t1me, Mr. Best said. They will be there by
s:ppointment. There will be two nurses on duty generally. SaDe exam1n6otions are
perfo:nned by nurses but· they are there for minor &ll-purpoae lab testing and for
purposes of scl1edullng appointments. This is for the general practice of medicine.
'!be lease provides that it be used for medical. office and for no other purpose.
The name of the group is Medic&! Information service, Inc. There will be no. x-rq
facill ties whatsoever.

Will there be diathermic m&ehines, ultraviolet ray machines, and so forth. Mr. smith
asked?

Mr. Best did not know.

Is separate electrical service provided tor this use, Mr. limith-.ked?

Mr. Best did not know.

Tbe Board deferred this to september 22 for the answer to these questions.

II
Mr. smith ref'erred to a letter from Mr. W6otervaJ. regarding the resolution granting
the application for Lake Barcroft Recreation Center, Inc. The correct name of' the
applicant is Lake Barcroft Recreation ABsoci6otion, Inc.

Mr. Long moved that the motion be corrected to include the proper name ot the
applicant, as follows: "In application 5-142-69, an application by Lake Barcroft Rec
reation center, Inc., (Contract Lessee), I move that the original. motion be amended to
shov the name of the applicant as being Lake Barcroft Recreation Center, Inc. (Contract
Lessee) and the name of' the OImer of the property be Lake Barcroft Recreation Corporat
(Contract owner)." Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanillloUsly.

II
Mr. SDlith read a letter fran Oscar C. Ha.r1oWe regarding .. gravel operation adjoining
his property on Ga¥'field8 ROad..

Mr. Covington explained to the Board why be felt that Mr. Keller's operation was
a non-conf'otming gravel operation.

When was the tract under discussion purchased by them, Mr. smith asked?

In 1948, Mr. Covington replied. This bas been discussed with the County Attorney and
he considers it a non-conforming situa.tion.

The setback: rellUirements would have to be adhered to under the existing Ordinance, Mr.
smith contended. He ha.s to maintain the setbacks. If this is a new digging operation,
he is not in conformity- with the existing ordinance. If there,,:was & question, Mr.
Bmith,said, this organization could b&ve ccme in. It they just started digging here
and it's a separate parcel of' land, this is not non-contornd.ng. The way they talk.
the whole property- in 1he area would be non-conforming. They continue to expand a
non-conforming use and you can't expand a. non-conforming use, Mr. smith said.

The Board members agreed.

II
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MD:I M. BOBICK ~ to pemit operation of beauty salon in apartmant buil.d1ng, 2703 Living
ston Lane, Merrifield V1.llage Ap&rtments, (RM-2) 49-2 «1» 53, 6-171-70

There was a. shop in the Merrifield ViU&.ge Apa.rtments before, Mr. Dortch stated f and be
would like to reopen this Sbap. The shop was operated by .~W.Ma.xwell previously.

Has Mr. Maxwell relinquished his use permit, Mr.SIIlith asked?

Mr. Barich did not know. -He presented 8. copy of his lease and s&1d the 8p~t had
been vacant for over eight months. It 1s nov being remodeled.

The lease gives pemisBion to use this tor dwelling and tor no other purpose whatsoever,
Mr. Smith noted, so there is no right to .'use this for a beauty shop. Also, this appli
cation was fil.ed under the section of the ord.1n&nce de&l.in6 with h.<:me OCCIIp&tlons.,
The applicant does not live there and does not plan to live there.

Mr. Barich said he would hire the operators. He has 8. beauty shop in Alexandria in an
aparbMnt bui1.ding.

The lease should be amended to a.llow Mr. Barich to put in 8. limited CCIlIlIercial use as
defined in 30-2.2.2 Column 2 of the Zoning Regulations of Fairfax county, Mr. SlIIith
suggested.

Mr. Paul Clark, 2703 Livingstone Lane, appeared 10 opposition. The aparbDent has been
occupied, moat recently by one of the maintenance men who worked tor Merrifield Village.
He had occupied the apartment ever since Mr. Cl.a.rk leased it on the 15th of Ma.v and
at least a month b6rore that. There was a beauty parlor there once. 'The tenants in
the apa.rtment building, a tot&1. of 13 apartments in the bu.11d1ng, in addition to the
one in question, and he presented 11 signatures opposed to the application (the tweltth
person is &1.so opposed but he is on vacation). Mr. Clark saiet his wife is an eX~beauty

operator and is opposed to it too. She's probably more knowledgable about this than most
people. No. 1 ~ beauty parlors smell. People in these apartments are young married
coupJ..es lfho cannot &f't'Ord a beauty parlor on a regular basis. There W&S no business
for the other person who operated there. If the beauty parlor were there, wanen
caning would bring the eh1ldren and in the winter time when it's cold the ehUdren
would be playing in the halls. The gentleman living in ':-2 lived there when the lut
heauty shop W&S operating and caapl&ined about the traah and the amall. There are llmited
parking spaces outside the buUding and wcmen are not going to walk. b:an one end of the
deveJ.opnent to get their hair done. Parking will be at a JIli.n1mum tor peO]l1e living there
This is a large developaent. '!'his is & very nice place to live and w:lth a beauty
parlor, people cCllli.nS and going, and the small, it would not be a very comtortahle place
to live. Ris insurance agent told him he would have to raise the rates if this beauty
shop Went in.

This application 1rl.ll. have to be re-advertised under the proper section of the Ordinance,
Mr. Smith stated. It is not & home occupation.

Deferred to OCtober 13.

II
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Meeting adjourned a.t 6:25 P.M.
By Betty Haines, Clerk
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The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning
~al8 was held on Tuesday, September 22,
1970 in the Board Rocm of the County Admin
istration Buildins. The 1'o1lowi{lg members
were present: Mr. Danlel Smith, Chainnan,
Mr. Clarence Yeatman, Mr. George P. Barnes,
Mr. Joseph P. Baker and Mr. Richard Long.

The meeting was opened with a pr~r by Mr. Barnes.

HAZLETON LABORATORIES, application under Section 30-7.2.5.1.5 of the Ordinance,
to perm! t erection of new building, located 9200 Leesburg Pike, Dranesville District,
(RE-1), 19-4 (1» 16, 31, s-16o-70

Mr. Richard HennU1ger stated that there are 125 &Cres involved in the use permit.
They have a number of buildings which are old, most of them wooden, that are being
used for the shop and maintenance. These are primarily older buildings that h&ve
been used by the applicant over a number of years that have been put together in
the caaplex o TheY are proposing to construct 8. new building, to be 14,000 sq. ft.,
to house their maintenance and shipping and receiving.

They wU1 then remove the old buildingS that are being repl&Ced by the new buildings,
Mr. Henninger stated. This would be a one story building, approximately 12 ft. heigh
&:bove grade. The building would be used for receiVing or shipping and woul.d house
the maintenance fOrce. It will be l)&inted cinderblock.

Any new buildings would have to confor.m. to the architectural design of the buildings
already on the property, Mr. Smith noted.

The proposed building will be 140' x 100', Mr. Henninger said. No 8lUmals would be
received in the proposed building. ~.They do not ma.1ntain their vehicles as they are
leased and maintained outside by contractors. There would be repair of cages and
laboratory el(uipment, minor repairs on anything that might happen to break down,
but no f_rication would be done in this building.

No opposition.

Mr. Slnith asked that new plats be submitted showing dimensions of all the buUdings
and scme indication as to what each building is being used for. Also the Board would
like a copy' of a lease showing Hazleton Laboratories being the lessee from the Karloid
Corporation, the owner.

In application s-16o-70, application by H&zl.eton Laboratories, under Section 30-7.2.
5.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit erect~ ot new buUding, located at 9200
Leesburg Pike, also known as tax map 19-4 «1» 16, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt ~ following resolution:

'WHIRBAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with require
ments of all applicable State and County' COdes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning APPeals, end,

WHIBBAS, r.ll.ow1ng proper notice to the public by &d.verttsement in a local newS];laper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public bearing by the Board of Zoning ~als held on the 22nd day of September,
1970, and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is Karloid corporation; the applicant is lessee.
2. Present zoning is HI-I.
3. Area ot the lot is 125.215 acres of land.
4. COIllpliance with Article XI, Bite Plan Ordinance, is required.

WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeal8 has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant baa preeented teetimony indicating cOOlpl1ance with Standards for
Speci&! Use Permit Uses in R distrlctl &8 contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character ahd develO};lllent of the adj
acent land and will be in ha.rmOny with the purpose8 of the cemprehensive plan of land
usemlbodied in the ZOning Qrdinance.

NOW, 'l'HBRBFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted in part, with the following li:m1tatiCl1s:

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

2. This permit shall expire one year frOm this date unless construction or operation
has started or unles8 renewed by actioo of this BOard prior to date of expiration.
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September 22, 1970
HAZLETON LABORATORIES, INC. - Otd.

3. This approval is granted tor the buil.dings and uses indicated on pJats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes. in use or
additional ,'uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall.
be cause tor this \Be permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The proposed building shall be constructed with an architectural front compatible
with existing buildings &8 approved by 'be Dlvision of Land Use Administration.

5. The easterly side of Towlston Road shall be improved to State &tandards fiCIn the
entrance to Route 7.

6. A deceleration and acceleration lane shall be constructed at the Towlston Roed
entrance tor a length and width as approved by the Division of Land Use Administration.

7. 'Il1e maintenance of equipoent within this building shall be limited to minor repair
and mer maintenance. The existing maintenance building is to be removed.

Mr. smith noted that it 1s understood that this is in conformity with all the other
resolutions pertaining to this piece of' property.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried unan:l.mously.

II
BKLLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB, INC. applica.tion under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Ordi
nance, to continue uae of prem!lIes tor private country club in new structure replacing
old club house, 6023 Fort Hunt Road, Nt. Vernon District, (R-12.5), 83-4 «1» 5,
8-l6.l-70

Mr. Edward Holland represented the applicant. The origineJ. building was built in
1925, he said. That building was added to fran time to time through 1949, but no
maJor aJ.tera.tions since 1949. At this time they have prepared 8. site pJ.an and have
taken bids on a building to be buUt in the rear of the present building, farther
fran Fort Hunt Road, pl.aeing it em. the higher site of' ground. When the building is
CCIIIplete, the present building will be demolished. There will be 240 paved parking
spaces with access to the two areas as shown on the plan. In addition, they are
insteJ.llng curb.and gutter and widening the Fort Hunt Road and providing better
turning movement.

Is the existing club under use permit, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Holland stated that the County office could not find the permit. There is a
possibility that it might be 8, non-cClI1forming use.

How JIlBllY members, Mr. smith asked?

525 members, Mr. Holland replied. The entire property contains 158 acres. The
acreage will be verified and new plats will be submitted showing the entire layout.

Mr. Saunders, architect, presented a prel:l.minary drawi~ proposal to build a new
building toward the river, f'urther back from Fort Hunt Road. The tra.f't'1c circulation
has been redesigned so there will be no necessity to go back. out onto Fort Hunt Road
to get back to the front of the building. They will put in two additional. tennis
courts at SOllIe future date. The building will be brick with white trim, approximately
200' x 140'. This 1s one of the oldest cont1nualJ.y operated country clubs in the
area.

Will the County approve size and location of the entrances, Mr. smith asked?

This has been discussed at length with the Highwa¥ Depa.rtment and COWlty Development,
Mr. Holland replied. The site pJ.an was submitted SOOle weeks ago and they have now
received the check sheets with no major changes. Traffic will be limited to one wSiY.

How long after the club houae is completed will it be before you are able to demolish
the existing buiJ.ding and comp:l.ete parking in the front, Mr. Smith asked?

That is aD. included in the construction contract, Mr. Sawlders said.

Opposition: Mr. Williams, representing himself and two neighbors, sta:ted that they
are concerned with the additional parking spaces provided south of the clubhouse.
'!bey feel that the aaphalt parking lot directly opposite their houses will impinge
on their present view of the river. This will do very little to help .. dangerous
parking problem on Fort Hunt Road. They are parking on both sides of Fort Hunt Road
now and there have been over eight or nine cars demolished tha.t were parked in
frontof his hauae. People cannot get their cars out of the driveway at times tor
carS parked on the street. The view ot oncc:ming cars is Obllcured by the brow of the
hill and an oncaDing car cannot be seen \Ultil it is on top of the car pull.1ng out.

Perhaps the residents should reC[Uest "no parking" signs along the street, Mr. Smith
suggested.

0/-1.
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BELLI HAVIN COONTRY CLUB, INC. ~ Ctd.

They did, Mr. Williams said, but a club member gained clearance froJll the Highway
Department to allow parking there. They feel it is a.1JDost futile to bring it up
again.

Mr. Smith agreed that puking along Fort Hunt Road is not only hazardous but it
does impede the entrance and he was amazed that the signs were removed.

Mr. Robert May, 507 Millwood Avenue, Falls Church, member of the.Board of Directors,
stated that'hewas not famU1ar with the situation of no parking aigas 10 years ago.
In the last six months or so, because or the obstruction of the exit from the cl.ub
house and cars coming over the b1ll, people could not see with cars parked there.
It was dangerous and the Club requested th&t no parking signs be put along the street.
Mr. May &1so said he wondered whether or not the Belle Haven Country Club, Inc. woul.d
Mr. Holland 'agree that the club would join iD. 8. petition as part of the use permit
to reflU8st Highway Department to post the road along the front of this properly.

Mr. Holland stated that he was not in 8. position to say that the Board would go al.ong
with that; they have 8. meeting next Mondq.

Mr. Smith advised Mr. Holland that the CJ.ub ahOUld join with the citizens to get the
no parking signs to eliminate a problem in the &rea. Under use permit the club
members would not be allowed to park on Fort Hunt Road.

The Club would accept a requireDlent in the USe pennit that the Club would aid and
abet the posting ot signs which Mr. Brett h&.s told them they will have whether they
want it or not, Mr. Holl&nd egNed. If they are bO'JId to enter into agreement to
force no parking on the east side, it would not be condstent with their interests,
but they won't oppose tulY petition to post the east side of the street, he said.

What is the lim!t to membership, Mr. Smith aslted?

525 is the number set by the Bos.rd of Directrn-s, Mr. Holland said.

Mr. Long moved that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

In application S-161.-70, application by Belle Haven Country CJ.ub, Inc., under Sectioo
,39-7.2.5.1.4 of the Zoning OrdinAnce, to permit continued use of premises for
private country club in new structure in new structure replacing old club house,
property located at 6023 Fort R.mt Road, also known as tax map 83-4 «l}) 5, COWlty
of Fairfu, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
fol.l.ow1ng resolution:

"WHBREAS, the captioned application has been properly fUed in accordance with re
'IU1rements of all. applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-lalla of the Fairfax county Board of zoning ApJealS, and,

WHERBAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby P1-'OP8rty owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of ZOning Appeals held on the 22nd day of September, 1970, and

WHBRBAS, the Board of Zcming .Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. OWner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area at the lot is 158 acres.
4. Cc:aPliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

AND WJUmBA8, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following conel.usions of law:

1. The eppllcant has presented testimony indicating ccmp1.iance with Standards tor
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 ot the Zcning
Ordinance, and

2. '!'hat the use will not be detriment&! to the character and devel~t of adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the cr;mprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the ZOning Ordinance.

NOW' THBRBFORE BE IT BlSOLVED, that the subject applica.tion be and the same is hereby
granted, with the following lim!ta.tions:

1. This epproval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without
further action at this Board and is tor the location indicated in this application and
is not transferable to other land.

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

3. ~s approval. is granted tor the buildings and uses indic.ated on pats submitted
with"this application. Any additional structures at any kind, changes in use or
additional uses, whether or not these additional uses retl,uire a use permit, shall
be cause tor this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.
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BILLI HA.VBN COtm'l'RY CLUB, INC. - ctd.

4. '!'be use permit shall be limited to that portion of the property lying on the
eut dde of Fort Hunt Road.

5 • The proposed build.1ag shall be COJUI tructed in accord with renderings filed
with this application.

6. The easterly side of Fort Hunt Road shall be improved to State standards for
the entire frontage of this property.

7. A deceleration and acceleration lane lIball be cons tructed for a length and width
at the entrances. to the site iUl approved by the Division of Land Use Administration.

8. ~ location, size and type of entrmces to the site shall. be as approved by
the Division of Land Use Admin1atration.

9. All lighting shall be directed onto the site.

10. All. noise shall. be confined to the site.

11. 'I:8e COwttry club shall erect no parking signs aJ.ong the easterly side of Fort
Hunt Road for the entire length of the property.

12. All parking in connection with this use shall be confined to the site.

13. There shall be a minimum of 240 parking spaces.

14. The club membership shall be limited to 540 family memberships.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

~. Holland questioned the requirement of road widening for the entire length of the
property, however, Mr. Smith pointed out that this was in confonrdty with what is
normally done in all. of these cases.

Also, the membership in Mr. Long's motion was only for active memberships -- there
are additional memberships.

If there are 1,000 members this would require additional parkiJig spaces, Mr. Smith
said. If this presents a problem, they should indicate this at a later date, and
the Boe.rd could give f'Urther consideration.

II
GIANT:tJOOD PROPERTIES, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
construction of Fairfax County standard 7 1'1;. retaining wall along Memorial Street,
located on westerly side of Ric1mlond Highway, south of Southgate Drive and north of
Memorial Street, (O-D), 93-1 «1» lA, Lee District, V-163-70

Mr. Ed Holland represented the applicant.

Mr. Smith &Sked tor 8. copy of the lease. Mr. Holland replied that he did not have
8. copy of it.

Then the owner of the property should be listed as applicant, Mr. Smith suggested.

The listed property owners are the heirs, Mr. Holland stated, trustees of the Reid
estate.

Mr. smith again talked of the owner being listed &8 applicant, but Mr. Long felt
that Giant ll'ood in this case fran a practical standpoint is reaJ.l;y the owner of record.

How can you justify granting a variance to the lessee, Mr. 8m!th asked?

vlv
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Mr. Yeatman s&1d be felt that Giant Food Properties had ccmplete control over the
property.

Mr. Smith again stated that the Board should not hear this application until they have
received a copy of the lease.

Someone in the audience asked why do they have to build a wall for the residents to
look at? It has not been necessary in past years to do so.

Mr. Bruce, 311B Rosen street, owner of property at 3127 Memorial Street, asked how
far they are going to grade. His property is on top of the hill and they are buil
ding this in a ravine.

I

I
Mr. Ye8.tJDan mowd to defer until Mr. Holland could
of the owners or bring in a copy of the lease, and
chance to view the property. Seconded, Mr. B&k.er.

Deferred to October 20.

II

change the application to he name
in the meant:1Jne give the Board a
carried unanimously.
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WAIllER .,•. BWD.,. ...,:u.o.uan under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit addi~

tion 36.1 ft. fran tront property line, 4910 Bristow Drive, (R-12.5), Annandale
District, 71-3 «3» 67, V-162-70

About t1ve years ago he bad the upper level put on and it did not tum out arch!tee
tural.1y' like they expected, Mr. Bugin stated. Naw be would like to add a covered
walkway- tying in with the carport which would improve the arch!tectural appearance
of the house and the neighborhood. With the wa.1kw'8iY' extending out 4 ft. freD the
bouse toward the front it would tie in with the neighborhood, partiC\larly with the
neighbor who has the split level haDe.

The variance sect!oo of the Ordinance 1s concerned with topography reasons and the
basic reason the applicant gave was with respect to aesthetics, Mr. 5m1th noted.
What 1s the setback tram. Bristow Drive to the right and left of this house, he
asked?

One neighbor is back 45 ft. and the other is fs.rther back, Mr. Bugin answered.

Mr. Woodson pointed out tha.t & 3 ft. overhang would be allowed by right, but w1.thout
posts.

No opposition.

Mr. Yeatman moved tbattbe application be deferred to give the applicant 8. cl1ance
to cane up with an arehitectural pl.an whereby he could build this without a variance.
Deferred to October 20 for a drawing of bow they can do this without a variance.
seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 5-0.
II

ARlNESS JOY WICKBNS, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pertDit
less frontage than required by the Ordin&nce, 10609 Vickers Drive, centreville
District, (RE-2), TI-2 «12)) 43, V-164-70

Mrs. Wickens stated that she is the owner of this property as the survivor of
joint ownership. This is the remnant of a farm which they farmed until the end of
the war. It is part of the Hunter Valley Subdivision which las long been a 2 acre
plus subdivision with restrictive covenants running withthe land. The layout of
these lots has been presented to the Planning CCmnission. a few at a t:lIlle and
designed to make the best possible use of the land. This land is a rather odd
shaped lot. She and her husband owned the property since 1935. There is no
house on this lot and no house on the adjoining land awned by Mr. Carlson.
She does not own any add!tional property contiguous to this.

Do you have any other lots in this subdivision similarly in need of a variance, Mr.
SlJd.th asked?

NO, Mrs. Wickens replied.

This lot is almost three acres, far in excess of the land area requirement for this
zone, Mr. SIn!th noiled.

No opposition.

In application V-164-70, application by Aryness Joy Wickens under Section 30-6.6.
of the Ordinance, to permit less f'rontage than retuired by the Ordinance, on property
located at 10609 Vickers Drive, also known &8 tax map 37-2 «12) 43, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appe&ls adopt the
tollowing resolution:

WHBREAS, the captioned application bas been properly tiled in accordance witb the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance witb the by
laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appe&lS, and

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property own! rs,
and a public hearing by the Board. of zoning Appeal.s heM on the 22nd ~ of
september, 1970, and

WHERBAS, the Board of zoning .Appeals has made the following findings of fact ':

1. '!'be Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RB-2.
3. Area of the lot is 2.9 acres of land.
4. Minimum lot area is two acre.
5. This would be .',lIli.IdJDum variance.

AIID WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law'

1. The applicsnt has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict 1nilerpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in praotic&l d1:f'ficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of' the land involved (a) exceptional.J.y irregular shape of the lot;
(b) exceptional tapographic problems of' the land.

37'1
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.ARRY'NBSS JOY WICKERS - etd.

NOW THBREFORE BE IT RBSOLVBD, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following llmitations:

1. This approval. 1s granted for the lot indicated in the plats ineluded with this
applica.tion only and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire one year .frail this date unless a plat h&s been
recorded or unless renewed by action of' this Board prior todAlte of expiration.

3. The dwe~ is to be constructed a llLin1mum of 225 ft. southerly of the right of'
wa.y of' Vickers Dr!ve.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
MILDRBD W. FRAZIm, application under section 30-7.2.6.1.3 ot the Ord1n8nce, to permit
private school, Id.nderg&rten through sixth grade, hours 9:00 to 3:00 plus tutoring
and special after-school classes in the arts, max1Jm.mt 60 students, 22ll
Wittington Drive (Blvd.), Mt. Yemen District, (R-12.5), lll-l «1» 14, 3-165-70

Mr. Smith noted 8. JDeJlOl"andum. fran the Health Department stating that they have nO
objection to the application if' enrollment 1S restricted to thirty students. This
application 1s for sixty.

Mrs. Frazer stated th&t Bhe has a contract to leue the property. It 1s about 150
to 175 ft. to the nearest sewer line, and the Health Department has set that figure
as an arbitrary figure.

If-there is any questicm on that, it shcm1.d be cl.arlfied by the Health Department,
Mr. Bmith advised.

If' the Board s8iY8 sixty and the Health Department s8iY8 thirty, she would canply,
Mrs. Frazer said.

The Board has no authority to go beyond the Health Department limit, Mr. smith advised.

At the present time, Mrs. Frazer said, there is a license with the Health Department
and the state for sixty students. She presently does not have any intention of
having sixty but felt it would be good to ask for that number since the permit
is for that number.

If the e.pplieant wants to go with the sixty clLUdren, Mr. Long said, this should
be deferred untU this _tter has been cJ.eared with the Health Department.

At the time the orig1naJ. permit waa granted to Mrs. Cain in 1962 for a school,
no p&rtieular number of students was established, Mrs. Frazer contended. The
present license ti'cm the state reads sixty. She did not have a copy of the lease
in the roce, ~t WOUld obtain a copy if the Bo&rd would wait for her to go to the
car, she said.

The Board recessed for tive minutes.

II
The next item, Dunn Loring Sw::I.m CJ.ub, 8328 Cottage Street, (R-12.5), centreville
District, 49-1 «9» (I) A, 12. 13 - show cause why fence should not be provided
between the parking area of the swim club property and Lot 48 owned by Mr. Walter B.
savage - Mr. smith told the Board that Mr. Walter Savage had called and sud the
SWim Club had. agreed to put up a fence between the two properties so there would
be no need to have a bearing on this matter.

Mr. Long lllOVed that this matter be withdrawn without prejudice since the Sw::l.m CJ.ub
has agreed to put up a fence between their property and Lot 48. Seconded, Mr.
Barnes. carried unanimously.

II
Mrs. Frazer returned with a copy of her lease. The property is on City water, she
said. She would operate five dews a week, with tutoring after school hours. Regular
classes would be from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Parents will transport children and
sane of them will. wallc.. If there are some children who cannot get there by their
parents or waJ..k1ng, she would provide tr811sportation tor them.

If you have a station wagon or bus, it should be painted the stand.&rd school bus
color, Mr. Bmith advised, with proper lighting for the safety of the ehlldren.

There would be two regular instructors plus an administrator for 25 or 30 students,
Mrs. Frazer sud. No one 'WOuld be liv1ng in the bouse.

No opposition.
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In application 8-165-70, an application by Mildred W. Frazer under Section 30·7.
2.6.1.3 of' the Ordinance, to pendt private school, kindergarten tbrOugh sixth grade,
hours 9 to 3, pl.U8 tutoring and special after school claSses in the arts, mu1mum
sixty students, on property located at 22ll wittington Dr!ve, &1so known as
tax Ill&P ill-l «1» 14, county of' Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHER&AS J the captioned application has been properly filed in e.eeordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of' Zoning Appeals J and

WIIEIt£AS J follorlng proper notice to the public byalvertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of' the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a
public hearing by theBoard of' ZOning Appeals held on the 22nd ~ of Sep1iember, 1970

AND WHEREAS J the Board of' ZOning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property 1s Ruth cain. The applicant 1s the lessee.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot 1s 62,570 sq. ft. of' land.
4. COOIpl1ance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APPeals has rea.ched the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented test:lmo~ indicating cc:mpUance with Standards
for Specia.l Use Permit Uses in R districts sa contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of
the zoning Ordinance,

2. That the use w1ll not be detrimental to the cha.racter and deve10pment of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the cc:mprehensive pl.an
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NW, THJmEFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and. the same is hereby
granted in part 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 tor the location indic:ated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approvaJ. is granted for-:.the bulldings and. uses indicated on plats sub
mitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in
use or a.dditional. uses, whether or not these additional. uses require a use permit,
shall be cause tor this use permit to be re-eva.l.ua:ted by this Board.

4. There is to be a ms.ximum of 30 students enrolled in the school at any one time
fran 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. five daiYs a week, with tutoring and special. after
school classes in 1le arts f'rom. 3:00 p.m.to 6:00 p.m. six da.ys a week.

5. Any buses transporting ch1ld.ren to and !rca the schoOl shall meet Fairtax
County School Board reC[Uirements for lighting and color.

6. There shall be seven standard parking spaces as approved by the Division of Land
Use Administration.

8eccm.ded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
AMERICAN HOUSING GUILD-VIRGINIA, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance
to permit resubdivision of outJ.ot B and Lot 48 in accordance with plat, located
E. of Larkspur Drive, Lee District, (R-12.5) 81.-4 «(1.4» outlot B and Lot 48,
Section 3, Green Meadow, V-1l4-70 (deferred from August 4)

Mr. Robert Lawrence, attorney, requested deferral.. They have submitted a subdivision
pJ.an which they believe will comply with the eounty Ordinance, and if this is so,
this application may not be necessary.

Mr. smith said he felt the Board has deferred this 1.ong enough. Have there been
any complaints from.])8Op1e on the run ..a'ff!

There have been no canplaints to his office, Mr. Chilton replied -_ perhaps to SaDe
other office. His office received a prel.iminary' p1.at in August, started review of
it, and returned it to the engineer rejected, noting that 1.ot width did not confonn
to R-12.5 requirements. AlSO, the average width of the open space does not conf'orm
to Ordinance requirements; the pipe stems are too long. '!'here is a technical
requirement that mathematically does not conform to cluster subdivisions as to
lot width.

Mr. smith felt that the applicant has had reasonable use of the land and wsa not
entitled to a variance.
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September 22, 1970
AIOOllCAN IIlWING GUILD-VIImNIA

Mr. Smith stated that he was not going to vote in favor ot this application.

Rather than deny it, they would prefer to withdraw without prejudice, Mr. Lawrence
sud.

Mr. Smith pointed out that the applicant could. not came back with the same plat that
is before the Board now.

Mr. Ye&tIllan moved to allow the application to be withdrawn without prejudice.
seconded, Mr. Baker. carried unan1moualy.

II
CLARENCE CANTOR. applica.tlon under section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
erection of carport closer to LyndaJ.e Dr!ve than allowed by Ordinance, 7617 AdmiraJ.
Drive, Mount Vernon District, (BE 0.5), l(l2-2 «7» 1, v-166-70

Mr. Cantor explained that he wished to h&ve a variance in order to build a two car
carport. Peculiarities of the lot and the present bouae location requires a variance.
There is a location in the rear of the lot that would meet all of the COWlty regu
lations J but this location would caupletely ruin the location ot the patio and
small rear back yard and block the view f'raI1 the living :roaD, dining roan, kitchen
and den. Locating it in the rear would destroy the &esthetic character ot his
hoUSe. The location of a C8.1port on the right side of tbe house would require
entrance through the bedroan area of the hoWIe and would rel(Uire a new drivewa.Y direcUy
to Admiral. Drive. That would be a hazard because of a sharp bend in the road.
The ~ reasonable site is the one shown on the p1at. Onl.y one of the trees in
the proposed location would have to be cut down. The remaining trees would CQ!l-

pletely encircle the carport, and would also block the view of the carport :f'ran
the owner on the other side. They are sew1'ely cramped fOr space (no basement) and
need more working space. He has a boat and two trailers - he would keep the boat
in the existing garage. He has owned tJ1e property for three yearsj the house was
seventeen years o1.d when they bought it.

Mr. Barry recaJ.J.ad a variuce that was granted for a shed in the area which was
too cl.ose to the front property llne.

Mn. Cantor described the steep hill on the Propert7 and invited. the Board to take
a look at it.

No opposition.

Mr. Yeatman moved th&t the Board defer this to October 20 to view. Seconded. Mr.
Baker. Carried unanimously.

II
GRACI!: BAPrIST CHtIRCR, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit
construction with street setback fran new Magarity Road. of 30 ft. and street setback
!'ron old Mag&r1ty Road of 16.25 ft. lOcated at the intersection of Mags.r1ty Rd. and
Great J.l'aJ.l.s St., Dranesv1lle District, (R-12.5). 30~3 «1» 15. v-167-70

Mr. Charles Runyon represented the applicant. This parcel is surrounded on all
aides by streets, he said. They are informed that Magarity Road as it exists
today will be vacated so that yard will be brought to the required amount. The
letter from F.A.A. indicates that they are going to build an overpass over Dulles
Access Road. This will put the church below grade. Actua.l.ly. the street that the
county wants is 80 ft. right of wq so they have an additional 70 ft. right of way.
This is a narrow strip of land left frCD the ,relocation of Magarity Road and
the proposed new Dulles access road. In order to obtain a frontage setback from the
new location of MlIgarity Road. of 32 ft. which Wld.er R-12.5 zoning 1s a 10 ft. variance,
and the side then to the old Magarity Road which will be relocated w1ll be 16 ft ••
it was necessary to apply tor variance. The property cannot be used without a
variance. The cburch has owned this land since January of this year. They plan to
purchase SQlle additional land across Magarity Road when it is vacated, so they cart
add to this s1te and make ita more reasonable d te. That will probably be 1973 or
1976 - who knows when construction will take place? The proposed building is 80'x40'.
Twenty-four parking spaces are being provided, and this meets the County code. They
have facilities for approximately 125 people based on the Ordinance.

Reverend M1chae~s stated that this would be a one story building "A" frame roof.

Great Falls Street has only s. 15 ft. right of way -- is that proposed to be 80 ft.
or greater. Mr. LOng asked1

When they ccme through with the widening. there would be a possibility of widening
there, yes, but under the Ordinance even the Site Plan Ordinance would allow them to
Calle to this distance anyway, Mr. Runyon replied.

This would make the improvements within 15 ft. of the proposed right of lq line,
Mr. Long suggested.
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Mr. Long stated that he Willi very familiar with the &rea and this is 8. dangerous
intersection. Great F&Ua Street should be thought of as an 80 ft. right of way
and not 30 ft.

Are they going to ask for a site p1an waiver or improve the street, Mr. Long asked?

Mr. Runyon answered that he did not know what route they wou1d take at this point.

Reverend Michaels elaborated on the widening of' Great F&lls Street. All of the
houses on his side of the street are no more than 40 ft. back fran the property
line. Some of the houses on the one side of their property are closer. than this
80 he was sure the road could not be widened the f'ull 25 ft. on this side of the
road as it would cut into all of the houses &lready built on this side of the
street, 80 they would be setting at least in line with all of the other properties
along that street. This c1tw:'cb or congregation has been existence tor about 3 1/2
years. This will be 8. one story building but they plan it in such 8. w~ that they
can go up with a second story in the future as they acq,uire more land. If they
can get the variances at this time, this would meet their needs in the foreseeable
future. If their needs ever become grea.ter, the buUding will be constructed in such
a wa;y that they can go up to a second story. Membership at this time is approximatel
seventy.

The building could not be cut down any smaller and the parking could not be reduced,
Mr. smith sdd. If Great Falls Street takes 25 ft. it's unfortunate, but still
there would be not a setback the Board would like to see Jbut apparently it
would have been caused by the taking of it for the highwa,y. a cOlllDUnity purpose.

Mr. Long hoped the Board would view the property before ma.k1ng a decision.

Mr. Runyon added that the Citizens Association met and unanimously voted to support
the s.pplication.

Mr. Robert Reynolds stated that it had been some time since be received the letter
fran F.A.A.

You did receive the letter and it was in relation to a re~st fran you, or a verbal
inquiry regarding plans for extension of the Dulles Airport Access HighwayJ more
specificaUy for the p1ans for relocation of Magarity Road in connection with the
ACcess Pighway, Mr. Smith asked?

Yes J Mr. Re;yuolds rep1ied.

Mr. smith read the letter f'ra:rl F.A.A. stating that "we will when extending the
Airport Road re1.ocate Magarity Road for a distance of about 1.,000 feet measured
westward along the present Magarity alignment fran its intersection of Great
Falls Road. Maga.rity as a~ of the project will be located to the south causing
it to intersect Great .FaJ.l,a Road about 250 ft. south of the present intersection.
Proposed relocation bas previously been coordinated with the Virginia Department
of Highways.The timing of the Access Road project with the Me.garity Road work is
largely dependent upon the State of Virginia's schedule for completion of the
interstate Route 66."

At this time there is a traffic backup at the intersection, Mr. Reynolds agreed,
but it willlNbside some because Anderson Road has been opened to Dolley Madison
Boulevard.

It a use permit were being rel{Uested, the Board would require the road to be im
provedJ and he knew of no worse intersection in the County, Mr. Long said. To allow
any use on this property with a variance without requiring iDlprovements would be
poor planning on the part of the Board.

Mr. Yeatman stated that since he had not been in the area for a long time J he wauld
move to defer to alJ.ow the Board to view the property. Seconded, Mr. Baker.
Deferred to OCtober 20. Carried unanimously.

II
GEORGE C. LANDRITH, 801lication under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
building setback of 38 ft. instead of 50 ft. from Belvoir Drive, 7517 Richmond
Highwa,yJ Nt. Vernon District J (C-D)J 93-3 «1)) 9 J V-172-70

Mr•.SIIlith announced that the Planning C<IlIDission had rell\18sted deferral of this
application in order to hold public hearing on it. Mr. &ldth ruled that
this be deferred untU OCtober 13 to allow the Planning COIlIlIission opportunity
to discuss this.

II
Mr. Thomas J. Cawley represented Woodlake Towers J Inc. (deferred fran September 15).
The additioneJ. info:rm&tion desired by the Board concerned the electrical require·
ments of the,medical fac1lities and electrical capabilities of tl2 building as it
now stands. There are onl.7 going to be five machines in the facility - each one
will use 110 volts. There appears to be no problem with the electrical requirements.
The medical facillty will be tor minor testing and examinations. There would be
no tul.l time doctors in attendance - they would use this facility by appoinbDent.
There would be no x-ra;ys.
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September 22, 1970
WOODLAlCE 'lUlERS, INC. ~ etd.

The Boa.rd agreed that the presentation made with regard to the medical facilities
to be loeated in WOOdlake Towers did meet the intent of the Special Use Pezmit
granted by the Board on August 1, 1969. At the time there are occupants for the
other areas the Board bas talked about previously, they should C.CDe back to the Board.

II

NATIONAL WILDLIFE ABSOCIATIQIf - Discussion regarding parking spa.ces shown on
site plan submitted for approval. The motion granting the use called for 265
spaces and the plan presented to Mr. Chilton shows 218. (Mr. Long disquallfied himself.

Why couldn't more parking spaces be provided, Mr. Smith asked?

The topography 1s very restrictive, Mr. James Heltna explained, and the wildlife
gOal is to disturb the property as little as possible.

Mr. Yeatman moved that the original motion on this application be amended to read
"item 4: It is understood that there will be 21B parking spaces provided, meeting
re(Uired setbacks." Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-0, Mr. Long absta:in1ns.

II
COMPm'm AGE INDUSTRIES - Mr. 8m1th recalled that the Boa.rd had never received the
infonnation requested regarding the proposed use t the second application on this
property. Now there 1s 8. letter tran Mr. Charles Bhuma.te indicating that facilities
h&vebeen allocated to the Y.W.e.A. and .. combination secreta.r1al bus1ne1J8 school.
These additional. facilities would be contained c(lllpJ.etely" within the structure
and would not amount to an increase in the siz e of the schooL Though' they
feel that it is not necessary to apply for an amended use permit in order to permit
these activities on the subject premises, it is felt that the Bo&rd's opinion relative
to this would be more desirable.

The time ha.a ccme when the Board has to have scme new infOrmation on thiS, Mr. 5mith
said. Since Coolputer Age Industries is not the true owner of this property, the
pending application should be amended to read the secretarial business school. If
the application that is pending now could be amended to include this use, the Board
could schedule this for hearing on OCtober 27. .

II
Mr. 5mith read a letter tr<:m Colonel Collins regarding the applica.tion of Lale Barcroft
Recreation Association bearing on September 6. The letter f{Uestioned the notification
in connection with this application and contended that the opposition was placed at
an unfair advantage. The Board discussed this with Mr. Waterval at length, but in
view of the fact that Mrs. Haines was not present to answer SOOle of the Board" s lfUestion
in connection with the notification, this Jll&tter was deterred. Mr. Yeatman said he
wou1d object to a rehearing of this application as the Beard had spent more time on
this than any other case that he knew of. The re4l,uest for rehearing wtll, be taken
under advisement until October 13 in order to get additional. C1a.rlfication £'rom Mrs.
Haines and to get the lease tran the applicant pertaining to this application.

II
MILDRBD W. FRAZER ~ Mrs. :Frazer appeared in reference to her application for special
use permit for school purposes granted earlier in the day.

Mr. 5m1th noted receipt ot a second ~andum frau the Mea.lth Dep8.rtment: "The above
named school has sewer. facilities J:l r a fUll time use of 30 children or 300 g&llons
of sewage waste per daiYJ and e4l,U1valent use be accepted as follows: 10 children 9 to
12 a.m., 20 children tram 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. and 20 children for tutoring one hour's
attendance daily, or !IllY other cOlllbination so long as tbe water consumptldn does not
exceed 300 gallons per day."

The Health Department said there would be 10 gallons of water per day per child, Mrs.
Frazer said. It is on public water and they could check the water consumption.

It you cOUld follow this fOrmula, and not have more than the fifty enrolled, Mr. 8m1th
said, this might be allowed.

Mrs. Frazer asked that rather than set a specific number, that the motion be amended
to read "to comply with the Health Department rel[U1rements" and this couJ.d be worked
out with them. It all of the students are all daY students, there WOU1d not be more
than 30. If scme are halt day students, then the enrol..1.melnt would be 8Bter than 30.
There might be 30 in the morning and 20 in the afternoon.

How many students would there be on a tutoring bub, Mr. SDI1.th asked?

She wou1d have facilities for ten to twenty, Mrs. Frazer replied. This wou1d be &1'ter
regular school hours.
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The Board discussed this at length, trying to arrive at a maher that would be
acceptabl.e to the Health Deps.rtment.

Mr. Long moved that the resolution be amended to read as follows: "'rha.t a maximum
of 30 children fOr regular school hours, 9 to 3, five d.tI,ys a week, be allowed, with
an addidonal. enrollment of 10 children for tutoring and special a.fi;er school
classes in the arts, 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. five da.ys a week, and 9 to 1 on Saturdays."
Seconded, Mr. Barnes. carried unanimously.

II
Mr. Knowlton stated that the State Code is very brief as to what notice is. There
is nothing in the state Code which refers to posting. The county Code s8¥s nothing
about posting. ']he onl¥ thing the st&ff has is the 1964 resolution ofthe Board of
SUpervisors. It this Board wanted to include in its by-laws sane additional
description of hOW, when and sO\forth for posting, this caul.d be taken into con
side,.tl6n.. The Board felt this was a good idea.

Mr. Smith raised the question of whether the Board should hear an application if
the applicant does not have a copy of the lease or option to purchase. The 8oB.rd
has to be specific.

Mr. Long felt the applications should be reviewed prior to advertising to see that
all the infonaation was in. If it is not. the application should not be advertised.

That's an excellent idea. Mr. Smith said. and he was in ccaplete agreement with it.
He said he was willing right now to take action on this particular part of it.
The processing of the application will not take place until such time as all of
the relevant information is in. The Board should make a resolution to this effect
beginning in 30 d8iY"s from now.

Mr. Knowlton said the staff has been reviev1ng the plats. pointing out to the
applicant things that did not ccmply. It does rel[U1re a great deal of staff time
to do this.

Mr. smith stated that a copy of lease or contract should be in the folder before
the staff schedules the cue. The staff should not scheduJ.e the case until all
of the information i8 in the folder.

I

I

The Board adjourned at 6:07 p.m.
ay Betty Haines. Clerk I
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The regular meeting of the Board of
Zoning Appe&l.s was held on Tuesday.
October 13, 1970, at 10:00 o'clock,
a..m., in the Board of Supervisors Room
in the County Administration Building.
All members were present. (Mr. Daniel
Smith, Chairman; Mr. CJ.arence Yea'bnan,
Mr. George BarneS, Mr. Joseph Baker,
and Mr. Richard Long.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Ba.znes.

WILLIAM B. BURE, appJ.ieation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit addition
to dwelllng closer to rear property line than allowed by Ordinance. 13220 MoBS Ranch
Lane, Centreville District, (R-12.5) cluster, 45-3 «3» 27, V-170-70

Mr. Eure described his plans for add!tional. IIving and storage space. The variance
is necess&ry because there is no other place on the lot to construct it and meet the
setbacks. The majority of hanes in this area have recreation or fsmlly roans --
bis does not. '!'he lot is much wider than it is deep.

Since this situation is not peculiar to others in the subdivision, Mr. Smith suggested
that '\he applicant check with the zoning Administra.tor to see if his lot would cane
under the Ordinance dealing with twenty-five per cent allowance granted by Iilia.
However, Mr. Woodson said they do not check new sUbd1v1.s10ns tor twenty~five per
cent because 1t 1s just not there.

Mr. Eure stated that he is the original purchaser ot the house and plans to continue
11ving there. This is an I'L" shaped house which cuts down on buildable area on the
lot.

NO opposition.

Mr. Long suggested redueing the size of the additkm but Mr. Eure said that a 10
ft. room is worth the money it would cost tor construction. It would be too smaJ.1..

Could the addition be moved tOW'ard the right rear corner, eliminating the variance
on one side, Mr. Long asked?

Yes, but that would preclude the house from using the access that is a.lready there,
Mr. :lure replied. However, he would preter to do that than cut the addition size
to 10 ft.

In application V-l70-70, an application by WilJiam B. E\u'e, \U1der section 30-6.6
01' the Ordinance, to pennit erection 01' add!tion to dwelling closer to rear property
Une than allowed by Ordinance, an property located at 13220 Moss Ranch Lane, MSO
known as tax map 45-3 «3» 27, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Board of zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly" :1'1led in accordance with the re~

(Uirements ot all a:ppllcable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairf'ax County Board of zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper J

posting ot the property, let'bers to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 12th dair of October, 1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning ~al.s has made the following findings of tact:

1. The oner of' the subject property is the applicant.
2. Preaent zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the let is. 9,762 a4.. ft. of land.

WHZBEAS, the BOard of' ZOning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of' law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practica.l
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and build!nga involved: <a) exceptionall.y irregul.a.r s~ of the lot;
<b) unusU&1 condition of the location ot existing buildings.

lICW, THEREFORt BB IT RESOLVED, that the subject a:ppllcation be and the same is hereby
granted in part with the follOwing limitations:

1. This approval is granted tor the location and specific structure indicated in the
plats included with this application onlyJ and is not transferable to other land or \)
other structures on the same land.

uO-L
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2. Thie variance shall expire one year fl"OIIl. this date unless construction has starte
or unless renewed by a.ction of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The addition shall be located so as not to be closer than 21 ft. to the rear pro
perty line.

4. The proposed addition sh&1l conform in architecture and material as the existing
dwelling.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimowlly.

II
sANDRA R. AND CARROLL R. WARD, application under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, to perm1t-:~rationof riding stable, 6718 Clifton Road, (RE-l), Centre
ville District, 75" Hl») 15, 150, 6, s-168-70

Mr. William H&nsbarger presented substitute plats which were more detailed, showing
distances of the buildings froDl the property lines. This sehool has operated in
this area for better than two years J he said. There is some tuestion in the Zoning
Ordinance as to whether or not the use was proper, .although in his own Dlind, he
felt that it was. The Zoning Ordinance at best is perha];lS vague as to- Whether
riding schools are permitted as a matter of right, and he has expressed those views
to this Board before. Mrs. Ward and her husband have not operated without SOJDe

semb1anee of advice regarding the matter. They are here without any disrespect to
the :Board, perhaPS to try to placate those in the &rea lind the county, vho felt
that his advice had been bad. Two of the uses permitted by right are agricultural
useS, which among other things state tha.t the keeping of livestock and defines live
stock as horses smong other things, permitted as s. matter of right, and it permits
accessory uses as a matter of right. The teaching is incidental to the keeping of
horses.

The Board does not lI,Uestion the fact that horses can be kept on two acres or more
or land, Mr. SJDith said. The Ordinance is specific in the area of riding schools.
It is indicated by the group under which this application was filed.

will the applicant rent horses to people to ride on the 100 acres, Mr. Yeatman
asked?

No, this is for instruction only, Mr. Hansbarger replied. He presented a letter
of recommendation fran Mrs. Jane Dillon of the Junior E\uits.tion School, Vienns.,
Virginia, urging the County to encourage the operation.

Mr. smith recal.1ed that the applicant was denied a use permit on a smaller piece
of land a cCJl4l1.e of y.ears ago.

Yes, at that time, Mr. Hansbarger stated, she had little over two acres of land
which was not sufficient for the operation that she had and still has. Subse\llent
to that, however, these folks have &C\uired in their own right approximately five
additional acres of ground, making a total of 7.89 acres, and have leased on s. year
to :year basis a large parcel of approximately log acres. The current lease runs
till the end of this year.

Mr. SJDith felt that the Board should not grant this based on the 2 1/2 months left
in this lease -- but wait until the lease has been renewed.

She has been pranised another year's lease, Mr. Hansbarger said, but he did not have
anything to that effect in writing. There are presently thirty-one an1mals on the
property; fifteen of these are boarded and sixteen are MrS. Ward' s aniJn&ls.
During fall, winter and schoollllOnths, teaching will be from 4 p.m. to 5 p.m.
weekdays, and Saturdays from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. During s\1lllller it would be on weekd8iYS
plus Saturdays. Approximately::s1xty :youngsters and sc:qne adults take riding lessons
fran Mrs. Ward. She has facilities on the premises to park approximately twenty
automobiles. She b&s six shows a year, normally on Saturdays. Ca.rs ccming to the
show could parlt in the fields unless it is raining, in which event they would park
adjacent to the easement running back to the rea.r property. On tbe front of this
property at the intersection of the outlet easement and Cliftcn Road, there has
been a paddock which was not used for any activitj"l

Mr. Hansba.rger presented a letter fran Mrs. Patricia Thanas, residing in White Rock
Estates, in favor of the application.

Where is the riding ring, Mr. smith asked? How far is the bun from the out1et road?

The riding riAg is located at the top of the hill on Lot 15, Mr. Hansbarger replied.
The barn is 100 n. frail all property lines. The applicant owns the outlet road
which easement b&s been granted to the property owner behind to pass over.
The easement was granted before the barn. was constnlcted. This is a new barn.
The character and develox:ment of this area as it now exists is predominantly large
size lots with residences. :Many of the residents bave barns and fac111ties com
parable to the building on this site. Some of the land is devoted to agriculture
which permits livestock, cattJ.e, etc. This use would not hinder development of the
area. Development that has taken place has been division of farms into large lots.
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Mr. Hansbarger introduced Mr. Curtis Prinz, 7643 Clifton Road, Fairfax station, Virgini
President of the Fairfax Horsemen I s Associa.tion, to speak in favor of the applicatiou.

(Mr. Prinz's remarks have been stricken from. the record
at his re(Uest.)

Mrs. Catherine Bray, 12019 Yate's Ford Road, spoke in favor of the application.

Mrs. Herbert Weaver, 6516 stallion Road, described this as a well run school &rid
agreed with other statements made in favor of the application.

Mrs. Barbara Gibbs described the difference between a riding school and a riding
stable. A riding stable is where you pay money to rent horses - Mrs. Ward does Dot
run this t;ype of place. She charges people taking lessons, whether they own their
own horse or use one of hers. She urged the Bo&rd to grant the application.

Mr. Hugh Helschner, 1210 Whitl.ow Drive, stated that he baa just built his hane
and Mrs. Ward's operation did not have My effect which would llmit him from doing
that. He made 8. rather substantial financie.l investment in the area with the f'ull
knowledge of Mrs. Ward's operation. He spoke in favor of the application.

Opposition: Frederick N. smith, 6627 Clifton Road, presented apposing petitions
signed by 74 property owners and residents in the Clifton area. He said he would
not contest the operation of the school since the applicant's lawyer had already
admitted to this. His main point is that this is a caomerci8J,'_operation in a resi
denti&1 neighborhood. Riders ride in the ring or in the neighborhood - they do not
ride on the 100 acres. That land has been held for speculation since he moved there
and as soon as scmething ccmes along which is suitable for this land, Mrs. Ward will
be left with her seven acres. In the sUIlber time wind blows dust down onto his
property. He has seen up to 50 cars, during horse shows, complete with loudspeakers.
The other point he wished to make was with regard to the attitude of the a.pplicant
which he considered one of contempt -- Mr. Prinz exemplified this when he let the
Board knOW' what he thought of the conduct of the Board. The applicant does not care

li:lout the feeling of the neighbors. The Board has been showing contempt today and
these people h&ve been doing so for two years.

Mr. Yeatman and Mr. Barnes' did not think there was anything unlawful about riding
horses on the roads. As far as the statement as to the applicant not using the 100
acres, Mr. Barnes said the proper place for instruction is in the ring, not in the
field.

Mr. Robert colburn, 6505 StsJ.lion Road, stated that he has no dljection to Mrs.
Ward nor to horses. A riding school. is good but there are rules regulating them
to see tha.t they are done properly. The key to this is the lease on the additional
&Creage. Everyone agrees that 7 acres is not sufficient land for 30 plus horses.
She hu a lease which expires in about 2 1/2 months and if she does have a lease
tor the cClll1ng year on the 100 acres, that carries a 90 day cancellation cl.a.use.
As for riding horses on the road, if he boarded his horse there, he was not going
to be satisfied to ride it around in a circh. Riding schools and riding stables
are different, he agreed, but the application was made for a riding stable.

Mr. Oscar T1nney,13223 Springdale Road, asked -- are we talking about a riding school
or a riding stable? The letter which Mr. Hansbarger sent out to the neighbors s~
riding stable -~ this sounds cOllllDercial. If this is granted, it might lead to other
commercial uses.

The basic compla1nt, Mr. Hansbarger said he understood was fear that this would be
a cCllllllercial encroaclm:lent - this is not so. This is one of the uses allowed by
special use permit in a residential district. CoIlInercial zoning in this area
would be within the province of the Board of SUpervisors, and until public water and
sewer ccme into this area, this wouJ.d not happen. To all.ay any tears about the lease,
the permit could be conditioned on having 8, written statement that the lease would
be extended throughout 1971. This operation has been going on for two years, and
it this were a bad operation, there would have been reports of injured horses or
injuries caused by the traffic. No one cited any instance where this has happened.

Mr. Hansbarger said he did not know of any place in the Ordinance where the number of
animals are llmited.

This is the .Bo&rd's position, Mr. Smith explained, that not more than one horse
should be on one acre for these riding schools.

The Board is bound.'.by the Ordinance, Mr. Hansbarger said, and the law does not set
forth any limited number of horses. If it is the polley to have one horse per acre,

Sld if the applicant does purchase or get the lease renewed on the 109 &creS, then
perhaps they should not tsJ.k about 30 or 31 horses -- they should be talking of
perhaps 59 or 60. She only uses the 109 acres for grazing ~ ahe is keeping is greeD
until the owners get ready to develop it and her rent is pa.ying the taxes on that
land.
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Mr. Hansbarger referred to the tr&ftic frotn this operation as cooxpared to the traffic
that could be expected if this were developed in half acre cluster lots. For each
house there would be f1ve trips per da,y. The biggest complaint £reEl. the people 1s
that this is cQlmercialization of a piece of property and this is just not so. A
lot of other things would have to exist before the zoning could be changed and he
would not take a. rezoning case at this point in this area; it s1Japly would not have
a chance.

Mr. Smith hoped the s:pplication would be deferred until receipt of 8. lease for the
coming year on the 100 acres.

A copy of the letter sent to Mr. Covington regarding this operation was given to
the Board by one of the men who spoke in opposition.

Mr. SJIlith read a letter from. Mr. Gerald Hennessy stating that unless the riding ring
is moved back fran the property line, 1s adequately screened~ and its sca.l..e of
operations reduced, its continued operation cannot be eaopatible with the adJacent
residential zoning.

There was a message fran a lady who telephoned in favor of the application, however,
since there was no signature, Mr. smith ruled that the Board could not accept it.

In application s·168·70, an a.ppl.ication by Sandra R. and carroll R. Ward, under
Section 30·7.2.8.1.2 of the ordinance, to permit operation of riding stable, located
6718 Clifton Road, aJ.so known as tax map 75 ((1)) 15, County of' Fs.1rfax, Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zon1ng AppealS a.dapt tm following resolution:

WHERIAS, the captioned applica.tion has been properly filed in a.ccordance with the
rel(Uirements of a.ll applicable Sta.te and County Codes and in a.ccordance with the
by.la.ws of the Ftirfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, fOllowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. 1ocaJ. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Boa.rd of Zoning AppeaJ.s held on the 13'th day of October,
1970, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of fact:

1. The a.ppl.icant is part owner and lessee of the subject property.
2. Present zoning is BE·1.
3. Area of the property is 7.89 acres owned by the applicant and 109.927 acres

being leased by the applicant.
4. CCIllPliance with Artiele XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

AND WHE'REAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following eonc1usions of
law:

1. The applieant has presented test1mony indeiating ccmpl1ance with Stmdards for
Special Use Permits in R Distriets as contained in Section 30·7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, 8Jld

2. That the use will not be detriJDental. to the character and development of the
sija.cent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

ReM, '1'HEREroRE BE IT RESOLVED, tha.t the subject applieation be and the same iii hereby
granted with the following llmitations:

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

2. This pennit shaJ..l expire one yee.r frCIII. this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buiJ.dings and uses indicated on plats sub·
mitted with this a.ppl.ication. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use
or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses req,uire a use permit, shall
be cause for this use permit to be re·evaluated by this Board.

4. This permit is granted for & three year period with a ma.ximuDl of thirty.one
horses in connection with the riding school.

5. The hours of operation sha.ll be tram 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. seven days a week.

6. All lighting shall be directed onto the site.

7. All. noise shall be confined to the site.

8. There shall be a minimum of 20 pe.rling spa.ces with all parking being confined to
the site.
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9. There shall not be any riding of horses on publ1c rights of wa;y in connection
with this riding school.

10. There shall be an acceleration and deceleration lane constructed a.t the entrance
ot a length and width as approved by the Dlvision of Land Use Administration.

11. There shall be separate public facilities for ma,le and female restroans as
approved by the Fairfax county Health Deparbnent.

12. The riding ring shall be maintained in a dust tree condition.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and sta.ted that be felt this was a good use as long
as the 109 acres is included. He did not feel that the horse shows lfO'U1.d have a
great impact on the area.

Mr. Yeatman proposed an amendment to the motion, which was accepted by Mr. Long and
ME-. Barnes, that the applicant provide the Board with a copy of her liabillty insurance
pollcy.

Is this & use pexmit on the entire tract or the eight acres J Mr. Smitb asked?

The application 1s on both parcels, Mr. Long sud, and both parcels were included in
the motion.

The stipulation in the motion, Mr. Smith reca.lled, is for three yeaJ:OEI.

Yes, she should have a permit for three years, Mr. Long s&id, otherwise she would
be in an unreason&ble position.

If she loses control of the 100 acres, would this use permit be null and void, Mr.
Smith asked?

If the area changes, if the lease is not renewed, this wouJ.d have to be re-evaluated
by the Board, Mr. Long agreed.

Motion carried 4-1, Mr. smith voting against the motion, as he felt the conditions
had not cllanged since the Board denied this previously and the applicant only has
control of the large parcel of land for another 2 1/2 months or so. Nom.al procedure
of the Beard is not to grant an application until the applicant has f'urnished a
lease covering the time of the use permit, he s&id.

II
RAVERSWOR'lH BAPrIST CIDJRCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Qrdinance,
to pennit operation of Ravensworth Cooperative Mothers Day Out Program, located
N. W. corner of Ravensworth and Braddock RoadS, AnnandaJ.e District, (R-12.5), 70-4
«6» A, 8-169-70

B. Linwood Tipton, Ch&irman of the BoaTd of Dea.cons of the Church, stated that this
would be operated by the church itself. It is a cooperative mothers day out program
which is sh:rl.la.r in nature to a day care facility.

Mrs. Shirlene Gaddy, 7424 Chatham Street, Chairman of the NUrsery Committee,
stated that the purpose of the program is to provide suburban mothers an opportunity
to pursue adult activities outside the heme away from the children for a portion of
one day each week. The mothers would participate in the program on a rotating
basis, and this would not only be reassuring to the child but the mother would be
a ble to see her chUd as an individual and observe him as a member of the group.
There wouJ.d be tour s8.la:ried workers responsible for the welfare of the children,
under the direction of the Director. The operation would be every Wednesday. Nominal
tees would be charged to cover the cost of salaries and supplies. Their facilities
would accanmodate 84 children but they will limit this at the present time to 53. They
have a waiting list of twelve children and more applications are arriving every' week.
Ages of the children would. be f'rcm three months to five years of age. They would
like to have a permit to operate more than one day a week since there seems to be
a demand tor this type of service. Hours of operation wouJ.d be 9: 30 a.m. to 2: 30 p.m.

Memo £raD. the Haal.th Department indicated that they had no objection to approval of
the application so long &8 a fenced play area is provided meeting revnrements of
Chapter 15( 0).

There is a fenced play area now, Mr. Tipton said, in excess of 2,000 sll. ft.

Mrs. Prisci1l& Johnson, Director and President, stated that only one class at a
time wouJ.d. be taken out to play. The b&by cl.as s wouJ.d. not need to use the faclli ties
at all. There would not be more than fifteen children in the p1ay &rea at any one
t1me.

No opposition.
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In application 8-169-70, an application by Ravensworth Baptist Church, application
under section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of Ravensworth
Cooperative Mothers Da,y Out Progr811 on property located at H. W. corner of Ravens
worth and Braddock Roads, also known as tax map 70-4 {(6») A, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning AppealS adopt the following reso
lution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application baa been properly filed in accordance with the
retIUiremem. of al1 applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax county Board or ZOning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the :public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a.
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th d&y of October
1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals haa made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is the applice.nt.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 4.54256 acres of land.
4. CCIlIpliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is reflUired.
5. This is an existing facility and the school would be an accessory USe.

AND WHEREAS, the Board ot ZOning Appeals baa reached the following conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating canpliance with standards for
Special Use Pel'lll1t Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the chs.racter and develClp1D6nt of the
adjacent land and will be in l:1armony with the purposes of the cauprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning 0rd1nance.

NCW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, tha.t the subject application be and the Same is hereby
granted with the following J.1JD1tations:

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 this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This pel'lll1t shall expire one yes.r fran this date un1.ess operation hEf; started
or un1.ess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats sub.
mitted with this application. Any additional. structures of any kind, changes in use
or additional useS, whether or not these additional uses req,uire a use pel'lll1t, shall
be cause for thiS use permit to be re·evaluated by this Board.

4. This pe:mit is for a three year period.

5. The maximum number Of children shall be 84 children ages- three mon..ths to five
yes.rs of age, five days a week fran 9 a.m. to 3 p.m.

6. A plSiY' area~ shall be enclosed with a 42" chain link fence as re~uired by the
County and State lmis.

7. There will be one salaried teacher and two mother helpers with each 15 children.

seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
DR. B. A. MELANY, application \lI1der Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
addition closer to Evergreen Lane than allowed, 6933 Alpine Drive, Annandale
Di.trict, (COL) 71-2 «(4» 4, V-174-70

:Mr. Roy SWBiYzs represented the applicant. The lot was recentJ.y reeened to COL,
Mr. Swayze explained. '!'here is a small brick dwelling there nowta.cing toward
the point of the property. The lot is pie shaped. The dentist wants to remodel the
house and add to it for his dental office.

Mr. Mitchell, architect, showed the design of the proposed building.

Mr. SW&.yze stated tha.t this is only an interim use of the lot. The buUding would
come within 39.9 ft. of Evergreen Lane instead of the re4J.Uired 50 feet. Dr.
Melany would like to practice here with one assistant, two nurses and a hygienist.
If the addition does not obtain a variance, it would be necessary to destroy the
existing house and build a new office building.

Mr. smith felt tha.t the variance of live feet on the Alpine Drive side JD1ght have
SaDe justification, but he could not justify this large addition this close to
Evergreen Lane. Site plan might require improvements being ma.de to Evergreen Lane,
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such &B widening and so torth, and then the add1tlon would be closerytit.

There are no pl8ll8 at this time for 1JDprovement of Alpine or Evergreen, MI:'. Mitchell
said. He had not talked with Mr. Chilton regarding the applieation, he said.

What tnJe of construction vaul.d this be, Mr. Long asked?

The addition would be of frame construction; the existing dwelling is brick.

Opposition: W1lliam. Sellers, resident of Alpine Drive, objected because he felt
there were not enough parking spa.ces provided and people would be parking on the
street. The doctor knew the size of this building when he bought the property,
and the residents did not contest the rezoning because their impression was that
he was going to use the existing structure farcUs office.

Mr. S'WaiYZe said that fourteen parking spaces are provided on the plat; more could
be provided, it necessary.

The Board would be wrong to grant such a large variance, Mr. Yea.'bnan add. The
doctor shoul.d tear down thiS buil.d1ng if it is not large enough, and build an
office building that would be more in keeping with the area..

In application V-174-70, an application by Dr. B. A. Melany, under Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance, to permit addition closer to Evergreen Lane than alJ.owed by
the Ordinance, property located at 6933 Alpine Drive, also knCMn as tax map
71-2 «4)) 4, CCl\llI;ty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt
the following resolution:

WHEBEAS, the captioned a:p:plication has been properly tiled in accordance with the
relluirements r::J: all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax: CCl\llI;ty Board of ZOning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local neW8J?aper,
:posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and &.

public hearing by the Boa.rd of Zoning AppeaJ.s held on the 13th dq of October, 1970

AND WB'BREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.l.a has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the a:pplicant.
2. Present zoning 1s COL.
3. Area of the lot is 21,026 sq. ft. of lend.
4. cempllance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
5. The proposed building would encroa.ch 20 ft. into the required setback on Ever
green Lane.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning ~als has reached the following conclusions of l8.w:
1. The applicant has not satisfied the Board tha.t physical conditions exist which
under &. strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would litfPriYe the user of the reasonable
use of the land and buildings involved: '

P", THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be end the same is hereby
denied.

seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unan1moualy.

1/
The Board adjourned tor lunch.

Upon reconvening, tIle Board proceeded with tile agenda:

MAGNA G. AUNON, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of tlle Ordinance, to permit
operation of sclaool of balJ.et in basement of premises, 3300 Glen Car1Jn Road, Mason
District, (R-12.5), 61-2 «6)) 11, S-173-70

Mr. Frank Perry represented the a:p:plicant. He presented a letter frOID the priest at
st. AnthOny's Church, the owner of the bouse in which the &Wlicant lives and the two
adjacent properties on each side of her. Mrs. Aunon, a widow with a fifteen year old
daughter, would like to have a ballet school in the basement of' ber home. There 18 an
outside entrance leading into the basement. This would be an after school operation and
one where students could come in on Saturdays. She woul.d. possibly have one or two pre
scltool classes during school hours on weekdays. Enrollment would possibly be 60 to 70
students, give or take 10 or 15 eacb way. Classes consist of lCpproximately ten pupils.
The basement facilities she would be using are set up wi tb a small room to be used &8

a dres8ing room and a recreation roOlD whicb is 25 ft. by 12 or 15 ft. Tbere is a bath
room in the basement also and a driveway on the property which would accO!llllodate two
cars. In this type ot operation most of t1le students would come directly tram school
or be drOPPed off in !':ront of the school' by their parents. There is also & letter in
the tile giving permission for the applicant to use the church parking.
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The lease which the applicant has is renewable, Mr. Perry continued, and the comait
ment &8 to parking would be for as long as Mrs. Aunon oeeupies the premises.

Mr. Hudson Nagle, 3304 Glencarlyn Road, appeared in opposition. His main concern was
the traffic problem.

Mr. Perry assured Mr. Nagle that the applicant did not propose to have parking on
the street; that was the bub for getting the letter fram the church giving
permission to use their parking lot.

In application 6-173-70, application by Magna G. Aunon, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of the ZOning Ordinance, to pennit operation of school of ballet, 3300 Glen Carlyn Ro
also known as tax map 61-2 ((6)) 11, County of Fairfax, Virginia., Mr. Long moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeal.8 &d.opt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re
(Uirements of ill applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following peeper notice to the public by &d.vertiSement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, -letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, e.nd a publi
hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 13th day of October, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeal.s has made the following findings of fact:

1. OWner of the subject property is Bishop Ireton, Diocese of Richmond, Virginia.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 10,006 s'1. ft.
4. The school Is intended for local residents.
5. Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is re'1uired.

WHKREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indica.ting compliance with Standards for Spe al
Use Permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinanc
and
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2. That the use will not be de!tr1mental. to the character and developaent of the adj
acentland and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without fur r
action of this Board and is for the lOCation indiCated in this application and is not
transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or &d.di
tional uses, whether or not these &d.ditional uses retJ.u1re a use permit, sb&ll be cause
for this use permit to be re~evaluated by this Board.

4. This permit is for a three year period.

5. There will be a maxilm.nll of 12 students utilizing the school at any one time.

6. Hours of operation wUl be f'rom 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. six days a week.

7. All parking. loading or Unloading of students in connection with this use, sb&ll b
confined to the st. Antbony's Church parking lot directly across the street.

Seconded. Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously.

II
WILLA ECKLES ( PETER PIFER SCHOOL), application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordi
nance, to permit operation of school, maximum per session 36 children (2 sessions) age
3 to 5 years; hours 8:55 to 11:45 a.m. and 12:30 to 3:20 p.m., 1351 Scotts Run Road,
Dranesvil1e District, (REwl), 30-1 ((9)) 1, Sw175-70

Mrs. Eckles stated that she bas a use permit for 40 students issued in 1962 when the
school was built. She would like to increase the number of students to 72. They are
on septic facilities. Actual enrollment is 45. The original use permit in 1954 was

for ten children and now they would like to ha.ve the school for pupils age 3 to 5, two
sessions a day. There is parking for 25 cars. The children come in car pools or are
brought by parents.

No opposition.
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In application S·175-70, application by Willa Eckles, Peter Piper School, under Section
30·7.2.6a.3 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of school, maximum per session 36
children (two sessions) ages 3 to 5; hours from 8:55 a.m. to 11:45 a.m. and 12:30 to 3:2
p.m., on property located at 1351 Scotts Run Road, also known 8.8 tax map 30·1 ((9» 1,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resi!llution:

WHEREAS, the captioned a.pplication has been properly filed in aecordance with the re
lIUirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in aecordance with the bY-laWS
of the Fairfa.x county Bo&rd of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by adv2rtisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th day of OCtober, 1970,
and,

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

1. Owner of the Subject property is the applicant.
2. Area of the lot is 2.3834 acres of land.
3. Present zoning is RE-l.
4. Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is reliuired.
5. This is an existing scbool in operation since 1962.

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

1. The applicant baa presented testimony indicating compliance with standards for Speci
Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance,
and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adjacen
land and will be in harmony with the purposeS of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable witbout :furtb
action of tlrl.s Board 8lld is for the location indicated in this application and is not
transferable to other land.

2. .&obis permit shall expire one year frem this date unless construction or operation
haa started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional. structures of any kind, changes in use or ad.di~

tional uses, whether or not these additional uses re~re a use permit, shall be cause
for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. This permit is issued for a. three year period.

5. There shall be a mini:mum of fifteen standard parking spaces, with all parking and
unloading ot students confined to the site.

6. Any buses used to tr811sport students shall confol'Dl to the Fairfax county School
Board standards for lighting and color.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
WEIHE, BLACK, KERR & JEFFRIES, FOR RICHARD A. BACAS, a.pplica.tion under Section 30~6.6

of the Ordinance, to permit 7 ft. projection of canopy into building setback area, lo
cated at S.W. corner of Jefferson Avenue and Annandale Road, Providence District, (C.D),
50-4 «13» 43 and 44, V-176-70

Mr. William Hansbarger and Mr. Ricl!a.r.d Bacas were present in support of the application.
Mr. Hansbarger asked that the application be amended to delete the name of the architects
The applicant is asking for a vari811ce with regard to a canopy. Mr. }{ansbarger explained.
It is an unusual situation which is two-fold; one is because of the ang1e of the inter
section and there is none other like it at this intersectiOn:;. unless you set the building
parallel to the street, a variance would be necessary on a part of it. Pulling the
canopy back to meet the requirements of the Ordinance would reduce the amount of traffic

"!bat could be stacked in here. These are automatic tellers. Thirteen parking spaces
have been provided.

No opposition.

In application V~176-70, an application by Richard A. Baca.s, under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance, to permit 7 ft. projection of canopy into building setback area on property
located at southwest corner of Jefferson Avenue and Annandale Road, also known as tax
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tax map 50-4 «13» 43 and 44, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Board of ZOning A1Jpee.ls adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in a.ccordance with the
relluirements of &1l. applicable State and county codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the FairfaX County Board of Zoning AppealS, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and 8. publi
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 13th dq of October, 1970 and

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

1. Owner of the sUbjeet property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning 1s C-D.
3. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is 1'el\uired.
4. This would be a minimuDl variance J only on a part of the canopy.

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

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpret8ll.on of the zoning Ordinance. would result in pre.ctica.l.
difficulty or unnecessary hardship ths.t would deprive the user of the reasonable use 0
thela.nd and/or buildings involved:

a. irregu1ar shape of' the lot; b. unusual. condition of the location of buildinS.

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

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

2. 'ntis variance shall expire one year fro1d this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The canopy is not to overhang the travel lane.

4. The drive-in window shall be located to prevent cars projecting ,into the 22 ft.
travel lane.

seconded, Mr. Bu'nS Carried unMimou.sly.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

PROGRESSIVE CARE, INC., application under Section 30~7.2.6.1.8 of the Ordinance, to
continue operation as a nursing home under new.management, all operations to be as
previously done, 7120 Braddock Road, Annandale DiStrict, (RE-l), 71-3 ({B) lOA, 8-108
70 (deferred !rem 9-8-70)

This application was deferred fOr information on all final inspections. When all
inspections have been completed, the Board will put this back on the agenda.

II
ANNANDALE MARINE & SPORTS CENTER, application under Section 30~7.2.10.5.4 of the Ordi
nance, to permit sales and servicing of boats and motors, campers, trailers,motor
cycles and other recreational e(U1pment, 4313 Markham Street, Ann&ndale District,
(C-G). 71-1 «1» 9. 8-140-70 (defer""d from 9-8-70)

ANNANDALE MARINE & SPORTS CENTER, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordi
nance, to permit use of present garage located 3.9 ft. !rem rear property line as stor
and repair building, 4313 Markham Street, Annandale DistriQt, (C-G) '71-1 {(I)) 9, v-14 ..
70 (deferred £rem 9-8-70)

Mr. John L. Hanson, attorney, rellUested deferral of 30 ds.rs to allow the applicant
to complete the contract on the additional property to be included in tle application.
Mr. Myers, owner of the property in l(Uestion, Objected to deferral. However, the
Board felt that as long as the applicant had been diligently pursuing the application,
the Board should grant a deferral. The application was deferred to November 10 by a
4-0 vote, Mr. Bmith abstaining in view of the ownen objection to deferral.

II
JONES POINT APAImotENTS, application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.6 of the Ordinance. to
permit erection and operation of sewage pumping station, located Fbmtington Avenue
adjacent to Route 1 at dead end of Hunting Creek Road, Lee District. (CRMH) 83-1 ((I»
58A, S'""94-70 (deferred from 6/9/70)

Mr. John T. Hazel, Jr., represented the applicant.
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EBsential.l.y this is an execution of a ccmmitment made at the time the property was
rezoned to CRMH seven or eight years ago, Mr. Hazel explained. The S8Ilitation Division
relfUested as part of the permanent plus tor the area north of Huntington Avenue that
& permanent pumping station be constructed in the vicinity shown andftr.·wti::bth1s use
pel"lll1t was applied. That pumping station is to combine the temporary facility at Margie's
Reata.urant and Huntington into one plant where the sewer is now in the ground and
when gravity teed takes over. This is just & pumping station.

Most of the area north of Huntington Avenue 1s below the level of the sewer line that
services Westgate, Mr. Hazel continued. In order to serve Huntington, all the C-G area
and the apartment buildings, it's necessary to put it on a lift station. He is in the
uni~ pos!tion that the building which bis client 1s building can be serviced much
more economically for him by a pump in the basere nt that takes care of just that sewer
but the cCllllDitment was made at the time of zoning before his client purchased the
property that a pumping station would be constructed on this site to combine the
two existing County facilities. It's in furtherance of that cODllitment that
they are asking for the permit to enable tbem to build the pump. They have a re~

imbursement agreement and a prO rata service agreement with the county under which
about a third of this capacity WOU1.d be utilized for the existing Huntington subdivision.
about ten or fifteen per cent for the C-G area. about twenty nine per cent for the
buildings of the Magazine. developnent. and the rest which 1s about twenty per cent or
so will be reserved for future development around that interchange.

In June when they were before the Board, or May, they were at the peBk of the diffi
culties which resulted in the moratorium and thingS were a bit disorganized. Mr. Hazel
continued. in the sewer situation. At that time the Water Control Board deferred
approval of the plan because "they weren't Sure where it would end up. Since that time
the WAter Control Board has approved this :f'acllity, the county Site Selection Comnittee
has approved the facility, last night the Planning C<:mmrl.ssion approved the pumping
station, and they are now asking for final action on the use permit.

Mr. Patterson, engineer, stated that proposed construction of the building would be
brick and it would be about 15' x 20'. The Oilly opening in the building would be the
door access to the pumping station. The ventilation system v1ll be forced air.

In application 5-94-70. application by Jones Point Apartments, under Section 30-7.2.
2.1.6 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit erection and operation of sewage pumping
station. on property located at Imntington Avenue. adjacent to Route 1, &1so known as
tax map 83-1 «l}) 58A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHBRBAB, the captioned application bas been properly filed in accordance with the
re.m,rements of aJ.l applicable State and County Codes and in accord$nce with the by
laWS of the Fairfax county Bo&rd of Zoning Appe&1s. and

WPDAS. following propel' notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning .Appeals held on the 13th day of OCtober. 1970
and,

WHZRBAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fOllowing findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is Travelers Insurance COmpany.
2. Present zoning is C-BMH.
3. Area of the lot is 1.596 acres of land.
4. The Planning COIIIIIisa1on approved this applic&tion at its regular meeting of OCtober

12. 19'70.
5. This instaJJ.ation has been approved by the State and County Health DepartJ:Dents and
the State Water Control Board.

AND WHBREAS the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant bas presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in C Dlstrictw:as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 at the Zoning
a.dinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and develOIJQent of the adj
acent land and will be in harmOny with the purposes of the comprehensive plan at land
use embodied in he Zoning Ordinance.

NOW THBREFORE BE: IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and. the same is hereby
granted, with tie 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 this application and
is not transferable to other land.

2. This approval shall expire one year f'raD this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by this Ba&rd prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind. changeS in use or addi
tional uses, whether or not these ad.ditlon&1 uses relluire a use permit. shall. be cause
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for this use permit to be re~evalU&ted by the Board.

4. The building sha.ll be constructed of b:r:iLck.;:ma.tedal.

5. The site sha.l.l be screened with planting of a size, type and me.nner approved by
the Division of Land Use Administration.

6. Canpllance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) will be re~ui1'ed.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
MIKE M. BORleH, application under section 30-2.2.2, RM~2, eolumn 2 of the Ordinance,
to permit operation of beauty salon in Merrifield Village Apartments, 2703 Livingston
Lane, Providence District, 49-2 ((1» 53, S-171-70 (deferred from 9-15~70)

Mr. smith noted receipt of a lease for one yea.r fran October 1, 1970 thrOugh
October 1, 1971. The a.ppl.1C811t also presented a letter fran the resident manager
stating that they were leasing to Mr. Barich for the beauty shop and it has not
been used for beauty shop purposes since Mr. Maxwell had the beauty shop there.
It alao gives authority for him to make any alterations, Mr. Smith noted. He also
read a letter from residents of 2703 Livingstone Lane in opposition to the applicati

A rel(\1fllit fraD '1'homIia • Wright, SUpervisor of Providence District, aaked that the
application be deferreR to a.l.low several persons who could not appea.r todaiY, an
opportunity to be heard.

This application was readvertised, Mr. Smith noted, under the proper section of the
Code.

Mr. Phillips said that as fa.r as be knew, the only partimll.a.r retuirement which was
not met by this application, was the fact that the Planning eCDllllission did not
receive thirty da.ys advance notice on this application which was added af'ter the
agenda had been set up. The Planning Commission did receive notice, however, and
as of today, the thirty d.ay8 have elapsed. The staff readvertised the application
because of an oversight in putting it in the wrong category in the Zoning Ordi~

nance, but to his knowledge the notices, re.-nred letters and posting were done
properly.

Primarily these uses are established to serve the people living in the apartments J
Mr. Smith eCllllDented, and everybody in this building objeets to the use. They have
indicated this in the public hearing and now they are indicating again by a petition.
There was a beauty shop there and it didn1t last.

If the people don't want it, why put it in there, Mr. Yeatman asked?

Mr. Long said he would be opposed to postponing this further as a use like this
should on4r be permitted in an area when it is for the benefit of the iJlmediate
neighbors. These people don't want the beauty shop.

In application S~171-70J an applieation by Mike M. Barich, under Seetion 30-2.2.2
of the zoning Ordinance, to permit operation of beauty salon in Merrifield Village
Apartments, on property located at 2703 Livingstone ,Lane, alao known as tax map 49-2
((1» 53, COUnty of Fairf'&x, Virg::l.nia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeal
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in aceordanee with the re~

l{UireDl6nts of all applicable State and county Codes and in aceordance with the by
laws of the Board of Zoning Appeala J and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publie by advertiseJDent in a local newspaper.
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and &

publie bearing by the Board of ZOning Appeala held on the 13th day of Oetober, 1'770
and,

WHEB!.A8, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ..s has made the tollowing findings of fact:

1. The app.l.ieant is lessee of the subjeet property.
2. The present zOning is RM-2.
3. The use woul.d be conducted in an apartment.
4. There was a beauty shop in ibis 10eation Mareh 27, 1968 whieh was found obnoxious

to the tenants of the apartment building.
5. The eleven oeeupants of the apartment building signed a petition opposing the use.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the folJ.aw1ng conclusionS of law:

;1;. The applieant has not presented testimony indicating eOlllp1ianee with Standards fa
~ela.l Use Permit Uses in R Districts eontained in Seetion 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinanee. and
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2. '!bat the use will be detr1JDenta.l to the character and developnent of adJs.cent
land and will not be in harmony with the purposes of the cCIllPrehenaive plan of land
use embodied in the Zcming Ordinance.

NOW' TH!RElORB BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
denied.

Mr. Long amended the motion by adding under findings of fact: "6. There is a ecmmer
el&1 zone within one half mile of this location."

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
SMITH & ~IS, INC., application under 8ectlCl130-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pennit
construction of house 9 ft. £rem side property lines, located at 3531 Gordon St.,
....on District. (R-12.5). 61-2 «(17» (a) 15. V-1%-70 (deferred f'ram 9-15-70)

Mr. carlton smith, President of Smith & Francis, Inc., stated that this is a very
small lot, 8, 50 ft. lot, which re4.U1res 8, 12 ft. side yard. To put up a house that
is comparable to houses in the a.l"ea., it would re(Uire a variance. The only thing he
couJ.d construct without 8, variance wouJ.d be a shotgun rambler which is not 8. good
houSe. The one plamled would have four Wldrocms J three baths, large ree l'OQIl and
two fireplaces. This is the only lot owned by 8mith & Francis in this area. The
house would be a spllt foyer type.

Mr. Covington stated tbat had the~t checked in the Zoning Ott'ice, he woul.d
have been al.l.owed to construct a. house 8 ft. from one aide line and 10 ft. frem the
other as a matter of right.

No opposition.

In application V-153-70, application by smith & Francis, Inc., under Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance, to permit construction of dwelling 9 ft. fran side property lines,
property located at 3531 Gordon street, also known as tax map 61-.2 «17») (G)15,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
tbe fol.l.ow1ng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application bas been proper1¥ filed in accordance with the re
C{Ilirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laWS
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppealS, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in s. local. newspaper,
posting at the property, 1ettem to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th d.a.Y of October, 1970,

AND WHI!lBBAS, the Board of Zoning .Ap(::e ala bas made the following findings of fILet:

1. Owner of the subject property is the sppllcant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 10,000 sll. ft. of land.
4. Public sewer and water are avai.lsble to the site.
5. This is an ol.der subdivision, subdivided prior to the Subdivision Control Ordinance.
6. This wouJ.d be a minimum variance.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the fOllowing conclusions of law:

1. The appllcanthaa satisfied the Board that the following physical. conditions exist
which under 8. strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance wouJ.d result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the lsnd involved: exceptions.l.ly narrow lot.

NOW, 'l'HERKFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the subject a.pp1ication be and the same is hereby
granted in part, witb the following lim!tations:

1. This llCPP1'OV8.1 is granted for the location and the specific structure or structures
indicated on plats submitted with this application only and is not transferable to
other land or to other structures on the same land.

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

3. The proposed building shall be located lOft. from the right property line and. 8 ft.
frem the left prop.rty line.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimouslY.

II
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NATIONAL MEK>R!AL PARK, &\pplication under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
erection of fence not to exceed 6 ft. at comer of Lee Hwy. and Hollywood. Road,
and Lee Highwa;y and West Street, located in Providence District, (R-12.5), 50-1 (1»
30, v-66-70 REHEAROO "(deferred trcm 9-15-70)

Mr. Mark B. Sandground, 2523 Wilson BouleVard, Arlington, Virginia, representing
the applicant, introduced Mr. Jack Rinker, engineer working on the project.

Mr. Sandground introduced photographs showing the hedge on the property in 1936 or 19
OVer a period of years the hedge grew to approx:1m&tely 8 ft. in height, he said.
Around 1966 there was a lIUestion of sight distance at the intersection and the Park
voluntarily removed the hedge to ~rove it. '!'bey would like to place the subject
fence on a concrete base. The height of the fence would vary acoording to topography"
changes, frcm a little over four feet to'six feet. The ground is not level where the
fence is to be J.ocated. The proposed fence would give privacy to the cemetery and
not interfere with sight distance '·on the corners. This is not an ordinary fence; it
is a fence that has been designed by &l'tisans inLEngland to match scae of the very
beautif'ul gates which are already in the park.

Mr. Yeatman felt the Board was authorized to grant a variance in a case like this
due to topography.

Mr. Barnes ccmnented that he felt differently about a variance for this applicant
than he would on an ordinary dwelling - this is a 10V!lly site and could do harm to
no one. If they were restricted to a four foot fence, they might as well leave
the corners baJ!lll.

No opposition.

In application No. v-66-70, application by National Memorial Park, application
under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of fence not to exceed 6
ft. at corner of Lee Highw&,Y and Hollywood Road and Lee Highway and West Street,
located in Providence District, also known as tax map 50-1 «1» pe.rcel 30,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Yeatman JIlOVed that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the fol
lowing resolntion:

WHEREAS, the ~tioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
re¢rements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of ZOning Appellls, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning APPeals held on the 13th da;y" of OCtober,
1970, and

WHERBAS, the Board of zoning Appellls has made the following findings of fe.ct:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is !Tl s.cres.

AJm WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law'

That the a.PPlicant baa sa.tisfied the Board that the folloWing pbysica.l. conditions
exist which under the strict interp.retation of the zoning Ordinance would. result in
practical difficulty or unnecessarY hardship that would deprive the \Ber of the
reasonable use of the land: exceptional Shape of this lot and cornerj exceptional
topographic problems of tbe land. The grave sites are onl.¥ 10 ft. £rom the
property line. M&x:1muIJl height of the fence itself at the corners will be 4 ft.
but the finished height of the fence will be 6 ft. due to the topography of the land.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted, with the folladng liJnitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unJ.ess construction has
started or W'l1ess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barre s.

There is no change in this application than from the original one. Mr. Smith noted.

Carried 3-1, Mr. Smith voting against the motion and Mr. Long abstaining as his
finD prepared the plat.

II
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GIORGI C. LANDRITH, application W1der Section 30-6.6 of the OrdinlLIlce, to peI1Dit
bulldJng closer to Belvoir Drive than allowed, 7517 Richmond Hlghwq, 93-3 «2» (l)
9, Mt. Vernon District, (e-D), V-172-70

Ralph Louk. represented the applicant. The request 1s for a twelve foot variance for .3 1S
a Pizza Hut, Mr. Louk stated. The width of the lot is 75 feet. The Ordinance requires
a 50 :£'t. front setback and because this is on the corner of Route 1 and Belvoir Drive,
there would have to be two 50 ft. setba.clts. The variance 1s not on the front but
on the side, from Belvoir Drive. The surrounding property 1s zoned camnercial.
They ooul.d put a 25 ft. building on the lot without a roof overhBng. They have a 30
ft.. building. The roof on either side of the building has a 3 1/2 ft. overhang.
The only variance involved in the application is a 12 ft. variance to be closer to
Belvoir Drive. This is a dedicated lot and was dedicated prior to the Zoning Ordi
nance. If it were not tor Belvoir Drive they could have a building 75 ft. in width.
The lot is exceptlonal1¥ narrow. Belvoir Drive dead ends and will not be a thlOugh
street. One reason for the 50 tt. setback !rem a street is to allow tor future
widening· there will be no future widening at Belvoir Drive, that's the same with
u. s. #1. This is a problem that is not genera.l.1y shared with other properties in
the vicinity. Belvoir Drive will be improved under site plan control. The
character at the district will not be changed by this use. The entrance would be
1'ran both U. S. III and Belvoir Drive it they hs.ve to build the street.

How tar w1ll Belvoir Drive be extended beyond this property, Mr. Long asked?

It's a dirt road now, it's already a. right of way, and it goes back a ways, he did
not know the exact distance, Mr. Louk. said. There is adetuate parking for the proposed
use. The existing house and garage on the property wi.ll be removed.

No opposition.

In application V-172-70, application by George C. Landrith, under Section 30-6.6 of
the Ordinance, to permit building setback. 38 ft. from properly line, located 7517
RicllmOnd R1ghw8iY', also known as tax map 93-3 {(2)) (1) 9, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly fUed in accordance with the
relJ.u1rements of all applicable State and County COdes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, foJJ.orlng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of zoning Appea.ls held on the 13th day of October,
1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.ls has made the following findings of fact:

1. The applicant is the contract purchaser.
2. Present zoning is C·D.
3. Area. of the lot is 22,500 st. ft. of land.
4. The Plamdng CODIllission reCOOllDended approvaJ. of this application at its meeting
of October 1, 1970.
5. Ccmpl1ance with Article XI (Site Plu.'Ordinance) is relJ.u1red.
6. This was a lot at record prior to the Subdivision Control Ordinance.
7. Belvoir Drive will not be widened in the future or be a through street.
8. This hardship is not general1.y shared by other properties in the area.

AlW WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.ls has reached the following conclusions of'
law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following pbysica.l conditions exist
which W'lder a. strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practica.l
difficulty or unnecessary hardship th&t wuJ.d deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and buildings involved: exceptionally narrow lot; the proposed building
is of minimum width - 30 ft. and this would be a minimum variance.

NCM 'XHEREFORE BR IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted, with the following limitations;

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

2. This variance shall expire one year f'ram this date unless construction has started
or un).ess renewed by action of this Board. prior to da.te of expiration.

3. The building shall be 41.5 ft. £ran Belvoir Drive with a roof' overhang of 3.5'
and 3.8' frcm the property line of Belvoir Drive.

4. The entrances shall be as approved by the Division of Land Use Administration.

5. The building sh&ll be constructed with a brick facade.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 4-1, Mr. Sndth voting against the motion, as he felt
the contract purchaser is not an aggrieved party and is not entitled to a variance
because at his knOW~ of the need for a variance prior to purchase of the land.
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~~f'iJ6'~.'cl--em;;t~the rellUest for & '.rehearing of the Lake Barcroft Recreation
Center application came up, Mr. Phillips rec&lled, and baalc&1.l¥ the Board deferred
it tor the staff to get certain informa.tion. The staff sent out a JDe1IM) to the
Board members, copies of all the minutes on all the meetings on Lake Barcroft, but
we did not send out the lease at tba.t time because it had not been received. Each
time the Board deferred a case, it was deferred to a time and date certain, and
any posting and notification and e.dvertlsing that the staf'f undertook beyond that
which was undertaken for the very first hearing was extra and above and beyond the
call of duty. The sWf went through &11 the minutes and he could justify for each
instance tha.t it haPPened.

Mr. Smith noted receipt of the lease requested by the Board. He read the letter fr(ID
Mr. Col.llna re.uesting rehearing into the record.

Mr. Waterval stated tha.t the plat shOldng dimensions had been submitted to the Land
Use Office.

As far as be was concerned, Mr. Smith said, the starr las followed all of the noti
fication pra: edures. The information Mr. Collins presented in his request for rehearing
was information which could have been presented - the only thing which could be in
question would be whether oroot the majority of the people endorsed this.

In appl.1ca.tion s-l42-69, a. rel[Uest for a. rehearing by J. M. Collins under Section 30-6.11
of the Zoning Ordinance, to reconsider Lake Barcroft Recreation Center Special Use
Permit, on property located on Whispering Lane, Lake Barcroft Subdivision, also known
as tax map 61.-3 «14» A, County of Fa.irfa.x, Virgin1a., Mr. Long moved tha.t the Board
of zoning .Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned rell\1est has been properly considered in accordance with the
re¢rements of all applicable sta.te and county Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findJngs of fact:

1. The original hearing was held July 22, 1969, following which the csse was deferred
to September 23, 1969 80 that the Board might view the property. It was stated tha.t
the opposition would be given 10 minutes on september 23 to present additionaJ..
test:1mony.

2. At the september 23 hearing a.d.ditionaJ.. evi.dence was presented by the applicant
and by the opposition and the ease wa.s deferred until 15 days after the applicant
has submitted a court decision to the Land Use office for the recamnendation of the
Board.

3. On July 14, 1970 the staff received a letter fran Mr. WatervaJ. cont~ doCUlDents
concerning the court case. The staff, on the basis of this, scheduled the case for
July 28 (14 de.vs after receipt of the letter) and bad the property posted which it was
felt would not normaJ.ly be r&4,uired but it wa.a felt tha.t it would make all interested
parties aware of the status cf the ease.

4. Mr. Smith announced on July 28 that the ease would be heard on September 8. This
had followed announcement the previous week that the intent was to hear the ease in
September.

5. On september 8 the Board took new evidence fran both parties and granted the
application. The opposition was given ample t1JDe and opportunity to introduce evidence.

6. There is no record of Mr. Brophy re(Uesting special. notification of hearings.

7. The lease has been furnished to the Zoning Administrator and has been found to be
a.d.ellU8.te.

8. A scaJ.ed site plan conforming to the originaJ. plan filed with the a.pplication has
been filed witb the Zoning Administrator.

9. The applica.tion did have substantiaJ. cammmity support and this Board has determined
tbat it would be of cemmunity benefit.

WHEREAS, 'l'HI!: Board ot Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. '!'be application was p1'QPlU"ly considered and no new evidence has been submitted to
warrant reconsideration ot this use permit.

NCM THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject 1'elluest be and the same is hereby
denied.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. 5-0.

II
TAMARACK STABLES, s-128-70, located 9801 Old Colchester Road - deferred for Mr. Barnes
to review the insurance policy.

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Barnes had reviewed the !nsuran::e pollcy and felt that it met
with the re~re:ments of the Board. This applica.tion now meets all rel[Ui.rements the
Board req,uested earlier.
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TAMARACX STABLES - etd.

Mr. SIll1th questioned the part of the &ppllcatlon d.eaJ.1ng with aal.es of etJ,UiPDE!nt, hay
_ grain.

Mr. Barnes did not object to selling BaDe hay and gra1n occadonal.ly. It would not
be advertised.

This is a retaU outlet in a residential zone, Mr. SJDith warned, and the Ordinance
would not condone this.

He has sold teed in the past, Mr. Majewski said.

He wouJ.d be in trouble fran the ta.x standpoint, Mr. Smith II ta:ted, if he sells 1t
and does not collect s&les tax.

In application 8-128-70, application by Tamarack Stables, under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2
of the zoning O%'dinance, to permit riding school, 9801 Old Colchester Road, &lso
known as tax: map 114 «l}) 1, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Bom'd of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHImEAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the rell,UirementsofFall: :app.lio8ble ',State. and·~a~ty,6odes 8Bd'-:!n accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairf'&x County Board of Zoning Appeals, and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newsplq:ler.
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board o£ Zoning Appeals held on the ~3th da¥ of OCtober, ~970,

MID WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of fact:

1. The owner of the sUbject property is L. F. !ls.jews}d.
2. Present zoning is RE-2.
3. Area of the lot is 23.48 acres of land.
4. cempliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

WHEREAS, the BO&rd of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testiIoony indicating canpliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. Ths.t the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adjacent l.a.nd and will be in harmony with the purposes of the caoprehensive plan of
landuse embodied in tie zoning Ordinance.

NCM THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted in part:

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 this application
and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year £:rom this date unless operation has started
or unJ.ess renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval. is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
witbthis application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
&dditional uses, whether or not these additional uses re(uire a use pertnit, shall
be cause ,for this use permit to be re-evalua.ted by this Board.

4. This permit is for a three year period with an add!tional three one year extensions
granted by the Zoning Administrator.

5. Hours of operation shall be frcm 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. seven da,ys a week.

6. There shall be a maximum of 23 horses in connection with the riding school.

7. All riding shall be confined to the pNmises unless special permission is obtained
fran the property owner.

8. There shall be a min1mum of 15 parking ,spaces with all parking being confined to
the site.

9. There shall be a deceleration and acceleration lane as a:pproved by the Division
of Land Use Administration.

10. All noise shall be confined to the site.

li. All lighting shall be confined to the site.

12. The riding ring shall be maintained in a dustfree condition.

13. There shall be separate public facilities for male and female as approved by
tl!le County Health Department.

vOl
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TAMARAcK STABLES - Ctd.

14. The applicant shall maintain the insurance pollcy furnished with this appli
cation.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unan1mouSly.

II
Mr. Smith 8llDOW1ced that the other two items scheduled for tonight would be
postponed until the next meeting in view of the meeting th&t is to take pJ..ace in
this roall in one ndnutes.

The meeting adJourned at 7:30 p.m.
Betty Haines, Clerk

__-'I"p<"<.I.,",,""'/..:.z,,o'- ---'D&te
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October 20, 1970

The regular meeting of the Board of' Zoning Appeals
W8.S held on Tuesday, October 20, 1970 a.t 10:00 B..m.
in the Board of Supervisors Room of the COWlty Ad~

ministra.tion Building. The following members were
present: Mr. Daniel Smith, Chairman; Mr. Clarence
Yeatman, Mr. George Barnes. Mr. Joseph P. Baker
and Mr. Richard Long were absent.

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

AM8RICAN HEALTH SERVICES, nlCORPORATED, application under Section 30~7.2.5.1.2 of the
Ordinance, to permit psychiatric facilities - an amendJDent to the existing Use Permit,
retaining as a. primary use the nursing home, located 2960 Sleepy Hollow Roe.d. Provi
dence District, (R-12.5), 51-3 «1» 9A, 8-178-70

Mr. John T. Hazel, Jr. requested an amendment to the existing Use Permit to all.ow
psychiatric services in the nursing hane now known as Fort Buffalo Convalescent
Residence and presented a copy of the lease option agreement under which the applicant
has the right to fUe the application.

The original application was in the name of American InstitutionaJ. Services, Mr. Bmith
recalled. They own the property and they operate the home. It is now under the
agreement to be conveyed and will becc:me owned and operated by the applicant.

The psychi&tric unit would be subject to certain l1m:ltations which they have worked
out with neighbors in the area and which were presented to the Planning CCltalIl1ssion
and contained in their \Ulanimous motion recommending approval, Mr. Hazel stated. The
need tor the amendment to include specifical..1y the permissiOn to operate a psychiatric
unit in this home is occasioned by the licensing and the technlcaJ. services that are
required in many health insurance prograntB bef'ore the benefits of the program may
rece!ve p~nt for care in this type of home.

Mr. Hazel said he first became aware of the need for this type of service when he was
involved with the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court in Fairfax COWlty. Many persons
had 8. need to be relieved £rom their environment for thirty daiYS but the need was
not severe enough to require hOspitallz8.tion. This fa.ellity as proposed would allow
a pl&ce for 8. person to go for 8. couple of weeks • for example. af'ter delivery,
in the post·natal period, mothers sometimes reacl1 periods of depression and might
need intens!ve treatment. There will be a staff of psychiatrists j most of the
priv8.te" psychiatrists in the area are participants on the sta.£f. He outlined the
four points of the Pla.ntdng COOIDission recOlllDE!ndation: (1) that the use be granted
only to this applicant and that the psychiatric services portion of it should not be
transferable without reference to the Board of zoning Appeals; (2) that only 100
beds out of the 222 beds in the home should be devoted to this specialized psychiatric
service; (3) that there be no patients adJIlitted \Ulder court commitment orders; and (4)
that there be no violent patients all.owed. There would be no external changes in the
building and on1.y minor internal changes. The landscaping of the prcperty would be
improved and increased, and the garden &rea would be improved.

Mrs. Mar!1yn Goth.cl1ild registered the concerns of the citizens of' Sleepy Ho1l.OW, and
described the existing nursing heme as a "dismal f'ailure". What would happen if
this facility were sold -- would this be converted into a psychiatric hospital, she
asked?

Before this could happen, there would have to be a new hearing on it. Mr. smith
said. The Ordinance does not all.ow a mental institution in this zoning category.
This is f'or psychiatric care on a convalescent basis only.

Mrs. Gothchild asked what the age limit would be for patients?

There is no age limit on the convalescent home, Mr. smith said.

There is no room for recreational area on this site, Mrs. GothchUd stated. This
is on two acres which is f1lJ.ed up with the building and blacktopped parking space.
Same of the patients from the hane have gotten lost on the Lord and Taylor parking
lot and they would be using the area for waJ.king purposes. People are atraid of
them.

These peop1e are normal human beings who are convalescing, Mr. Smith said, and they
have the right ,to visit a shopping fa.eility. They should do it with the knowledge of
the people at the nursing home.

These people would be cooped up, it lIOUld be almost a jail-like sentence, Mrs. Gothchild
suggested.

This may be a concern of' the people, Mr. Smith agreed, but without this facility they
have nothing. The fa.eility bas not been fenced and there would be no reason to fence it
now, however, if there is any encroa.cbment or trespassing by people !'ran the f'a.ellity
ontp adja.eent areas, it should be brought to the Board's attention and the fenc1n.g
might be required.
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In application 8-1'78-70, an application by American Health Services, Inc. under
Section 30-7.2.5.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit psychiatric facilities as p&rt of
the care given in a. nurSing haDe and to permit a new owner of the use, on property
located at 2960 Sleepy Hollow Road, &1so known as tax map 51-3 «1» 9A, COWltyof
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr:o.Yea'blenmoved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properl¥ fUed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s, and

WlIIREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of ZOning Appea.ls held on the 20th da;y of October, 1970
ond

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

1. Owner of the property is Fort Buffa.lo ConvaJ..escent Residence; American Health
Services, Inc. is the contract owner.

2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area. of the lot is 2.5450 acres.
4. The Planning {'.oI.mIl.ission heard the cue on 10-19-70 and recClllDetlded approval.
5. Special Use Permit was issued for a nursing home on this property Ma.y 10, 1966.

AND WHJmEAS, the Board of zoning AppeaJ.s has ree.ched the following conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating ccmpliance with Standards for
Special Use Pemit uses in R districts lIB contained in Section 30·7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the eaDprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCW, THIREll")RE BE IT RESOLVED, th&t the subject application be and the same is hereby
gunted, 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 this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit sheJJ. expire one year from this date unJ.ess transfer has taken pl.e.ce
or unless renewad by action of this Board prior to the date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additiona.! structures of any kind. changes in use or
additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall
be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board. These changes
include, but are not l1m1ted to, changes in ownership, changes of the operator, changes
in signs, changes in the number of employees and/or persons involved, or changes in
screening or fencing.

4. The permit will exclude anybody being cODlDitted by court cODlll1tment.

5. No patient shall be a.rlmitted for any holding period while pending 8O:m:ission to
a State institution.

6. NO violent patients shall be admitted.

7. The amendment for inclusion of psychiatric care shall run only with the present
proposed operator and will not be transferable without review.

8. Collection of garbage shall be during reasonable daylight hours only.

9. There sh8JJ. be no treatment of out-patients.

10. There shall be no drug patients admitted.

11. This facility for psychiatric care shall be for not more than 100 beds.

12. No patient shall be allowed to walk in the area of Sleepy Hollow unattended.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Hazel questioned the second limitation regarding the normal one year validity.

Mr. Yeatman said this permit shall expire one year from this date unless transfer has
taken plaoe - transfer of ownership. Not more than 100 beds out of the 222 beds shall
be devoted to this psychiatric care.

Carried 3-0.
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OWEN F. TlI:lMAS. ,appJj.cation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit enclo
sure of screen porch 11 ft. rrom side property line, located 7102 Sea Cliff Rd.,
ilranesville District, (R-12.5), 30-3 «10» 43. V-I77-70

Mr. Owen ThoJna.s stated that he bas been a resident at this address since 1959. the
first person in the entire neighborhood. They have used the open porch over the
years but they no longer have use for it now. His daughter is a school teacher
and does a lot of work in the recreation TeClll.. His two you~sters in Northern Vir
ginia College need 8, place to study and when be brings work heme from the office he
needs a place to work -- therefore he would like to enclose the porch, to make an
additional roam. The neighbors have no objection. The variance wOUld be only on one
corner of the porch. The porch would be enclosed with the same ma.terial. as the house.

No opposition.

In application V-I77-70, application by Owen F. Thomas Wlder Section 30-6.6 of the
Zoning Ordinance, to permit enclosure of screen porch 11 ft. from side property
line, property located at 7102 Sea Cliff Road. aJ.so known as tax map 30~3 «10» 43,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of Zoning A,ppeaJ.s adopt
the following resolution:

WHImEAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of aJ.1 applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s, and

WHImBAS, fOllOWing proper notice to the public by adverlisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s held on the 20th da,y of October, 1970

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

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R~12.5.

3. Area of the lot is 11,855 sq. ft.

AND WHImEAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physiCal conditions
exist which Wlder a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that wou1.d deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and/or buildingS involved:

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot and (b) Wlusual condition of the location
of existing buildings.

NOW TlIERKiQRE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be granted with the
following limitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date Wlless construction has
started or unless renewed by action ot' this Board prior to date at' expiration.

3. The proposed room shall be of brick construction to cont'orm to present residence.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 3-0.

II
WILLIAM R. AND LEONA M. DURLAND, application Wlder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance.
to permit construction of addition 0.2 ft. fran side property line, 4705 Briar
Patch Lane, Annandale District, (R-17) 69-2 ((13)) 24, V~179-70

Mr. Smith read a letter fram the Park Authority, adjacent property owner, stating
that they bLve no objections to the request.

Mr. DuJ!'.land read his statement of justification for the variance: ~'Approx:l.ma.tely15 ft.
separates the nearest point of our house and the property line of Parcel D, a piece
of land dedicated by the Builder to the Fairfax County Park Authority. Parcel D
constitutes one of the main entrances 'tD the Ruthert'ord Calmn.u1.ity Park. The plan for
the p&1'k ca.11ed for a path to be t'ormed through the middJ.e part of the Parcel as an
entrance to the park. It was never constructed. However, the Builder, a:rter dedi
cation of the land, used the parcel as a dUmping ground and in so doing destroyed
several trees and formed an opening through the parcel to the park which was used
as an entrance t'or buldozers to ccmplete the building site. SUbsequently, sever&1
paths have formed without plan, by users of the parlt and the tennis courts thereon.

''Because no fomal entrance was constructed, persons, particularly teenagers use any
means available to enter the park. One such means is to enter between ~:~' and the
border of the parcel where open space now exists. A variance, for the construction of

4UJ..
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an appendage to our house will act to block this Wlauthorized entrll1 ce way and
require persons to use !.egal means to enter the park. This is one rea.son for its
request.

secondly, the drainage tram the park enters our property during rain storms and
travels downhill wa.shing our grass and soil With it to the park land to the south
side at a lower level. This variance will permit the construction requested which
Will end such damage to the land and soil south of it. For these reasons, among
others. the applicant justifies the request. The Fairfax County Park Authority ha.s
written the applicant and stated that it does not oppose the request. A copy of the
same is enclosed along with photographs of the area."

Mr. Durland added that he has owned the house since December 1967 ~ he is the
original owner.

One of the most unusual features of this case _is the fact that the lot is contiguous
to Park Authority land where no construction would take place, Mr. Smith commented;
this puts the applicant in a Wlique position.

No opposition.

In app1ication V~179-70. application by William R. and Leona M. Durland, under Sec
tion 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit addition 0.2 ft. from properly line, property
located at 4705 Briar Patch Lane, also known as tax map 69-2 ((13») 24, county of
Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the fol
lowing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly tiled in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County codes and in accordance with the
by~laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting of the property. !.etters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 20th day of October,
1970 and

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

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-17.
3. Area of the lot is 11,162 sq. ft.

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

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpetation of the zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary he.rdship that 'IfOU1.d deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) exceptional topographic
problems of the land; (b) because of the unusual feature where the applicant's
land adjoins land owned by the Park Authority where no permanent structures would
ever be constructed;

NCM THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is here~

by granted with the following limitations:

1. '!'his approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or struc
tures indicated in the plats inclwied with this application only. and is not trsns~

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 or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

•
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Seconded. Mr. Barnes.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

Carried 3-0.

I
JAMES A. AUDI. application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit com
pletion of carport closer to street and property line, 6458 Eighth St., Springfield
District, (BE 0.5), 72~3 ((11») 142. V~153-70 (deferred frOm Sept. 15)

Mr. Zebriskie, attorney, represented the applicant. He reviewed the events leading
up to construction of the carport as described by Mr. Audi at the hearing on
September 15.

Mr. Smith said he knew of no instance where the Boa:t-d has given a variance for
construction in front of a house. He suggested deferring decision until a f'u1l
Board could be present. Mr. Zabriskie agreed - therefore it was deferred for a full

Board.
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FRANCONIA LOOOE #646, LOYAL ORDER OF THE M:>OSE, a.pplication under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4
of the Ordinance, to permit fraternal lodge, Loyal Order of Moose, 7701 Beulah Rd.,
Lee District, (RE-I), 99-2, 100-1 ((1» 50 and 3. S-155-70 (deferred from Sept. 22)

Mr. Golden, representing the applicant, stated that Mr. Moran, the engineer, had
injured his shoulder and had not been able to get the plats done that the Board
wished. They did not have anything in writing fran the Highway Department regarding
the entrance to the proposed Lodge, but the engineer bad stated that he felt this
was the best location so far as the line of sight goes.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer to November 10 and that the applicant come. back with all
the information requested by the Board. Mr. Moran should present a plan for taking
off scme of the curve in the road by deceleration lane, and the location of the
well should be 100 ft. from. the septic field, etc.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 3-0.

II
GIANT FOOD PROPERTIES, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
construction of Fairfax County standard 7 ft. retaining wall along Memorial. St.,
3J.OOBl.oCk Memorial St., Lee District, (C-D), 93-1 ((1)) lA, v-163-70 (del'erred
freD Sept. 22 )

Mr. Smith noted receipt of the lea.se to the applicant and added that 30 years would
make them the same as owner in seeking the variance. CouJ.d a 4 ft. retaining wa.ll
be constn1Cted here, he suggested, then a variance wouJ.d not be necessary?

At the time the storm. sewer wa.s installed, there was no requirement to widen Memorial
Street. Now the County wants to widen it and put in sidewalk, Mr. Holland explained.
To do that, and support the sewer, they want to put in the wall which reaches a
lll8Jd.muDJ. height at one point of 7 ft. If Memorial Street were not being widened
and improved, the wall. would not be necessary. This will be a brick waJ.l. The
only part that will be 7 ft. high is in the center. They need it for the buttressing
effect to support the storm. sewer.

Mr. Smith said he could not be convinced. that this wall was absoJ.utely necessary
and asked that a letter be obtained from Public Works stating why the property could
not be developed to its best advantage without the retainln&;If&li.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer to the next meeting. Seconded, Mr.Barnes. Carried 3-0.

II
WALTER F. BOOIN, application under section 30-6.6 of the Ordinaree, to permit
addition 36.1 tt. fran front property line, 4910 Bristow Drive, (R-12.5), Annandale
District, 71-3 ((3)) 67, v-162-70 (deferred frem Sept. 22)

Letter from the applicant requested that his hearing be canceled.

Mr. Yeatman moved to all.ow the application to be withdraMl with prejudice. seconded,
Mr. Barnes. Carried 3-0.

II
CLARENCE CANTOR, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection
of carport cJ.oser to Lyndale Drive than allowed by Ordinance, 7617 Admiral Dr.,
Mt. Vernon District, (RE 0.5), 102-2 ((7)) 1, V..166-70 (deterred f'rQn Sept. 22)

Mr. Barnes said he feU there was an &1ternate location for the carport and the Board
couJ.d not grant a variance if he can put it same place else.

Mr. Cantor said it he put it in that location, it would destroy :many of bis trees
and that was the reason for his buying the place in the beginning.

To his knowledge, Mr. 5mith said, the Board has never granted a variance for a carport
in a trent yard. The houses which Mr. Cantor spoke of as being cJ.oser to the street
than aJJ.awed, apparently were built in 1957 prior to today's Ordinance, and without
a variance. This is a tremendous request.

Mr. smith suggested that perhaps it would. be to the applicant's advantage to defer
t1e application WItU a full Board couJ.d be present to vote.

Mr. Yeat!Pan moved to defer for f\1ll Board; seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 3-0.

II
GRACE BAPrIST CHURCH, application WIder Section 30-6.6 of the ordinance, to permit
construction with street setb&Ck fran new Magarity Road of 30 £'t. and street set
back from Old Maga.dty Rd. of 16.25 ft. lOcated at the intersection of Magarity Rd.
and Grea.t Falls St., Dranesville District (R-12.5), 30-3 ((1)) 15, v-167-70 (deferred
fran Sept. 22 to view)

Mr. 5mith suggested moving the building back and placing parking in front so if there is
need to widen Great Falls Street it would not interfere with the building itself.
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GRACE BAPnST CHURCH ~ Ctd.

Mr. Runyon said he could move it back 50 ft. and that would make the adjoining side
line 13.4 ft. instead of 16.25 ft.

In application V~167·70, application by Grace Baptist Church, under Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance, to permit construction of building closer to Magarity Road
and CUd Magarity Road than allowed, on property located at Magarity Rd. and Great
Falls St., also known as tax map 30~3 (1)) 15, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Yeatman moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance witb the
by·1aws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning AppealS, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting of the proplrty. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 22nd day of September,
1970 and

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

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R~12.5.

3. Area of the lot is 24,640 sq. tt.

WHEREAS, the Board. of Zoning Appeals has ree.ched the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: (a) irregular shape of the
lot; (b) narrow lot; (c) shallow lot;

N<M THEREFOBE BE IT BESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted in part with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific struc1ure indicated
in plats included with this application only and is not transferable to other land
or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year hOOI this da.te unless construction
has sta.rted or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The building will be located 50 ft. from Great Falls Street instead of 40 ft.
a s shown on plats submitted with the application, and 13.67 ft. from Old Magarity
ROa.d.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 3-0.

II
MICHIKO K. BENTON - Request to grant an indefinite extension and delete
the requirement for parking in garage in connection with beauty shop operation.

In application s-182~69, an application by Michiko K. Benton, under Section 30~7.2

6.1.5 of the zoning Ordinance, to permit one cb&ir beauty shop, on property located
at 2316 TanglevaJ.e Drive, also known as tax map 38~3 (1» 4B, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Yeatmlm moved that in accordance with the resolution of the Board 10/28/
69 tha.t the Boa.rd grant an extension of the use permit for a period of three years
fran this date and allow three additional. extensions to be made by the ZOning Admini~

stra.ter each for one year ~ All other provisions of the original. granting would
still pertain. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 3~0.

II

I

I

I

ElnLESIDE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL ~ Request to amend the resolution
to increa.se the hours of operation and ages of the children.
under advisement until the next meeting. This might require
re-poating and reconsidera.tion by the Health Department.

II

granting the application
Board will t-.e this
re~advertiSing\~d I

wn.LIAM H. N. HATCHER ~ Request for rehearing of Special Use Permit Application for
riding stable on Beulah Road. Mr. A. A. Giangreco, attorney, represented Mr.
Hatcher. The matter was deferred for a tul1 Board to be present, to November 10.

II
LAlf1LEY CLUB, mc. ~ Request for extension. Mr. Barnes moved that an extension of
180 d.a.Ys be grantedj no f'urther extensions will be allowed. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman.
Carried 3·0.

II
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PROORESSIVE CARE, INC., &ppJ.lcation under Section 3O~7.2.6.1.8 of the Ordinance,
to continue operation as a. nursing bane under new management, all operations of home
are to be at:, previously done, 7120 Braddock Rd., Annandale District, (RE-I), 71-3
s-108-70 (Deferred for tina.! inspections)

Mr. Smith noted that ill final inspections had been approved.

In spplication 8-109·70, application by Progressive Care, Inc. under Seet!on 30-7.
2.6.1.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit new management for nursing heme, 7120
Braddock Road, also known as tax map 71-3 «8)) IDA, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Yeatman moved that the Board or Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and
So public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 20thdlly of July 1970,
and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APPeals has made the following findinga .•Qt' t'a.ct4
1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE-1.
3. Area of the lot is 4.367 acres.
4. Compliance with Article XI is required.
5. A use permit exists for this use operated by the Leewood Nursing l{Ome.
6. All inspections have been properly complied with.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has reached the follow1ng concluSions of
law:
1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and develo'pment of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NIJIrl THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject ~lication be and the same is here~

by granted with the following lhJ.1te.tions:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable lfithoilt
i'orther action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year !rem this date unless construction or opera-
tion has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

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

not more than
4. The nursing bane shall serve/75 people at any one time.

5. The property shall be fenced along all property lines.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 3-0.

II
Mr. 3mith stated that the Board of Supervisors last Wednesday rezoned the land where
the BZA granted a use permit to City Engineering and DevelO'ID8E!nt for a service
station. He has requested a qopy of the motion.

The meeting adjourned at 4:25 P.M.

J¥ Betty Haines, Clerk

. ~Date

4U~



~vv

October 27, 1970

The regular meeting of the Board of ZOning Appeals was held
at 10:00 a.m. on· Tuesda;y, OCtober 27, 1970 in the Board RoCID
of the county Administration Building. All members were pre
sent: Mr. Daniel smith, Chairman; Mr. Clarence Yeatman, Mr.
George Barnes, Mr. Joseph P. Baker and Mr. Richard W. Long.

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

The Board schedUled meetings for December 1, 8 and 15 in view of the Christmas holidays.

GILLS AUTO SERVICE, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Ordinance,
to permit sale of used automobiles, located 5700 Leesburg Pike. Mason DiStrict, (C-G).
61-2 «1)) B-1, S-180-70

This application was deferred to November 24, 1970 at the applied's request.

II
AVON ROAD CORPORATION AND DISTRICT THEATRES CORP., application under Section 30-7.2.10.
3.4 of the Ordinance, to permit enclosed theatre in Mt. Vernon Plaza Shopping Center,
located W. side of Richmond Hwy. opposite Abingdon Ave., Lee District, (C-D), 101-2
«1)) pt. 12', S-181-70

In the absence of Mr. Bernard Fe.gelson, Mr. Victor Kerpaso represented the appl.icant.
The location of the theatre would be above the Zayre and Spa designations in the corner
of the ''L'' shaped configuration of the shopping center, he said. Avon ROM Corporation
is the owner of the property; the tenant is District Theatres Corporation. The lease is
for twenty-five years beginning the first ~ fo+;lowie~~let!~of the property.
The County Code would. require 1645 parking spQ:oeM971,~~!efUi8rprovided. seating
capacity would be approximately 930 people, which would require 243 parking spaces.
Parking for the theatre woul.d be during off-hours in the Shopping center.

Mr. 8mith requested a copy of the corporate certificate.

No opposition.

Mr. Long moved that the application be deferred to November 10 for a recanmenda.tion
from the staff as to the adequacy of parking for the proposed use. Carried 3-2,
Mr. smith and Mr. Baker voting aga.inst the motion as this has never been done on any
other theatre application.

II
SAMUEL AND BARBARA WAGNER, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.7 of the Ordi.nance,
to permit antique shop, 4100 Olley Lane, Springfield District, (HE-I), 58-4 ((12»)
2, s-182-70

On behaJ.f of Mr. Fagelson, Mr. Victor Kerpaso represented the applicants.

Mrs. Wagner would like to operate an antique shop in the basement of her home, Mr.
Kerpaso explained. One parking space in addition to the private parking spaces for
residential use should be sufficient for this particular use. It is not anticipated
that there would be a great number of people coming at any given time. Tre parking
anticipated would be on the south side of the driveway and not as shown on the plat.
There would be an additional space provided in an area. that would be more than 25 ft.
from the property line. The applicant will conduct a limited operation - basically,
china, porcelain and glass products.

Mrs. Wagner stated that she would rather not operate by appoin'bnent only and would
like to be open on Satur<lq, Sunday, Thursda.y and Friday, from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m.

Mr. William Barry, Zoning Administrator, told of having occasion to be at the Wagner
home several months ago in reference to buying something which had been advertised
in the paper. Mrs. Wagner at that time tol.d him that her husband bought hampers full
of post office materials to sell, Mr. Barry said.

Mrs. Wagner said that most of the equipment which Mr. Barry saw was dona.ted to the
Northern Virginia community College. The proposed antique shop wouldle fOr sale of
antiques only. The size of the room is approximately 26' x 26'.

Mrs. Patricia DingwaJ.d spoke in favor of the application.

A neighbor, liVing at 4209 Olley Lane, about a block ~, stated opposition to any
type of COQ:IIllE!rcial operation in a residential area..

If it is felt that this is not a. proper use in a residential area, perhaps this should
be deleted from the Ordinance as a. proper use, Mr. smith advised.

I
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SAMUEL AND BARBARA WAGNER - Ctd.

In application S-182·70, application by Samuel and Barbara Wagner. under Section
30·7.2.6.1.7 of the Ordinance, to permit antique shop at 4100 Olley Lane, also known
as tax map 58-4 «12» 2, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution;

WHE:REAS, the captioned application has been properq filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable state and COW1ty Codes and in s..ccordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Awea!s. and

WHEREAS J following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a loc:aJ. news
paper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of ZOning Appeals held on the 27th da;y of October,
1970 and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. The present zoning is HE-!.
3. Area of the lot is 21,784 sq. ft. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Speci.&l Use Permit ul/lea 1n R diatricts as conta.ined in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance;

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the canprehensive plan
of la.nd use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NeM THEBEFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is here~

by granted with the following 11nJitations:

1. This approvaJ. is granted to the applicant only and is not tra.nsferable without
further action of this Board a.nd is for the location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year !rem this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless rt!newed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any addition&l structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses, whether or not these additional useS require a use permit, shall
be cause fOr this use permit to be re-evaJ.ua.ted by this Board.

4. This permit is for a three year period a.nd fOr the sale of genuine antiques only.

5. All parking in connection with this use must be contained on the premises.

6. Operations on Sunday must be confined to the hours of 1:00 p.D!. to 6:00 p.D!.
and 9:00 a.D!. to 6:00 p.D!. on Monday through Saturday.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman.

Mr. Yeatman amended the DlOtion to say that eJ.l lighting should be confined to the
property itself, and not shine onto adjacent properties, and that there be no outside

display of goods or mercha.ndise, and no signs permitted on the premises which exceed
two square feet in area.

Mr. Long accepted this • the DlOtion granting the application would include ccmpliance
with the sign ordinance, he said.

Carried 5-0.

II
JAMES E. KNUDSON and MARILYN N. KNUDSON, application Wlder Section 30·7.2.6.1.3 of
the Ordinance, to permit day care center, 7500 Box Elder Court, Dranesville
District, (BE 0.5), 30·1 ((10) 3, s~184-70

Mr. Knudson told of the conception of this idea which started as many as ten years
ago with his wife'S degree in child education, child development, etc. His wife has
taught in public and private schools in the County and was President of the Children's
PriDlary Association administering a prog1'8Dl. up to 200 children, twenty five teachers
and sta.t'f IneJDbers. In anticipating the establishment of such a facility, they
have designed and built a home that has the necessary space to properly house such
an undertaking. There is adequate window space, the proper height fOr small children
to enj oy the view.

<+UI
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JAMES E. KNUDSON AND MARILIN~. KNUDSON - Ctd.

In the center of his bane, Mr. Knudson continued, is a small gym (40' x 20' and
20' high) making a splendid play area for small children. This was designed speci
fically with day care facilities in mind. They chose this neighborhood specUca.1ly
with this in mind. This is adjacent to a clnJ.rch and people use this building
from early in the morning till late at night seven days a week.

Ages of the children, Mr. Knudson continued would be fran three to six years of
age. The State regulations for care of two year old children precludes operation
of that type facility. The Church has given permiSsion for them to use their
parking facilities, Mr. Knudson added.

Mr. Smith read a letter from Peter Piper School stating that they had no objection.

Mr. KnWisonstated that there would not be more than twenty. five children at a time
at the school. Parents would bring the children.

Mr. Cecil Jacobson, 7505 Box Elder Court, strongly endorsed the proposal.

Mr. Edwin BliSS, III, 1343 Scotts Run Road, urged the Board to deny the application
as certain developtnent work has not been COOIpleted on the original cul·de-ss.c and
the seven houses that have been erected there • namely, the ditch and bank in front
of his house which has been rather Wla1ghtly to him and his neighbors.

Who is the developer, Mr. Sm!th asked?

Mr. Conklin is Building Supervisor for Priority Homes Corporation, Mr.Knudsons .laid.
In the subsequent building and splitting up of the property, he became owner of two
of the homes in the community. In becemu.ng owner of these homes and since he was
continuing as a builder, he took over the responsibility to finish the project
in its entirety and get State inspection on the cul-de·sac. He has sold his interest
in the development to Mra Conklin and no longer has interest in any part of
that development.

Mr. Bliss stated that a performance bond was posted. The developers have not con
formed and complied with the work to be done for the cul·de-sac. Box Elder Court
has not been accepted into the highway system.

Mr. Bmith said he was concerned about granting a use permit on this cul·de-sac
Wltil such time as it has been accepted into the State system.

Mr. Bliss asked that the application be deferred Wltil the work required to finish
this has been done. He said he was not opposed to the project as such· he is only
opposed to any change Wltil the development has been completed.

When Mr. Conklin took over the houses, he also took over the bond and legal responsi
bility. Probably the reason the work has not been cOIlIpleted is due to the fact
that Mr. Conklin has not sold the houses - one of them was rented for a while, Mr.
Knudson said.

until this agreement bas been carried out, in view of the fact that there appears
to be financial d1.fficulty involved, Mr. Smith said, this Board should not allow
additional uses of the land. The Board does not have enough information to make
a final decision. The applicant should submit a copy of tbe agreement between
the school and the church regarding parking.

Mr. Long moved that the application be deferred to November 10 for further information
seconded, Mr. Barnes. C8.rried unanimously.

II
VILLAGE BUTCH11iRS, INC., application Wlder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
setback from rear line of 20 ft., 2800 Beacon Hill Road, Mt. Vernon District,
(e-G), 93-1 «1) 78, v-185-70

Mr. Dave FeldJllan, attorney, represented the applicant. The rear setback in a C-G
zone is 20 ft., he said hOifever, in this particuJ.a.r location, the property in the
rear is residential so there is a requirement of 25 ft. The property is present1.y
being used as a 7-Eleven store; this is an additional building. The building
will be lined up with the Seven·Eleven Store, ~ and will be a quick service type of
thing like the Seven-Eleven. This is not an abbatoir, namely, it is just packaging.

Would parking requirements be met for both buildings, Mr. SInith asked?

Mr. Knowlton said it was his understanding that it does.

Mr. Feldman said they propose to erect a brick wa.l.l from the westerly property
line of the tract to the easterly property line and then come for.rard on the easterly
line to the road.

Mr. Bmith suggested that the variance should be granted to Q;uik Chek and Vi1J;age
Butchers, Inc.

No opposition.

Mr. Feldman stated that the architecture had not been firmed up yet, but it will be br ck.
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QUICK CHECK REALTY CO., INC. AND VILLAGE BUrCHERS, INC. ~ Ctd.

In application V·185-70, an applica.tion by Q;u1k Chek Realty Ccmpany, Inc. and Village
Butchers, Inc. \Ulder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit setback fraD rear
property line of 20 ft. on property located at 2300 Beacon Hill Road, also known as
tax map 93-1 «(1)) 78, county of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Long 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 a.ll applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of Zoning Appeals J and

WHEIlEAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to conttguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th da.y of October, 1970
and

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

1. OWner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is C~.

3. Area of the lot is 0.568 acres of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Pl.a.n Ordinal'£e) is required.
5. The adjoining 7-Eleven building has been constructed within 20 ft. of the rear
property line.

AND WHEREAS, the Boe.rd of Zoning Appeals has reached the following concJ.usiom of la.w:

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

condition of the
(a) unusual/location of existing buildings.

NCM THKREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject a;pplication be and the same is hereby
granted with the f'ollowing limitations:

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

2. This variance sha.1l expire one year from this date unless construction has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the date of expiration.

3. A six foot brick waJJ. shall be constructed along the property line as shown on
site plans filed with the application.

Seconded. Mr. Barnes. Carried unaniJnously.

II
MRS. JANE HARDING & MRS. JACQUELINE HARDING, application unler Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of the Ordine.nce, to permtt operation of Montessori Day School, 3335 Anna.nde.le Rd ••
Mason District, (RwlO). Go-I (14» A, S-186-70

Mr. Bruce Harding, 6129 Leesburg Pike, son of Jane Harding and husband of Jacqueline
Harding, stated that a Use Permit was granted to Miss Barbara Harvey to operate the
school, however, she could not meet the financing requirements. He presented a
letter fran Mrs. WaJ.l..irlgford, owner of the school, to this effect. When they originally
signed the contract to purchase the school, they planned a partnership. but they wer
informed by their legal people that it wou1.d be better to incorporate and this is the
reason for the name Childrens House of Montessori, Inc•. This will be a private
family corporation with he and his wife and his mother and father<as the Board of
Directors. Mrs. Jane Harding will be Director of the school. There is a great
need for day care by the cOldlllU1lity but the kitchen requirements are not met re-
garding State regulations. Mrs. Wallingford had the school set up for two sessions
fbr kindergarten and first grade. They would like hours from 8;00 to 5;00 and eventua.lJ.y
might go to dlliY care. They plan to start in January with the school. At present
there woul.d be no all day students because of kitchen regulations. They do not plan
to bus the children unless it is necessary.

No opposition.

When they do have day care, will it be necessary to come back to the Board, Mr. Harding
asked?

You woul.d have to come back, Mr. smith advised, and this might be done by addressing
a letter to the Board as long a8 no additional buildings are being constructed
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MRS. JANE HARDING AND MRS. JACQUELINE HARDING ~ etd.

In application s-186~70, an application by Mrs. Jane Harding and Mrs. Jacqueline
Harding and Falls Church Children' s House of Montessori, Inc., under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit operation of Montessori da¥ school, on
property located at 3135 Annandale Road, also known as tax map 60-1 ((14» A,
county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

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

WF!DEAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th da;y of October,
1970 and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is Mrs. Grace Wa.l1ingford. The applicant is
contract purchaser.
2. Present zoning is R-10.
3. Area of the lot is 37,742 sq. ft. of land.
4. Ccmpliance· with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required.
5. A use permit for a school (Application 8-41-70) was granted on this property.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special. Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30~7.1.» of the
Zoning Ordinance.

2. That the use will Dot be detrimental. to the character and developDlent of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the cOOlprehensive plan
for land use embodied in the ZOning Ordinance.

NC1tl THEREFORE BE IT ImSOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval. is granted to the applicant only and is for the location indicated
in this application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shaJ.l expire one year fran this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the date of expiration.

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

4. This permit is for a three year period with a maximum of 100 students at anyone
time, ages 2 thru 6, Monday thru Friday. 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. ~ a morning session
from 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. and afternoon session 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.

5. There will be a teacher and an aide for ea.ch 25 students.

6. Any vehicle used for the transporting of children must COOlply with the Fairfax
County School Board requirements for lighting and color.

7. The rear of the property is to be enclosed with a four foot chain link fence
as shown on plat.

a. There will be 16 parking spaces required for this use.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Carried 5-0.

II
E. CIOLFI. application under Section 30-.6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit carport posts
4 ft. from side property line. 7424 Marc Drive. Providence District, (R~lO), 50-3
«2», 78, v-JJJ7-70

Mr. Ciolfi stated that he could build a carport within five feet of the prope1"'ty
line by right but an extra. foot would be just enough to park & large si ze car between
the posts.

The two houses next to this one have the same problem. Mr. Smith stated. The posts
could be set at fi'le feet from the side property line with an overhang. Everyone
else in the area ha.s s:l.milar problems.

Mr. Yeatman suggested that Mr. Ciolfi see the Supervisor of his district about having
the Ordinance changed for subdivisions like this.
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No opposition.

In application v-187-70, application by E. Ciolfi, under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance, to permit carport posts 4 ft. from side property line, located 7424 Marc
Drive, also known as tax map 50-3 «2) 78, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Long
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the folloving resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and COWlty Codes and in accordance 81th the
by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WBEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 22nd da"y of September J 1970

AND WHRREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner ot the subject property is the ·a~li(!ant.

2. Present zoning is R-10.
3. Area of the lot is 10,091 sq• .ft.

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

The applicant has not satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exiSt
which 'Wla.er & strtct 1nterpret&tion of the Zon1ng OM1nance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land and buildings involved.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same is hereby
denied. Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
JOHN W. TOOMPSON. application unier Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance. to permit utility
shed closer to property line than allowed, 4741 Springbrol!lk. Drive. Annandale District,
(0-17), 69-4 «5» 130, v-188-70

Mr. Thompson state.d that his lot is pie.shaped slanting inward toward the rear.
There is a 4' x 12' storage shed on the back ~ the carport already and he would
like to extend it straight back by 7 ft. This would be storage space for bicycles.
garden tools. paint. etc. He bought the house eight years ago and plans to continue
to live tllere.

No apposition.

In appl.icationov-188-70. an application by John W. Thompson. application under Section
30-6.6 of the rdinance. to permit shed closer to property line than allowed by
Ordinance. property located at 4741 Springbrook Drive. also known as tax map 69-4
((5») l3A. County or ll'airta.x. Virginia. Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements or all applicable State and county codes and in accordance with the
by-laWS of the Fairfax county Board or Zoning Appeals. and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th day of October. 1970,
and

'WHEREAS. the Board or zoning Appeals ha.s made the rollowing :findings of ract:

1. The owner or the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-17.
3. Area of the lot is 15.093 sq. ft.
4. The required setback is 15 ft.; the shed will be 14 ft. from the property line.

AND WHEREAS. the Board or zoning Appeals has reached the rollowing conclus ions of
law:

1. The applicant has satis:f'1ed the Board that the following physiCal conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation or the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practiCal dif:f'1eulty or unnecessary hardship that Woul~ deprive the user a: the
reasonable use of the land and bUildings involved: (a exceptionaJ..;}.y irregular
shape or the lot j "

NCM TBEREFURE BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure indicated
in plats presented with this application only and is not transrershle to other land
or to other strnctures on the same land.

'+J....L
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2. This variance shall expire one year frem this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The proposed addition is to be constructed with similar material as the existing
dwelling and shed.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
KEEN HOMES, INC. application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit vari
ance of side yard setback fran 8 ft. to 3.1 ft., 8718 Linton Lane, Mt. Vernon Dis
trict, (0-12.5), 1ll-1 ((14» 527, V-19O-70

Mr. John T. Hazel, Jr. represented the applicant.

This is a simple matter that arose in discussions of the difference of interpretation
of a slatted 2' x 6' deck over an entranceway, Mr. Hazel explained. The house in
volved is a two level model with entranceway from the family room on the second floor
and a basement door on the lower level. The entranceway 1s ccmprised of a 2' x 6'
decking with 1" spacing between it. The builder used a design which he was using last
year in this d.eve1o'pment. When he constructed the dwelling with this design, it was
his understanding fran the inspectors as well as the architect, that this type of
decking was not considered to be a covered structure. It was built tha.t way.

The house was constructed and when the as-built site plan came in, question was raised
as to whether this was a covered area or not and rather than quarrel with the
interpretation, they are asking a variance. This is the only hOUse in this develop
ment this way and it was not discovered until final house location plat was sub
mitted, Mr. Hazel said.

No opposition.

Mr. Smith asked to see the building permit application and while waiting for that
to be obtained froID the Zoning OffiCle, the Board proceeded to the next item:

FOTOMAC On., INC. AND BERNARD STEINBERG, application under Section 30-6.6 of the
ordinance, to pennit variance on setback line from. existing right of wa::r fran required
25 ft. to 16 ft., located intersection Port Royal Road and Braddock ROad, AnnandaJ.e
District, (I-L), 70-4 «10)) 12, V-189-70

Mr. Hazel represented Potemac Oil who have a twenty year lease on the property
owned by Mr. Steinberg. The purpo.se of this application is to allow the installation
of a third pw:ap island wi thin the existing service station area; the need for this
pump island is essential and is based on the tremendous demand for service at this
station. This is a four bay station and recently in an effort to acconmodate the
demand, all of the bays were closed up in the front and installed as rear ba.vs.
There is an attractive Dutch siding front on these b~ which was put on six months
ago. There is still a demand for the other pump island. This will not increase the
asphalt pavetnent and there will be no appurtenances. Braddock Road is ful.ly developed
Intent of the Ordinance is to have 25 ft. between the right of way and the proposed
improvements and unless there is more widening contemplated, he did not see heN the
variance would be a hardship on the public or the road.

There are many similar situations in the County, Mr. SJl1ith commented.

This is the only gas station in this area, Mr. Yea'tlnan said. There is a 60 ft.
space between this arid Braddock Road.

NO opposition.

In application v-189-70, application by PotODlac 011, Inc. and Bernard Steinberg,
Trustee, under Section 30·6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit gas pump island el.oser
to right of way line than allowed by the Ordinance, on property located at
the intersection of Port Royal Road and Braddock Road, also known as tax map 70-4
«10») 12, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearbyproperty owners, and s,
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th daiY of October, 1970

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals hs.s .made the fallowing findings of fact:
1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant,
2. Present zoning is 1-L_
3. This is an existing station with s,strip of land 60 ft. wide between the property
line and road improvements which was required fOr sloping the ground at the time and

WH&REAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the fallowing conclusions of l8li:
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That the applicant has aat1.efied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zooing Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary he.rdahip that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and buildings involved: (a.) 1Ulusual condition of the
location of existing buildingS and improvements.

N<JoI THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, tha.t the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

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

2. This variance sha.ll expire one year frollI this date 1U1less construction has
started or unlesS renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatma.n. Carried 4-1, Mr'Ol"S1dth voting against the motion.

II
COUIf1'Y OF FAIRFAX. application under Section 30·7.2.2.1.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
expansion of sewage treatment facility, 6801 Fort Hunt Road, Mt. Vernon District,
(R-12.5), 93-2 «1» 6, 8-202-70

Mr. Smith noted that the Board had received the building permit application regarding
the application of KEEN· OOMES heard prior to Potoma.c Oil. He noted that the appli~

cation did not show the porch.

Mr. Woodson stated that his interpretation was that this was not an entryway - it is
a porch~. The size has changed.

In the application of Keen Homes, Inc., application V-19Q-70, under Section 30~6.6

of the Ordinance, to permit variance of side yard setback from 8 ft. to 3.1 ft.,
on property located at 8718 Linton Lane, also known as tax map lll-l ((14)) 527,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following
resolution :

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all appllc8J:l1e State and COWlty Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and

1IHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a public
hearing by the Board of ZOning AppeaJ.s held on the 27th day of October, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AJlpea.ls bas made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. The area of the lot is 8,400 sq. ft. of land.
4. The dwelling is campleted, and located in an WlUSUaJ. condition 400 to a large
sewer easement througll the property.

AND WHmEAS, the Board o£~ Appeals has'-.reac:hU:.the.o£ollowing ~conelWli6ns~.o1',.1!jl.w:

1. The Board has found that non compliance was the result of an error in the location
of tu...buildingj. and,

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose of the
Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other property
in the :\lmnediate vicinity.

NOW" THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVEJ), that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted.

II
The Board continued with the application of COUNTY OF FAIRFAX (see above)

Mr. J. Lambert represented the applicant.

Mr. smith annoWlced that this application was granted an out of tum hearing by the
Chairman in view of the necessity for getting on with this expansion, thinking that
it would be in the interest of general health,and welfare of a great number of people
in the county. The Planning COlIIDission, in view of the fact that these facilities are
in place has by·passed the State Code Section and have no intent of hearing this.

On June 23, Mr. Lambert explained, the Board of Supervisors prepared a document, forwarde
it to the State Water Control Board, in which items Were outlined for the upgrading of
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of the sanitary sewer system in the southeastern portion of Fairfax COWlty. At
that time additions, if you will, or actually the upgrading the Westgate facility
which is in question today, was included. The State Water Control Board accepted
this report and on July 28 the COWlty, by circuit court ruling, was told to proceed
with all haste and have these improvements made prior to March 1. In order to
comply with all County regulations, they immediately began to see just what was in
volved to make the necessary improvements. Mr. Lambert said he had a discussion
with Mr. Knowlton and fOund that it was necessary to appear before the Board of
Zoning Appeals and the Planning Commission for the addition of secvrlI.dary::elarifiers
and chemical feed equipment at the westgate facility. As a point of interest, Mr.
L8Jllbert continued, he has talked with several citizens in the area and alBo wrote
a letter to the Wake Forest Civic Association who requested them to explain what
iley were attempting to do. He introduced Mr. Gary Nickerson of Engineering Science,
Inc.

Mr. Nickerson stated that the major improvements to the facility will be two 100
ft. diameter secondary clarifiers. These are sedimentation basins and they are
part of the activating sludge process. The second largest item would be the
notation thickener - this is to handle the waste activated sludge generated by
the proceSS. This is a sludge pumping station. There will be a tank for the storage
~f ferride chloride - 35 ft. in height, capacity approximately 20,000 geJ.1ons liquid.
hey also plan to build a carbon slurry pond for use in upgrading the treatment until

the activated sludge process gets in.

No opposition.

In application S-202-70, an application by County of Fairfax Wlder Section 30-1.2.2.1.
of the Zoning Ordinance, to pennit expansion of sewage treatment facHity, lOCated 680
Fort Fhmt Road, also known as tax map 93-2 «1)) 6, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resoJ.ution:

WHEREAS, the captioned a.pp.lication has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of eJJ. applicable State and county Codes and in accordance with the by
la.ws of the Fairfax County Board. of Zoning AppealS, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguPUS and nearby property owners, and a
pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 21th da;y of October, 1970
and

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

1. Owner of the SUbject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 20.3 ac. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, 1s required.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and develO);Hllent of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in tbe ZOning Ordinance.

NOW' THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, tha.t the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indica.ted on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses, whetheror not these additional uses require a. use pennit, sha.ll be
cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
DR. ARGERSON - variance - N. Chambliss & Beauregard St. - request for extension:
The Board granted an extension of 180 days. No more extensions will be granted.

II
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WBS'OONSTER SCHOOL· Request for extension. It was noted that this permit had expired
in March of 1970 therefore the Board could not grant any extensions. The Iq)plicant
must files new application.

II
In view of the fact that the Board had had no correspondence regarding tl.e application
of Schrott. Whitaker & Douglas, the application was dismissed witb prejudice.

II
GIANT FOOD PROPERTIES - Deferred from October 20 for full Board.

Mr. Long stated that he was familiar with the situation and WaB ready to make a
motion.

In application v-163-70, an application by Giant Food Properties under Section 30-6.6
of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of Fairfax COW1ty 7 ft. retaining
wall along Memorial Street, property located westerly side of Richmond Hwy. and north
side of Memorial street, also known as tax map 93-1 «1)) lA, COWlty of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution

~J tbe captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and COWlty Codes and in accordance with the by.
la.ws of the Fairfax County Boa.rd of jZoning J\ppeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper QQtice to the public by advertisement in Ii local newBpo!q;ler J

posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held. on the 22nd day of September
1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. Owner of the property is W. F. P. Reid and M. L. Lehlnan. The applicant is the
lessee.
2. Present zoning is C-D.
3. Area of the lot is 33.641 ac.
4. Article xr(Site Plan Ordinance) must be caapl1ed with.
5. The retaining wall is required because of' the grade of the site.
6. This would be a"minimum variance.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the follClrlng conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which Wlder a strict inter pretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonab
use of the land and buildings involved: exceptional topographic problems of the land.

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one year £ran this date unJ.ess construction has started
Or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the date of expiration.

Secooded, Mr. Bantes. Carried 4-0. Mr. 8m1th abstaining as he was not sure of the
need for this variance.

II
JAMBS AUDI • variance to a.llow carport to remain closer to front property line than
allowed· deferred from October 20 to view the property. Mr. Long said he had visited
the property and was very surprised. The applicant has exceptiooal topographic
problems and one of the most difficult conditions to overcome that he has seen.
A person can almost look down on the house when he stands in the road.. If the
C&1'pat had been built down where the house is located, he could never get the car
out.

Mr. smith still was not convinced of the problems involved and suggBted that the Board
have a topographic map of the property. Mr. Knowlton asked if 10 ft. intervals would
be all right. The Board agreed. Deferred to the next De eting.

II
ENGLESIDE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL • Deferred for ruu Board. and to ask the applicant to
c.lari1'y the request.

Mr. carlos H8¥es, Chair.tll8l:l of the School Board, stated that they now have a permit to
operate~the school fram 8 to 4 and they want to Change it from 7 to 6, and start a
nursery for working parents who might need it. The neighbors have been notified and
have no objections to the change.
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Mr. Yeatman moved to amend the original resolution to read a max:lJrn1m of 300
students, ages 2 thru 18 years of age, hours of operation 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.
All. other provisions of the Resolution dated April 21, 1970 will remain in effect and
in force. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried Wlanimously.

II
Mr. Yeaman moved that the BZA Minutes of' October 13, 1970 be approved as written.
Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried Wlanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m.
By Betty Haines, Clerk

______.Date
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The regular meeting of the Board of
zoning AppeeJ.s was held at 10:00 a.m.
on Tuesday, November 10, 1970 in the
Board Roam of the COW1ty AQnd.nistration
Building. All members were present:
Mr. Daniel Smith, Chairman; Mr. George
Ba.rn.es, Mr. Richard Long, Mr. Joseph
Baker and Mr. Clarence Yeatman.

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

FAIRFAX COUNTY WA'IER AtrrHORITY, application under Bection 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordinance,
to permit construction of additional 20,000 ga.llon water storage tank and approve exis
ting 20,000 gaJ.l.on water storage tank, Riverside Manor, 323 Chesapeake Drive, (RE-2), a
((6» A, 3-194-70

Mr. Harry J. Bicksler, Jr. represented the applicant. In 1966 they received permission
to put in a well and a 5,000 gallon storage tank, be explained. They did not get a very
good yield from the well and as a result of that, theY put in the 20,000 ge.llan storage
tank. This tank bas been providing enough water until this past Sl.UlllDer and with the
growth of the subdivision and the additional well on parcel E granted by the Board this
year, they feel that the a.dditiona.1 20,000 gallon tank will be necessary to provide
enough water to the eubdiv1don. 'rbe two wells together will produce about thirly~

three gallons per minute. These are circula.r above-ground storage tanks.

Mr. Arthur Smith, 337 Chesapeake Drive, spoke in favor of the application.

Mr. Knowlton reported that the Planning COWlIIission had considered this and approved it
under Section 15.1-456.

No apposition.

Mr. Bicksler added that the proposed tank will be placed behind the existing tank.

In application S-1~-70, an application by Fairfax County Water Authority, under Section
30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Ordinance, to permit construction of additional. 20,000 gallon water
storage tank. and approve existing 20,000 gal.lon water storage tank, located 323 Chesa~

peake Drive, also known as tax map 8 ((6» pt. A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Yeatman JlIOved that the Board approve the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance witb the re~

quirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of' Zoning AppealS, and

WHERKAS, following proper notice to the public by advertiselIlElnt in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th of November, 1970, and

WHEmlAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.l.s has made tbe following findings of fact:

1. Owner of tbe property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE·2.
3. Area of the lot 1s 10,000 sq. ft.
4 .. The neW tank will be on the. same site as the existing tanks.
5. The 20,000 gallon t8l1k is to improve the water distribution in this area, whicA

according to testimony has been found to be inadequate.

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

1. 'l'be applicant has presented testimony indicating cOOlpliance witb St8l1dards for Special
Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance,
and

2. Tl:!at the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehendve plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW TEIEBEFOBE BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following liJnitations :

1. This approval is granted to the applic8l1t only and is not transferable -without further
action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this application and is not
transferable to other land.

2. This permit sha.l.l expire one year from this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of the BOard prior to date of expiration.

3.. This approveJ. is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated in plats submitted.
Any additional structures of any kind, ch8l1ges in use or add1tioneJ. useS, whether
or not these addit10nal uses require a use perm!t shall be cause for this pennit to be

re-evaluated by this Board. SeCOnded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0 (Mr. Lang out of tke roan).

'I
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LYNNFmJ) DEVELOPMENT CORP., application under Section 30·6.6 of the Ordinance, to
permit post and portion of roof of open porch to remain with less than required set
back, 3430 Holly Road, Camelot Square, Annandale District, (R-12.5), 59-2 ((1))
pt. 17, V-183-70

Mr. Carl Hellwig of Springfield Associates represented the applicant.

Why was this house set a.t an angle on the lot, Mr. Yeatman asked?

This was requested by the builder, Mr. Hellwig replied. This is a model house and he
wanted it set at an angle at the entrance. This is a four post porch with the high
type roof. The mistake was made by Springfield Associates. The porch is open entirely •
When the first wall check was made, the building was in compliance but when they went
back for the final will check they discovered the problem with the porck. Only a comer
of the porch is in violation.

No oppOSition.

In application v·183·70, application by Lynnfield Deve10pnent Corporo.tiGnJ, an appli
cation under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit post and portion of roof of
open porch to remain with less than required setback, property located at 3430 Holly
Road, also known as tax map 59-2 ((1)) pt. 17, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Yeatman moved that the Board of Zoning AppealS adopt the fOllowing resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the lOttt of November, 1970,

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals Iilas made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning of the lot is R~12.5.

3. Area of the lot is 12,597 sq. ft. of land.

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

1. The Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error in the location
of the buildil'lg subsequent to the issuance of a building permit, and

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose of the
Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other property
in the inlnediate vicinity.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT R!BIJL'VE.l), that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted .£eOOJlded; JMi': ,",'.·,ilaJter ..T,Carried 4..0 (Mr. Long out of the roOlll).

II
DEVONSHIRE PROPERTIES PARTNERSHIP, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit dwelling under construction to remain .92 ft. too close to aide pruperty line,
4109 Duvawn St., Ridgeview, Sec. 3, Lee District, (R-12.5), 82-4 ((17)) 16, V·191-70

Agent for the applicant did not have the required notices and requested deferral.

The application was deferred to November 24.

II
Mr. Knowlton requested the Board's concurrence in the adIninistrative dismissal of six
applications that have been in the files for between two and four years with no interest
indicated on the part of the applicant.

In compJ.iance with the stai'f request concerning these cases that have been on file
for two to four years, Mr. YeatJnan moved that the application of S.C.H. Associates,
filed on /q:Iril 26, 1968, to permit access to shopping facilities through residentially
zoned property, located at U. S. Route I and Mt. Vernon Highway, be dismissed with pre
judice. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0 (Mr. Long out of the roOfll).

II
Mr. Yeatman moved that the application of Alexandria Water Company, application filed
April 26, 1967, to permit erection and operation of water re1a;y pumping station,
located in Lee District, be dismissed with prejudice for lack of interest on the part
of the applicant. Seconded, Mr. B&Jter. Carried 4-0 (Mr. Long out of tbe room).

II
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In the application of Robert Paul and Marga.ret Peachey, application filed June 27, 1967,
to permit use of roads and sewers to finish mobile bane park. located Ladson Lane
adjacent to Audobon Estates Mobile Homes, Mr. Yeatman moved that tlte application be
dismissed with prejudice, due to lack of interest on tbe part of the applicant.
Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0 (Mr. Long out of the :room).

II
Mr. Yea1man moved that the application of Helicopter Enterprises, Inc., application
fUed August 2, 1966, to pennit operation of heliport, south side of #1 Highway (Mt.
Vee Motel Property), be dismissed with prejUdice, due to lack of interest on the
part of the applicant. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0 (Mr. Long out of the room).

II
Mr. Yeatman moved that the app11cation of John Magyar,: application filed April 18, 1967,
to permit erection of garage 13.6 ft. from side property line, located 9516 4th Place,
be dismissed with prejudice, due to lack of interest on the part of the applicant.
Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4~0 (Mr. Long out of the room).

II
Mr. Yeatman moved that the application of Peter C. PiraneoJ application under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit erection of garage 6 ft. from side lineJ 4417 Medford
Lane, filed December 19, 1966 be dismissed with prejudice due to lack of interest on
the part of the 8i'Pllcant. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried 4-0 (Mr. Long out of the room).

II
Mr. Long returned.

II
STANLEY G. AND WINIFRED L. WM.'TS, application under Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit erection of carport 8 ft. from side property line, 9100 Patton Blvd.,
Woodlawn Manor, (BE 0.5), :Nt. Vernon District J llO-1 ((5) 94, V-192-70

Mr. Watts stated that there is a concrete driveway all the way back to the end of the
house. The property slopes down in the rear and a garage in the back would mean
that he coul.d not get cars out in bad weather. In the proposed locationJ there is
a stoop frcm the back door which sticks out about four feet and this would leave
only 10 ft. from the driveway to the property line. The carport wouJ.d be 14 ft.
and the driveway is 10 ft., and tle stoop is four feet.

A carport could be buUt fifteen feet £rom the side property line by right, Mr. Smith
pointed out; the Ordinance was amended to allow applicants the privUege of con
structing 5 ft. into the side yard. The fact tJitat the driveway is there does not
justif'y the Board gra;nting a variance. There must be a hardShip to justif'y the
variance.

The lot is 400 ft. deep and 100 ft. wide, ba.cldng up to the Woodlawn Country Club,
Mr. Watts said. The house was buUt in 1967 and he is the original owner.

With a 15 ft. carport J this wou1.d give 11 ft. beyond the 4 ft. steps which seems to
be mini:.on.1m relief, Mr. Smith suggested.

With a 15 ft. ce.rport 10 ft. fi'om t1:le property line, the car coul.d be driven past the
4 ft. stoop to open the doors, and this would give plenty of roCln, Mr. Long agreed.

No opposition.

In application V~192-70J application by Stanley G. and Winifred L. Watts, lqlp1ication
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to perndt erection of carport 8 ft. from
side property line, 9100 Patton Boulevard also known as tax map 1l0-1 ((5» 94, county
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly fUed in accordance with the re
quirements of all applicable State snd County Codes snd in accordance witb the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, fOl.J..otdng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a. local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous snd nearby property ownerS and a
public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held an the lOth day of November, 1970

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

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is BE 0.5.
3. Area. of the lot is 42,562 sq. ft. of land.
4. Required side line setback for sn open carport is 15 ft.
5. The carport would not extend into the side yard more than 10 ft. and this would be

a minimum variance.



November 10, 1970

STAN!£Y G. AND WINIFRED L. WATTS - etd.

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

L The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical.
difficulty or unnecessary ha.rdship that would deprive the user of tbe reasonable use
of the land and build.1ngs involved: (a) exceptionally narrow lot, (b) exceptionally
narrow lot; (c) exceptional topographic problems of the land,

NCM THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject lPplication be and the same is hereby
granted in part with the following limitations:

1. This approvaJ. is granted for the location and the specific structure or
structures indicated in the plats included with this application only and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the seme land.

2. This variance shall expire one year frem this date unless construction has
started or unless rmewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. The carport must be an open type with similar materials and construction as the
existing dwelling.

4. The carport must be a mini:n:rum of 10 ft. from the property line.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried 5-0.

II
W'ANQNA H. BARBOUR AND WBEL F. HARRIS, application under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance, to penn1t lOt with less area and frontage than required, 8333 Wolftrap
Road., Providence District, (RE-I), 39-1 ((1)) 28. v-196-70

Mr. Robert Hurst, attorney, represented the applicant. ~e tract of land has an
area of 0.3675 ac. and has frontage of 88.1 ft. on Wolftrap Road. This tract of land
and two others adjacent have been in the family since 1906. Mrs. Fhlrley, Mrs.
Barbour's grandmother, died in the mid-1930's and left the property to her three
children. It was divided into three pieces in 1946. In 1963 the Board granted a
variance to Alonzo Hurley, one of Mrs. Hurley's children, to build a house on the
lot which did not have enough frontage or area. There 1s a house on that lot now.

Since the original application on this lot was only in the name of Wanona H. Barbour,
Mr. smith felt that the name of the owner, Mrs. Mabel F. Harris should be included
as applicant.

Mr. Hurst agreed. The third parcel of land aJ.ready has a house on it, He said,
and this is the last lot of the three.

No apposition.

In application v-196-70, application by Wanona H. Barbour and Mbe1 F. Harrts, appli
cation under Section 30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit lot with less area and
frontage than aJ..lowed, 8333 Wolftrap Road, Providence District, also known as tax
map 39-1 ((1)) 28, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt
the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re~

quirements of all a;pplicable State and County Codes and in accorde:nce with the by-laWS
of the Fairfax Co'tmty Board of zoning Appea1.s, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public _by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and
a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10thday of November, 1970

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

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE~l.

3. Area of the lot is 0.3675 ac. of land.
4. Minimum. area is 40,000 sq. ft. of land.
5. Minimum lot frontage is 150 it.
6. This is an existing sub-standard lot of record since 1946.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning AppeaJ.a has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical.
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use
of the land involved: (a) exceptionally narrow lot;
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November 10, 1970

WANONA H. BARBOUR AND MABEL F. HARRIS - Ctd.

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

1. The 25 it. shown on the plat across the front of the PrQPerty as an easement
is to be dedicated to public street purposes.

2. The front setback for the dwelling should be measured from ile 25 ft. dedication
line. Seconded, Mr. Baker.

Mr. Smith said it shOUld be stated that this land has been under the same family owner
Sbipsince 1906 and was subdivided prior to 1946 to allow the division of the property
for the heirs.

Mr. Long and Mr'. Baker accepted the amendment.

Carried unanimously.

II
THOMAS A. CARY, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to
permit erection and operation of service station, lOCated intersection of Galesbury
Lane and Route 50, Centreville District (C-D) 44-2 {(I» pt. 9, 8..195-70

Mr. John T. Hazel, Jr. represented the applicant. He pointed out the proposed location
of the OUter Beltway acrosS Route 50 in approximatel.y the loca.tion between Greenbriar
and Brookside. This will be a pa.rt of the shopping center and was shown in the drawing
of the shopping center presented to the Board of Supervisors at the time of rezoning.
This will be a Colonial type service sta.tion, three bay. They do not know at this time
who the oU caupany will be.

No oppoaition.

In applica.tion S-195-70, an application by Thomas A. Cary, Inc. under Section 30-7.2
10.2.1 of the Zoning Ord1.nance, to pennit erection and opera.tion of service station,
located at Galesbury Lane and Route 50, also known as tax tnap 44-2 ((1)) pt. 9,
County of Fa:1.rfa.x, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
foJ.1Ow1ng resolution:

W'HI!:ElEAS, the captioned application has been properl.y filed in a.ccordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by..J.a,ws of' '.,theBoard of zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals, held on the loth .da;y of November, 1970 and

WHBREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.ls bas :made the following findings of fa.ct:

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is C-D.
3. Area of the lot is 28,900 sq. ft. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. A gasoline station was shown at this location at the rezoning hearing before

the Board of SUpervisors.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conc1usions of law:

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance witb Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in C districts a..s contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. Tlaat the use will not be detrimental to the chara.cter end development of the
adjacent land and will be in hanDony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the zoning Ordinance.

NOW TlIERIm)RE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following lim1tatioos:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only 8lld is not trans1'erable without
further a.ction of t)ds Board and is for the location indicated in tbis application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. T1rl,s permit shall expire one year fiom this date unless construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by action or this Board prior to date of eJlP iration.

3. T1rl,s approvaJ. is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additionaJ. structures of any kind, changes in use or addi·
tional. uses, whether ornot these additional uses require a use permit, shall be cause
ilr this use pennit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

4. The gasoline station will be a three bSiY colonial. brick design as shown on rendering
filed with the zoning application. Seconded, Mr'. Yeatman. Carried unan!mousl.y.

II



November 10, 1970

Mr. Knowlton noted a letter fran Mr. Fagelson asking th&t the applica.tion of
Avon Road Corporation, for theatre be deferred to November 24.

This was deferred to check the parking, Mr. Smith recalled.

The staff has checked this, Mr. Knowlton replied, and has found tha.t this was excess
above the required parking 8p&ces.

Mr. Long said that since he made the motion to defer originsJ..ly, and since the
staff has answered the important questions regarding parking, he was prepared to make
s.:-.motion today.

In application S-181-70, an application by Avon Road Corporation under Section 30-7.
2.10.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit enclosed theatre, on property located
on the west side of Riclnnond Highway opposite Abingdon Avenue, also known as tax
map 101-2 ((1)) pt. 12A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved tba.t the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public byadvertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the properly, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a publi
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held. on the 27th dSiY of October, 1970

AND "wfHEDAS" the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of fact:
1. Owner of the subject property is the l:qIplicant.
2. Present zoning is C-D.
3. Area of the building is 12,500 sq.f't.
4. This is an existing Shopping center.
5. Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required.

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

1. The B;IPlicant has presented testimony'ind:k:ating compliance with St&ndards for
Special Use Permit Uses in C Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the zoning
Ordinance, and,

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adj_
acent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in tle ZOning Ordinance.

NCM THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject a.pplication be and the same is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

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

2. This permit shall expire one year fran this date unless operation has started
or unl.ess renewed by e.ction of this Boe.:rd prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval. is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on pla.ts sub-
mitted with the application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses, whether or not these additional. uses require a use permit, shall be
cause for this use permit to be re-evalua.ted by this Board. Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Knowlton pointed out that this shopping center is not COOIplete. Does this mean
tha.t each addition would ha.ve to come before this Board for approval?

Mr. Smith said the Board should not review anything W1l.ess it pertains to the theatres
themselves. Any use that can go in by right should not come under the jUrisdiction
of this Board.

Mr. Woodson could bring in each item, Mr. Long said, and the Board could make a
detennination. He was concerned about a use Which might affect parking for the
theatre. He did not wisb to change the motion, he said.
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This is a new approe.ch, Mr. Smith contended, which the Board has never taken and it
is setting a precedent.

Mr. Baker moved to amend the motion to delete the requirement that would require
them to come back to the Board for any construction in the Shopping center.
Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. carried 4-1, Mr. Long voting against the amendment.

Voting on the use itself: Carried 5-0.

II
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November 10, 1970

CAROLYN R. CHABO, application under Section 30·7.2.6.1.5 of the Ordinance, to permit
operation of beauty shop as hane occupation, 3343 AnnandeJ.e Rd., Mason District, (R-IO)
60-1 «14» B, 8-197-70

Mrs. Chabo stated that she is a licensed beautic!a.n and she has worked for about three
years in Armandale. She has been married twice and has three chiJdren, two trem a
former ma.rriage and she knows the cost of baby-sitting and the hours' of a beauty
operator. She would like a permit to operate in her horne part time so that she can
be home with her children. She- he.d a. .smal.J. shop in her basement and did not know that
it was in violation until an inspector came out. The proposed operation would be
in her garage which Is a part of the hOUSe.

Sane of the requirements of the Inspections Division might prohibit this operation
in the garage, Mr. Barnes suggested, in regard to cost.

Mr. Richard LePair, 3449 Annandale Road, Falls Church, appeared in opposition. His
remarks were general in tha.t he objected to this use being aJJ.owed in a residentia.l
zone by the Ordinance. (Mr. Yeatman advised him to talk to the Supervisor of his
district about having the Ordinance changed.) Mr. LePair said he moved to
this area in June and is about a block &lay f'rom this location. He discussed
the traffic hazards on Annandale Road at present.

Mr. Smith expltlined that a home occupation is limited to one customer at a time; and
no help. This would not establish a traffic hazard in his opinion.

Mr. smith suggested deferring the application to find out whether Mrs. Chabo's pl.ans
would be approved by the Inspection Division.

Mrs. Chabo stated that she would like permission b operate from 10 a.m. to 6 p.m.
six days a week, although lhe probably WOUld not operate that many hours.

Deferred to December 1 to see whether the applicant can meet the inS}rCtions require
ments.

II
ALBERT S. HOLLAND, application under section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit addi
tions to house closer to property lines than allowed, 3806 Rugby Rd., Centreville
District, (RE-I), 45-2 «2)) 20, V-198-70

Mr. Holland stated that there is a creek on the north side of his houSe which prohibits
him fran building there; the septic tank. and field in the rear of the house prevents
}:n.1i.lding there; and there are only two places left to build - the other side of the
house and in front. This house was a hunter's lodge years ago and was not placed
very strategica.lly on the lot. He plans to build two bedrocma and bath on the frOnt
of the house which wou1.d be 46.2 ft. !'rOm. the front property line, and a rec racm
on the side, 13.6 ft. from the property line. He has lived here for five years and
plans to continue living here. He bas two children with him and two who visit quite
frequently. '.

What type of construction will this be, Mr. Long asked?

He will put alUD2inumsiding on the new part and the old part too) Mr. Holland said.

No opposition.

In application V-19'8-70, application by Albert S. Holland, application under Section
30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit additions to house closer to property lines than
aJJ.owed, ,3806 Rugby Road, also known as tax map 45-2 «2)) 20, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance witb require
ments of all applicable State and County codes and in accordance witb the by-laws
of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owner s, and II.

public bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the loth day of November, 1970

AND WHEREAS) the Board of zoning Appea.ls has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE-I.
3. Area of the lot is 1.9250 ac.
4. The creek floods to within 8 ft. of the northwesterly side of the dwelling.
5. There is II. septic field to the rear of the dwelling.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning AppeaLs bas reached the following concl.usions of law:

1. The applicant has satisfied,the Board that the following pbysica! conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in prac
tical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable
use of tlle land and dwelling involved: (a) except1ona.l topographic problems oftbe land;
(b) unusual condition of the location of existing dwell..ing.



November 10, 1970

ALBERT S. HOLLAND - Ctd.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the folloll'ing l1:mita,tions:

1. This approvl¢ is granted for the location and the specific structuxe or structu.1'es
indicated in the plats included with this application only and is not transferable
to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance sha1l expire one year from this date unlesS construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5-0.

II
DEFERRED CASES

ANNANDALE MARINE & SPORTS CENTER, INC., awJ.j.cation under Section 30-7.2.10,5.4 of the
Ordinance, to permit sales, and servicing of boats, motors, campers, trailers, motor
cycles and other recreational eQu1:gment, located 4313 Markham St., Annandale District
(C-G and C-D), 71-1 ((1» 9, s-14o:70 (deferred frem Oct. 13)

ANNANDALE MARINE & SPORTS CENTER, application \U}der Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance to permit use of present garage located 3.9 ft. from rear property line as
storase and repair buUdina, 4313 Markham St.) Annandale District, (C-G), 71-1 ((1))
9, v-141-70 (deferred from Oct. 13)

Mr. JOM Hanson, attorney, stated that tbey were dropping the variance application
and the building would not be used for garage purposes.

Mr. Baker moved 'to allow the variance application to be rithdra.vn with prejudice.

Mr. Hanson presented new plats. Since the last hearing they have settled on the
property and Annandale Marine and Sports Center, Inc. is the owner. Mr. I(yers is

-the Preaident.

Col. Myers presented a copy of tbe State Corporation CcmJl1ssion certificate for
the domestic corporation.

Mr. Hanson reca.Ued tlllat the application was deferred from the laat bearing to
allow the applic8Dt to obtain additional land. They have tried to do this and have
not been able to. As an aJ.ternative for obtaining more property, tiley have CQIl

pletely redeaigned tile proposed facility 1(0 wbat tJtey feel would be better utilization
r£ the property, as well as being IlIOre attractive and more efficient.

Mr. Smith stated that he aasumed that if this is granted the sbed would be removed.

They do not need a variance to use the sbed strictly for storage, Col. Myers
stated. They were told tllis by tile ZOning Office.

This would require a variance, Mr. Bmith contended. If there 18 going to be
storage in tbis building, it would still be a part of the use involved.

Mr. Hanson explained tllat they would eliJllinate tbe frame building &I1d replace it
with a cle&l1 cut JROdern building witll a pleasing aPPearance. Underneath tbe building
would be parking and storage. On top, as the land slopes, it will be partially on
stilts. TIley would excavate under that. The ItigJlest part of tbe storage racks
wou.J.d be 24 ft. at t1lIe top ot the peak, l'-t·"x~.6Q!.rli~tlleentire length of tile
building. The building would be 60' x 40', a two level building.

nat is tie largest boat you would lIandle, Mr. Smitb asked?

TIley normally would not store anytiling longer tban 19 ft., Col. Myers replied.
21 .ft. 18 tbe largest Ute manufacturer makes. TIley normaJ.ly stock niDe boats.

No opposition.

Will tllle old. location be abandoned, Mr. Yeatman asked?

They bave a lease on it for Mother tour montils, col. Myers stated. He did not
know. According to est1.llla.tes they lllOpe to be able to be out of tllere by Mayor June.

Mr. Smitll stated tllat t1lle building close to tlte rear line WOUld have to be removed.
Tbe statement was made tllat this operation would meet all setback requirements.

The Board di8cuased tlte types and. sizes of motors, boats and motorcycles to be
sold.

I
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Itovelllber 10, 1970

AD'AIfDALB MABIIIE & SPOM'S CBIfTIR, INC. • Ctd.

In application 8·140-70, an application by Annand&l.e Marine and Sports Center, Inc.
under Section 30·1.2.10.5.4 of tile Zoning O1'd1naoce, to permit sales and aervicing
of boats, IDOtor8, capers, trailers, motorcycles and otaer recreatlon&l. equipment.
on property located at 4313 MarUam St., a.l.8o known as tax IDap 71·1 «1» 8,9 and
pt. of 11, county of l'a!rfax, Virginia, Mr. Long IllOved taat the Board of Zoning
AppaaJ.s adopt tile following resolution:

WHlRlAS, tile captioned application lias been properly filed in accordance wita tlle
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance wit. tbe
by-laws of tae Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appea.ls, and

WJtBRKAS t following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper J

posting of tae property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a
public lIearing by tile Board Of .Zonlng AppealS Iteld on the 13tb day of October, 1970

AND WH!REAS, the Bo&rd of ZOning Appeals lias made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is tbe applicant.
2. Present zoning is C-G.
3. Area of tbe lot is 14,743 sq. ft. of land.
4. Compliance witA Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals lias reaclled tlle following conclusions of
law:

1. TAe applicant kas presented testiJaony indicating cCllllpl1ance witJt standarda for
Special Use Permit Uses in C Districts as cantained in Section 30-7.1.2 of tile Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. TIIat tile use will not be detriJDenta.l to tlte c1Iaracter and developml!nt of adjacent
land and will be in 1l&rlllanY witll the purposes of tlte caaprellensive plan of land
use embodied in tlte ZOning Ordinance.

NCW THlRBlORI BE IT RlSOLVED, tllat the subject application be and tlte same is
hereby granted in part wita the following limitations:

1. Tllis approval is granted to t)le applicant only and is not transferable witllout
turtber action of tJa1s Board, and is tor the location indicated in tllis application
and is not transferable to otaer land.

2. '11I:is permi t shall expire one year f'raa tnis date unle:ss construction or operation
lIaa started or unless renewed by action of tJtis Board prior to date of expiration.

3. TIlis approval is granted for tl:le buildings and uses indicated on t., plats
submitted fitll tJlis application. Any additional structures of 8lly' kind, cltanges
in use or additional u.e., nether or not tlltese additional uses require a use permit,
sltall be cause for tlli8 use permit to be re-evaluated by tllis Board.

4. TAe existing storage building in tJ:ae rear of the property is to be :removed.

5. All setback requirements are to be c~l1ed witlt.

6. MudJllUPl s12;e boat to be sold or serviced is 19 ft.; in-board-outboard 165 bp; out
board 12; Jilpi

7. MaxiJln.ua lengtll camper is 27 it., non-motorized.

8. Max.1mutll lengtlt trailer 18 16 ft.

9. MaximwIl size motorcyc.le to be sold or serviced is 500 cc.

10. TJaere sllall be 17 standard parking sp&CeS witilout any storage of boats, trailers,
etc. in these spaces.

Seconded. Mr. Yeataan. Carried unanimously.

II
CLARBNCI CANTOR. application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to perm1t erection
of carport c1.08er to LyndaJ.e Drive tllan allowed by Ordinance, 7617 Admiral Drive.
Nt. Vernon District. (HI 0.;). 102-2 «7» 1. V-166-70 (de:terr.d from OCt. 20 for
decision only)

In application v-166-70. an application by Clarence Cantor, under Section 30-6.6
of tl1e Zoning Ordinance. to penait carport clOser to Lyndale Dri'\le tIlan allowed by
Ordinance, on property 1.oe&ted at 761.7 Admiral Drive, also known itS tax map 102-2
«7») 1, County of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Long JDOved tilat tbe Board of ZOning
Appeals adopt the fOllowing resolution:
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CLARINCE CANTOR - Ctd.

WHBREAS, tbe captioned appl.ication has been properly filed in accordance wita the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance witil
the by-laws of tile Fllufax County Boerd at ZOning AppeaJ.s, and

WHBRBAS, following proper notice to tile public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public bearing by' the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th day of November,
1970,

AND WHEREAS, tllie Board of Zoning Appeals has made tbe fOllowing findings of f'a.ct:

1. Owner of tile subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is BE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot is 24,649 sq. ft.

AND WHEREAS, the Board r;£ Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
14W:

The applicant bas not satisfied tile Board tllat paystea.l conditions exist waieb under
a striet interpretation of tile Zoning Ordinance would result in praetieal diffi
culty or '\mMcessary bardslll1p that would deprive tbe user at tlae reasonable use
of tbe land and/or buildings involved. There is an alternate location.

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

Seeonded, Mr. Yeatman. ea.rried 4-0 (Mr. Long out of the room).

II
FRANCONIA LOOOE #646, LOYAL ORDER OF THR MOOSE, application under Seetion 30-7.2.5.1.4
of the Ordinance, to permit fraternal lOdge, 7701 Beulah Road, Lee Distriet, CRE-l)
99-2, 100-1 «1» 50 and 3, 5-155-70 (deferred fl'all Oet. 20)

Mr. Walter B. Golden III represented the applieant.

Mr. Golden stated tilat Mr. Moran hadshcnm a deceleration on the new plats leading
into tile property and an aeceleration lane leading out of it. This was one
of tIle eoncerns of the Bo&rd at tile last 1tearing. Anothel'-;Tequirement was a some
nat ambiguous letter from tbe Sanitation Depart1llent stating that perk tests
were all right but subjeet to various requirements. It 18 not & septic field ~

it is a seepage pi t. They p1an to dig a well 200 ft. away. The memberuip of tile
Lodge is 100 at tais time. They will provide ll4 parking spaees. TIle building is
50' x 80'. It will be & metal building with stone faeade.

Mr. 8m1tll questioned the loeation of proposed swimming pool on the plat; tile
requirement under this Seetion of tile Ordinanee is 100 ft. from all property lines,
he said.

This was shown as future proposed use and is not part of this applieatiOl1, Mr. Moran
said.

They Ave aJ.ready stipulated tlaat wilen they wanted to make any otlter use of tile
propertY' tIIeY' would eome back for a use permit, Mr. Golden said. This was merely to
indicate nat is p!.anned in tbe future.

Do you still plan to put in a stook&d.e renee sJ.oa.g tile property line wltere tile
people wIlo opposed tlte applieation live, to protect them from lights, Mr. Long aske'd?

No, tlley kave never ma.de any statement that taU would Dave to be done, Mr. Golden
said. TIle trees provide screening now.

Mr. 3mitll felt tllat llD)'Where tllere was parking tilere saould be a six toot fence.
This would keep 1Ieadligbts f'raD s1linkng onto other people's property.

In applieation 5-155-70, application by Franconia Lodge #646, Loyal Order ot tile
Moose, under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Ord1nanee, to permit traternallodge,
on property located at 7701 Beulall Road, also known &8 tax map 99~2 and 100-1,
«1» 50 and 3, County of hirtax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that tee Bo&rd of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the eaptioned applieation has been properly tiled in aceordance witit tile
requirements of all applicable State and County COdes and in accordance','witlt tile
by~laW8 of tlte Fairfax County Board of ZOning Appeals, and

WHB:REAS, following proper notlee to tile publie by advertisement in a loe&1 neWBpaper,
posting of tlle property, letters to contigl1Ol1S and nearby property owners, lU'ld a
publie lie &ring by tile Board of Zoning Appe&1s held on tile 15tll day of September,
19'70 and
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WHIUAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.a bas JDade tae following findings of tact:

1. Owner of t.lae subject property Is tlle applicant.
2. Present zoning is 1m-I.
3. Area of the lot 18 6.4&359 &Co of land.
4. Compliance wi th Article XI (S1te Plan Ordinance) is required.

AIm WHBREAS, tbe Board of Zoning Appeals has reaelled tlae following conclusions of
law:

1. ~e appliC&D.t haa presented testimony indicating cOlllPliance witb Standards for
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning ordinance, and

2. '1'IIat the use will Dot be detrimental to the character and developDent ot the
adjacent land and will be in IULl1nony with the purposes of the c(lUprekenaive plan
of land use embodied in tlae Zoning Ordinance.

NOW THDEFORB BE IT RBSOLVED, that the subject application be and tM SIDle Is
bereby granted witll tile following limitations:

1. Tllis approval Is granted to tile aPPlicant only and Is not transferable witkiout
further action af tala Board and is for tbe location indicated in this application
and 1rI not transferable to otliler land.

2. 'nis permit sa&11 expire one year :l'l'OIl. this date unless construction or opera-
tion "as started or unless rmewEld by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. 'lkis approval 18 grmted tor tlle buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with t}l!s application. Any additional structures of any kind, casnps in use or
additional uses, waetaer or not these additional uses require a use permit, sDall
be cause for tilis use permit to be re-eva.luated by this Board.

4. ne bullding sit&ll be constructed witb a metal exterior and a stone front.

5. The Aours of operation sllall be- f'rall 4:30 p.m. to 12:00 a.m. Monday tl::lru
i'iIursday and 12:00 p.m. to 1:00 a.m. Friday and Saturday and 12:00 p:;.m. to 12:00
a.m. Sunday.

6. T1le lodge faeili ties sba1l nQt be leased or used for any outside act!vities
otJaer tUn LittJ.e League and 10c,&1 civic activities.

7. All nQise and lighting skall be confined to the premises.

8. Where natural screening ill non-existing Qr is removed. 2" hardwood trees s}aall
be planted 40 I on center cc:aple'teJ,y around tJae property within the setback area.
A standard Fairfax CO'UDty stockade fence shall be erected 12 ft. inside tJae property
line to protect adjacent dwell.inga fXoom car lipts.

9. A deceleration and acceleration lane s.&11 be located and cODstrocted at tae
entrance in a msnner as approved by the Division of Land Use Administration.

10. ne IIleJllbersaip shall not exceed 200 family members with 114 parking spaces.

ll. 'l'ke pool and batlt llPuae and Little League ball field Me not part ot tills uae
permit.

12. A 25 ft. strip along Beulu Road sball be dedicated to public street purposes.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Bmitl::l asked Mr. tong to clarity the tencing requirement.

Mr. Long stated tbat there aaould be fencing aJ.()ng the Foley and Baggett properties
but tbis would be left up to Land Use Administration.

Motion carried 4-1, Mr. Smt. voting a,gainat tlie motion as be telt tlte wording OD the
tencing was Dotspecitic. 'l'1te adjacent residents should be prQtected trca. lighting.

II
WILLIAM H. N. HATCHER, application under section 30·7.2.8.1.2 of the Ordinance,
to permit riding 8chool and 8table, 166l. Beulah Rd., Centreville District, (RE.l),
28n ((1» 23, pt. 24, 8-149-70 • Request for rehearing

Mr. A. A. Giangreeo represented Mr. Hatcher. Mr. Glangreco stated tlitat in going
tarougb the record of tile bearing, there are a number of cOJlllDents to tlte effect
that the evidence presented at the time was not sufficient to really warrant fu
making ot & finding. CMe of tae diffiCUltie8 whicb tbe applicant eneouatered was
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tlaat lae did not bve the recorded deed tor the five acres of ground. He did not
have a location survey ..ieb WOUld indicate setback lines of his barn. He did not
have an indication &8 to where the well and septiC tank was going. There was a
lengthy discussion &8 to the 15 acres of leased ground and tAe Board. took the poat ..
tion t8at the lease called for laaying and graeing and nothing more. They are now
prepared to furnish the Board witJa a recorded deed for five acres ot groun.d. and a
survey plat indicating the relocation or the barnj the location of parking areas;
location ot the well and septic field and perhaps an in-depth opinion ot the lease
relating to the 15 acres of ground. Mr. liltS the owner of the property. was in
a serious auto accident and they have not been able to cl\ange tile lease.

These are ti.Gts which could have been presented at tae original bearing, Mr.
smith said.

They have tried to secure a leue on the cootiguous property. Mr. Giangreco
continued -- the Minnie Walker around - but that land is tied up into 8ll estate.
Woul.d the Board consider an operation for a scbool with five horses on five acres
of ground?

Mr. Barnes objected to that - it would work five hOrses to death, he said.

After considerable discussion, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt tbe following
Resolution:

In application 8-149-70, an application by W'illi,!UIl H. l'f. H8.tcher, under Section 30
7.2.8.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance. request for rehearing to permit riding school
and stable. on property located at 1661. BeulaJl Road, aJ.so known &8 tax ma.p
2801 «l»~ 23. pt. 24, County of Fairfax. Virginia. that the Board adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
tIle requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with
the by-1Bws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHBREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners. and a public bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on tile 10tJl
day of November. 1970 and

WHBREAS. the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s bas made the following findings of fact:
en

L The request for only five horses is not/adequate. reason for a rehearing in
that the Poard often grall'SS use permits in part. Theretore tbb is a.lways a con
sideration 4.urin« any: ..mag.

WHB:REAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals ltas reached the following cone5u&ions of law:

1. The evidence submitted today was insufficient to warrant a new hearing.

Nat THERBroRB BE IT RBSOLVED tllat the subject request be and the same is
kereby denied.

Seconded. Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
THB MADEIRA SCIDOL. INC., appl.ication under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance.
to pel'lllit construction of pool 75' x 42' for use of Ml\deira School, 8328 Georgetown
Pike, Drane8ville District, (RB-2). 20-1 «1» 14. 8-208-70

William O. Snead. Business Marlager and Treasure~,..of the School. represented tllle
applicant. This project is designed to atford a swiDm1ng pool for tbe use of the
students. It w:Lll be constructed aa an outdoor pooj. adjacent to tlle gymnasium.
TMy will make use of tllle gymnasium. dressing facilities. There are 175 resident
students, 114 da¥ students. giving a total of 289 students this year. They
are looking to increase to approximately 300 at scme f'uture date of nick about
200 wouJ.d be residents.

No oppoaition.

In application 5-208-70. an application by Madeira \ School. Inc•• application
under section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance. to permit construction of 75' x 42'
pool for use of Madeira Sckool, on property located at 832B Georgetown Pike.
a.J.ao known as tax map 20-1 «1» 14, County ot l'airt'ax. Virginia. Mr. Long moved
that the Board of zoning Appea.ls &dopt the following resolution:

WHIBKAS. the captioned s.pplicatiCll baa been properly filed in 6CeGrdance witil the
requjrements of all applicable state and COunty Codes and in accordance rltlll the
by-laws of the Pairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals. and
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THI!: MADEIRA SCJlX)L • Ctd.

WHmBAS, following proper notice to tlte public by advertisement in & loeaJ. news·
paper, posting of the property, letterll toamtiguous and neazby property owners, and
a pubUc hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the lotbJday of November,
19'70 and

WHER!AS t tae Board of Zoning APPeals lias made the fo1..lloWing findings of fact:

1. Owner of tlte SUbject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RI-2.
3. Area of tlae lot 1s 376 acres of land.
4. CCIlIplianee with Article XI (Site Pl.an Ordinance) is required.

AND WHBRBAS J the Board of 7.on1ng APPeals laa8 reached tlte fol.1o\fing coaclusions of
la,w:

1. T}ae applicant has presented testimony indicating cc.npliance with Stand.&rda for
Special. Use Permit Use8 in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
ZOning Ordinance J and

2. Tlaat the use will not be detriment&! to the character and developllent of the
adjacent land and will be in b.a.rmony wita the purposes of the cClllprebensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCW. THEREFORE BE IT .SOLVED, tllat tke subject application be and tile same is hereby
granted, with. the fOllow1ng 11m!tations:

1. Tlds approval is granted to tlle applicant only and is not transferable witllout
f'urtller action of tlds Board and is for the location indicated in tllis application
and is not transferable to otller land.

2. 'l'Il1s permit shs.ll. expire one year :from tills date unless construction or oper8.tion
bas stArted or unless renewed bY' action of t1tis Board prior to date of expiration.

3. 'l'Iti.s approval is granted for tae buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
addition&l uses, whether or not these adllitionaJ. uses require a use permit saal!
be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluat8d by this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimousl;y.

II
JAMES B. XlWDSON, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 or tlle Ordinance, to permit
dl!l\Y' care center, &&eS 2-6, IBB.X1JIIum of 25 cllildren at any one time, 7 a.lI. to 6 p.Ja.
six days a week, 7500 Box Elder Court (HE 0.5) 30-1 «10)) 3, S-184-~:70 (deferred
t'r<>n Oct. 27)

Mr. 8m1th recalled that at the last hearing a question came up with relaticm to
cQllp1etion of' the roadwl!I\Y'. Is there additional info:nD&tion available on this?

Mr. xnudson stated that be baa tum1sbed the Board 8. copy of the letter tram tile
Ckurclt. granting the use of their parking facilities. Also, be provided tl:ae Board
with an agreement dated over six montlas ago in which lrls former associate{,'Mr. C<mklln,
in consideration of deeding certa1n hOUses in the subdivision to bim, agreed to
l'a:ve tlte street accepted into tbe lligho.rq Sy1ltem, among other things. Mr. Conklin
was one of thoBe sending a letter of ccapJ.a.int regarding this application.

1'Il18 agreement is between Mr. Knudson and Mr. Conklin, Mr. Smitb stated, and conveys
the responsibility of the remainder of the subdivision to him, but tile Board also
baa acme additional int'ormation here tllat the bond is still in Mr. Knudson's name
and ftes not been caap1ied with.

TIle original subdivision was in his name, Mr. Knudson sald; tae land was in his name.

Tbe BoardIJ infonllation is tlla,t Mr. lCnudaon was notified February 1970 that tile time
limit on the bond was expired, Mr. &nith said.

They femaulated the agreement dated April 6 which put this responsibility on Mr.
CCII'lk1in, Mr. Knudson said.

Do you Ilave evidence to show tllat you bave been released frClll. the bond, Mr. 8m1tA
ulted?

NO, Mr. Knudson replied.

The tact that you have an agreement with Mr. Conklin does not release ;you fl'Om the
reaponaibilityJ Mr. Smitb pointed out.

Mr. Pudson said that be has received repeated assurances that the road work will
be done and done soon.
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Mr. SIlith stated tllat until tAb road work 1s caapleted and tlae street accepted
by the State Highway Department, it would not be in order to grant a use permit
for a use such III a sclloo.l. Do you. have a tentpore.ry oceup&ney permi t on the
structure itself?

No, they bave a pe:nDlU1ent occupancy permit, Mr. Knudson replied. It WOUld work
a great delay now if they do not gain approval pending the road work because the
State does not accept streets into the system between November 15 and April 1.

Mr. Yee.tl\wl moved that this be defen-e-d until suell time &8 the proof of perfo-rmance
under the perforDlBllce bond (that the streets be accepted into the State system.)
is affimed. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried UD8lI.imously.

II
GBOR;E If. SUMtoIlRS • Request for second extension of tinle on 11 variance.

The Board gr8ll.ted s.n extension of 180 days in accordance witil tie Boa.rd I S recently
adopted policy. No f'urtiler extensions·,·will be granted.

II
JAHI!:S AUDI, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to perm1t carport
closer to street and property line than allowed, 6458 Eighth Street, also known &8

'lax map 72-3 ((J.O)) 142, V-153-70 (deferred from OCt. 27)

The particular lot goes back to the stream, Mr. Knowlton stated, and on the tapograpby
map whicb he presented, it indicates a drop of l.0 ft.

This was deferred for decision, Mr. Smith recaJ.led.

In application V~153·70, application by Jsmes A. AUdi, application under Section
30~6.6 of the Ordinance, to pemit ca.rport closer to street and property lim taan
aJ.J.owed, on property located a.t 6458 Eighth Street, &lso known as ta.x map 72-3
«(10)) 142. County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appe&ls adopt the following resolution:

WHIBEAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and Count:." Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Roar:d..o~~ppe&lS,

AND WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a l.ocal
newspaper, posting of tbe property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appea.ls held on the 15th day
of September, 1970 and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is tae a.pp11cant.
2. Present zoning is BE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot is 36,587 sq. ft. of land.
4. Required f'ront setbe.ck is 50 ft.
5. Required side setback is 20 ft.
6. There is no other p1aee on the property to construct a carport.
7. Tltis would be a m1n1mum variance.

AND WHlmEAS, tbe Board of Zoning Appea.ls has reached the tollowing conclusions of
law: The applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist wil1ch under
strict interpretation of the ordinance WOUld result in practic&l difficulty or unneces
hardsbip that wou.ld"dej;lt1re tlli,user of 'tAereasOnable,use of the land end/or buildings
invo1ved. (a) topogra;pMc conditions of tile land; (b) tllis COl:lJPlles with Sec. 30-3.2.2.
NCM THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject a.ppl1cation be and tae same is
bereby granted, wt:tb~taeclfollOll1ngllm1tations:

1. This approval is granted for the 1oca.t1on of the specific structure indicated
in plats with this application only, and 1s not transferBhle to other land or to
other structures on tile same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year frau this date unless construction bas
started or unless renewed by action of th1s Board prior to date of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried ~1.,,~_Mr.; 8m1th voting against the a.ppJ.ica.tion as
he did not feel 1t was a minimum. variance.

II
BEQUEST PUR ot1r OF TURN H!ARING - December 1 - Mr. George Simpson, attorney,
representing Ga.briel Plaza Corporation requested out of turn hearing for December
1.

Mr. Covington stated that Mr. WOOdson had ruled that they did not need a variance.
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'1'be Board will addres8 itself to the request tor out of tum. hearing, Mr. 5m1th said,
and not go into that.

Mr. Yeatman moved to grant the out ot turn hearing for December 1.
Seconded, Hr. Baker. Carried unanimously.

II

40.1.
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The meeting ·adjourned a.t 6:07 p.m.
Betty Haines, Clerk
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November 17, 1970

The regular meeting of the Board of zoning Appeals was held
at 10:00 a.m. in the Board Roan of the County AdJI1nistratlon
Building on TuesdaiY, November 17, 1970. All JDeDibers were
present: Mr. Dsn1e1 smith, Chairman; Mr. Clarence Yeatman;
Mr. Richard Long, Mr. Joseph Baker and Mr. George P. Barnes.

The meeting was openEid with a p~r by Mr. Barnes.

KDT GARDJmS RlCRBA'tION CLUB, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the
Ordinance, to pendt construction of two tennis court.a, 1906 Westmoreland St.,
Dranesvil1e District, (R-12.5), 40-2 «1» 43A, 44A, 35A, 8-193-70

Mr. Charles Krause represented the applieant. The CJ.oo has been in existence for
twelve years, he stated. The tennis courts would be operated at the srune time as
the 5W1Dming pool, during 8UIIIller months. At the present time they have more than
adequate parking - the have 24 spaces in the lower lot and 30 in the upper lot.
CJ.ub membtlrsh1p 1s 325 families of which approximately 275 are active at any one
given time. The fact that they have the cour1ia waul.d add no new members to the
club.

Mr. Smith noted that tAe file (Xl this application was one ot tae best he had seen.
Is this still a non-profit corporation, he asked?

Yes, and their statUs !las not changed, Mr. Krause stated.

No opposition.

In applicaticn 8-193-70, application by Kent Gardens Recreation ClUb, Inc., appli
cation under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance, to permit construction of two
tennis courts, located at 1906 Westmoreland St., Dranesville District, &lso known
as tax map 40-2 «1» 43A, 44A, 35A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved tlIat
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the foll'owing resolution:

WHKRBAS, the captioned application baa been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all. appllcable state and county codes and in accordan.ce with the
by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning APPeala, and

WHBREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguOl1S and nearby property owners, and
a public bearing by the Board ot Zoning Appeals held on the 17tlt day of Rove1r!:ler.
1970 and

WHBBEAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has made tlle followids findings of tact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. COIlIP1iance vita Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
4. 1'here is an existing use permit an this property granted November 13, 1956 for
a recreational use.

AND WHZREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals Ita.s reached the fOl.low1n:s conclusions of
lAw:

1. The applicant baa presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Use PeZ'llit uses in R districts &8 contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the
Zoning Ordinance, and

2. '!'.bat the use will not be detrimental to the character and development ot adJacent
land and will be in IL8:tIIl:m.¥ witb the purpoaes of the caaprebensive plan of land. use
embodied in the zoning Qrd1.nance.

NCM 'l'HIREFORB BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted, with the following limitations:

1. TlIis approval is granted to the applicant only and. is not transferable witllout
further action of tlds Board and is for toe location indicated in this application
and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from. tlds date 11llless construction or operation
bas st&rted or 'lJn!eas renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. TlUs approval is granted tor the bu:ild.i:ngs and useS indicated OIl plats submitted
with this application. Any additional. structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses, whether or not these addit1onaJ. uses require a use permit, shall
be cause for this USe permit to be re-evaluated by this Board.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried wtan1mouBly.
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ft'ovuber 17, 1970

WAL'Dm C. ARRDlG'J."ON, application under section 30-6.6 or the Ord1Dance, to permit
~g pool cJ.oser to side Md rear lot llJ1ea tBan alJ.owed, 5802 Weasex Lane,
Lee District, (R-12.5), 82-1 «12» 37, V-199-70

Mr. Bud Caalpbell represented the appl1c8nt. The onl.:r place they have to put a
sw1JIm.ng pool 1s on tbat side. be stated. The other side of. the property is
stra.tght downhill. The proposed. pool would be 33 1/2 • x 16'. Mr. Arrlngton
hu owed the property fOr two ye&l'8 and phns to continue to live here, Mr.
C,..pbell st&ted. He represented AntltODy SwimDing POO1Jl.

CO\Wi the shape of the pool be cbanged or eO\11d it be located 12 ft. behind tbe
house, Mr. smith suggested?

No, it wouJ.d have an unsafe diving well and they cOUld not get the depth, otherwise,
Mr. Campbell stated. There 18 already & six toet stockade fence around the yard.

No opposition.

In application V-199-70, application by W&1ter C. Arrington, application under
Section 30-6.6 of tl1e Ordinance, to permit sw:Lmm1ng pool closer to side and rear
lot lines than a.llowed, PZ'OJ)I'rty located at 5802 WeSSex Lane, &180 known &B

tax map 82-1 «12» 37, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of zming AppealS adopt the following resolution:

WHKRBAS, the captioned appJ.ication lias been properly filed in s::cordance with the
requ1rmDents of &ll applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the
'by-lAwa of the Fairfax: county Board of Zoning Appea1.a, I&Ild

WBIRIAS, foUow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a loce.l. news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners
a nd a public hearing by the Board of ,;Zon1ng Appea.l.s held on the 17th day of
November, 1970 and

WHBRBS, the Boatd of Zoning Appeals haa Jll&de the follaw1ng findings of fact:
1. Owner of t:be property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot 18 11,080 sq. ft.
4. The required setback f'ram the property line is 4 ft. when the pool is 12 ft.
5. behind the dwe1.l.1ng.

AND WHIBBAB, the Board of ZOning Appeals has reached the fOllowing conclusions of
law:

1. The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation d the ZOning Ordinance would result in
practical d1f'f'iculty or unnecessary hardsldp that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land and buildings involved: <a) exceptionally irregular
shape ot the lot; (b) exceptlonaJ.ly shallow lot;

NOW TH!RIFORB BE IT RBSOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted tor the location and the specifiC structure indicated
on the plats included with this application only and is not transferable to other
1Uld or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance sball expire one year fran this date unJ.ess construction bas
started or 'Unless renewed by action of this Board prior to the d..te of expiration.

3. The pool area shall be enclosed with a fence inoonforma.nce with the Fairts.x County
Ol'diDanoe.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
CI'l'IIS SBRVIC:B On. COMPANY, application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the
ordinance, to pemit construction and operation of service station, 9414 Burke
Lake Road, Spr1ngfield District, <C-If), 78-1 «1» 16, 8-200-70

Mr. John Aylor represented the a:pp1.icent.

There 1s an existing garage and Gul.f' service station on the property now, Mr. AylfJr
stated, wbicll 1s used II01'e so lIB a garage than a service station. 'rbey pra,pose to
repl.ace a C1tgo station CIl t1Us property sim1lar to the one at 'l';yson8 Corner
but it will be different an the northwest side. 'l'Iley will laave tu'ee bays IIDd
11M bay in the rear will go all the we;y through. Two pump isl.anda will be built
in tU beg1nning witb a ClIDopy, wita. a location tor a f'u.ture pump island and
canop;y. Robert J. lUld Anne C. :Bro1f1J'~ are the owners of the property.
'!'he appllcant feels tbat this will. \1P81'ade the area. There 1s no variance needed
in connection witJI. tne new service station.

400
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November 17, 1970

CITIES SERVICE OIL c<»IPANY - Ctd.

No cpposition.

In application 8-200-70, application by Cities Service oU Company, application
under 8ection 30-7.2.1.0.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction
and operation of service station, located at 9414 Burke Lake Road, 'also known as
tax map '78-1 ((1» 18, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long 1DOVed that the Board
of Zoning AppealS adopt the following resolution:

1IHBRY.S, the captioned spplication has been properly filed in accordance with tile
requirements of &11 app1ioable State and County Codes and in acoordance witb the
by-l&ws of the Fairfax County BoVd of ZOning AppealS, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local nelJ8pape:r,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
publiC he&ring by the Board. of Zoning Appeal8, held on the 17th da¥ of November,
1970,

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals baa made the following f1nd1ngs of fact:

1. owners of the property are Robert C. and Ann C. Brown.
2. Present zoning is C-N.
3. Area of the lot is .84 ac. of land.
4. CClIIIpliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
5. There is an existing Gulf gasoline station on this property.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating cc:mpllance with Standards
tor SpeciaJ. Use Pem1t Uses in C Districts as contained in section 30-7.1.2 in the
Zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will. not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the ZOning Ordinance.

Nat THKREJORE BE IT RESOLVED, tbat the subject application be· and the same is l;hereby
with the following ll.mitations:

1. Tbis approval is granted to the applioant only and is not transferable without
further action of this Board, and is for the location indioated in this application

II1d is not transferable to other land.

2. Tbis permit shall expire one year frail this date1;unJ.eSS construction or opera.tion
hu started or unless renewed by action of this ~ard prior to date of expira.tion.

3. This approve.,1. is granted for the bu.1l.dings and uses indica.ted on plats and photo
gra.pbs presented with this application. AIry additionaJ.. structures of any kind, changes
in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit
shall be cause for this permit to be re-evaluated by this Boa.rd.

!l. There will not be any rentaJ.. or storage of trucks, trailers, eto. on these
premises.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unan1mously.

II
WILLIA10i D. COVEY, applioation under S ction 30~.6 of the Ord1n8nce, to pel'lllit garage
building to remain where located, 652~ cavalier Drive, Nt. Vernon Distriot, (R-10)
93-1 «23» (0) 22, V-2Ol-70

When be bought the property three years ago, be was under the iDlpression tha.t tbe
fence and hedge line was (It his property, Mr. CoVey explained. In october of last
year he got a. building pemit for a garage and proceeded with oonstruction. In
september of this year he,-,wu notified tha.t the gara.ge did not appear to be 4
ft. troa the property line so be applied for a variance f'rcIll tile Board of Zoning
Appeals. He measured trc:m the fence and did the construction himSelf. It is a
prefab buil.d1ng of aJ..utIl1.m:Drl sidbg.

Mr. Smitlt read a letter !"raP Buoknell Manor Citizens Association in opposition.

Mr. smith also questioned the distance between the house and garage - it 18 not shown
on the pJ.at, he said, and he would like to IIIBke certain that it is actually 12 ft.
lDeet1Dg the re~ts a: the Ordinance.

Mr. Yeatman moved to defer until. Mr. cen'ey can bring in -a plat certified by Mr.
Jarrett showing the distance between the house and garage, and also the distance fran
the corners of the garage to the property line. Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unan
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November 17) 1970

VIRGIlIA BLIC'l'RIC & IQIIR C<lffANY, appllcat10n under section 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the
Ordinance, to permit steel transmission poles and tr8ll.8Il1saion lines, located existing
right ot vq adJ. to existing transmission line~ trail Ox sub-station to Occoquan
aub-stat1on, Bpr1ngfield District, (RR-I), 106 «1» 1, 10, llt llA, 12, 12A, 13. 16
and «3» 4, 5. 13, 9A and 14, 8-203-70

Mr. Randolph W. eh\U'cl\, Jr. represented the appl1cent. He explA1ned the need for
taclllties and stated that the distance ot the line would be 1.3 m1l.es. Six steel
poles 'tlO\ll.d be required. Average keight VQU1.d. be 11.5 ft.

Mr. R. W. Carroll. District Manager of the Potomac District at VEFCO stated tb&t the
extreme eastern section of J'&1rfax lind Arlillgton Counties and the City of Alexandria
are served by six major SUbstations. Hayf1eld, Van Dom, and Gum Spring Sub-stations
located in eastern Fairfax County will be reinforced by this proposed construction
as rill Jefferson Street substation in Alexandria and Glebe substation in Arllngton.
Crystal substation, wilicb will be the largest distribution substation in this country
1s nov under construction in Arllngton and 1f1ll be reinforced by the same transmission
linea wRich Buppl:y the power for the other stations. (These substations were pointed
out on the system map em the wall.) The electrical demand on these sta.tions, Mr.
Carroll continued, has doubled in the last five years and load studies indicate th&t
the demand will reach one and a half mUllon k11.owatts by 1978, which is three times
the present load in this area.

Mr. Carroll stated that these stations receive power pr1mar1ly through one 230,000
volt circuit :t"rall Possum Point generating station and fran one 230,000 volt circuit
ted :f'rom their 500,000 volt source at OX substation. With the anticipated increase
in do:IDaDd, an add1t1on~ double circu1t 230,000 volt line 1s needed to provide
additional capacity and reliability for the &rea served by the six substations.

As a first step in meeting the need, they propose to construct the new line as
indicated in their exhibit to the Bo&rd (No.2). This line Yill be built on existing
right ot Yay' and will bring two more 230,000 volt circuits i'raD. the 500,000 wlt
OX substation to the existing north-south tranamissioo lines at OCco~ substation,
Mr. Carroll continued. At a later date they will request approval of a plan to
extend one circuit of this line northward and connect it to their eXisting tran8
Msdon line &lons the Rl" & P Railroad near VIUl Dorn. Until this plan is
developed and approved. they w1ll rearrlUlge the conductors on an existing tower line
to canplete the new path into H&yf1eld area where the additional power 1s needed.
The line which they plan to build now will be located between two other transmission
lines on an existing !too ft. wide right of wtKf. The structures will be ornamentaJ..
steel poles. similar to Salle that are &1raady in service in Northern Virginia.
'!'hey v1ll be of 230.000 volt construction and will have lIpswept a.ras with grt\Y
insulators. Distance between po1es will average 900 ft. and the average height will
be 115 ft.

When the new 11ne is placed in service, the entire eastern section of Fairfax and
Arlington counties and the City of Alexandria will benefit :f'raD. the increased supply
of electric power which will be available. Mr. Carroll told the Board. Sero.d.ce will
be improved through greater reliability and allowance for growth.

For the reasons stated, they. submit that the construction of this tranamission line
i8 necessary for the continuance of dependable electric service to this portion of
Northern Virginia, Mr. Carroll said. The line will be designed IUld constructed in
cClllpliance with accepted engineering standards and will meet or exceed the require
ments of the National Blectrical Safety Code. It will create no ne"" traffic which
might be bazard.olas or inconvenient to the neighborhood. They believe that utiliza
tion ot the existing right of wa;y and the new steel pole clXlstruction will make it
posdble to accallP1iSh this much needed increase in electric supply in Fairfax county
without any adverse impact upon Fairfax COWlty or its citizens. They .feel that their
proposal represents by tar the best wa;y of taking this necessary step to keep abreast
of the electric requirements ot this area. Mr. Carroll concluded.

TUre waa much discusdon of the possibility of placing this 1.3 miles underground.
hortrever. Mr. Church pointed out that this wouJ.d. cost approximate4r $1.655.800 as
opposed to $2].0.000 to do it as planned. He submitted a COJ!Y c£ the detailed break
doWn for the record. (see folder for this case) and stated that the cost would
have to be borne by VEPC0 1 s custaller& in one W8iY or another. There are certain
operating problems in connection with high voltage underground because of the heat
that is caused by putting these CDrl.ductors close together and they aach. have to be
placed in a pipe tbat is kept under pressure at all tJmes baC&USe of the heat.

Mr. N. McX. Downs, red estate appraiser and broker, presented a lengthy report
deaUng with his studies of the surrounding area for the purposes of determ1ning the
ef'tact on adjacent property of the proposed transmission line. (See folder for
this casu) Mr. Downs' report concluded that the proposad route was an excellent
onEt since it would. be in its entirety within an existing high line right of W8iY.
Also. tha line as p&ICIPOsed would not have !Ill adverse effect on either existing or
propm ed devel.~; moreover. that the project woul.d be constructed in a manner
which would not generate any additiODliJ. trsn'ic or have !Ill adverse effect on public
sll1'ety •
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VIIlGIlIIA EUC'l'!lIC • !<MER COMPA1iY - Ctd.

Mr•• Edward J. Bierly, 8833 Lake Hills Drive, Lorton, Virginia, appeared itt opposition.
They realize the need tor increased~ supply' will continue. What they are not
resigned to is that the past pattern ot develDplllent in this corridor be allowed to
continue. They have been given no evidence tbat any projection for power needs tor
ten ye&rs has evern been drawn up. Mr. Church admits only' that proposed power lines
will be adequate for no longer than 19'74. VEPCO can be back any time within the
next three years and will positively be back three years frall now. Mrs. Bierly
submitted that this was Dot good planning at all, but merely reacting to eveata.:~

that threaten to overrun us. She requested denial untU VEPCO can re-.subJD1t it
with a ccaprebensive plan tor the next ten years. Mrs. Bierly described the drone
like bum which is present at all t1JDes and which will beccae more exaggerated
when the new linea are up.

Mr. Carroll agreed that VEPCO l((JUJ.d look into this matter as it was mentioned at
the Planning Ccmdssion meeting last night.

Mrs. Thanu J. lI'1sher stated that the howIe mentioned by Mr. DoImB which sold for
$44,500 two years ago, with five acres ot land, a stable and a lake, c<lllpletely
enclosed with white fencing, is her hoIlse. They have put some $8,000 worth of
improvements into it and the house bas been on the m&rket for six months without
or2 penan caning in. Quite a :few people drive by. see the towers and lines running
through the fields, and they cannot get their money out of the house. If they
W8l1ted to get into speclfics, she could tell the Board why a $50,000 house was built
on Lot 4 with a tower not 10 ft. t'roIl. the haDe; these people had seven children,and
bought tile lot, 8Illi you C8l1Ilot build a house to acCCJll:lllOda,te seven children for
~leSs then $50,000. As tor the other home that was spoke of that W8B beside
the right of way, tlae real estate people told them. that had the towers not been next
to the hcaDe, they could have gotten $2 ,000 more for it.

Mr. SIIlith stated that the Board has never been able to establish any pattern of
depreciation along these high lines, and is stU1 lOOking for concrete information
as to whether or not they really atf'ect the adjacent properties. It might have
SOllIe effect if the hc:imes wre built before the lines but where the lines were built
prior to tae hc:aes, they have been lUlable to verity any adverse effect on the res i
dentiaJ. area.

Mrs. Fisher stated that it was true, they bought their h<mle two years ago, knowing
that the lines were there - but it is the continual addition of more lines in a
haphazard 1l\8Dner that concerns them. If there seemed to be long range plans for
doing away with the wooden poles and converting the Occoquan station to 230, it
would. not be lUI objectionable. 'rbey asked Mr. carroll earlier about tbe poulbility
of dilJJll8Z1tl.ing one particular tower which is 10 ft. off Lake Hill Drive and
substituting a new esthetically pl.elUling po1e in its place. Why couJ.dn't thiS be
done? She aJ.so mentioned baving to pq taxes on the VEPCO easement &croBS her
property.

Mr. Cb1b'cb stated that. the value of tlle easement should be deducted:". f'locIll the
assessed value of the land. Whether or not the &Bseuor lices that is SCllleilbing
each individual lot owner should take up with the assessor.

Mr. W8iYJIlM R. Diehl, registered engineer, living en Lot 8 stated tbat no bigh lines
go a.ero&S his property, hovever, be vas very concerned with the ecology of the
neigbborh.ood for Il18DY reasons. It vas very apparent to "1m, be said, that very
piece-meal engineering 11 going on. In view of the obsolescent nature of tke Occoquan
sublltation, it would appear to be more econaDic to ccmmine tlae facilities and real
estate, sq at OX substation, however, thiS is not their contention. TU only point
be is malting is that in view of the factor of ten, in additional load"~rrying

capacity, a tactor in 1978 ot only three, why isn't there a better solution? It
seems that one solution baa been picked out and that's it. Wlay can't there be
other alternatiTell. nae engineering detail and load factors anC! possible routing
infol'Jlation IwI not been made available to 1t1m., but the alternative he would suggest,
Mr. Dielal contlQU8d, would be to put in the new line giving 10 times the capacity of
the ll5 volt lil1e, then do the transtormation at Occoquan, putting in new f'acilities
to make it 230.

Mr. Carroll stated that the proposed 230,000 volt lines that they are talking about
have no direct connection wUlt Occoquan. Their intended USe is to turn on tile right
of way an4 go north to provide addi tiona! capacity for the six substations outlined
in testimony. They COUld tap one of the 230 lines and replace tae existing transfo:nners
at Occoquan wUIt 230,000 to serve the local distribution. This is what eventually
will happen but at the present time there is no real need to do tllat. The equi};lD8nt
and capacity at Occ~ is satiSfactory and we are talk.ing about an expenditure of
over a qu.arter of a million dollars to do this now. If this can be del.qed., there
would be no need to make this expenditure at ttUs time.

Mr. Diehl did not feel that they were saving money by doing this - he feU it would
be JIlOre econaDicaJ. U take this long range step now.
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JIfOVember 17, 19'70

VIBGINIA ELECTRIC & KliIBR CO. - Ctd.

Mr. Loft: stated th&t the Planning Coau.ission last night approved this Wider 15.1-456,
Code of Virginia, as tathe general location, character and. extent of this request,
and f'urtl:ler reeClllDended tb,at the Board of ZOning Appeals take a hard look at esthetics
over tbis particular corridor.

Mr. Smith asked how much it would cost to construct ooe POle or tower which they are
using today.

Mr. leever stated that it would be around $10,000 to $J2,000.

The Board moved to recess the ease until &iter lWlcb, for decision only.

In a.ppJ.ication 8-203-70, application by Virginia Electric and Power Cc:mp8l1y, under
Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the Ordinance, to permit steel transmission poles and trans
mission lines, located existing right of w8,f adjacent to existing transmission line
running fran OX substation to Occoquan Substation, e.1llo known as tax ma.p 106 «1»
1, 10, 11, llA, 12, l2A, 13, 16 and H3» 4, 5, 13, 9 Aand 14, County of FairfAX.
Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the foUowing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requireJllEtDts of all applicable State and ·COunty COdes and in accordance with the
by-laws at the Fairtax county Board of Zonirig Appeals, and

~, tollowing proper notice to the public by advertisement iri a local. newspaper,
posting at the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning APPeals held on the 17tb dq of November, 19'70
..d,

~, the Board of zoning APPealS has made the following findings of tact:

1. Owner of the subject right of way is the applicant.
2. Tbe proposed lirie w1ll be located iri an existing right of wq.
3. Length of the line :is 1.3 lIIiles and is a 400 ft. right ot wa,y.
4. The Planning Cammiasion recarmended approval at this application at its meeting
of November 16, 1970.
;. Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required.

AND WHBUAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals bas reached the follmring conclusions at law:

1. The applicant baa presented testimony iridicating compliance with Standards tor
Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained iri Section 30-7.1.1 at the
Zoning Ordinance, and,

2. Tlaat the use will Dot be detrimental. to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in ha:rmony wttb the purposes at the ccmprehensbe plan of land use
eDhodied in tbe Zoning Ordinance.

IDf THKRI!URB?.B8 IT RB8OL'VID, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted, vUlt the to11ow1ng limitations:

1. TlUs approval is granted to tlle applicant only and is not transferable without
turtaer actiOtl of tllis Board IU1d is for the location indicated in this s.pp1icat1on
and is not transferable to otller land.

2. Tbis permit shall expire one year frOm this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action at this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. Tllis approval is granted tor the uses indicated on plats and pllotographs submitted
witlt this application. Any additicmal structures of UJy kind, changes in use or
additiona1 uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use pennt, sha.ll
be cause tor thi8 use pel'lbit to be re-evalu&ted by tile Baud.

seconded, Mr. Barne8. Carried unlU1iJDoualy'.

II
FORTlItAY CEN'1'BR FOR ADVANCED STUDIES, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
ot tlle Ordinance, to pezmit school tor &du1ts oftering instruction in literature,
'the arts, sciences, crat"twork, phySical exercise and related subjects, 1624 Trap Road,
centreville District, (RE-l), 28..2 «1» "36, S-204-70

Mr. Richard HobSOll represented the applicant. He presented a copy of tlle Articles at
Incorporation frail Wukington, D. C. and stated tha.t if tR.1s application is granted.
they wouJ.d :Pile (or certificate f'raD. Virginia. This school would be tor a max1Jllulll
ot fifty adults witk c.l&Sses in literature, sciences, the arts,~ and handi
crafts. It is a non-profit and charitable corporation. The corporation bas been
in existence since Mq 1969. They have been operating tbe school in leased quarters
and in residential. haDes in lfortbern Virginia. The school desired a semi-rural oj!
rustic location in which they could work with shrubs and newers and pre:.terred a
location in Northern V1rgin!a.
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November 17, 1970

FORTHWAY CBNTER 'FOR ADVANCED STUDIES, INC•• Ctd.

Mr. Hobson stated that the operation of the school is in terms of class lectures
and discussion claases primarily. The school is for adult men and wtIJleD interested
in stud.ying pSYscboJ&Q&y, phUosophy, literature, scieneea.nd art, lUld the purpose
is to &.pply sueh learning to their own growth and develOpment. There would be
lecture and discussion groups, classes in craft work, pbyaical exercise classes,

conducted on a regularly weekly basis._ At present there are five lecture
and discussion classes, three erattwork classes, two pb;ysical exercise classes,
conducted each week during the school year. At present there are two veekda;y
craftwork cl&Sses, one dq per week, attended by five to ten students. Regu1a.rly
enrolled student·..b~ now consists of 105 students, scme of whall attend only
lecture and discussion cJ.e.saes f scme who attend both such classes, and eraf'twork
and physical exercise cla8ses. As part of its program, be school faculty members
~anced students carry on resea.rch, psychology, pbilosophy, and a.UJ.ed subjects.
Results of such projects are preserved in written tom tor use by faculty members
and students and will tom part of t1le school's library which. is planned as a
part of the school tac1lity. For the present it is pl.anned that onJ.y lectures and
discussions and cra1'twork claSses, and research and lib..ary activities, but it
is hoped to expand. this faeility to include physical exercise claases at a later
date. All classes will be beld between 8 a.m. and 10 p.m. and maximum attendance
at any one hour w1.1l be 50 perSODs maximum. They will CClllply with ail cctl,ditions
specified in the letter frail the Inspections Division.

One of tQe objectives to moving to this location. Mr. Hobson continued, is open
space and a rural setting. Consequentq the Corporation does not desire to have
an abundance ot asph&1.t and any more parking spaces than they feel 'tf'OI11.d. be reasonably
required.

Mr. Bob Eitler, attorney at 815 Connecticut Avenue, N. W. (Hogan & H&rtson)~
and student at this school~ stated tha.t the Directors of this Corporation &re.
WUliam H. Chalfee, a well·known sculptor and member of the Arts taeulty of
American University; William Newitt, Cbemist witb the Bureau ot Engraving;
Mr. Hngh R. Ripman, Director of A.cbidn1stratilon ot the World Bank; Alexander Porter,
lawyer; and Mrs. Jane G. Co1.1ins, reaJ.tor trom Baltimore, Maryland.

Mr. Eifler stated that the school is an outgrowtb of a cooperative school which for
sixteen years has operated in rented premises "'2lU~ftoridaAvenue, B. W. in
Washington, D. C. The school has applied tor and has been granted tax exemption
status by both the Federal sovernlllent and by the District of Columbia government;
they contempla.te ccmp).:y1ng with &ll prerequiSite procedures in this respect in
Virginia. The school was organized and is operated to provide evening and weekend
classes for e.d:ul.ts interested in studying psychology, pbUosaphy, literature. science
and arts, etc. for the purpose of applying such leandng to tJleir individual growth.
and development. The school's ten month operating period running f'rom september
through June has lecture and discussion groups. e!asses in craft work and pbytlicaJ.'
exercise classes.

Mr. Long asked what 1s the minimum. age of a. student in this school1

Eighteen years at age at the present time, Mr. Einer stated.

Mr. Alexander Porter, 1755 Brookside Lane, Vienna, Virginia stated that some classes
had been held at his bCme and the largest DUlIIber that came to his house on a single
day was 40, approximately 1/3 of them trcm Maryland, 1/3 f'raD. D. C. and the rest trall
Virginia. Because they came f'raD a distance, moat people car pooled.

Mrs. Briggs, a neighbor at Mr. Porter, stated that she lived across the street 8I'ld had
never tound the school activities to be disruptive in any wa;y. Perhaps ten or
eleven cars parked in the drivewa;y or on the edge of the road, but there was never
any noIse.

Mr. Hobson pointed out that the proposed location bas two septic fields~ which are
more than adequate. The par1ti.ng bad to be shown in the floont and the rear as the septi
field could not be blacktopped and they wished to leave the level lot for the garden.
The applicants would provide adequate screening.

Mr. 8m1th stated that the Board is not authorized to vary the parking requirements.
The specific wording Is that parking should be 25 ft. f'rom all property lines and. no
parlt1lt&vould be allowed in the front setback.

Opposition: Mr. Bernard Wood, adjoining 011 the southwest side, (Lot 20) stated that
he has lived bere over six years. This is a residential area and be would oppOse
such a use next doOr. The 1'08d is a narrow secondary road with no room for roadside
parking. Any size or enroJJment would increase trat'tic. Tbe people living in t.
house before had septic problems and tbe WCWU1 who lived there tllrev her wah water
into the yard through the rev basement v1ndow.

Mrs. Darn Watson, 13 H1x Drive, adjoining this property on the northwest side (Lot 13)
stated that she has lived in this area tor 10 yeara. She objected became of the
road situation. She described a bad bend in the road where trLf'fic 18 bell up in
the winter time. There 1s no pl.&Ce to park on the road. and additimal traffic would
mean additional hasarda.

Pa:rk1ng would have to be provided on the property itself, Mr. Smith stated. nley
could not park on the street.
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Mrs. Dorotb;y Wiley, l6J.6 Tr8P Road, &lao a contiguous property owner, agreed with state
menta JIIde by Mr. WOOd and Mrs. Watson; adding that like felt this 1RNld depreciate
property va.lues adjoining the school.. She baa lived here tor 28 years.

Virginia ThOlDU J 1640 Trap Road, stated tllat the school 1s not needed in thiS area 
t1Ilere are not enough people who WOUld be interested in it.

Arlin ca.mey, 1600 Trap Road,discussed the traffic situation and the na.rrcnr road
and objected on that basis.

Dorothy J. Wiley, 161.0 Trap Road, stated that her reasons tor objection are the same
as those of the other neighbors.

In rebutt&l. Mr. Hobson stated that there are many uses M nursery schoolS, recreation cl
etc... allowed in eo residential zone by apecial. permit. As til the parking, the Chairman
Jaas negated this • it wou.l.d have to be on site. C1Dviously, the septic system would bave
to be adequa.~ if the present system is no" adequs;te the HeaJ.th Depa.rtaent would require
tll&t it be replaced. As to nolse, there are provisions in the Code which they IlIWIt
coarply with. As to 8&fety - these are responsible people. There rill be an attendant

living in the house. As to precedent - this 1s not & rezoning application and this
Board considers every appllcation on its own :merits. Noise - there v1ll be no noise whic
woW.d be detrimental to the neighbors. The onlY use of misic would be a phonograph
that is inside the dwelling. There would be no noise probl.em involved in this applicati
The only' point that is ge.maine is the tr&f'fic situation. All they C8llo say is that
they are talJdng about 20 cars over a weekend and that is incidental in any neighborhood.

Mr. Smith said the applicant had not established the fact that this use would serve the
1:aIPed.iate CCIIIIIWlity.

It would serve anyone who w8IIoted to apply, Mr. Hobson said, within the age limits.
One-third of the people ccme from Virginia.

Primarily a earmunity use is one meant to serve the area in which it is placed, Mr.
smith said. He read the definition of cardUnity use f1'CID the Ordinanee.

Mr. Smith added that be was concerned about tr&f'fic.

Hr. Long stated that he was concerned abOut fifty people in the dwelllng at any one
time • Has the Fire Marshal appro-red this?

Mr. Smith said he felt the plat that was submitted was not a gOOd one. If there are a
total of 50 people involved, in order to be assured that there WOUld be no puking
problems, there shOUld be at least 25 spaces provided on the property, meeting all
setback req)J.1.rements.

In application s-204-"'7o, an application by Forthway Center for Advanced studies, Inc.,
application urder Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit school for
adults offering instructions in literature, the arts, science, cra.ttwork, ~iCal
exercises, related SUbjects, t)Jl.p1'op@r'by-ldcU84 at 1624 Trap Road, also known as
tax lll8p 28-2 ((1» ,36, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. La:1g moved that the Board
adopt the following resolution:

WHDBAS, the captioned application has been properly rued in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by
laws ot the Fairfax eounty Board of zoning Appeals, and

WHEBEAS, tol.low1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguaus and nearby property owners, and &

public hearing by the BO&rd of ZOning Appeals held. on the 17th d.q of November,
1.9'70 and

WHERBAS, the Bo&rd of ?mUng Appeals has made the following t1nd.1ngs of fact:

1. Owner of the subject J;roperty is David K. Eller, et we:. The applicant is contract
purchaSer.

2. Present zoning is HE-l.
3. Area of the lot is 1.0365 ac. of land.
4. COIIIpliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ord1nance) is required.
5. The applicant lias not established this would be & cOlllllUDity use.
6. Tbere is presently a traf'f1c problem. on Trap Road.

AND WHERBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has re&ehed the follOlfing c:onclusions of law:

1. The applicant has not presented testimony indicating ccapllance with Standardll tor
Speeial Use Pe:na1t USes in R Districts as c:ontained in Section 30-7.1. 1 of the ZoniJIg
Ordinance.

2. The use will be detr1mental to the c:haracter and develOJ;mleDt oE the adjacent land
and will not be in ha.rJDopy with the purposes of the cauprehensive plan of land use embodi
in the ZOrling OrdiMnce.
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!Ui THIRIFORB BE IT RRSOLVED, that the Subject 8ppJ.1cat1on be and the S8D8 is hereby
denied.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimOUSly.

II
TED A. HALEY, D. D. S., application under section 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the Ordinance, to
permit dental office, 3908 Sleepy Hollow Road, Annandale District, (RE 0.5),60-4 (11)
4, S-205-70

I
Dr. Haley stated that he lives in the house at the present t:lJae. He proposes to Il10ve
out and use the bouse so1e~ as a dental office. He bas l1wd here for two years.
When he bought the hoUSe, be was f1nisll1ng his dental schooling and there were no CaJlDe ial
medical facWties ava:U.able close to this area. He bought the house with the idea of
having his practice there. Row they have three children and they occupy the upper leve I
of the amaJ.l ranch type dwelling with 2 1/2 bedrocms upstairs and one batbroan and
a half bath off the bedroan. The practice is in the lower level. It bas presented
quite a hardship f'rcIIl the point of view of living as we just don't have the 1'OCIlI for
the f8lDi.l7, Dr. Haley eontinued. They were brought to this cone.lusion that in order
to have 8. f'&irly nomaJ. flUllUy life they would have to move to a larger house.
Rather than move the dental office, being that tbey bad already established the practi
there and had eonaiderable money tied up ill the remodeling, of the bouse and purchase
of equiIJDent for the dental office, tbeY would prefer to move to anotlter loc8.t1on,
retaining tbe ~sent location for the practice. His mother is retiring and would
occupy the house wllich his famil.y now presentJ.y oceup!es. There is no intention
of altering the external appearance of the property 8.t.all. The dental office
faces Columbia Pike and not the OVerlook lCnol1ll or Sleepy HollOw ana. Parking
facilities are available off the serviee road a.d.Jacent to the house and this was
approved by the State of Virginia..

Mr. Smith pointed out that under this section of the Ord1nance, there is a. speeifie
requirement for off-street parking. He read this section fraa the ordinance which
states tha.t there shall not be any parking in a required front yard and not within
25 ft. of any other p:roperty line. The parking arrangement as it is now is all right
u long as the dental office is being operated in the lIl8DDer tba.t it bas opera.ted,
but bringing it under a. Special Use Fermit puts it under a. different section of the
Ordinance which bas different requirements. Is the house on septic, Mr. Smith uk:ed?

They are on septic, Dr. H&l.ey replied. The dental office at its highest measurements
would only use about 50 ga.l.loaa of water per day, be ae.1.d..

How many people 1fOU1d there be in the office at one time, Mr. Smitb asked? Would
there be another dentiSt helping?

There would never be more tban two patients at a time, Dr. HaJ.ey stated. There is
other 1"OCIII on the property fOr parking. If the garage and breezeway were removed, the
eoncrete would be adequate for four llUtcmobiles. The lot is screened by a 7 ft. hedge.

Mr. Joe Creagh, attorney, appeared in opposition. He oecupied Lot 3 directly adjacent
to this property in 1953 and lived there until 1965, he said. lI'rom his own knowledge~

they bad trouble with the septic tank on the subject property at least three times,
he said. He also deseribed the traffic situation in this area and felt that the
traffic created by people coming to the dental office would affect the children
in the evening returning f'rall school. He said he represented S&d1er and Shock, owners
of Lot 5, Mrs. Betaeb, oecupant of Lot 12 and Mrs. Ridgewq, living on the other side
of Lot 5. There 1s a restriction on thiS property that it can only be used for
residential use.

That would have to eaae under court consideration, Mr. SIIl1th said - this Board does not
consider covenants.

Mr. CJ!'eagh presented a. petition with 37 names on it in objeetion.

Mr. DeVeecbio, owner of Lot 3, said he bad lived there for three years and had
not had problems with his septie system.. The point is, he continued, is that parking
already' exiSts in that area, facing the service road on Columbia Pike.

Mr. Smith again expl.a.ined that when a person comes -.mder use permit, he mu.st meet
the specific requirements for that section. At the present time, be is living in
the house, and to have a dental office in his home is &llowed by rigbt.

He just wanted to s8jy that the parking in front does not bother him, Mr. DeVecehio
said.

Dr. Haley can cmtinue to stay there with the existing situation, Mr. Smith ,stated,
but if be moves, this then requires a use permit. The Board eannot va:ry the
specific requirements of the Ordinance.

The parking lot that exists now C811 easily be eonverted to Yard, Dr. Haley said.
There would be no use for that~ he said, but it b&s never caused any problem. since
it bas been there.
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There are two entrances, oo.e on each end of the building, Dr. Haley continued.

'Dle Board is in receipt of a letter from Mr. Charles MaJer, Mr. smith noted, Super
visor of the Annandale District J stating that be has been contacted by sever&l nearby
residents with respect to this use permit application. The princ1p&1 concern of
the CQlIlP1llity is one -ot avoiding any action which. would tend to increase the opportunity
and appropriateness iri the future rezon1ng of the property for a more intense or non
reaident!&l pem!tted uae. He did not believe the objections were to the use or the
existing resldenoe for a dental or medical practice, but rather as one which .may
af'tect the future use of the property in the area.

m application 8-205-70, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the Ordinance, to
pemit dental office, located 3906 Sleepy Hollow Road, also known as tax map 60-4
((il» 4, County of Pairfu, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adapt the following resolution:

WHIR&AS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
requ1rements of all applicable State 8l'lli COunty Codes and in accordance with the by
laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning APPeals, and

WHIBBAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
post;t;ng of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property ow.ers, and a
public hearing by the Board of ZOning Appeals held on the 17th dq of November, 1970
and,

WJIER1!:AS, tl1e Board of ZOning AppealS haa made the tollowing findings of fact:

1. The owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning 1s HE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot 1s 23,500 sq. ft. of land.
4. C<:apllance with Art. XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

AND WHBRBAB, the Board of Zoning kppea.la has reached the following conclusions ot law:

1. The applicant has not presented testimony indicating cOOlp1.iance with standarda
tor special use permit uses in R district contained in sEction 30-7.1.1 of' the ZOning
Qrd1nance, and

2. The use will be detr1JDental to the character and development of adjacent land and
will not be in harmony wi~b the purposes of the cCIllprehens1ve plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, '.rHIRfi'ORllI BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby denied. seconded, Mr. Yeatmsn. 3-1, Mr. Baker vot1ng against the motion.

II
GOLIJEI( ARCH R&ALTY, application W'lder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit reduc
tion of f'rant yard setback to 44 ft. instead of 50 ft., 6729 Arlington Blvd., Mason
District, 50-4 «17» G (C-G) v-206-70

Is the Golden Arch Realty a Corporation, Mr. S:mith asked?

Yes, it is a corporation, a subsidiary of the Mc:Don&ld's Corporation, the applicant's
agent stated.

There is notbing in the file to indicate that this is a corporation in good standing
with the state, Mr. Smith said. Does Go1.den Arch Realty own this property?

No, they lease the property, the applicant' 8 representative said. They ha.ve an original
20 year lease that was ccnmenced in early 1958 and two five year options.

The 20 year lease does not qualify you as an owner, Mr. Smith said. Who actua.l1.y owns
the property?

Mr. Page and Mr. Hughes, the applicant stated.

Then they should be the applicants, Mr. Smith ruled. McDonald's i8 only leasing.

Mr. Yeatman moved that this applica.tion be amended to include the nsmes of Page and
Hughes, owners of the land.

They woul.d have to acme in with'a letter requesting this, since they are not present,
the ChaiZ1D&D stated, indicating their desire to becatle co-applicants in the case.

Mr. Smith noted a letter in the folder :t'rcm Mr. Van Gorden regarding sidewalks in front
ot this property and asked the applicant to see if he could get thiS cleared up before
tbe next hearing.

Deterred to November 24, 1970.

II

44.1

If'f(



November 17, 1970

Mr. Bmith noted a letter f'rab Mr. John ~lor requesting. that the na.me Cities Service
Oil Caupany be substituted in lieu of H. D. Hell (8-245-69), loca.ted on the east side
of Rolling Road, 79-3 «1» 5. The Board granted the request.

II
Mr. smith noted a letter f'raID Mrs. Paula Diehl d.&ted November 11 requesting an
out of turn hearing tor the application of El!Ierscm Galleries, located at 6822
Poplar Place, McLean.

Mr. Long moved that the Board grant the request, that the start review the application
to determine whether the plats are adequate, and that they have inspectioo. reports
prior to the hearing. Seconded. Mr. Yeatll1an. Carried unanimously.

II

I

Mr. Yea'bDan moved that the Board ot Zoning Appeals support the stlLf't in preparing
a plan regarding power lines in the County, however, no action was taken in this matte

The Board adjourned at 5:12 p.m.
By Betty Haines, Clerk

~
Daniel smith. ChaiI'!ll8ll Date
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The regu.la.r meeting of the Board of Zoning
was held at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, November
24, 1970 in the Board Room of the county
AdminiStration Bullding. All nembera were
present: Mr. Daniel 8m1th, Cbaiman; Mr.
George P. Bames; Mr. Chrence Yeatman;
Mr. Joseph Baker and Mr. Rich&rd Long.

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

W. A. CAMPIIBLL AND R. L. CAMPBELL, application under Section 30~6.5 of the Ordinance, to
permit 8.lJP'al of interpretation of Zoning Administrator rendered in connection with
sp-67, property located eaat side of Rt. 613 (BeuJ.ah Street) and S. side of Rt. 635
Lee District (RI~l), 91-1 «1)) 69, 71, 72, V-211-70

Mr. J. W. Gilliam, 10560 Ma.1n Street, Fairfax, Vlrg1nia., represented the applicant. He
located the property and stated that the application was originally f'1l.ed under Section
30-3.11.1 which Is entitled OU-Street Parking in R Districts. The application was
referred to the Planning COIIImission and they held a he&r1ng. Subsequent to that bearing,
Mr. Woodson ruled that the application was not in order, that the use sought was not one
that could be permitted under the &pp11cable Ordinance. Therefore they had a question
of interpretation of the Ordinance i tsel! so they filed an appeaJ. trail Mr. Woodson's
ruling. He has indicated in his nlllng that the application does not meet requirements
ot section 30-3.11. I:f the interpretation were to be the same aa placed on this
Ordinance by the ZOn1ng AP'Jn1nistratQr, Mr. Gilliam continued., it wuJ.d be his opinion
that a man who owns a piece of ground in Fairtax County who didn't have a house or
cClllDerciaJ. use on it couJ.d not park his car on it.

Mr. Slnith disagreed - you can park 8. car on any residentia.tly zoned ground in the County,
he said, &8 long as the car baa CUl'Tent tags on it.

That's the w8¥ probably the Ordinance is being used d&Uy, Mr. Gilliam &greed, and this
is the interpretation they would seek to have the Bos.rd place on it. He haa looked at
30-2.2, uses permitted in a residential zone, and uses pe:rm1tted by right are automobile
parking subject to 30-3.10 and 30-3.11. The Zoning AdIll1nistrator would take the
podtion that unless it is a use permitted by right, listed in the schedule, no other use
is permitted. If tlaat's true, then letls get back to what be said about an aut.<::lWoUe
without an appurtenant use not be1D.g..al.lowed to be parked on yo\l1' own land in the COWlty,
Mr. Gllliam said. That points out just what this applicant is trying to do. He ....ants to
use his land to park his trucks on property on which he pays taxes.

Are we talking about an autcmoblle or ca:rmerciaJ. vehicleS, Mr. 8m1th asked1

Mr. Gilliam stated that he was talking about o:ff street parking spaces for cars and
trucks. The Ordinance does not JlI8k.e any distinction between the vehicles themselves
c&rs, trucks, motor scooters, bikes, and whatever might be classified as a vehicle.

ActuaJ.J.y, you are &llOwed to park in a residential zone one ccmnerciaJ. vehic:l.e not beyond
a certain weight - other than a tractor-trailer, Mr. smith stated. The Ordinance is very
specific. It is a permissive ordinance.

The interpretation they are having difficulty with, Mr. Gilliam stated, is the inter
pretation by the Zoning Admin1str8otor that denies this applicant the right to be heard by
the Boe.rd of Supervisors. They would seek the interpretation of this Ordinance by the
of ZOning Appeals in such a "'Y as to 80t least permit them a hearing before the Supervisors
to determine 'whether or Dot the app1ieation should be granted.

The only interpretation this Board cOUld give is one of either upholding the Zoning
Ad:adnistrator's interpretation or disagreeing with hi:m. The Board would not be in a
position to state that the applicant shou1d be &llOwed to go to the Board of Supervisors,
that wouJ.d be caapletely out of order. The only question is the interpretation and the
Board should stick to that.

The interpretation is one which sa,ys the applica.tion cannot be heard. by the Bos.rd of
Supervisors, Mr. Gilliam contended, so if the Board agrees with Mr. Woodson, that means
the Board ot Supervisors rill never hear it.

Mr. Smith read Mr. Woodsonts interpretation (see letter in foJ.der). That is all the
information this Board bas, Mr. 8m1th said, and that is the basis for appeal.

The covering letter f'r(lIIl Mr. P8IlIllel to Mr. Sanders, hi. law partner, was what was
referred to. Mr. Gilliam said.

Mr. smith felt that tAe letter should have been to the applicants rather than Land Use.

The interpetation was requested by the Land Use Department, Mr. Woodson said.

If lfJ

Mr. GUllam read the letter fran Mr. Pal:lIDel.
copy or Mr. Woodsonts letter addressed to Mr.
G1l11am said.

(See letter in folder.) They received a.
P8DIDel and Mr. PaPlnel advised tbeJll, Mr.



November 24, 1970

W. A. AlID R. L. CAMPBRLL - Ctd.

I

I

I

I

I

Section 30-3.10 states, Mr. Gilllam eontinued, but first he would 11ke to say what is
reason tor the exi4tenoe ot 3O~3.10? Ita catch phrase is orf-etreet p&Z'king generally.
The reason tor that is that throughout the Ordinance there is a requirement, tor
instance, for any tYPe of residential use to provide one off-street parking apace; for
commercial uses there are other requirements for ];8.rking spaces -- every ecmnercial
category, every zoning eategory, every use in the COWlty, requires certain off street
parking. With that in mind, the Board of Supervisors feU it necessary to address !tsel
to what waa meant by off street parking generaJ.ly when the land was being used aa it w&s

being zoned. In both the first and second paragraphs of 30-3.10, there is an eSSential
gradient before you apply 30-3.10, that you Be talking about pUking appurtenant
to a use. Now if the off street par'king apace under eonsideration is appurtenant to a
use provided in an R district, then it must be on the same parcel at ground.
That's pretty clear. Then, and where this Ordinance ha.s been traditioneJ..l:.1 used, i8 wbe
the off street parking is on residentially zoned property appurtenant to a caquercial us
in which GBM builds a retail store- and re¢res so~ parld:ng spaces and has adjaeent
to it residential. land that the Board of Supervisors doesn't want to zone but wishes to
leave in a residential ch.&raeter but on the other hand would like to per.m1t & not
intensive use and that is to SIliY that parking is appurtenant to that e<maereial use.
thing most important to note is that 30-3.10 only applies if the parking sought 1s
appurtenant to & use. There is no residential use to which the parking is appurtenant

no ccmDercial use to which the parlt1ng is appurtenant. So keeping in m:l.nd the reaaon fer
the existence of ]0-3.10, keeping in mind that there are no appurtenant useS under, con~
sideration, then when you read 3O~3.l0 care~, you find tb.&t it does not apply, Mr.
Gilliam said. When you say subjeet to those provisions, if you don't tind that those p
visions are applicable, ot course, it's no longer subject to it. NOW in the application
under consideration by the Zon1ng Mm1nistrator, you will see f1"om. his letter that there
are no appurtenant useS and therefore 30-3.10 does not apply. So, if it does not ~,
then we are back to & situation where the Board of Supervisors, and it is clear as a be
why sbOU1dn I t the Board at Supervisors hold a public bearing to detezmine whether the
can use his own land tor parking or not? Ie owns it, he wants to park his vehicles on i
he does not have to have a business to which it is appurtenant to, to al.low the COW1.ty
to per.m1t this kind of pa.r\dng.

3O-3.Ul does not discuss off street park.1ng, Mr. Gilliam continued. This is very signi
eant to note, because in the Ordinance what you are real.ly looking tor throughout is a
question of uses. In the fifth line or 3O-3.11.1 - when they talk. about any parcel at
in any R district ma,y be used tor any off street parking, be thought the use of the word
.!!!Z ott street parking, !!!Z. parcel of land, !sy:. R district, were important. Even more
1JIIportant is the fact that in 3D-3.11.1 you are talking about a use of land and &

use of land tor parking. 'l'bat' s what the language is ~- JU,Y be used tor parkins - not
as to what the requirements are if you are appurtenant to a cCIlmereial use or a resident
use. You are t&lldng about a use of land and a use to be granted by the Board of Super~

visors, it these requirements set forth in that seetion are met. The sta!'f has
talked about tradit10nal uses of this section - he would agree that there are certain
tradit.ional uses of t~1I section. We are all aware of the fact that oft street parking
is scmetimes. perm!tted in a residential zone where 1t is appurtenant to a cClllllereial use
and that is clearly provided for in 30-3.10. But who usually grants tllat? 'l'hat is e1
granted by the Planning. Cc:mniss1on or by the Bu1lding Supervisor's deparbDent - the lette
ot Mr. Stevens' indicates that that's not true. The traditional patterns tor the County
are, in fact, wrong, and that kind of use should only be granted by the Board. of Supervts
These are two sections, each witb its owa.:..cJ.ear meaning. It is tnae tbat if we were
about appurtenant uses, then the provisions of 30-3.10 would apply and Mr. Woodson was
right, but s~ce you are DQt talking about appurtenant uses, and 30-3.10 &ddnsses itsel
to parking which is appurtenant to uses, then, of course, those seetions don't apply.
What is the grant net eft'ect of. disagreeing with Mr. Woodson's nUing? It simply means
that the applicant has a right to go before the Board of Supervisors and present his case
for their discussion to detemine ,<whether or not this man ean use Ida own land
for parking his own vehicles, for which he pays his own money for COlmty taxes, and he
did not think that was a great 1:JUrden.

1'he IDatter of wbat happena &f'ter this Boards deeision would be up to the attorney, Mr.
SDl1th said. The Board's only position caul.d be either to agree or disagree with
the interpretation, and not go beyond. that. The letter states that "your application,
f'1llng fee and supporting papers will be returned upon request" - be would assume
that this had not been requested, be said.

No, they have not requested it, Mr. G1l1iam sdd. This is a matter that can and sbould
be resolved betore this Board, he sdd, and they should not pass the buck on what ·.ita"!:
the court might do, or what the supreme court might co, etc. This is the kind of de-
cision tb&t a ~r and a citizen of this County deserves, witbout bs.ving to get ~aw

»era and have the case heard in court. The decision or the zoning AdJn1nistrator in this
ease is clearly wrong. It you read 30-3.11.1 it is apparent that it is wrong. The deci on
or the COUnty Attorney is also wrong. Why does be make those statements, Mr. Gilliam
asked? Ie makes them atter re&d1ng very care:f\l1l.y two pertinent County ordinances -
Section 30-3.11.1 and 30-3.10. He started with 30-3.11.1 - the language which says "any
pe.r<:el at land in any R district~ be used for any off-street parking." ~ parcel,
R District, m. off street parking. '!'hat's all inclusive. Also it says in that section
and this is where the hang-up really is in the interpretation of the various County age
subject to provisions or 30-3.10. 1he Board of Supervisors is only entitled to construe
this appllcation under 30-3.11.1 it it also meets the requirelllents or 30-3.10, Mr.
Woodson sqs, and this just isn't logical.
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Was this intended to be a temporary use and is it connected with an appurtenant COOllll.

erciaJ. use, Mr. 8m1th asked?

lirst of a.ll, the length of Use, Mr. Gilliam stated -- here's the problem with that
area. You have the new Springfield shopping center. If you ta3.k to the planner involve
in the Springfield planning district involved with that shopping center, he will tell
you that they are planning a Springfield by-pass and that by~pass as planned will go
either beside this property or through this property. They are t&lldng about a SubW8¥
station for Metro which you can practically throw a rock on t':rar1 this property, so the
use that they are asking to be 1DBde of this property is really a holding use until
the County can tell them frankly and candidly what they envision for this property.
It has got to be a better use than to park trucks on it.

Is this truckS, or passenger vehicJ.es. Mr. Smith IIBked?

Passenger vehic.les 9rJI1/or trucks - parking of vehicles, Mr. Gilliam. said.

Parking of cOlllllercial. trucks, Mr. Smith asked?

Dump trucks. Mr. Caaapbell is in the trucking business, Mr. Gilliam said.

Ba8ice.lly this section of the Ordinance was designed for the parking of passenger
vehicles, Mr. Sm1th said.

Do they repair wh1cles or disassemble trucks, Mr. Yeatman asked?

They have in the put, Mr. G~ s~d.

Do they do it now? When did they stop, Mr. YeatmBn asked?

Mr. Gilliam. repeated that they have dane it in the past and that issue is in court.
It they gain use of this land by the procedure they have indicated, naturaJ.J.y, they wou.l
canpl.y with the use that's granted. Whether or not they are in violation of the
Ordinance at this time, he would answer that by 88¥ing that that has happened in the
past, and since the ease is in court, he would not want to go any further than that.

If this is true, he would like to keep CClllpletely awe;y from any reference to this
being in court, Mr. 8m1th said, that is not a proper subject before this Board, the
only subject is interpetation.

The first question, Mr. Gilliam. stated, how long do they intend to use 1.t
in that way· and is it appurtenant to any camoereial use owned by the applicant -- it
1s not appurtenant to any CG1lIllerciaJ. use, Mr. Gilliam. said. There are any number of
commercial uses in the area. This is an industrialized. area, re~.

The first specific requireJDElnt in 30-3.10.1, }.to. Smith said, and this is a specific
requirement that has to be met before it would be a va.l.id application, on page 29
"such space sball be located on land in the S81lle ownership as that of the land on which
is located the use to which auch space Is appurtenant," "or "in case of cooperative
proviaions or parking space. as provided in Section 30-3.10.3 in the ownership of at
least one of the participants in the caabination." "'!'he entrance to such space shall.
be within 500 ft. walldng distance of an entrance to the use that such space serves•.,
Now, doea this meet the second requirement?

Ml'. Gilliam stated that really the first part of 30-3.10.2 says very simply that
alJ. off street parking space appurtenant to any use other than a use permitted in an
R district - now before you apply all. of these other things, you have got to find the
trigger mechanism, which causes those things to ceme into being. If you wolil.d 1ndi~

cate that the off street parking space is appurtenant to any use other than a use per
mitted in an R district, or in effect what that's saying is off street parking space
appurtenant to a e<:I\IDe.rciaJ. use - this is reeJ.ly a short he.nd wBtOY of s&ying it; now,
it this was appurtenant to & ccmDercial use than you would trigger all. these other
sections, incJ.ud1ng one and two, but it's not appurtenant to any ccemercial use and
therefore no trigger, 9rJI1 therefore no application, and therefore Mr. Woodson ia
wrong,;: and therefore 3O-3.11.l applies, and we are Ell titled to a hearing before the
Board of Supervisors, Mr. Gilliam said.

These are specific requir~nts, Mr. Smith stated, subject to the following conditions;
these are two of the specific conditions to permit this, and of course, if neither of
theM factors are true ,. it seems that there is a basia for the Zoning Administrator' a
decision. The only thing the Board is doing is interpreting the Ordinance in accordance
with the appeal and there are specific conditions that have to be met, prior to this
being a valid application. He did not see any provision for waiving it.

Mr. Gilliam agreed that Mr. Smith was right to a certain extent, but Mr. SDlith was
only reading a part of the Ordinance, 30-3.10.1, not giving any meaning at all. to
the beginning of that section. Now, as he baa said, Mr., Gilliam continued, historicaJ.ly
and he thought the justification for this partleuJ.a.r ordinance is that there are
numerous requirements throughout the code dealing with uses of property in which off
street parking is required. The Board of SUpervisors had. to say what kind of off street
parking and where it should be when appurtenant to a use. And, so, the beginning of
that ordinance states that all off street parking which is appurtenant to
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a. cClllQltrcia.1 use shall be provided on the same lot and then it goes on to say that sueh
space shall be located on land in the same ownership; the e !trance shall be loc8.ted 500
ft. w&!k1ng distance t'lur. the entrance to the use, again referring to paragraph two to
use. This entire section 30-3.10 is 8. section which applies when you are using property
appurtenant to another use and this is what makes it 80 bIportant to note in 30-3.11 that
the CO\Ulty board of supervisors is tal.k1ng about the using of any land in any
residential district for any off street parking, any meaning all inclus!ve, meaning park
that 1118¥ be appurtenant to a caDDerCial use'lUld ID8iY' not be appurtenant to 8. cClllmerc!a.1
use. Any kind of ott street park1J1g. Here is the provision which Allows a man who owns
five acres and doesn't have a shop or busineSS on his property, and wants to park delive
trucks there and operate a business froIJl his haDe, to park his vehicles there. but '-what
he have to do? He doesn't have to have an appurtenant use, be has to go before the Board
of Supervisors !Il1d in their wiadcm they will either gr!ll1t or deny the application, be
cause in 30-3.11.1 you are talking about uses of land and in 30-3.10 you are talking abou
off street descriptive nanenclature for off-street parking.

Mr. 8mith read 30-3.10.2 into the record. Two specific requirements follow that, he said
under 30-3.ll.l and these are specU'ic requirements.

Only if you are ta.llrlng abOut an qppurtenant use, Mr. Gilliam said.

•

I

I
Without an appurtenant use you have no basis for requesting oN street parking for caillier al
uses. Mr. Smith said. You can park on this residentially zoned land in confOrmity with
the category - you can park a residential vehicle there which could be an e.utomobile, or
1/2 ton truck probably, one - probably two. A man could park his truck. there.

Could a man park ten cars there if he happened to be a ten car fe.nd.1.¥, Mr. Gilliam asked?

If they were all. within his f~. yes. Mr. 8mith said, he didn't see any reason why he
coul.dn·t if all the cars had Sta.te and county tags on them for the current year and were
aJ.1 under the ownership of the owners of the land.

If the ,..roinance is pemssive, be would have to find that a.s being a. use pemtted
by right:, Mr. Gilliam said.

It is 8. use by right, Mr. Smith agreed.

In looking at the uses pemitted by right, autc:mobile parking is listed subject to 30-3.1
and 11, Mr. Gilliam said. This man wants to park ten cars on his own land, he doesn't
live there and it's not an appurtenant use - he couldn~t qualify under 30-3.10.

He couJ.d do it by right, Mr. Smith said. What Mr. Gilliam is contusing is wha.t you can do
by right in a. residential zone and wha.t is done by permit.

Mr. William Barry, zoning Inspector, stated that they have ha.d a. coupu of instances ¥he
vehicles were stored - private vehicles (passenger vehicles) stored on residential
property either adjacent to a dwelllng or across the street from a dwelling, even in the
same ownership, and in such C&8es they have issued viola.tion notices and had those vehie!
removed n-om the property.

This is backing up what he said, Mr. Gilliam cClllmented.

Mr. Barry said he was referring to the idea. of an accessory use - you have to have
a. pr'lma.ry use before you can ha.ve an accessory use.

It's not a pertinent question, Mr. Smith said. He asked if the owners of the property
coWid park a car owned by the owners on the property and he felt that a passenger car
certainly ha.ve a right to be parked there -- to drive up on 30 a.eres of land and park.
cert&1n1y, they own"'.tlae land, it's residentiall.y zoned, and an autc:mobile is permitted in
a residential zone. It certainly would have to have current :trags on it.

They m1.ght go out and bwlt all dav while their car is parked there, Mr. Smith added,
but apparently wha.t they are talking about is the number of vehicles, and ccmDercieJ.
truckS, which would not even be a.1..lolfed in any residential zone under any conditions. Th
is an entirely different question and the Board is getting away fran interpretation.

First of all there seems to be some kind of bad word, Mr. Gilll8DI said, a.ttached to
COlDDerce !Il1d doubly bad, if it ha.ppens to be a. coomercial. truck. But when the Ordinance
taJ.ks &bout parking, he would agree that tha.t distinction could be made if the Board.
of Supervisors had made such a. distinction possibly, but the Board. hasn't said that truck
are to be distinguished t'rom cars and cars would be distingu.1shed !'rem motorcycles etc.
The.,. are discussing off street parking for vehicles.

. But you are not allowed to park cCIlImercial vehicles in a residentially zoned. area beyond
a. certa.1n size, Mr. Smith said.

You are, if the Board of Supervisors grants a. permit, Mr. Gilliam said.

Mr. Smith said he knew of no place in the ord.inance where they have a right to gr81J.t
it without an appurtenant use.

There seems to be misunderstanding on the size factor on carmercia.1 vehicles, Mr. Barry
sta.ted. Under 30-3.2.1.4 keeping cClllDlercial vehicles in a residenti&! district, there w

I
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I
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• proposed amendment that was never adopted that 11mited size and the existing section
which he just read is still in effect. It reads to the effect that there may be kept
as an aeceslory use on any lot in an R district not to exceed one cQ1IIl1erclal. vehicle
other than a tractor tre.iler opera.ted by the oeeupant of the lot.

Mr. GUl1am sUIIID&l'lzed his position by sB¥in8 that the Board knows where the land is.
This is an exhausted gravel pit, regardless of whether we are talking about Mr. Wood
SOD'S podtion or appeal. by the County Bo&l"d of B\lpervisors. Wh&t he 1s asking for to
day is the right to have the case heard before the Board of Supervisors. 30-3oll.l
8&y8 upon approval by the Board ot SuperviSors following duly advertised public hearing
in &eeord with the same procedures set forth in 30-12.2 and subject to the provisions
of 30-3.10 .. any parcel of land in any R district ma.v be- used for any off-street- parking
It does not talk about ccmmereial parking or other than c:cmnercial parking, does not
talk about what kind of' c<mDercial district, talks about uses of land for parking in
residential districts J and s&ys the Board of Supervisors will gran t that use and
it s&ys subject to provisions of 30-3.10. Now, when he bas a. use of land, Mr. GUllam
said, which is not a. traditional use, a tra.ditional use being defined as being appurten t
to another use, he read the entire 30-3.1,.&, and when it te.J.ks about any - all off stree
parldDg lIo]?p\U'tel1lll1t to MY UIIe in a ccmDercial district, and. then it lDWIt llleet these
various requirements and the requirements tbemselfts talk about the entrance to the
use. If you read 30-3.10, you will find that 30-3.10 only' applies and is only triggere
when ita appurtenant to a cCIIIIlercl&1 use and if a man owns a piece of ground, he bas
no appurtenant use, if that man wants to park a car or trucks, or numerous cus and
trucluJ on it, his route is application to the Board of Supervisors and they in their
wisdom and after a d.uJ.y advertiaed public hearing JlI&y or ma:y not grant hiS application.
certa1nJ.y the interpretation has got to be wrong that s&yS a man does not have a right
to be heard on the use of bis ground when it's really provided for by the Ordinance.

I

I

I

The Board is not hearing it on that basis, Mr. 8IlIith stated. It is being beard solely
on the basis ot interpretation ot the Ordinance. How long has the applicant owned
the property?

Sirlce 1964, Mr. Gilliam replied.

There is alW8iY'S the avenue which seems to be the proper avenue - that ot rezoning to
conform. to the uae, Mr. smith suggested.

If they could have gotten Mr. Woodaon to rule correctly in the first p1.ace, Mr. GUliam
said, they did not need to~ tor a rezoning and they did not want to apply tor
:rezoning because of changes taking place in the area. They know that things are hap
pening in the area - the statf does not wu.t to ccmnit itself on a 30 acre parcel of
land. in 1970 when it knows that in 1975 the Shopping center and by-pass are going to
have a big impact - they would like to see this ltmd held and pl8nned more intelligently
arter certain developments. They can U'18 the ground and make it CODIII8rciall.y use!'u.l 
they clearly have the right to be heard by the Board of Supervisors. It is not appur
tenant to any calIDerciaJ. use - 30-3.10 does not apply. Mr. Woodson's interpretation
is '1'IB'I:!ng 8lld for those reasons they would &Sk that this matter be cleared up
and in so doing, without having to sq so, the Board auld 1lJ.1ow them to be heard by
tbe Board of Supervisors.

What you are really saying 1s that you want to make industrillJ. use of the property
but not have it rezoned, Mr. 5mith said.

Whether or not this land is to be used. inO.u.str1ally will have to be decided by
the Board of SUpervisors, Mr. Gilli8lll said, because it is now zoned residential.
As tar aa rezoning is concerned, there may be two solutions to a problem, and they
believe they present a 801utioo-tbat does not involve rezoning and ooe that is in the
best interests of the county bec&Ulle the-County doesn't want to cClllllit itself' to a
keY' piece of land until certain develOpDents take pl.ace - they c.rUy ask to be heard by
the Board of Supervisors and that is a tair request.

Talking of permanent parking of vehicles on a piece of land amounts to storage, Mr.
Szaith said. Certainly..-an has the right to park a car it he is visiting the property,
or as long as he owns the land and it's only one a.utallobile, but you are talking about
storage and. the Ordinance does not aJJ.ow stora&e of vehicles on land, Mr. Smith said.

What is meant by storage, Mr. GUJ.1am asked?

That is where you leave a vehicle for more than 24 hours, Mr. Smith said. You are
not talking about aute:nobiles here.

We are ta1Jdng about vehicles, Mr. Gilliam stated.

Again, the Ordinance tollows through on autcmobUe parking as specified in 30-3.11 and
30-3.10, Mr. Smith said. It mentionsautallObile parking in 30-2.2.2 and we have to
assume that ba.sica..lly we are t&lldng about autcmobiles. There 1s no other indication.

Mr. Terry Alborn, 3709 Judith Avenue, agreed with the interpretation of the Zoning
Adm1Jdstrator.
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Mr. Long asked it' Mr. Woodson woul.d have made the same decision had this been
autctnObtie parking?

Yes, if it was not. appurtenant to a business in the same ownership, Mr. Woodson
replied.

Ha.ve you ever made a decision contrary to the decision you. m&de in this ca.se, Mr.
I3m1th asked Mr. Woodson.?

No, this has aJ.ways been his interpretation, Mr. Woodson replied.

Mr. Gillium stated that Mr. stevens' opinion 18 in the record.

The Board has not entered .f.nto correspondence with the County Attorney on this
case, Mr. Bmith said, and that is not \meter consideration. The sole matter before
the Board is the Z01Ung Administrator's interpretation.

The Board took this matter under e.dvisement \mtll later in the da.y a.s it would
take sane t:lme to tormulate a resolution on this.

II
ERCELL L. MALONEY, application \meier Section 30-6.6 of the "'rdinance, to permit
carport 5.9 ft. frail side property line, 3004 Cedarwood Lan@, Muon District
(0-12.5) 50-4 (23») 46.<, V-207-70

Mr. Maloney stated that his appeal. was based on the irregular and narrow sha.pe of
his triangulAr lot. -He needed a vl.a.ce to store his toolS and he and his son"
built the carport a.fter securing a permit from the County.

How long have you been in the construction business, Mr. Yeatman asked?

Fifty years, Mr. MaJ.oney replied.

Mr. Joe Keys, Zoning !nallector, stated that he received a c<:rnplaint en July 14.
Upon checking out the ecmpldnt, he found that the concrete was laid and the brick
work had been put up to 18" high, so he turned this over to the Bu1l.d1ng Inspector.
He asked Mr. Maloney to secure a bulld!ng permit. He applied and got the building
permit september 17. On september 18, Mr. lCeya said he sent the violation
notice to Mr. Maloney for al.1CIwing construction too close to the P1'OpI!rty line.
The brick is approximately six to eight feet high now. '!'be building permit was
issued for construction in accordance with side yard requirements of the Ordinance.

Opposition: Mr. L. D. !oftlrphy. 3000 Cedarwood Lane. next door neighbor, objected
to chang1ng the zoning reqy.1rements and to ha.v:!.ng the garage this close to
the llne.

Mrs. M8.r1lyn Goth-ch11.d, 6420 Sleepy Ridge Roe.d represented the Citizens Association
in opposition.

Mrs. Irma. Harvey, 3008 cedarwood Lane stated that the garage is next to her property.
They know that Mr. Maloney has worked bard and they feel badly abOllt this.
However, if the same kind of addition were put on her property, this vould leave
a very narrow a.1.lQ' along this line which should be 12 ft. wide. This will nUn
the character of the ca:nmunity.

In application V-2(ff-70, an application by BrceU L., Maloney, \mder Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance, to permit carport 5.9 ft. £'rom side property line, 3004 Cedarwood
Lane, also known as tax map 50-4 ((23» 46A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Loi'lg II!QV'ed that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow1ng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned appl.ication has been properly filed in accordance with
requirements of all appllCable State and County COdes and in<o.accordance with the
by-laws of the Fa1rtax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, fOllowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and
a public hearing by the Boa;rd of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th daiY of November
1970 and

WHEREAS, the Boarcl of Zoning Appeals has made the rollowing findings of fact.

1. Owner of the property is the appJ.ic8ll.t.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 20,323 sq. ft. of land.
4. The applicant started the carpozrt without a pennit and was made aware by
Mr. Xeys, a county impect.or,that the violation wa.s existing, and applied for
a bu1ld1ng pemit.
5. The structure is being enclosed, rather than being a carport.
6. There:l;s space for a 20' - 21' garage on the property in eanpliance with
the Zoning Ordinance.

AND
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AND WHBR&AS, the Board of Zon1ng Appeals has reached the following conclusions of
law,

1. The appllcant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist which
under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi
cul.ty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of
the land and buUdings involved.

NCM THERE~ BE IT RESOLVED, that the Subject application be and the same is
hereby denied. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Mr. Barnes asked that the motion be amended
to require the applicant to remove the violation within sixty dll\Ys.

Mr. Long accepted. Carried unan:imously. (M:we the wall over to be 12 !'t. frOm line.)

II
GILLS Al1lU SERVICE, 00., appJ.ica.tion under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 ot the Ordinance,
to pemit sale of used lWtaooblles, 5700 Leesburg Pike, Mason District, (C..(}),
61-2 ((1» B-1, s-18o-70 (deferred froDl October 27)

The applicant's ~8entative requested deferral until a.f'ter January 1.

The Board deferred this application to January 12, 1m with the understanding that
no f'urther deferrals will be granted.

II
llBVOBSHIRB PROPERTIES PARTNERSHIP, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordi
nance, to permit dwelling under construction to remain 0.92 ft. too close to side
property" line, 4109 Duvawn street, Lee District, 82-4 ((17}) 16, V-19l-70 (de
ferred frcm Hov. 10)

No one was present. The application was placed at the end of the agenda,however,
at that time still no one was present so the Board deferred action to January 12
witb the understanding that if no one were present then, the application WOUld
be dismissed for lack of interest.

II
LOGAN FORD, APPLICATION UNDER Section 3e...o.60f the Zoning Ordinance, to peI'lllit
variance of outside display &rea restriction allowing it to exceed inside dtspla¥
are.. , 6801 Calmerce Street, Springfield District, (C-G) 80-4 ({6» 40, V-1-70
(deferred trail 2-10-70 - hold WltU site plan is approved)

Mr. Yeatman moved that tbe application be dismissed without prejudice as tl::le site
plan bas been approved and the variance was not necessary. Seconded, Mr. Baker.
Ce.rr1ed Wlanimously.

II
WOODLAD ~RS, INC. - Mr. smith read a letter f'rcIll Mr. Stephen Best:

"Dear Mr. smith:

On August 1, 1969 the Board of Zoning Appea.ls approved the
application of Woodlak:e Towers, Inc. to permit all com
mercial facilities listed in Column 2 tor RM-2 districts.
The approval. st1puJ..a.ted, however, that the applicant pro
vide the Board with a plat Sbowing the location of each
use in the COIlIIlercia.l area. Certa.1n specific uses were
granted approval. in your meeting of September 22, 1970.

Woodlake TowerS, Inc. proposes to execute a lease agree
ment with II. dry cleaners tor use of space as II. valet pickup
station. No cleaning will be performed on the premises.
Enclosed is a plat showing the location of tbe valet pickup
station.

I vould appreciate it if the Board ot Zoning Appeals
would consider and approve the location ot the valet station.
I will be pleased to fUrnish any additional Int(l'matlon
which :you may require.

Yours very truly",
(s) Stephen L. Best"

Mr. Long moved that the request be granted as applied tor.
Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II



November 24, 1970

WILLIAM D. COYlY, appllcatlon under section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
ge.rage buI.~ to remain where 1oc&ted, located 6528 CaveJ.1.er DriVe, Mt. Vernon
District, (R-10), 93-1 ((23)) (E) 22, V-20l-70 (deferred frem Nov. 17 for
new plata - declaion only)

Mr. Smith noted that the new plata show a 12 ft. separation requirement between
the bouse and g~. The greatest variance sOUght is eight inches on one corner.

In aPPlication V-201-70, an application by William D. Covey, under St!lction30P'i6.6
of the Ordinance, to permit garage building to remain where located, on property
located at 6528 Cavalier DriVe, 8.1so known as tax map 93-1 «23» (E) 22, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Boe.:rd of Zoning Appea1.s adopt the
following resolution:

WHIBBAS, the Optioned application hu been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of' aJ..1 8;lplicable state and COWlty Codes and in accordance with
the by-laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of ZOning Appe8.1s. and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to tbe public by advertisement in a 10c8.1 news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th day of
November 1970 and

WHDEAS, the Board of ZOning APPeals has made the following findings of fact.

1. The owner of the subject property is the appl.icant.
2. Prescnt zoning i6 R-la.
3. Area of the lot is 7,200 sq. ft. of land.
4. A building permit was issued for the garage to be located within 4 ft. of
the rear property line.
5. This would beall11n1Jnum variance.

AIm WH!REAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions
of law:

1. The Board has found that non-compliance wu the result of an error in the
location of the building and.

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose
of the Zoning Ordin& me, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyillent of
other property in the bmediate vicinity.

Nai 'l'HEREFORE BE IT RBSOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
GULF OIL COOPORATION - Route 7 .. S-227-70 - Request for out of turn hearing.
The Board allowed an out of turn hearing for December 15.

II
GOLDEN ARCH REALTY, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
reduction or front yard setback to 44 ft. instead of 50 ft., property located at
6729 Arllngton Bou).evard, also known as tax map 50-4 ((17») G, County or Fairfax,
Virginia, v-206-70 (deferred t'raD November 17 for owners to be named as co-applicants)

Mr. John Bender presented a letter from the owners of the property -- William H.
and Mary 1:. Page, and Edmund and Ruth C. ImgJtes, stating that they were willing
to be named cO-applicants in this appllcation. Be also presented the copy of
the origlnal leue to Gee-Gee Foods and the assigning of the lease to Golden
A ch Realty, and a certificate authoriting Qolden Arch Realty to conduct businessIn Virginia.

Mr. Yeatman moved that the application be amended to include the names or the
owners as read.

Mr. Bernier stated that they are proposing to remodel the existing unit at this
address, updating it in a brick exterior with dif'ferent style roof. The golden
arches will be removed. Their opention requires a little larger service area
forward of the COW1ter of the ex18~ unit requiring that tho" IllOve the front
section or the building out an additional six reet tram. where it stands presently.
Page Hughes-Pontiac to the east of this building has a 31 ft. setback. McDonald's
has heen located in this area since 1958. The parking layout has been redesigned
80 they have picked up a couple of extra spaces in the process.

The Board discuaaed proposed restroan facilities with Mr. Bernier.

In view of the tact that the 8;lplicant has made application for a variance for
reason of better serving the people, this Board shOUld stipulate a certain
number of square feet to be used as restroom space, Mr. Smith said. He c~ted
on the fact that McDonald's has someone picking up trash on their own property
as well as al.cmg the road and surrounding the property.
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November 24, 1970 - GOLDEN ARCH RlALTY - cw.

No opposition.

In application V-206-70. application by William H. and Mary K. Page and Edmund
and Ruth C. Hughes and Golden Arcb Re&lty, WIder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance,
to permit reduction of front yard setback to 44 ft. instead of 50 ft., property
located at 6729 Arlington Boulevard, &1so known as tax map 50-4 «17)) G, county
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board adopt the following resolution:

WHIRBAB, the captioned appJ.ication has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of aJ.l applieable State and COWlty Codes and in accordance witb
the by-laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WlEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. '
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
ownerS. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 24th day
of November, 1970 and

WHJmBAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact.
1. Owners of the property a.re William H. and Mary J(. Page and Edmund and Ruth

C. fllghes. Gol.den Arch Realty is the lessee.
2. Present zoning is C-G.
3. Area of the lot is 46,000 sq. ft. or land.
4. Ccapl1ance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, will be required.

AND WHRRIAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions
of law:

The applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance wOUld result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of
the reaaonabl.e \5e of the land and buildings involved: Wlusual condition of the
location of existing buildings.

b.
NOW TH!RJ:fORB ~ IT RESOLVED, tbat the SUbJect application/and the ume h hereby
granted with the following limitations:

1. This approv&l is granted for the location and the specific structure indi
c8.ted in plats and rendering included in this &ppllcation~ and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shalJ. expire one year fran this date unJ.ess construction has
started or 1Jll1ess renewed by action of this Board prior to da.te of expiration.

3. All existing and proposed signs are to cClllPlY with the new Fairfax County
Sign OrdinBnee.

4. The public restroom facUities shall accClllllOdate a minimum of two persons
per restroaa.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried Wlan1mously.

II
The Board discussed the applica.tion of H. D. If&ll - Cities Service Oil company in
which the applicant was SuPPOsed to leave a S4 ft. bu:tfer strip. The site pll!Lll
which has been submitted shows extensive grading into that tree area, sufficient
to kill a high percentage of those trees, Mr. Knowlton stated, I!LIld it is the
staff's Wlders1:anding that this gra.d1ng has alre~ been accomplished.

Mr. Long moved that the appl1cl!Lllt be required to submit a plan showing 8. pll!Lllting
a.rrangement in eonfomance with the request by the Division of Land Use Administration
for approval by this BaLrd.

Planting aa near as possible comparable to what was there as natural growth that
W1I.8 stated to rema1Jl, Mr. smith added.

Seconded, Mr. Yeatmlul. Carried unanimously.

II
MID BOR!CH - Request for rehearing (beauty sbop • Merrifield Village Apartments)

Mr. Barich presented 8. list of signatures in favor of the bea.uty shop, and requested
that the Board reopeD the case.

The Board. ruled that this was evidence that eould ha.ve been presented at the
original hearing.

Mr. Smith stated that the list is not valid - it does not show the addresses of
the people who signed it.

About four or five people have moved out of the building WIder discussion since
the last hearing. Mr. Borich said.

tj5/
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MID BORICH - Request for rehearing - Ctd.

November 24, 1910
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~J~
Daniel smith, Chs.irman Date

The meeting adjourned at 2:10 p.m.
By Betty Haines, Clark

II

w. A. AND R. L. CAMPBELL - Appe&1 from the Zoning Adm1nistr&tor's decision
The Board was still unable to reach a decision, therefore this case was deferred
until the next aeeting. Copies of the transcript 'of the hearing were requested
to be mailed to each Board member prior to the next meeting on December 1.

The motion to deny the application, Mr. Long sta*Eid, was baaed on reasons other
than the petiticm either for or against the application and therefore he would
move th&t this request for rehearing be denied. Seccmded, Mr. Yeatman. Carried
unan1Dlously •
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December 1, 1970

The regular meeting of the Board of zoning Appeals was
held at 10:00 a.m. in the Board Roca ot the County
Administration Building. Those present were: Mr.
Daniel SIl1th, Chairman; George P. Barnes, Richard Long,
and Joseph P. Baker.

The meeting W&S opened with 8. pre.yer by Itt. Barnes.

Mr. 8m1th stated that the Board members th1.a morning come into the Board RoOlll. with
heavy hearts, saddened b:r the Wlexpected death of one of Fairfax COunty's !lOst dia
tingubhed and beloved citizens, fo:mer member ot the County Planning CaDmission,
and V1ce-Cha1rman ot the Board of Zoning Appeals, Mr. Clarence M. Yeatman. 'l'he Board
joins with him in oltering the tamil¥ their deepest and most sincere sympathy in the
1088 or 8. beloved hulband and father, be s&1d. One of Mr. Ye&tman~8 SODS 18 DOW se
in Viet Naa. In view of the unexpected events that bave taken p1.e.ce, the Board baa
uked the Cha.i:rman to deter the items on the agenda tor toda.Y's meeting, until December
8, 1970, this being one week tram today. Applicants will be notified in writing by
the Land Use Department ot the rescheduling or these items.

Itt. SIIith stated that the Board was very saddened by the death of 8. man they have
known and worked with tor a number of years, and a IIl&Il tor wbCD they h&d great res
pect tor his integrity and his service to the County of Fairfax and its citizens.

Mr. Blll"Des Ilt.ated that he felt th18 was a very, very sad occasion. He vas very cJ.ose
to Mr. Yeatman; he knew h1m. for IllllIlY years. He understood that Mr. Yeatman was on
a condemnation in the courts yesterday in tbe old CourthOll8e. He served many times
with Mr. Yeatman, Mr. Balme. s&id. He was very deeply' shocked when he learned ot
Mr. Yeatman;!,s death very early this morning.

He, too, Y&II deeply' shocked, Mr. Long stated. It was .. pleuure to serve with Mr.
Yea.tman and it would be very difficult to repJ.a.ce h1m.

It would be impossible to replace Mr. Yeatman, Mr. Baker stated. He served with Mr.
Yeatman on the Planning CalIIdssioo and for a few years on this Board. He moved that
the Board adjourn. seconded, Mr. Long. Carried 4-0.

II

I

I

The meet1ng adJourned at 10:15 a.m.
By' Betty Haines, Clerk

----a.,/~
Daniel SIIl1th, Cha1rman

Date
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The regular meeting ot the Board of' Zoning
Appeals vas held at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday.
December a, 1970 in the Board Room of the
County Administra.tion Building. The
follorlng members were present: Mr. Daniel
Smith, Chairman; Messrs. Joseph P. Baker,
George P. Barnes, and Richard W. Long.

The meeting was opened with 8, prayer by Mr. Barnes. The Board stood for a mc:ment
in silent prayer in memoriam to departed Board member, Clarence M. Yeatman.

FAIRFAX COUNTY WATER A111'HORITr, application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the
Ordinance, to permit construction ot well house and install 5,000 gallon water
storage tank, located behind Lot 2, Section 1, Old Mill Estates, Dranesville,Dlstrlc:t,
(RB-1), 12-4 «1)) pt. 14, 8-213-70

Mr. Harry J. Bicksler. Jr. stated that on October 14, 1969, the Water Authority
received permission to construct a well house and install 8, 5,000 gallon storage
tank on parts of lots 7 and 8, Old Mill Estates. The yield at that site was not
sufficient so they moved the location about 200 ft. to the nor-th. The site now is
approximately behind Lot 2 of section I. That well has turned out to be a very good
aite. They are getting about 90 gallons a minute.

No apposition.

This is actuaJ.!y a duplication of the application that the Board granted in OCtober
of 1969, Mr. smith caumented.

In application S~2l3-70, an application by Fairfax County Water Authority under Sec~

tion 30-7.2.2.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of well house and
install 5,000 gallon water storage tank, property located behind Lot 2, Section I,
Old Mill Estates, also lmown as t&x map 12-4 ((1») pt. 14, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th day of December 1970,

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

1. Owner of the subject property is Multil.&tera.l, Inc.
2. Present zoning is BE-l.
3. Area of the lot is 10,000 sq. ft. of land.
4. COOIpliance with Article XI - Site Plan Ordinance - is required.
5. Tbe Planning Corr:m1ssion reCOllJllended approval of this application at its

meeting of December 7, 1910.

AND WHRRBAS, the Board of Zoning Appea.ls has reached the following conclusions of
law:

1. That the applicant has presented test1XDony indicating cOOlPliance with Standards
for Specia.l Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1,1 of the
zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the cbaracter and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of
land use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buUdings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any addition&! structures of any kind, changes in use or
addition&! uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall be
cause for this use permit to be re-eva.luated by this Board.

4. All construction shall conform with renderings filed with application S-176-69.

Seconded, Mr. Bames. Carried 4-0.

II



December 8, 1970

WBS'DaNSTER SCOOOL, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance,
to permit priva.te schOOl, (new facility and existing facility), 3811 and 3819
Gollows'Road, Annanda.l.e District (~12.5) 60-3 «24) 4, 5, 5-212-70

Mr. stephen Best represented the applicant. He presented Articles of Incorporation
and By.L&ws and a rendering of the proposed facility. They are only uking to build
part of this facility at the present time, he said. No part of it is existing now.
Mrs. Gall will be Director of the School and is present to answer questions.

In 1968, Mr. Best continued, they Dlade application for Special Use Permit to con·
struct~this building and to use the existing stone house for classrooms. Ultimate1.y
they planned to use that house for administration. The use pennit was granted,
but it was about that tiJDe that the bottan fell out of the mortgage money market
and they were not able to obtain a loan to build the building. The house was used
for seventh and eighty grades. Now they find that money is available and they
have gone. considerable distance on their plans. Gallows Road now has been widened
8Jld is a much safer road than when they m&de the original application.

Are students to be tr8Jlsported by the school, Mr. Smith asked?

They would come primarily by auto, Mr. Best replied. there are two buses now
which can carry 60 passengers e&eb, however, they might go to smaller buses later
on.

No apposition.

In application 5-212·70, application by Westminster School, Inc. under Section 30·
7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to pennit private schOOl (new facility and existing
facility) on property located at 3811 and 3819 Gallows Road, also known as tax
map 60·3 ((24)) 4 and 5, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
r::4 Zoning Appeals adopt the follow1ng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the·
by·laws of the Fa.1rfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news·
pa.per, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th daiY of December
1970, and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R·12.5.
3. Area of the lot is 3.92 ac. of land.
4. Ccmpliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

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

1. The a.pplicant has presented testimony indica.ting compliance with Standards
for §pecial Use Pe~t Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30·7.1.1 of
the Zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detriJllental to the character and development of the
adjacent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the ccmprehensive plan
of land use embodied in the Zoning Ordin8Jlce.

HCM THEREFORE Bll: IT RESOLVED, that the application be 8Jld the same is hereby granted
with the following limitations:

1. This approval is gr8Jlted to the applicant only and is not tr8Jlsferable without
further action of this Board and is for the location indicated in this application
and is not tr8Jlst'erable to other land.

2. This pennit shall expire one year fran this date unless construction or operation
has started or un1ess construction or operation has started or un1.ess renewed by
action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats and
dre.wings sublll1tted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses
require a use permit, shall be cause for this use pennit to be re~evaluatedby
this Board.

4. The maximum student enrol.lment shall be 300 students, ages 4·14, froJll 8 a. m.
to 5 p.m. MondaiY through Friday.

5. All buses used for transporting students shall confonn to the color and lighting
standards of the Fairfax County School Board.
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December 8, 1970

WESTMINSTER SCHOOL • ctd.

6. A recreatlonaJ. &rea shaJ.l be fenced in accordance with State and County require
ments.

7. The proposed bu1J.d1ng shalJ. be cons tructed of brick as shown on drawings·· sub
mitted with this application. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-0.

II
CLAUDE S. JEl'DCINS, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
lot with less width than required, 10018 Colvin Run Road, Dranesville District,
(RE-1), 18-2 «1» 21, v-216-70

Mr. Jenkins stated that he has owned the property for over fifteen years. Because
of the contour of the land. 1t would not be feasible to divide this into smaJ.ler
lots, he sud, and it would lll8ke a better arrangement in two lots rather than
smaller ones. He would locate the dwelling on the le.rger portion, on the hill.

No opposition.

In application V-21.6-70, application by Claude S. Jenkins, application under Section
30-6.6 or the Ordinance, to permit Ie*. with less width than required, 10018 Colvin
Run Road, also known as tax map 18-2 «1» 21, County of ll'airfax, Virginia, Mr.
Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appea.ls adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application h8.s been properly filed in a.ccordance with require
ments of all applicable state and County Codes and in accordance with the bY~laws

of the Fairfax County Board of zoning AppeaJ.s, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. news
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners,

and a public he&l"ing by the Bo&l"d of Zoning AppeB.1.s held on the 8th day of
December, 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the folJ.i:')wing findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is RE~L

3. Area. of the lot is 81,103 sq. ft. of land.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follOWing conclusions of law:

1. The appl.icant has sa.tisfied the Board that the follow1ng physical. conditions
exist which under strict interpretation of the Ordinance \rl'OUld result in
practical. difficu1ty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land involved: exceptiona.l..ly irregular shape of the lot
and exceptional. topographic probleDlS of the land.

NOW THBBEFORE BE IT RESOLVED" tbs.t the subject a.pplication be and the same is hereby
granted with the following 1:1mi.tations : The dwelling located on Lot 1 shall be
placed on the knoll adja.cent to Lot 2.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-0.

II
I:NTERSTA'l'E STONE CORP. and SALEM STONE CORP., application under Section 30~7.2.

1.3.1 of the Ordinance, to pennit stone quarry located on Alban Road, Springfield
District, (RE-l), 99 «1)) pt. 1, S-209~70 (deferred from Dec. 1)

Mr. Richard lklbsan represented the applicant. This is an existing quarry site in
Springfiell District near Newington interchange on Shirley HighW8i1, he explained.
The land is owre d by Lynch Construction CaDpany and will be leased by the applicants
under lease agreement on file with this Board. The applicant corporations are
corpora.tions s.f'flliated with the companies that have been awarded the Shirley Highway
reconstruction project. at ShirUngton intersection, and the mixing bowl intersection
at the Pentagon. Incidenta.l1y, these two contracts are larger in total amount than
a ny other contracts previously let by the State Highway Department. The Shirlington
contract was awarded to Moore Brothers Company, Inc., of which Interstate Stone is
a quarry corporation, rock and stone supplier, and the Wiley Jackson CClllpany of Roanoke,
Virginia, for which Salem Stone Corporation is the quarry operator and stone suppljer.
On the Pentagon mixing bowl contract, these two same corporations have been awarded
the contract by the State Highway Depa.rt.ment, with a third canpany - Warren Brothers
Ccmpany of Richmond, Virginia. The applicant corporatiOll4 if this permit is granted,
plan to serve their own needs for these construction contracts and other contracts
that they may have, and to sell rock and stone generally fran the quarry. The ccapany
will develop the site over the full period of its lease which is for five years with
the option to extend it two successive periods of five years each. Under the Ordinance,
under which this cue fall.s, the maximum time period for a SlJIciaJ. use penni t can be
granted is five years.

~J ,



December 8, 1970

INTERSTATE S'l'CmE CORP. AND SALEM S'IONE CORP. - Ctd.

At this time, Mr. Hobson continued, he would like to file a topographic exhibit
required by the ordinance, and introduce Mr. Calvin Allen, land surveyor.

Mr. Smith asked for clarification as to who actually is going to operate the quarry.
Why should Interstate be listed as applieant when they are not listed on the
lease, he asked?

Mr. Hobson presented a statement of assignment of the interests of Moore Brothers,
Inc., same stockholders of Interstate stone Corporation, agreed to by alJ. other parti
of the lease. The Use Permit should be in the name of Interstate Stone Corporation,
Salem Stone Corporation, and as the owners of the property, Lynch Construction
Corporation. .

Hearing no objection, the Chairman amended the application to read Interstate
Stone Corporation, SsJ.em Stone Corporation, and Lynch Construction corporation.

Mr. Calvin Allen, Certified Land Surveyor with the finn of Robert :Kim and Associates,
who prepared the exhibit filed in accordance with the Ordinance, including topography
showed an aerial photograph of the property and the surrounding vicinity. The
two parcels. involved in the application are a. portion of the larger tract owned
by Lynch, he stated. Parcel A is encl.osed by a six foot cllain link fence with three
strands of barb wire around it. It is an existing quarry site which is indicated by
the irregular tope which is shown on the plat. There are two cinderblock buildings
on the property and two concrete slabs which were probably for proposed buil.-
dings. There is a metal building which must have been a D18.intenance shed. or garage.
There is natural woods remaining on the petimeter of Parcel A. All of Parcel B is
wooded except fr:r areas where existing road canes through. The highest point on
the ground is in the northerly portion of Parcel B whicll is approximately 175 ft.
in elevation. The lowest point is in the vicinity of tle gate at the entrance road
adjacent to Accotink Creek. There is an existing '22 ft. paved access road caning in
!'ran Alban Road and crossing Accotink Creek on en apparently heavy-duty concrete
bridge. There is a recorded agreement for a. sixty foot right of ~ running through
this 250 ft. strip between Lewis and Pa.rcel A which enters the Lyncll property and
cnrves around. The right of·we;y is not recorded - it is a. recorded agreement for
future right of way. Mr. Allen sta.ted that as far as he knew, it wa.s designed ulti
mately for a connection. between Alban Road to came into this property. There is
a large VEPCO trBllsmission line running across the southeasterly portion of it,
and a. sanitary sewer trunk line entering the property, runil.ing s.cross it, and out of

the property on to Tyler across Aceotink Creek - this 1s a 50 ft. easement. The
WECO easement is approximately 220 ft. wide.

Mr. Hobson sta.ted that they YOuld start opera.ting at the present site and when
the rock has been exhauated on that site, they would move tovard. the limits of ex
cavation shown on the plat which would reqllre existing chatn link fence to be moved
li.ight!y on the southeast and southwest. Parcel B would be where the equipment would
go and when the rock is exhausted on Parcel A, the equipaent WOUld be shifted
over on Parcel A and they WOUld opera.te on Parcel B.

The limits of excavation on the originaJ. granting was ~ixteen acres, Mr. smith
noted - this would more than double the l.1Jnits when you taJ.lt about 39 acres.

Mr. Raymond Lynch, President of Lyncll Construction Corporation, sta.ted that
the lea.se for this property calls for no quarrying on the 10 acres.

The pJ..at sheNs qu.a.rry1ng on it, Mr. SIIl1th said. Limits of exca.vation does include
Parcel B.

The lease calls for quarrying only on Parcel A and the equipment to be located on
Parcel B, Mr. Hobson stated. However, if and when the rock is exhausted on parcel
A, they would request the Lynch Caopany to give them permission to quarry on Parcel
B.

This Board certe..1nly does not have 8llthority to grant a. use permit on a. parcel of
land Which the applicant does not have a leue to quarry on.

How deep will this be, Mr. Long asked?

They have estimates over five, ten and fifteen years, Mr. ik>bson said. 'lhese are
estimates asstmling a successful amount of rock being extracted, and over the
first five years, they would expect to go sixty feet deep. (Mr. Moore, President
of the Interstate stone corpora.tion estimated they would need 75 ft. over the
first five years.) The est:iJDates there&fter J for the second five years, 100 ft.,
and 135 ft. for the succeeding five years.

What happens to the 135 ft. hole, Mr. Long asked?

The leaae would then have been expired and the land would belong to Mr. Lynch, Mr.
Hobson stated. Mr. Lyncll sa.ys that he WOUld fence the hole and it would be USed as
a natursl water Supply - a lake. He doesn't want to cOOlDit hiDlself because at that
time, if scme other use could be ma.de of that property, he would reserve the right
to cane back for special use permit for any other use that might be a.ppropriate.
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Mr. Long said he did not see how the Board could approve the 135 ft. depth without
knowing how the land is going to be rehabilitated. If the Board gra.nts 135 ft. depth,
none of the present members would be on the Board when the final determination 1&
&rrived at.

There 1s no restoration plan required for 8. stone quarry, Mr. Hobson said. They
would usure the Board that this would not be a. hazard - it is screened off, it
will be fenced, and it will have water in it.

That's one of the thing that concerns the Board, Mr. smith s&i.d, the fact that it
does have water in it. Why could JOU not start in an area. and excavate and fill
behini you and never have any water in 1t?

There is not going to be enough material left to fill this hole, Mr. Hobson stated.

Mr. Pa.ck submitted additional. photographic exhibits for the file.

Mr. Leonard D. Hill, President of Salem Stone, stated th8.t on the exhibit, the Board
would notice a. truck. load of rock and a ramp. This would be dumping raw materiaJ. from
the quarry into the feeder. This feeder feeds into 8. primary jaw which would be
enclosed, and frail. the jaw cruahser it would leave and go into a screening tower
which would al.so be enclosed; fraD there oversized stone would go to a secondary
crusher which would be encJ.osed, !'rom that to a surge pile, fran the surge pile to
an additional screening tower which would be enclosed, and !rem that to another
secondary crusher, in a closed circuit. The !1nished :product would be ~hauled tl<aD
the second screen ,tower to ',four stock];lUes, also one size stone would be conveyed to
a stockpile which would be blended into a pug mill. We would use five per cent moist
1m order to meet the specifications, Mr. Hill concluded. In some cases, it might
require cement stabilization on the stone, and if' this is true J they have to blend a
certain amount of cement with it. If there is cement being added, it would be near
the pug mill and it wou1d be housed in.

Mr. Hobson introduced Mr. Charles Burris, who would be in charge of tbe blasting.

Do they Plan to follow the same l.1Jnitations set for the blasting in the original.
appJ.ication, Mr. smith asked?

The only difference is from 7,000 to 10,000 tons in twenty increments, Mr. Hobson said,
with a different t.1Jn1ng so that there will be no increase in the blast effect.

Mr. Burris, President of Tread Corporation, told the Board that the holes would be
3 1/2 inch in diameter. As soon as they can, they want to get a 45 to 50 ft. 'tench.
Ratio of explosiYeS per hole would be approximately 150 1bs. and yield approximately
1 1/2 tons of rock per pOWld of explos1ves. Maximum explosives in anyone delay
period would be 750 pounds.

Mr. Lynch stated that he agreed there would be a large hole when the operation is
tenninated - there coul.d be three uses possibly made of it: By that time the County
will :probably have need for additional water storage reservoirs in the area, or a
recreation&l leke, or third, and most likely, a fill. The Highway Department now
needs a place to deposit materi&l fraD. road projects.

Mr. smith said it seemed to him that tbe applicant could work only five or so aeres'
at a t1me.

Mr. William Moore, President of Moore Brothers, Inc. and Interstate Stone corporation,
stated that he did not think backfilling as they went along would be practical.. Stone
will have to be taken out in lifts. They would be bottled up if they had to ccmnit
themselves to putting the JIlS,terial back in. They have to have access and maneuverabilit
in the pit. They would have roadways in and out of an area.

Mr. smith pointed out that Mr. Moore has been used to operating in rural areas but
things are changing now. Although the operation might be fenced, youngsters are
very adventurous and sometimes get over the fences and drown.

Mr. Moore said he thought the hole would be filled up rapidly, after the quarry
operation is cClDplete. On the present project that they are on, they have removed
100,000 cubic yards of \U1suitable material and have bad to look for an area to diB:Pose
of it, they have stumps, all types of broken concrete, etc. and they are paying for
an area in which to dUIIIP. However, he did not think it would be practical to dump
in an operating quarry area.

Mr. Slll1th felt that five or ten acres would give suitable maneurerability. Going beyond
the de];lth of the creek, it would be difficult to &lleviate water conditions, Mr. 8m1th
said, unl.ess it is filled.

Mr. Moore said they would not like to cCGllDit themse~vesJ but if it were practic&l,
they certainJ.y would do 1t.
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As to a.ccess on Alban Road, the pictures speak for theJmlelves, Mr. Hobson said.

Opposition: Ronald lewis, one of the owners of the tract of industrial land to the
north of this property, stated the.t the tra.ct of land to the north l».s aJ.rea.d¥
been referred to -- they have 120 &Cres of that tract. They have been wanting
to develop it for acme time but the sewer line is probably about two years overdue
and is fin&lly in so they have been trying to make preparations to get it into the
property. They have a right of way which comes out to Alban Road. This land was
zoned r-L in 1964 • he purchased it in 1965. When it was zoned it W!18 required that
an access be provided out to Alban Road. They have been attempting for some time
to get pennission fran the County and the Highway Department to build a. two l.ane
road and two lane bridge which they estimate is more than ample to serve the
development that will take place in that industrial tract.

Wasn't there discussion on this at the time of the original granting and this was to
be worked out with Mr. Dodd at that time, Mr. Smith asked?

Mr. Lewis stated that he bad a copy of agreement between George Dodd and himself
whereby they were to put in a road over the access which he referred to, and sbare tb
cost. George Dodd was supposed to pay what amounted to more than half the cost and
he intended to use it for the stone quarry operation. The minutes of Dodd's hearing
stated that this other entrance was temporary and there was an agreement between the
property owners to prOVide the permanent access. They have ta1.ked with Mr. Hobson,

Mr. Moore and some oftbe others invo~ved in this new appllcation ~ they say they
have no interest in this so-ea.lled permanent access road proposed, and will use the
temporary access. They do not wish to participate in the permaaent access. Aside
from that, they have been ,t,rying to get permission to put the road in themselves,
Mr. Lewis continued, and to date, through Mr. Chilton they have found that the
Highway Department does not like the idea of traffic ceming out on Alban Road.
If they are permitted to come out there, it wouldbemore or less on a permanent basis
and that somebody would have to assure that another road WOUld be extended up sane
1,000 ft. to the north and come out on Be.cklick Road so the.t the bulk of the traffic
would be that we:y and not come up Alban Road. They further said that it is deSirable
that any road the.t's started in this area be extended on across to Rolling Road,
and became a short cut from the big residential area. to the interchange. All of
those things are good, Mr. Levis agreed, but he coul.d not afford them. Naturally,
he would probably rather not have a. stone quarry next door because they have a
tremendous amount of dusty land, but with proper controls on llasting, noise, etc.
and a bond for 8Zl.Y damages to adjoining property, they would not object too much.
What they are afraid of is that in effect they don't want much traffic on Alban Road
which now has 1236 vehicles per day and because of the way it would have to enter
tbe interchange. They have not been able to get a permit except with conditions atta ed
and it wou1.d be on a temporary basis. Mr. Lewis said he cou1d not understand Why he
could not go in and bu.1l.d a foad suitable for developing his property which was
required by the zone. He thought everybody should be able to use the road ~- that's
what it' s for but they are being denied it for the lIlCIIIent and they want to have the
same :right as everybody else, as far as use of the road. There is no CClllllitment
fronI. Mr. Lynch to the applicant to use this road which would go in that narrow
strip. The bomier a: the quarry would be 50 ft. fl'aIl the road. Mr. Lewis said
he would like to see the case deferred until he has obtained a permit to put a road
into his property.

Mr. Bruce Lambert, 306l. West OX Road, part owner with Mr. Lewis of the 120 acres
of industrial land, agreed with Mr. Lewis' statements.

Mr. Jack Chilton stated that he attended a meeting with the lfighway Depa.rbnent in
November with members of other branches of Design Review. Basically, this was
called as a. result of earlier meetings with Mr. Lewis and his partners requesting cons
ide ration of an access road to Alban Road. At the November meeting the Highw~

Department indicated that they were concemed with the volume of traffic that could
be expected on Alban Road, particularly because it would cc.me out at this point.
They would not object to a ro&d through the Ty~er property as an interim road.
First priority for principal aceess road would be a bridge on aJ.ignment fran
Fullerton Street which would require right of way acquisition frail Fort Belvoir
running along Fort Belvoir property with a curve in the Backlick entrance terminal.
The Tyler~Dodd interim connection should COOle in at a 90 degree T intersection.
That would be the JDOst desirable f'rcm the Highway Department's viewpoint. They
WO\lld not look with favor on this being the principal connection to the industrial
tract _ the Alban Road connection. They would not object to stage work with
respect to the bridge and the north end of the road. second priority location
which they suggested due to ownership problems would be the road shown in pUrp&e
on the plat - still with the T intersection and using the Tyler access interim oil,ty.
Mr. Brett indicated that he was having problems with left tum movement caning
south on Back1iek Road turning into Shirley Highway northbound because of limited
storage space and anticipated that this would get more crucial. He did not see any
immediate possibilities of revamping the interchange to aecomodate the significant
incre. in traffic which a large park might produce.
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A limited use with low volume possibly, Mr. Chilton suggested, for the gravel opera.tion
would not be detr1ment&l.; if this went on for fif'teen years and would be open on a L./ r {
permanent basis for the public as well 8,8 beyond the needs of the Highway Department I ~
he and the Highwa.y Department would be concerned about the number of trips per day.
which the qus.rry would produce.

How many one wa::r trips will there be per ~, Mr. 8mith asked?

Mr. Hobson replied between 100 and 200 trucks. The trucks will be 10 ton capacity.

Mr. Lewis said he did not est:l.mate that this W"OUld be anything other than a rough
industrial area with very little traffic, not more than 20 units per acre per day
which acme 120 acres of land would only be 125 units. Mr. Chilton tal.ks about
10,000. Counters have gone out and counted traffic at such p1aces as Ravensworth
Industrial Park and other areas where you not only have offices, sales and service
operations, and a lot of employees and traffic that will never be in this location.

That's what Mr. Chilton meant, Mr. smith said, when he stated that the Highway
Department was willing to go along with this 60 ft. right of way and a bridge
across it for a period of time.

Mr. Hobson submitted two letters fran Humble Oil located on the industrial inter~

section and Alban Tra.ctor saying they have no objection to the approval of
the application. His client does not object to Mr. Lewis' road. and in fact,
support him in his efforts and feel that he should be given a.ccess and not be
required to p-eDchase a Prohibitive road. around SClDeone else's property. The
question of where the road goes in will not go before this Board. His clients
are not trying to get 8. free ride on Mr. Lewis' road. If Mr. Lewis's road is
built, the bridge is built, and his clients get e.c:cess to it, Interstate Stone will
contribute to the cost thereof.

There was. an agreement from Mr. Dodd regarding construction of the road, Mr. Smith
reca.J.led.

Apparently his estate is still obligated, Mr. Hobson said.

!Ilhere is water running over the bridge now, Mr. smith said, no ppoling of water or
anyth1ng.

seems the siltation ordinance is not being enforced, Mr. Holison said. He has
advised his clients and they have checked and gotten copies of the siltation ordinance.
They will CClllply with this ordinance.

Mr. Long said be thought that if this were under control of the Restoration Board it
would enhance the possibility of getting an extension after five years.

Mr. Hobson requested that the Board defer this to the next meeting for COlIIIlents
from the Restoration Board.

Mr. Baker moved to defer to the first meeting in January 1£ the Board aould have a
reccmmendation frem the Restoration Board by that t:l.me, or, if this information can be
obtained by the next meeting, the Board could consider it then. Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Long amended the motion to read th&t the application be referred to the
Resotration Board for reccmnendAtion on the d.ur:&tion of the permit; slope of
the operational area; depth of operation; operation plan and cootrols; rehabilitation
plan to coincide with time limits of quarry permitj and any other recOOJml!ndations
they lIl&y have. Accepted by Messrs. Baker and Barnes. Carried 4-0.

II
THE SPRINGS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the ordinance, to permit operati
of Montessori School in existing church building, 2 1/2 to 9 years; five da.vs a week;
9 a.m. tat 3 p.m.,maximum 105 children; located E. side of Backllck Road adJ. Edsall
Park lUementary School, 54CrT Backlick Road. Springfield District, (BE 0.5), BO~2

«1» 4, S-2l0~70 (deferred f'rc:m Dec. 1, 1970)

Mr. Thomas Kerrester stated that this is a Virginia corporation which h&8 operated
a Montessori school on the premises since 1966. Use permit was grBllted August 15, 1966
allowing it to operate with 40 students, 21/2 to 6. This is the same building.
The children cane in car paola. The fence around the play area was recently removed
because they are building an addition to the church. It will be replaced.

No opposition.

In application 8-210-70, application by The Springs. under Section 30~7.2.6.1.3 of
the Orcli,QBllce, to permit operation of MJntessori school in existing church building.
ages 2 172 to 9 years, five days a weekj 9 a.m. to 3 p.m., maximum 105 children,
located iast side of Back.lick Road adjacent to Edsall Park Elementary SchOOl.
also known as tax map 80~2 «1» 4, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:
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WHEREAS. the captioned a.pplication has been properly filed in accordance with re~

quirements of all appliCable State and County Codes and in accordance with by~laws
of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning AppeaLs and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a publ c
hearing by the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s held on the 8th dq of December. 1970 and

WHEREAS. the Board of ZOning Appeals has &de the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the property is Springfield Christian Church.
2. Present zoning is BE 0.5.
3. Area of the lot is 3.I.a19 ac. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.
5. There is an existing use permit for a school on the site issued August 2, 1966.

AND 1fflRREAS. the Board of ZOning Appeals has reached the following cooclusions of
law:

1. The applicant bas presented testimony indicating cl:lllPliance with Standards for
Special Use Permit uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance. and

2. That the USe will not be detrimental to the character and development of adjacent
land and will be in hanDony with the purposes of the canprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zooing Ordinance.

NCM TBEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following liJnitations:

1. This approval is granted to the a.ppl.icant only and is not transferable without
further action of this B<1l. rd and is for the location indicated in this application an
is not transferable to other l.and.

2. This permit sb.alJ. expire one year fran this date unless op! ration has started or
unless renewed by this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approvaJ. is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats eubmit'ted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or add!
tional uses, whether or not these additional. uses requir~ a use permit, eball be C&U8

for this use permit to be re-evalus.ted by this Baud.

4. This pel.'mit is for a one year period with the Zoning Administrator being empowere
to extend it for two successive years :for a D1&X1mum of three years.

5. Any buses used for the transporting of students shall ccmply with the lighting
and color reql,lireMnts of the Fairfax COWlty School Board.

6. A recreational area shall be fenced in accordance with State and county Codes.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimouslY.

II
CAROLYN CHAOO. epp1.ication under Section )0-7.2.6.1.5 of the Ordinance, to pe:nnit
operation of beauty shop &8 ba:ae occupation. 3343 Annandale Road, Mason District. (R
60-1 «14)) B, 8-197-70 (deferred from Dec. 1, 1970)

Mrs. Chabo stated that she had submitted her plans to the various County departments
and they had been approved.

In application S-197~70, applica.tion by carolyn Chabo, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of'
the Ordinance, to pel.'mit operation of' beauty shop as home occupa.tion, 3343 AnnandaJ.e
Road, al.so known as tax map 60-1 «15)) B, County of Fairf'ax. Virginia, Mr.
Long roved that the BolLrd of zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applica.tion bas been properly filed in accordance with require
menta of' all applicable State and COtmty COdes and in accordance with the by-laws of
the Fairf'ax County Board of Zoning Appeal.s, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local. newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners and a publi
hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held on the 24th da¥ of' November. 1970 and

WHEREAS, the Board of' zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-lO.
3. Area of the lot i8.>1/2 acre.

AND WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following conclusions of
law:
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1. The applieant has presented testimony indieating ecmpliance with Standards for
Specia.1 Use Permit Uses in R distriets as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

2. That the use will not be detriJDentaJ. to the charaeter and deve10pnent of adjacent
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject applica.tion be and the StuDe is hereby
granted with the following limitations:

1. This approvaJ. is granted to the applieant only and is not transferable without
further action of this Ba!. rd and is for the location indicated in this applieation and
is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year hem this date unl.ess construction or operation
has started or unless renewed by aetion of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indieated on plats submitted
with this applieation. Any adliitionaJ. structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall be Caul!

for this use permit to be re-evaJ.uated by this Board. These changes include, but are
not limited to,._changes in ownership, changes of the operator, ehanges in signs.
changes in the number of employees snd/or persons involved, or changes in screerdng or
feneing.

Seeonded, Mr. Baker. Carried unarrlJnously.

II
w. A. AND R. L. CAMPBELL. application under Seetion 30~6.5 of the Ordinance, to permit
appea.l of the zoning Administrator's decision rendered in connectl00. with SP-67,
located east side of Route 613 (Beulah St.) snd south side of Rt. 635 (Ha,yfield
Rd.), Lee District, (RE-l), 91-1 «1)) 69, 71, 72, V~2ll~70 (deferred fran Dee. 1, 1970
for deeision only.)

Mr. smith reealled that a lengthy hearing had been held on this matter and was deferred
for decision only.

Mr. Long stated that Mr. Philli:s;s has done quite a lot c£ research on this for the
Board and the Board should express their appreciata:on of the work that baa been done.
It was very benefieial to them all.

Mr. smith stated that Mr. Long's remarks are certainly well deserved. Mr. Phillips
is a great deal of help to the Board in all of these cases when it canes to research.

In application V-21l~70, applieation by W. A. Campbell and R. L. Campbell under Sec
tion 30~6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit appe&l of the interpreta.tion of the
Zoning Administrator rendered in eonneetionlllth SP-67. on property located at Rt.
613 (Beulah st.) and south side of Route 635, also known as tax map 91-1 «1» 69,
71, 72, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEBRAS, the eaptioned appJ.ication baa been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of all applicable state and County Codes and in aecordance with by~laws

of the Fairfax county Board of ZOning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblie by a.dvertisement in a loeal newspaper,
posting oftbe property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and & public
bearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th day of November, 1970 and

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

1. That the application refers to a residential..ly zoned property;
2. That the present zoning 1s BE-l;
3. That Chapter 30 of the county Code (zoning Ordinance), Sections 30-3.11..1 et seq.,
states that: ''Upon approval by the County Board of Supervisors following & duly ad
vertised public hearing in accordmce with the same procedure as set forth in Section
30-12.2, and subje ct to the provisions of Section 30-3.10, any parcel of land in any
R district ma.y be used for any orr-street parking of motor vehicJ..es, subject to the
tol.lowing limitations and requirements." These provisions are stated in Section 30-3. .1.1
throuSh 30-3.11.1.6.
4. That on October 23, 1970, the zoning Administrator determined that the original
appJ.lcation filed with the Division of Land Use Administration was not in accordance
with requirements of Section 30-3.11;
5. That subsequent to the decision of the zoning Administrator, the Director of
Land Use Administration notified the applicant by certified mail that the sections of
the "'OIling Ordinance under which the application was filed were not applicable; and
that he had the right to appeal this administrative ru11ng to the Board of Zoning Appe
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6. That the Zoning Ordinance permits parking in the Im-l district according to the
follow1ng wording contained in Section 30-2.2.2. Column 1 (Uses PeI1ll1tted by Rigbt)
of'the RE-2 district, which wording also applies to the BE-l district: "AutclrDOOUe
parking as specified in Sections 3D-3.ll and 30-3.10j" and Section 30-3.2.1.4 
Keeping ccmnerei&1 vehicles in R districts. "There l'Il8\Y be kept as an accessory'
use on any lot in an R district, not to exceed one ccmmercia.l vehicle (other than
a. tractor trailer) operated by the occupant of the lot.

WHImEAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:

1. The use of the word "autanobile" in the Sdhedule of Regulations (Section 30-2.2.2
should be construed to mean "passenger vehicle" and not trucksar other vehicles.

2. That while Bection 30-3.2.1.4 provides for the parking of a canmerclal. vehicle in
an R district, such parking is clearly intended to be a. use accessory to the house on
the same lot in which the operator resides.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applica.tionbe and the seme is hereby
denied, and f\lrthennore be it resolved, that the decision of the Zoning Administra.tor
is hereby upheld.

seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Long moved to amend the motion to read after "Section 30-3.2.1.4 - leeping camn
ercial velrl.cJ.es in R districts. There may be kept, as an a.ccessory use on any lot in
an R district, not to exceed one cemaerci&l. vehicle (other than a tractor tra.:ller)
opera.ted by the occupant of the lot" -- he would add after that "Section 30-3.10.1 
"All off street parking space lIpPUl"tenant to any use permitted in any R district ex
RT districts $halJ. be provided on the s.ame lot with the use to which it is
appurtenant." Accepted by Mr. Barnes. Carried 4-0.

II
GABRIEL PLAZA CORP., application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to permit
variance of setback requirement created by proposed construction of a new subdi
vision street, 7727 Fordson Rd., Nt. Vernon District, (R-17), 102-1 «1») 9OA, V-217
70 (deferred f'ral Dec. 1, 1970)

Mr. George Simpson represented the applicant.

Mr. Simpson stated that this is a non profit corporation consisting of land owners
in the Gum Springs area who pooled tlogether their"land:-together(approximately 6 acres
went in and requested the first RR-6 zoning in the lrl.story of Fairfax county.
The Board in its wisdcm granted that rezoning and this group intends to provide
medium income housing to the people in that area, homes in the area of $22,000 
$23,000. TheY have run into a slllllll problem. Their purpose 1s to obta.in BZA
approva1 to permit variance to build a. subdivision street 17 ft. from an existing
dwelling. The zoning is R-17 wlrl.ch requires a 45 ft. setba.ck frail the front and
since it is nov being converted into a corner lot, that there be a 45 ft. setback
on the side. The affected owners are Mr. and Mrs. Blakeney who are present.

Mr. smith said he felt the affected property owners lI'hould be made a party to
this application, however, the Blakeneys did not wish to.

Mr. All.ison Brown, the B1.Bkeneys' attorney, stated that the Bl.akeneys have mixed
feelings about this application. However, tl1ey do not wish to be an applicant
in this matter.

Was any part of this property acquired f'ran the Blakeneys, Mr. S1n1th asked?

No, Mr. Simpson replied. Actually there will be about e. bal.f a. foot of limbo land t

the.iI. 4 ft. of sidewalk and 2 1/2 ft. grass strip - then the curb itself. Yes t "they
are running the right of wa::f directly up to the Blakeney property. The county •
has gone out of its Wrr::f in scme respects - the county has agreed that it will not
put curb"and gutter in front of the 1ll.akeney property.

Mr. 8m!th said he could not understand why they do not want the property improved
if it can be done without cost to hem.

The property was rezoned well over a year ago, Mr. Simpson stated. There was a
pa.raJ.lel street shown on the plan at that time.

The B1.alteJleyS have never been consulted, Mr. Brown stated, with the facts as they
are today. For SaDe month or more, representatives of Gabriel Plaza, their lawyers,
their engiIeer, represl!Intatives of the Land Acquisition Department, for a month
and a half or so, have been talking to the Blakeneys about what they wanted to do.
Every discussion has ended up with a. different set of figures than they are talking
about today. This is the first time they knew clea.iLy exactly the m.ud:ler of feet
that were going to be between the property line and the house. Mr. Simpson has
indicated that the applicant has offered to provide screening. First they teJ.k.ed
about sane type of cedar trees or bushes, or even a. stockade fence. They never
knew until tod$y where that was gojng tobe located - now it turns out that it will
be located on the Blakeney property because there is no place on this adjacent
Subdivision to put it - there is only 1/2 foot.

I
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GABRIEL PLAZA CORP. - Ctd.

Putting the screening on the Blakeney properly. Mr. Brown continued, will be 8. further
taking a.we.y. They have their drtvewa.y along the edge of their property. They will
ha.ve this developnent next to their driveway. If there are going to be trees put up
it wiD. interfere with the drivewa.y.

The develOpDent plan shows a new drive caning in from. the rear of the Blakeney property
Mr. Long CODJIlented.

Mr. Blakeney is 1n the construction business and he owns 8. large truck, Mr. Brown
said, and his property 1s rather deep. He has a shed where he stores his truck
behind the house. There is a question as to whether there would be too steep a
tum for the truck. He would like to keep his present drlYeWSiY.

Mr. Long felt that if the new driveway went in and the present drive torn up and
planted in grass. the Blakeneys would be gaining.,
They favor developnent of housing, Mr. Brown said, but they are OPPOSed to this
street being built so close to their property. The 45 ft. requirement was set up
in the Ordinance to ,.protect the property owners and they are being denied the benefit
of the setback requirement that is granted to everyone else in the County. The
street could have been moved over a few feet and would not have seriously hurt
the developnent of that property. HI!: FELT that the engineers had made a mistake
and that is why the application was filed.

The Board has to weigh the good that would result to the community with the bad tha.t
would develop to one property owner, Mr. Smith said. There are other roadways in
the County that have gone this close or cJ.oser to residential areas in other sub
divisions.

They have €aUed to see it demonstrated, Mr. Brown said, that this road could not be
moved over.

Mr. Blakeney claimed that the agreement with Gabriel Plaza stated that his house woul.d
be 21. ft. from the street.

This was based on a 30 ft. street, Mr. Simpson said. Today a 50 ft. right of way is
required. Mr. LockwOOd apparently suggested if it is a 30 ft. street, it would be
~ ft. from the street.

The Board recessed to aJ.low the parties involved to meet and discuss this and see if
they could arrive at mt agreement.

II
Mr. Simpson announced that they had reached an agreement and he subInitted to the
Chairman a letter which he read into the record: ''We the undersigned wish to join
the Gabriel Plaza Corporation in appJ.ying for the variance under provisions of
Article 4, Chapter 30 of the Code of Fairfax County. Virginia, Section 30-6.6. to
perm!t a variance of a setback requirement created by the proposed construction of
a new subdivision street and/or buUd a subdivision street 17 ft. fran existing
dwelling on property zoned R-17 as shown on plat dated July 30, 1970. prepared by
Holland Engineering and submitted with the application of Gabriel Plaza Corporation.

''We authorize James B. Lockwood. Jr •• Esq. and George A. Simpson, Esq. to represent
US before yw and to pursue the application filed by Gabriel Plaza COrporation
in the same manner as if it were filed jointly by ourselves and Gabriel Plaza Corporati
In all. events. since we now join Gabriel Plaza Corporation in requesting the e.fore
mentioned variance it should be considered a joint application for all. purposes.

"In addition. we request that1he va.riance. if granted. be applicable to both ourselves
lIB well as Gabriel Flua Corporation." (5) Roosevelt BJ.akeney and Evelyn B1.skeney

In application V-2l7~70. Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following motion:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable Sta.te and County Codes and :111-:. accordance with the
by~laws of the Fairfax County,Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newS],l. per.
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners. and a public
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th d.&¥ of December, 1970 and

WHBRBAS. the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has reached the following findings of fact:
1. Owner of the property is Roosevelt and Evelyn Blakeney.
2. Present zoning is R-17.
3. Area of the lot is 15.456 sq. !'t. of land.

AND WHIREAS. the Board of Zoning AppealS has reached the following conclusions of law:
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1. That the applicant baa satisfied the Board tha.t the following physic&l
conditions exist :'.which under a. strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that wouJ.d deprive the user of
the reasonable use of the land and buildings involved:

(a) exceptiona.lly irregular shape of the Gabriel Plaza Corporation property; narrow
lot and 'WlUSual condition of the location of existing buildings.

NUfl THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same is
hereby granted, wlth the following limitations:

1. Gabriel Plaza Corporation 18 to COIIIply with agreements between themselves, Roose
velt and Evelyn Blakeney, regarding screening, drivewa,y, sodding, grading, etc. on
the B1.akeney property.

seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
Mr. smith noted receipt of a letter from Marshall. Gorham., Jr. ''Will you please
present to the Board of Zoning Appeals at its meeting of December 8, 1970 my
request to utilize fiy ash fran Potana.c Electric's generating station in Alexandria.
as partial. fill for the area covered under NaturaJ. ResO\U'ces Permit No. 20.
Under strict supervision, fly s.sh makes an excellent fill, topped with several
feet of good soil, ve could possibly return this area to its natural elevation and
conditiLon. Delivery of fly ash wouJ.d be restricted to 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. with no
hauling on Sundays. Favorabl,f: consideration of this matter would be grea.tl.y
appreciated. "

Mr. KnOW'lton stated that the starf had made certain inquiries regarding the letter.
They have a restoration plan approved m connection with NR~20 and presumably
regardless of wha.t fill material is used, that restoration plan would be required.

Mr. Marshall, Gorham stated that they are not having a problem with their fill.
They have a tremendous amount of overburden and dirt that's caning in, and they
will have more dirt along with flya.sh. They have not discussed this with the
Restbration Board.

William Reese, starf engineer with Pepco, stated that this ash would cane from
the plant in Virginia. They are able to control the blowing of the ash. What they
do at the plant, they have a mixer at the plant and the fly ash is mixed with water
before it is loaded on the truck. This will prevent any blowing on the road even
without a. cover. When it is loaded, the truck goes under a sprinkler system,
wetted down and there will be no blOwing. They do encounter a problem with the
truck empty, but the truck will be covered, going in both directions. There is
some problem on a windy daiY but s.s soon as you push it over with a bulldozer,
and where they operate now, it's covered every evening and there is no blowing.
They are dumping in Brandywine, Maryland now. They nul about 15 trucks now,
three and four loads a d8\V", but rmming this short a distance they would only
need seven or eight trucks, malting roughly seven trips.

Mr. Knowlton stated that he had contacted the Soil Scientist. The County has no
experience with this and does not know how they plan to do this. The COWl.ty Soil
Scientist IIlade the cODlllent that fly ash can be of the consistency of talcum powder,
and consequently, he felt that unless there is something rather unusU&1 done in
the ls.ying of this, that any foundations that were ever developed on top of this
would have to go ccmpletely through it to the original ground.

They laid this in fO\U' foot layers, Mr. Reese said, and it compacted very nicely.
It seems to set up more with years. It is used as a t'owldation for laying runways.

Do you know of any place where this was used as fill material with construction on
top of it, Mr. 1tn0001ton asked?

There's a great deal of it in Washington, D. C., Mr. Reese said.

Mr. smith said he knew that mix:ing fiyash with soil would give excellent growth,
but is the ls.st layer in this case all dirt?

The U. S. Bureau of Mines recOOllDends tha.t a. minimum of one foot of dirt be put on
top of the ash, Mr. Reese said.

This is'a,n excellent idea, Mr. Smith said, but the Restoration Board should pass on
this before the Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals takes any action.

Mr. Reese showed pictures taken a.t their current operation. Is there no recogni~able

pollution from this, Mr. smith s.sked? Would it have any effect on adjacent properties

Mr. Haney sta.tes that on a very windy day, Mr. Reese said, you can expect some dust
to came in. If it is wetted down thoroughly, there would not be much of it.

I
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Mr. Woodson was setting up a meeting with the Restor&tion BaUd, Mr. Knowlton
reca.lled. WouJ,d it be possible to add this item. to that agenda?

Probably so, Mr. Woodson said.

The Restoration Board should have detailed plans of what is proposed. Mr. Long felt.

Deferred for ccmments from the Restoration Board.

II
TED A. HALEY, D. D. S. ~ Request for Rehe&rlng (dental office). Mr. Smith read the
letter requesting rehearing. (See folder.)

This is not new evidence, Mr. smith said. The Board could not eJ1.ow the use of
the existing parking spaces. The doctor went into this building knowing thelimitat100s
of it. The Ordinance provides that the use:be a.1J.bwed in a. residential zone. but
there were objections to this, and you are not allowed to infringe upon the rights of
the adjacent property owners.

Mrs. Haley presented aigne.tures from. people in the area stating that they were not
opposed to the application, but stated that the ones that were contiguous to the
property wouJ.d not sign the petition.

These are the ones who are a.:ffected, Mr. smith said. The people adjoining your
property have a right for their feelings to be taken into consideration by the Board.
Why not build on to the house, he asked?

The septic is in the back, Mrs. Haley said.

The Board took this matter under advisement 'LUltll IOOre than three members were present.

Mr. Long moved to defer this to the next meeting where a. f'ull Board is present.
Seconded, Mr. Baker. Carried unaniJnou.sly.

II
The Board read a. letter fran Lila Markrich stating that she h&d put in the parking
spaces required by the Board.

II
FRAIa HENNION ~ Request for extension. The Board voted to aJJ.ow an extension of
160 da.vs. No further extensions Will be allowed.

II
C & P 'lELEPHONE CO. - located on Lee H:l.ghwa,y near CentreVille - The Board granted one
extension of 180 dayS. No f'urther extensions will be allowed.

II
Letter from Robert BtuT regarding the operation of motorized vehicles on the parking
lot of the North Springfield Swim Club. The Board' s consensus was that this would not
be sJJ.owed, and in order for them to put any USe other than those outlined in the
original. USe permit, 'ffOUld require a ref1l1ng and a rehearing by this Board.

II
The Board will meet January 5, 12 and 26.

II
Letter f'l'cn Mt. Vernon Lodge /1219 • regarding screening. The request was for a
correction in the motion to read "adjacent property owner on the south side".
'rhe motion said north. ~. -

Mr. SUdth defined the intent as having screening 10 f't. beyond the proposed parking
uea, 10 ft. beyond the building area, and beyond the parking area. ActuaJJ.y the site
plan requires screening of the parking area.

In appUcation 8-26-70, Mr. Long moved that the motion be amended regarding screening;
that screening be placed along the northerly and southerly property line in a manner
and height approved by Land Use Administration. Accepted, Mr. Baker. Also, they
would determine the length, Mr. Long added. Carried unanimously.

II

401
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Letter fran James A. Durhag, Sunset Manor Civic Associa.tion, regarding
ingreSlt and egress to the Moose Lodge.

Mr. Covington stated that he had sent an inSIlector out today to check this.

Mr. Smith asked that Mr. Covington report back to the Board on what action
was taken on this matter.

II
The meeting edJourned at 6"2 p.m. ~
Betty Haines, Clerk ~~

e1 Smith, C Date
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The regular meeting of the Board of ZOl)ing
Appeals was held at 10:00 a..m. on Tueso.ay,
December 15 J 1970 in tbe Board Room of the
County Office Building. All members were
present: Mr. Daniel Smith, ChaiI'man; Mr.
Richard Long, Mr. Joseph Baker, Mr. George
Bames, and new member, Mr. Ley P. Kelley.

The meeting was opened with 8. prayer by Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Smith welcomed the new Board member, Mr. Loy P. Kelley, appointed to fill the un
expired term of Mr. Clarence M. Yeatman.

WASHIJ«l'l'eN GAS LIGHl' CO., application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.8 of the Ordinance.
to permit natural gas regulation control and distribution station, loca.ted on the
northern side of Gunston Road at its intersection with Richmond Hwy•• Lee District.
(HE-l), 113 ((1)) pt. 36, 6-214-70

Mr. R. W. Church, Jr. stated that the Gas canpany has at the present time a 30 inch
trl!llsmission line which is part of the Transcontinental Gas Line, the major north·south
supplier of natural gas down to Route 1. He traced the route of the line on the 1l18.P.
He introduced Mr'. [arl E. Baetzner, Assistant Superintendent, Transmission and Distributi
Department for the Washington Gas Light Company.

Mr. Baetzner stated that the Washington Gas Light Company sells gas to individual cus·
tcmers in the metropolitan Washington area including areas of Virginia and Maryland.
The population of this area has grown rapidly since World War II and is expected to
continue to grow very substantis.l.ly in the years immediately ahead. With this popu~

lation grCMth, there has been a corresponding increase in the demand for natural gas.

m order to meet the Gas Light company's increuing demand for gas, the Company has
installed a por.tion of a 30 inch gas pipeline from its supplier, the Transcontinental
Gas Pipe Line corporation, near Centreville, Virginia, to U. S. #1 at State Route #242.,
a distance of about twenty miles, Mr. Baetzner stated. The balance of this pipeline
will extend, eventually, from Route U. S. #~ to the Potomac River to Maryland. The
present pipeline and the proposed pipeline is or will be located entirely on private
easements that have been or are being purchased by washington Gas Light company. Pre
sently an existing 12 inch gas pipeline in U. S. Route #1 supplies large areas of
Fairfax county as well as Woodbridge, Dale City and the surrounding areas with gas. It
is one of the major supplies to this area. The Company desires to ma.ke a permanent
connection fran the new 30 inch pipeline to the 12 inch pipeline where the two lines
intersect. The Washington Gas Light Company has, therefore, entered into an agreement
to purchase approx1lllately one-half acre of land at this point. This application is for
a special use permit to construct a regulator station with associated facilities upon
this tract of land. The installation of pressure reduction regulators and associated hea r
to heat the gas, will permit the dispatch of gs.s from the large transmission pipeline
itto the existing pipeline at U. S. #1. This connection will provide another source of
supply for the areas served by the 12 inch pipeline. The installation will consist of
two pressure regulators constructed in separate undergrO'lUld vaults with manholes located
flush with the ground.

The 12 inch pipeline will operate at lower pressures than the 30 inch pipeline. At
any time such pressure reduction occurs, an expansion of gas occurs, which lowers its
tem:pe-rature, Mr. Ba.etzner continued. To protect from the freezing and thawing of the
moisture on the outside of the pipelines, it is planned to installs. heater to heat the
gas to above the freezing point. This heater will operate most frequently when the
delnand for gas is highest and when the temperature is the lowest. Obviously, during
many portions of the year the heater will not operate at all. The heater will be the
only above-ground facility on this site. Similar heaters are presently operating in
several locations in northern Virginia. The f\mction that will be performed by this
station is necessary and 1s an indispenSable part of the reinforcing program to this
rapidly growing area of Fairfax County, Virginia.

The proposed station will be automatic and unattended except for periodic inspections.
It will be odorless and dustless, and will not discharge any liquid or solid waste.
It will be constructed in accordance with all applicable pipeline codes and regulations
and will be safe. There will be no electric switches or facilities used in connection

with the station. The properly 1s heavily wooded and the appliBnces and roadway have
been designed to take advantage of the natural screening. No more clearing of the tree
and foliage will be undertaken than is necessary to provide for the ingress and egress
to the station and the location of the appliances themselves. To insure that
minimum el.earing takes pl&ce, the gas company will do the clearing itself rather than
Sub-contracting with another party to do this work. If additional screening or shrubbery
is needed for aesthetic purposes, it will be provided. The heater will be surrounded
with a six foot chain link fence with appropriate palings or other decorative material.

This area, where the two pipelines intersect, is the only fes.sible location for this
inlportant facility, Mr. Baetzner concluded, and the location meets other planning and
zoning considerations and will not adversely affect property 'ftalues in the area.
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Mr. McK. Downs, real estate broker and appraiser, gave bis report on a study that he
had made of the effect that this facility would have on the area., and stated that it
WOUld be in hannony with the surroW'lding area.

No opposition.

Mr. smith read the report from the Health Department and the Planning Commission
reccmnending a.pproval.

In application 8-214-70, an application by Washington Gas Light Company J under Section
30-7.2.2.1.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit na.tural gas reguJ.a.tion control and dis
tribution statton on property located at northern side of Gunston Road a.t its intersec
tion with Richmond Highway, also known as tax map 80-2 (3» 22, 23, County of Fairfax,
Virginia., Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the fOllowing resoluti

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by~la.w

of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 15th day of December, 19 70
and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeal-a haa made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is Mary H. Cranford; the applicant is the contract
purchaser.
2. Present zoning is RE~l.

3. Area of the lot is 21,780 sq. ft. of land.
4. Compliance vith Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required.
5. The Planning Carmnission reccmnended approval of this application at its regular
meeting December 14, 1970.

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

L That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards
fur SpeciaJ. Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30~7 .1.1 of the Zonin
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adjaee
land and will be in harmony with the pl,rposes of the ccmprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following liJIIitations :

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

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

3. '!}us approval is granted for the structure and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additionaJ. structures of any kind, changes in use or addi~

tional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shall be cause
for this use permit to be re~evaluated by this Board.

4. The property shall be enclosed with a six foot chain link fence interlaced with a
screening materiaJ. as approved by the Division of Land Use Administration.

5. Trees providing screening that are removed during construction shall be replaced
with a simUar type and size as approved by the Division of Land Use Administration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Church questioned the screening requirement in item number four of the resolution.

Mr. Long stated that the applicant should meet with theDivision of Land Use Administrat
to decide on the screening and fencing.

Perhaps a fence s.round the entire area would alleviate a trash problem, Mr. smith sug~

gested.

Motion carried 5~O.

II
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S. J. BELL, applica.tion unier Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to permit erection
and operation of service station, located N. W. corner of the intersection of Mitchell
St. and Edsall Rd., Springfield District, (C-N). ao-2 (3» 22. and 23. 5-218-70

Mr. John T. Hazel, Jr. stated tha.t this property was rezoned approximately two months
ago and at the time of rezoning it was represented to all concerned that the purpose of
the rezoning was to locate a service station on this property. There 1s an existing
service sta.tion immedia.tely to the east, and a. Humble Station just opened on the
apposite corner. The interChange of Edsall Road and Shirley Highway, newly re-canstructe
is j\Bt to the right off the ma.p. Site plan would be filed in accordance with pJ.at
submitted. The applicant has owned this land for a number of years. This will be a
three bay colonial station and at this time they do not know which oil company will
operate it.

If Bell sells this to an oil company, Mr. Smith pointed out, this will require caning
be.ck. to the Board.

This station will have front entrance bays, Mr. Hazel continued, as the land
to the north in the rear is still zoned Residential.

No opposition.

In application S-218:"70, an application by S. J. Bell, Wlder Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of
the Zoning Ordinance, to pennit erection and operation of service station, on property
located at N. W. corner of the intersection of Mitchell Street and Edsall ROad, also
known as tax map 80~2 (3» 22::and 23, County of Fail'fax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the ca;ptioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of all applicable State and COWlty Codes and in accordance with the by~laws

of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following PlOOPer notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
be&rlng by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 15th day of December, 1970 and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is C-N.
3. Area of the lot is 34,239 sq. ft. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required, and

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

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

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and developnent of the adjacent
lard and will be in harmony wi th the purpooes of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one :,ear from this date unless construction or operation
h as started or unless renewed by &etion of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approvaJ. is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or addi
tional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit, shaD. be cause
for this use permit to be re-evaJ.uated by this Board.

4. The gasoline station shall be a brick colonial type.

5. A six foot brick waD. shall be erected one foot inside the prpperty line along the
northern property line common with Lot 24.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried 5~0.

II
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StMoIIT LODGE, INC., applica.tion \Older Section 30·7.2.5.1.4 of the Ordinance, to permit
establishment and operation of private club or assoc1a.tion, located on 25.<1199 ac.
boW1ded on the east by Annandale Road, on the south by Mason Lane, on the west by
Arnold Lane and on the north by the Ho1JDes Run Stream Valley Park, Procidenee District,
(R-12.5), 60-1 «1» 6, 7, a, 13, 14, 15, 8-220-70

Mr. Dougl.aa AdeJlls, attorney, stated that he was retained last week to represent
the applicant. Mr. Fred Babson, representing the opposition, called him yesterde¥
asking to have the case continued. He expressed to Mr. Babson that the applicant vrould
be willi.ng to grant an extension provided that could get a reasonably early hearing.

Mr. CowgU1, agent for the applicant. did not bring the receipts for the notices.

The Board agreed to defer to January 5 provided the applicant renotify the property
owners who were notified originally, and in the meantime the Board will meet with
Mr. Babson and Mr. Adams at SUIlIIlit Lodge on December 23 at 10 a.m. to view the
property.

II
ROBERT C. AND MARY F. p. McINTYRE, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordi
nance, to permit school for children. ages 3-12. in existing church facilities. pre
school through elementary school, maximum 150 students j 9 a.m. to 3 p.m., 7626 Lees
burg Pike, St. Luke's Methodist ChurctJ., Dranesville District, (R-IO), 39-2 (1» 57A,
8-221-70

Mr. McIntyl'8'5tated tha.t he W8,/1I requesting permission to conduct an educational program
in the existing fa.cility which will be known as the Children's Achievement Center.
They will be working with the pre-schooler, the kindergarten child, and the elementary
age youngster who is at least of above average intelligence but who needs special
teaching methods. Mrs. McIntyre will be the educational director and he will be the
administrative director. They will use a muJ.ti-disciplinary approach to meeting the
needs of these youngsters for special teaching techniques. Maximum enrollment will be
150 students. Hours of ope ration will be 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. The p:nt-School children
will be there no longer than four hours according to requirements of the Health
Department, and the school age children will be there no longer than 4 1/2 to 5 hours.
No lunches will be served. There will be no more than ten ch1ldren in a classroom with
two teachers, or a teacher and teacher's aide. No bussing of students is pl8llned.

NO opposition.

In application S-22l-70, an application by Robert C. and Mary F. P. McIntyre. under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to permit school for children, ageS
3-12, in existing church building, maximum 150 children, 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. J property
located 7628 Leesburg Pike, also known as tax map 39-2 «(1») 57A, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning APIeals adopt the following
resolution :

WHEREAS, the c8iltioned application has beM properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Boord of zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper.
posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a public
hearing by the Board of zoning AppealS held on the 15th day of December, 1970 and

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

1. Owner of the subject property is St. Luke's Methodist Churchj the applicant is
lessee.

2. Present zoning is R-lO.
3. Area of the lot is 4 acres of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI, Site P1&n Ordinance, is required.

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

1. The applicant has presented testimony indicating cCIDPliance with Standards for
Special. Use Permit Uses in R districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance, and

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the adj ace
land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land use
embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

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

1. This approval is granted to the a.ppl1cantonly and is not tram ferable without f'urth
action by the Board, and is for the location indicated in this application and is not
transferable to other land.

2. This permit she.ll. expire one year from this date unless operation has started or
unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.
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3. This approval. is granted for the buildings and uses irrlicated on plats submitted
with this appllca.tioo. Any additional structures of 8l1Y kind, cha.r:ges in use or adtti..
tional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a. use permit, shill be cause

fbr this use permit to be re-evaJ.uated by this Board.

4. The school will have a rnax:1muln of 150 students, five days a week, ages three thru twe
9 a.m. to 3 p.m. f)r the entire year.

5. Any buses used for the transporting of students will canply with the coloring and
lighting requirements of the Fairfax County School Boa.rd.

6. A recreational area will be enclosed with a chain link fence in canpliance with
State and County requirements.

1. There will be one quaJ.lfied instructor with an assistant for each ten students.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
CALVARY BAPrIST CHURCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance, to
permit church school (kindergarten thru 12th grade) located 3619 S. George Mason Dtive,
Mason District, (R-12.5), 62-3 ((1)) 13, S·222-70

W1lliam F. McLean, Pastor of the Church, appeared on behal.f of thechurch for the
school permit. They are trying to start 8. Christian day school begiIming with
kindergarten and going to the twe1f'th grade. At the present they might have grades
one through four and add as they go aJ.ong. They would begin with 100 students. They
have space for a couple hundred students. The school would be operated by the church
and would be apen to anyone wishing to enroll their child. There would be no dq care.
Ages would be five years through age nineteen.

No opposition.

In application S-222-7:'O, application by Calvary Baptist Church, Wlder Section 30-7.2.6.1
of the Ordinance, to permit church school (kindergarten thru 12th grade), property
located at 3619 S. George Mason Drive, s.lso known as tax map 62-3 ((1» 13, county of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt tIE following
resolution :

lrlHERBAS, the ca:ptioned application bas been properly filed in accordance with the re
quirements of aJ.l applicable State and County Codes and in accordance with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public 'b}". advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a. public
hearing by the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s held on the 15th dSiY of December, 1970 and

WHEBEAS, the Board of Zoning AppeaJ.s has made the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is R-12.5.
3. Area of the lot 1s 2.0264 s.c. of land.
4. Compliance with Article XI, Site Plan Ordinance, is required.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has rea.cbed the following conclusions of law:

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

2. That the use will not be detrimental to the character and development of the
adjacent land end will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of land
use embodied in the Zoning Ordinance.

NCM THEREFORE BE IT RESOL.VED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following liIDitations:

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 this e;pplication
and is not transferable to ct her land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats
submitted with this application. Any &d.ditional structures of any kind, changes in use
or additional uses, whether or notthese e.dditional uses require a use permit, shall be
cause for this use permit to be re-evalue.ted by this Board.

4. There shall be a maximum of 200 students, regular school year, five days a week,
6 a.m. to 4 p.m.

'ifJ



414
December 15, 1970

CALVARY BAPl'IST CHURCH - Otd.

5. /my buses used for the transporting of students IllUst canply with lighting and color
log requirements of tl'e Fairfax County School Board.

6. A recreational area. shall be enclosed with a chai.nlink fence in caupliance with
State and County requirements.

Seconded, Mr. Bames. Carried Wlanimously.

II
Mr. Woodson reported the.t Mr. Coleman is looking into the matter of fly ash as
contained in tle request by Pepco and Gorham and will send a report as soon as possible.

II
TED A. 1tAIE'Y ~ Request for rehearing. The Board will consider this again on January
5 to decide whether to rehear the case, and in be me-antiJne will view the property.

II
CAMBRIDGE COVINGTON, LTD., a.pplication under Section 30·7,2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance,
to permit softball field, basketball. court, tot lot and adult exercise &rea,
located Beulah Rd., Rt. 613, Georgetown Woods, Section 3, Lee District, (RT-Ia),
91-1 «1)) 46, 47, 8-223-70

No one was present to represent the applicant. The Board went to lunch and upon
reconvening recaJ.J..ed the case.

Mr. Russel Sherman represented the applicant, however, none of the property owners
that he notified were contiguous. therefOre the Board deferred the application to
Janua:ry 5 at ll:20 a.m.

II
MAICHAX & GAULT, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to pem,it variance
frCID front and side setbacks, 6845 Elm street, Dranesville District, (C-O), 30-2
((7)} 5A, 6A, 7A, SA, V-228-70

Mr. Don H. Misner, architect, represented the applicant. About one month ago, his
clients were ready' to proceed with construction of an office building called McLean
Office Center. he said. They had completed drawings and were ready to break
ground. At that particular manent the McLean Pl.amUng Committee contacted them and a.s
that they consider moving the building. This caused them much concern as they had
their engineering canpleted. the architecture etc. He showed a color photograph of
the proposed building.

Mr. G. R. Knowlton of the staff stated that on July 8. 1970 the Board of Supervisors
approved and adopted the document entitled itA Central. Area Plan for McLean,
Virginia" as the official. canprehensive plan for that area. In that document, the
Central Business District of McLean is proposed to be a well planned and well organized
center or business and popuJ.ation concentration. The resulting development will resem
ble a city or town more closely than it will a suburban county. This plan is being
implemented with great speed through rezonings. site plans, subdivisions. and the
consolidation of land for future projects. The proposed town center shown on page 9
of that plan provides, among its new concepts and innovations, a lqout of bui].d1ngs
and an arrangement for circulation which resembles a city. This plan indicates little
or nO setback £ram public streets. structured parking. space between buildings for
w~s and circulation, and internal pedestrian wqs, malls and aesthetic 8lIlenities.
The text which acccmpanies this plan points out that new zoning techniques will
have to be employed to accomplish these things.

This plan speaks to the need for underground and/or structured parking in the core
area. Mr. Knowlton continued. It relies heavily upon internal pedestrian walks in pl
of the conventidmal..:. sidewalks along the streets. It places emphasis on eliminating
the see. of asphalt which cha.ra.cterizes the conventional parking facility. In all, it
is a new and exciting concept which is being brought to life tbrough the interest of
the citizen and businesS associations in the area.

As you know, Mr. Knowlton said, the new sign ordinance has identified seven central
business districts in Fairfax County. The zoning ordinance bas largely been written
for a rur81 or suburban development scheme, and new techniques are being devised to
cope with this new and different type of development the county is now planning.
That new legislation will involve vertical, rather than linear control in these
areas, and will make possible the prime central business districts beCClllling the envy of
the W8.8hington metropolitan area.

The Board of Supervisors has recognized the need of revising the present zoning ordi
nance in areas such as this, and a new ordinance is being written at this time. Review
is uready' underway.
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Meantime, in order to confonD to the concepts of the plan, variances frOOt the current
ordinance are the only wa:y of meeting the design criteria contained in the plan, Mr.
Xnowlton stated. On December 2, the Board of Supervisors, recognizing that its zoning
ord:l.nance was not geared to the plan for this area, p&ssed a resolution in which they
&Sked the Board of Zoning AppealS to look k:l.ndly upon applications which were the result
of conflicts between good planning and the requirements of our lapsing code i

Specifically, with regard to this application, the staff finds that it is in accord
with the McLean C.B. D. Plan. They find that the wtusual physical condition that will
result fran the use of standard setbacks on this property will not be callpatible with
either the plan as adopted, or with subsequent construction which policy dictates will
be wtder future ordinances more attuned to modern C.B.D. plamLing. Therefore, the
hardship is an inordinate setback which does not fulfill the intent of the plan, and
which will not be in accord with planned legislation which will doubtlessly control the
developnent on adJacent properties.

This proposal. is for a seven story office building on the south side of Elm Street,
which will have no parking in rront but which will be landscaped fran the street to the
building except for sid-.lk. Parking will be in the rear except for eight per cent
which will be underground. This is one project of many in the'iIltimate implementation
of the master plan, Mr. Knowlton concluded.

Mr. 8mith camnente.d that he did not believe the Board of Supervisors would consider
this a good puking plan. Is there any Wa;y'" of gett:l.ng this parking moved to the rear
of the building, he asked?

Mr. Maichak stated that they have attempted to make an economic study of the feasibility
of :I..mplementing the plan. They spent over four weeks trying to CeDe up',with something
that would. work out. This is what they have and they would be willing to make the
additional coumitments regarding the elimination of the four parking spaces, two on
each side, plus as Mr. Misner indicated the additional wall. around the perimeter if
that would please the Board, which is additional expense to them. They do lose add.!·
tional f100r space on the first noor.

Mr. Smith said he was concerned about people n.lking across the entrance and exitway,
this close to the drive-in area.

He could get a waiver on the fencing requirements, could he not, Mr. Long asked?
He did not see how that helps implement the master plan, he said.

A wall could serve as an architectural embellishment, Mr. PamDel said, if it's done
properly.

Mr. Stanley Sawmelle, Past Chairman of the McLean Citizens Association, and currently
Cha:l.moan of the McLean Planning COl:IID1ttee spoke in ts,wr of the application.

Mr. (nowlton stated that there are 26 parking spaces wtder the building.

Mr. Sawmelle stated that the McLean Planning Canmittee is COUIposed of representatives
of the McLean Citizens Association, the McLean Business and Professional Association,
and the Central McLean Landowners Association. This coa1itiond' interests sponsored
the McLean central Area PlBn which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on July 5,
1970. The requested variances are in accord with that plan. It was their original
intention to give the Board a full presentation of the McLean Plan which takes about
an hour, however, they were advised that the schedule for today is full so he would
confine his remarks to a ten minute SUlllll&rY. This proposed office building is approxi
mately in the center of a proposed PDC. Plans for this office building were developed
in advance of final approval of the McLean Central Area Plan. So they are seeking to
incorporate this structure within the overall plan for this: area. There might be
f'urther development to the southeast and to the northwest which will fit in further
with the implementation of the plan. Furthennore, across the street, _BJa a.tll!eet,~)->t.)

they have an area designated for PDH. At the top of the hill, in t1he center of that
area, there is already a PDH~60 presently on the drawing board and will be caning
before the Board very early in the caning year. So far as connecting thiS piece of
property with existing property, he could not do that at this time as those properties
do not exist. This is part of the overall plan for the area that they do t.e.ke these
undeveloped lands, use them for nn1lti~family density, office structures, high class
restaurants and the like so that there is a viable econanically sound central area plan.
McLean today is a hodge-podge of fragmented shopping areas. The pedestrian is virtually
non-existent. Practically no one walks. The McLean Plan seeks to restore the stroller
and window shopper by & CCIlIplete system of pedestrian ways including connections which
link together camnercial units as well as connections linking multi~fami1y units with
carmercial. areas.

How can you justi:f'y having sClDeone back out into an e nt.ranceway within a few feet of
the roadway, Mr. S:mith asked?

Mr. S&wmelle continued to explain the McLean Plan.

Will there be any parking in front of the building, Mr. Smith asked?

That is not worked out in detail yet, Mr. Sawmelle replied.
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Mr. Sawmel.le stated that this 1s the first office building to be constructed since
the approval of the pJ.an and they would hope that they not ccntinue the mistakes
that have been made in the past and locate the building within a sea of asphalt,
but to locate it in such a way that it will be consistent.with the overall
concept.

~ the sea of aapheJ.t to the rear of the building does give it abetter per~

apectlve traa the :f'rOnt, Mr. Smith agreed, tram the view standpoint, but how about
alODg Maple street and the businesses across the street?

Mr. Sawmelle said be believed that bad been vacated.

Moving the buil.ding forward elim1nates the travel lane, Mr. Long add, 80 there's
reall.y DO inter-connection between different sites.

There is no travel lsne proposed on this street, Mr. Knowlton pointed out. None
wouJ.d be required under any circumstances along this p&rticular street. Possibly
8. travel lane would be provided aJ.ong the pr1ma.ry highway. The County h&s no
jurisdiction of whether people do or do not, park on public streets.. Frcm time to
tiJDe they might reCOllllllelld that the Highway Department install no parking signs,
and such recClllllendations would be forthcoming as iiDplementa.tion of pe.rt of this
plan. A lot of things about the McLean Plan are different fran things the COunty
has done in be put, to the extent that the type of ccmmunity that tbey want to
develop here is very distinctive. They have even gotten tentative approval. frail.
the Highway- Department to allOW' different kind of paving material - different kinds

c£ curb, gutter and sidewa.1lt, than are norma.1.lJr installed by the Highway Dep&rtment.
A great deal of effort has gone into creating the type of atmosphere that this plan
envisioned am the approval. baa been forthcoming tran the agencies ill aJ.ong the way f

recogniZing that it was a good plan, and that it is being imp1emEtnted.

With respect to the subsequent 1Japlementation of the plan, Mr. Sawmelle stated, since
the p].m was approved last July, they have had rezoning and redevelopaent applications
and three ot them have been. in confo1'DlaIlce with the plan, the developers have agreed
to follow the plan, and the applications have been approved. In two instances they
were not originally in confomance with the plan, but during the bearings before
the Planning CCIlIII1ss1on and Board of Supervisors, the:,-appl1cations were changed to
be in conformance with the plan and they were approved. In three other instances
they were deferred, because of possible impact on a maJor vehicular intersection, and
the developers themselves agreed to uk for deferral. of the action in order to
pe:nll1t the study to be made. They have a 100',(, record of conformance with the plan
since the plan waa adOpted. They have agreements by the developers that they will
implement the amenities designed for in the plan. For eX8UlPle, at the main inter
section ot .Old Dominion and Chain Bridge Road there was an Esso station constructed of
rather unappealing enemal wills. This building is to be torn down and replaced by
a brick building with a thatched rOof, with landscaping, brick sidewalk, signs and
light all specified in the amenities for the plan. '1bey have an office building
which W&8 recently approved by the Board of Supervisors at Old Dan1nion Drive
and Ingleside Avenue. This developer baa also agreed to work with them in developing
the amenities. The Marriott Corporation is cCl1strueting a. lUX\U.'Y type resta.urant
on the corner of Old Daldnion Drive and Dolley Madison Boulevard. There is an
Kppllcation for C-D zoning.on the corner of Cb8in Bridge Road e.nd Ingl.eaide Avenue
which would have been contrary to the plan. The Planning CClIIIIl1ssion 2commended
denial of this application and the develOpers changed it to COL.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Sawmelle to stick with the application before the Board -- what,
in hia opinion, liBkes this an unusual applicatiOh? The Baud h&s three provisions
in the Ordinance to follow in granting a variance. Appa.rently the Ordinance has
not kept pace with today'. development. What use is going to be made of this
building?

Groups of offices, Mr. Sawmelle replied.

woUd there be any entrances to the rear of the building, Mr. Long asked?

Fr<:m the parking lot to the rear, yes, Mr. SawMlle said.

Mr. Smith was concerned about parking being right up to the rear of the bu1ld1ng.

Has Mr. Chilton's office reviend. this pJ.an, Mr. Long asked?

Only' slightly, Mr. Knowlton replied.

Mr. Smith suggested putting in more undergro\D1d paridng.

There is no parking between the building and the street, Mr. KJ1owlton said, this to
hi. W8iY of thinking is a great acccmplisb1aent.

Q1 each aide of the bUllding there is parking which seems to defeat some of the
advantages in setting the building up with planting in front of it, Mr. SJnith said.

t7C>
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It nothing cae out to the street except the driveway, Mr. lCnowlton explained, people
wouJ.d be af):a1d to enter it because they would not know where it went. The fact
that there 1s parking aJ.ong that driveway indicates that it goes to a parking &rea.

Mr. smith telt that the parking in front would cause sight distance problemS and
crowd the turning radius of people turning in and out of the parking area. The
parking up to the sidewalk could be hazardOUS, and it cUd not appear to be
good planning to have the pedestrian cross the entrance and exit to this 250 parking
area. It shou1.d be e11.minll.ted in h"ont of the building. He suggested eliminating Ql. e
of the stories of the building, or putting in more underground parking.

Mr. Maiehak stated the.t they redeveloped their approved site pJ.an into the plan before
the Board. They were ready' to start construction but reworked their plans. If it
would pJ..ease the Board, they would be willing to ellm1na.te the two puking spaces
on each side of the bu!ld1ng adjacent to the sidewalk along Elm Street. This would
permit additional. landscaping on each side of the entranceway ccming into the parking
area. This is the only &Ceese they have to the parking area oft Elm Street. Maple
Avenue has been callpJ..ete~ Yaeated across the b&ek. 'l'he. MeLean Bank bas built their
parking to the center of'Map1e Avenue. 'DJ.!s construction was comp1:lted this spring.
They did make studies based on test boringS to provide additional parking underground.
There is a high water tab1e that does not perm!t them to go below the one level
shown on the plan.

Why couldn I t this one layer of parking be expanded to accGlllllOdate the parking spaces
that would be removed in the front of the building, Mr. 8Dlith asked?

underground parking could be expanded to ccme within ~one foot ot the property Une,
Mr. PmmDeI agreed, but again, this is getting into increased costs. '!he problem is
as Mr. Sawmelle mentioned -- we &re in the early stages ot implementing a plan for
the McLe&ll CBD District, and one ot the problema is that at this time they do not have

the tools of implementation to bring about what they re&lly want to get in McLean, he
said. When private enterprise wants to develop a piece ot property, it carmot a.lwa;y:s
waJ.t for the governmentaJ. agency tocC&tch up &lid provide the tools they are ta1k1ng
about. ThiS is wh;y they" are asking tor II. variance -~ they are doing the best they can
with what they have. One of the things theY' are th1nk1ng about in all of the CBD's
in the County is going to be a county~run &lid maintained and operated parking authority
for central business districts where through contributions. there would be a tax
fran be various business peop1.e, would provide central. parking structures. They
have been doing this tor Jears in Bethesda and Silver Spring ~- you don't see the
parking in front ot the bu11dings. The one thing they have left out over there,
unfortunately, is the screening, the planting and green area in fi'ont of the
bu1J.d1ng. Within the next year they hppe to get the new ordinance before tbe Board
which rill contain scme rather innovative provisions whereby the staf't can solve
some of the problems before them tod&y.

Mr. smith telt the proposa.l before the Board was overdevelopaent of the land.

Mr. Misner said he would like to JII&Ite a practical compraaise to vha.t they are taJ.ldng
about. Many of the caIIDel1ta made tod&y' are somew'bat valid as well as Salle of the
things the McLean citizens are trying to do. In this zone, as it st8llds now, they
could build a building 45 ft. high right on the property Line, no setback f'raD the
side lines and the nonaa! setback t'rc:m the :front. GeDera.Uy, it's bis job, he said,
when & developer comes to him. and asks him to develop the property to the fullest
extent allowed under the Code, this is what they try to do - he baa to get a loan on
this &nd a lot of other th1I:lgs. What they propose to do is take out the two ears on
eithera!de, or the cars that are necessary to draw that parking towards the rear of

the bullding, carrying the landscaping to the right and the lett. If they vere to
put & brick we.ll to II&tch the buiJ.d:1ng and appear to be part of the buiJ.d1ng around the
property llJle, they YOU1d cut oft 1'raD. all view the cars and the sea of asphalt.
The brick screening is entirely different than putting up a stockade fence which falls
down. in a couple of years, and a lot of plant. tbat have to be maintained. Looking
at it frail the st8lldpoin'i that the building could be 45 ft. in height, and spread out
to the prope:rty line under the code, it we take it as it now stands within the 90 ft.
llmitation and caaplete],y bide the parking frcm view, these two points vould &lI8Wer
the question of el.1:lllinating the view and :pi::&Viding the pedestr1&l1 link to the
properties to the right aIld lett by making that landscaping go all the way to the
property" liJle. 'D1ey coW.d reduce the first ncor oHice space, both perimeter~wise

and lobby-wise, in order to reduce the total rentab1e square footage in the building.

'1'h1s is not a 45 ft. buUding, Mr. Smith said, it's an 80 ft. bullding.

This was pa.rtJ.y because ot the move of the buildings and econClllies, which they cannot
disCUSS, Mr. Misner said.

No opposition.

Mr. smith said he had received a letter traB Mr. Massey's office stating that the
Boa.rd of Supervisors had discussed this application and through Mr. Massey indicated
tui.t they" vmWi like every consideration given to this req\lest.

~I I
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The Board recessed the hearing on this application and proceeded with the agenda.

II
GULF OIL CORP., application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Ordinance, to
permit erection and operatioo. of service station, 10510 Leesburg Pike, Draneaville
District. (c-Nl. 12-4 ((lll pt. 55 and 56. 8-227-70

Mr. O. G. Cramer, real estate representative for Gulf au, represented the appl1eant.
A use permit was approved on SepteDber ll, 1968 for this site to Gulf' Oil,
he explained. They are the owner of the property. Site plan was submitted on OCt
ober 4, 1968 and approved March 10. 1969. The dedication plat for the service road
was submitted september 2, 1969. approved December 12, 1969. This 1s tar &. three bay
coJ.or11&1 type serv.1ce station. In reaJ.ity, the permit on this property ran out prior
to their being able to secure building perm!ts from the CO'Wtty due to the eopplica.tion
for the site plan and recording; and dedicating the service road. At that time
LeesburgPilte was under construction and they intended to start construction after
that road work was ccmpJ.eted.

No apposition.

In application 8-227-70, an application by GuJ..f Oil Corporation un~r Section
30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit erection and operation of gas
station, property loca.ted at 10510 Leesburg F1ke, WO known as tu: lIIf' 12-4
((1)) 55, 56, COWlty of hirfu, Virginia, Mr. B&rnes moved that the oard of
Zoning AppeaJ.s adopt the fo1l.oll1ng resolution:

WJDmRAS, the captioned application has been properly tiled in accordance witb
requirements of all applicab,le State and County Codes and in accordance witb the
by-laws of the Fairfax COWlty Board of zoning Appeals, and

WHmBAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contigu.ous and nearby property mmers, and a puhli
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeal;iS held on the 15th da;y of December, 1970 and

WHE:RKAS, the Board of zoning Appea.ls bas made the fol.l.owing findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. Present zoning is C-H.
3. Area of the lot is 34,680 sq. ft.
4. CompJ.iance with Article XI (Site Plan Ordinance) is required.

AND WH!REAS, the Board of Zoning Appeala has reached the following conclusions of,..""
1. '!be applicant bas presented testimony indicating caapliance with Standards for
SpeciaJ. Use Permit Uses in C districts, as contained in Sect!cm 30-7.1.2 of the
zoning Ordinance, and

2. That the use lI1ll. not be detrimental to the character and d.eve1.opllent of the
adjacent land and will be in larmony with the purposes of the ccuprebenaive plan of
land use embodied in the zon1ng Ordinance.

m:JI 1'IIBRBFORB BE IT RBSOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:

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

2. This pel"Jll1t shall expire one year from this date unless construction baa
sta.rted or unless renewed by a.cticm of this Board prior to date at expiration.

3. '!'h1a approval is granted for the bu1.J.dings and uses indicated CIl· plats subm1.tted
with this application. Arty &dd1tionaJ. structure. of 8Jl1' kind, changes in use or
additional uses, whether arnot these additional uaes require a ute permit, shall be
cause tor this permit to be re-naluated by this Board.

4. Thill station is to be II. three baoy coJ.cIl1al ~.

5. Signs shall conform to Article XVI of the Zoning Ordine.nce.

Seconded, Mr. Baker.

Carried unan:lmously.
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December 15, 1970

FAIRFAX COUN'l'Y SClllOL BOARD, applleatian Wlder Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance, to
permit front buiJ..d1ng setback variance frail. 50' to )6' fran property line, or fran 75
ft. trcm center line of' Katbmoor Drive to 61 ft. fran center line, 6043 Franconia
Rd., Lee District, (RE-l), 81-4 «1» 4, V-230-70

Mr. Ed Moore stated that the variance 1s for the erection of' an addition to Franconia
1!Q..aente.r:f SChool. which was construeted in 1931. They have made five additions,
ranging up until 1956. The building occupies 8.687 acres. The proposed addition would
house 240 elementary students and prov:lde cJ.assroans for kindergarten, elementary,
and a new physical. education roan, and llbr&ry and science roan. Because of the limited
area of the site and the existing haaes around the property, this 1s the only location
lef't for an add1tion.

No opposition.

Mr. Chilton stated that there would be no sight distance problems.

In 1qlp11cation V-230-70, application by Fairfax COWlty School Board, under Section
30-6.6 ot the Ordinance, to pennit front building.eetback variance fmm 50 ft. to 30
ft. frall property line, property located at 6043 Franconia Road, also known as
tax map 81-4 «(1» 4, COWlty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Long moved that the Board
of zoning Appeals a.d.Opt the following resoluticn:

WHEREAS, the ca.ptioned appllcation has been properly fUed in accordance with the
requirements of all spplicable State and County" Codes and in accordance with the by
la.ws of the Fairfa.x County" Board of Zcming Appe&1a, and

WlIBRKAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a locaJ. newspa.per,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, and a
public hearing by the Board of Zoning J\Ppeals held on the 15th dq of Deeember, 1970,

AND WBZREAS, the Boa.rd of zoning AppealS has made the fol..1owing f1ndings of fact:
1. OWner of the subject property" Isnthe applicant.
2. Present zoning is BE-1.
3. Area of the lot is 6.7502 ac. of land.
4. caapUance with Article XI (Site Plans) is required.

WJ{IlRI.AS, the Board has reached the fol.lOw1ng concluaions of law:

The applicant has sat:1a tied the Board that the tol.lawing physical. conditims exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance wouJ.d result in practical.
dif1'1cuJ.ty or unneceSsary hardship that would deprive the user of, the reaacnable use
of the land and/or buildings invoJ.ved:

(a) unusual. condition of the location of existing build1ng.sj

IWW' THBBBIURE BI!l IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same is hereby
granted with the following llmitations:

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

2. Th1s variance shall. expire one year fran this date unless construction has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to ate of expiration.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried unanimously.

II
IB'lSRBTMB S'l'OBB CORPORATION,& SALEM S'roNB CORPORATION, app. under Section 30-7.2.1.3.1
of the Ordinance, to permit stone quarry, located on Alban Road, Springfield District,
(Rll-1), 99 «1»P'. 1, 8-209-70 (deterred Ircm Dec. 6)

Mr. Hobson relll.1nded the Board that this Y8S deferred for the restoration p1an. They
did sbbmit a plan, conferred with the staff and submitted a plan to the Restoration
Board, and he had II. copy of Mr. Massey's memorandum back frcm Mr. Woodson•. The only
points he would have to make is that if the permit is granted, the applicant would
like to start right n!l¥. They would move temporary equi];lDent into the site 1Jlmediately
and the dust would be controlled by moisture devices. Gra.ding plan 1s shown on the
plAn submitted to the Board and as approved by the Restoration Board. VBPCO has assured
tbe applicant they can get power in right away and the power line easement would go
along the far western side of the property.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Hobson if he had a letter from VEPCO giving the applicant the
right to haul acro88 the easement.

Yes, they have the right to h8Ul across the easement, Mr. Hobson said. They will
submit a letter. Mr. Dodd has been ha.ul1ng across the easement.

4(~
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On the bond, Mr. Hobson continued. they would request that rather than having
three applicants on the same bond, Interstate Stone, Sa1.eII Stone, and Lynch
Construction Corpora.tion, if it's acceptable to the Bonding Calmittee, they would
like to have Interstate Stone and Salem stone on a bond tor all provisions of
the uae permit except the restoration, and Lynch Construction Corpontion on the
bond wou1d do the restoration, rather than Lynch Conatru.ction being on 11e bond
tor everything.

It was bis impression, Mr. 5m1tb said, that all three parties would be a party to
the use permit and to any other permits.

Mr. Hobson said he tbanght they could do that by sep&r&te agreement among them
selves. The &rea ot excavation within the l1mits of the 20.38 &Cres would have
elevations &8 shown. The Restora.tion Plan shows it going down to elevation 45 in &

five year period. In a meeting with Mr. Chilton, Mr. Brett and Mr. Lewis,
who appeared at the last meeting asking that the application be deferred \U1tll
the question had been resolved as to whether or not he vas going to get access
to the road. Mr. Brett made a statement to Mr. Chilton that he vas wil.llng to
perinit access on Alban Road from Mr. Lewis' road up to 5500 vehicles per day
and he would leave to the County such Jmplementation and controls as the county
desired. He did not think any such vritten agreement had been made with Mr. Lewis,
but Mr. Hobson said be VIIS satisfied that the Highvq Department will permit and
the County will permit under tholle traffic limitations, acceaa road at that time.He
understood. also, Mr. Hobson said, that Mr. Chilton's reoomendation is that the
traffic tram this quarry not be permitted to use that temporary road.

Mr. Chilton told the Board that they met with the HigbYay Department and it vas
indicated that they would approve what they wouJ.d estimate vould be an under~designed

road carling out at Alban Road south of the Backlick interllection. They If'OUld anticipa e
that eventually as the Lewis property and the Tyler property and cert&in other proper
ties, and possibly SCIlle of the I,Jncb property, wOUld be ultimately developed, and
may or may not have traffic ccming in £rca Rolling Road. But whenever these things
might take pl.ace ultimately, there wou1d be a need for a wider or divided four lane
facility to provide access across the stream and to the property to Baeklick or
Alban Road. This volume probably vOUld be reached with the d.eve1opDent of the
Lewis property i tsel!', and certainly the deve!opDent of other property would cootribut
to it. The H1gbway Drep&rtlk!nt norm&1ly woul.d not accept into the State system a
road unless it is designed for the ultimate traf'fI. c volUllleS that would be
expected to use it. '!'hey did in this case agree that they would accept one half'
of the anticipated four lane divided roadWay to be constructed as long a.s the
traffic volume at the intersection with Alban Road did not exceed 5,500. On that
basis, preS\lJllll:lly, Mr. Lewis and Interstate Industrial Park which has a preliminary
plat working right now, jointly will provide a road COIll1ng back roughly in the
location shown with the red line. They are processing a prel1Jll1ne.ry pl.at on that
basis, Mr. Chilton said. They would have'_:to SCllll!lway find a method of' limiting
deve10pDent to the point that would produce not to exceed 5,500 vehicl.es at that
point because when that is exceeded, they will have ,'be using an under-designed
road which they should. not know1ngly permit. If' the quarry site is developed for
access on another road to Alban Road, they vouJ.d not be contributing to this
5,500 vehicle count and would permit Mr. Lewis to get III&ldmum development on the
tract that be has, and he will have to put the road in. They will have to allow
for lIcme vehicJ.., contribution fran this tract and the other tract, and eventually
if' the Lynch property does contribute to thiS, they shau.1d make 8, contribution
in a proportionate share. Aa far as the, quarry goes, it could, develop with
limited vehiolar use, on the entrance road directly to Alban Road and it would be SCDe
what increased traffic over the 5,500 vehicl.es that would enter at the intersection
at this point but it would not be what they might expect if' the property were
developed in SCDe other use.

Are you .t:HUiar with the original granting on this site, Mr. Smith asked Mr.
Chilton?"j'raJ only temporary use of this particular outlet and the pennittee in that
case being George F. Dodd. and Associates was to develop this additional road in
order to eli:minate the opposition. Af'ter visiting the area a coup1e of' times,
seeing the conditioa) of the bridge there now, be could understand the reason for it.
Everytime a truck goes aver it, they wash their wheels in a creek down there. It was
the Boardlll understanding that originally that temporary bridge was to be constructed
so the Yater would run under it, but apparently it is running over it 1JJ1less there's
been some correction since be wu there. 'l'he permittee in that case was to perfect
an additional access there and not COllle out that wq. Apparently what Mr. Chilton
is saying is that 'there's no plan now to develop an outlet :from the propctlled quarry
site through this road and bridge that was originally proposed.

Mr. Chilton stated thAt he wouldn't sq that the quarry site could not use the bridge
blt 1£ they were to use the new road, the vehicle count will go up and a.t the 5,500
vehicle count, SOlllebody 1s going to have to do SaBething.

W~ are tal.king &bout ClfJ1Jt 300 trips a day here, Mr. Smith said. Seems there would be
no problem as far as t~ quarry is concerned.
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The County would not have any objection to the use of the Lewis Road, nor would
the State, Mr. Chilton said. The only thing the sta.te is concerned about 1& the 5,500
vehicles and they don't care which property these vehicles come frame mr.l,r:Chilton
said he bad not seen the bridge. The qua.rr;y ll.te would not come through his branch,
it presumably h&a been reviewed by the DraJ.nage braneh, he did not knOW'.

If normal development took pla.ce here, you would not allOW' it to cross the creek,
would you, Mr. smith asked?

Rot with the type of bridge tha.t bu been described, no, Mr. Chilton said, not tor
residential. use. industrial use, or whatever.

Then there is no agreement to construct wba.t has beCCIne known as the Lewis Road, Mr.
smith asud?

Mr. Lewis stated that he had 8. sta.tement he would like to read regarding this appllcati
as tollOVB:

"At the hearing last week I referred to our difficulties in securing a
permit for constwction of a road to serve ourindustrl&1 property,
exiting on Alban Road at 8. location established in 1961 and fixed in
1964 when our property was zoned, as the access our property must use.

We do not yet have the permit but I have bad additionaJ. discussions
with Mr. Chilton and Mr. Brett of the Highway Department, and the indi
c&t1ons are that the requested permit Yill, in time, be granted."

At tbtll.pOtnt, Mr. Lewis interjected, he was just handed a statement a few minutes ago
by Mr. Chilton, that is more restrictive than theydiseussed even as late as four o'clock

yes'terday a.1'ternoon. He cont1nu.ed to read his s'tatement:

"The land we own consiSts of 120+ acres, being the major portion of the
industrial zoned tract adjoining the south line of the Fort Belvoir
Proving Grounds. We purchased the property in *¥, 1965, and now that
ut1lities are available, they wish to begin development. 'J:he property
has cost us to date nearly $1,100,00 and a very expensive road, including
a bridge over Accot1nk Creek, must be provided before actual. developaent
can take pJ.&ee. Without the proposed road and bridge the property
would have 11ttle appeal for industrial use so I am sure you can
understand our concern regarding the acceaa road. COnstruction of
the road, however, would place the property ina position to be developed
in a JIIlIlU1er consistent with other nearby properties. Several substanti&l.
projects have been canpleted, or are now under construction nearby
and such industrial. deve1o];lllent will provide great tax and other benefits
to the county.

concerning the current application for a use permit to operate
the quarry it :is noted that the original. area approved for use by George
Dodd was 16.7 acres, where the new application is for 39+ acres of
about 2 1/2 times as large. Reference is also made to the minutes of
the meeting at which the Dodd application was granted wbereby it was
stated that he would use a proposed temporary crossing over Accot1nk
Creek for one year only and had entered into an agreement with adjoin
ing property owners for construction of a bridge over Accotink. Creek
as a permanent type of access. I submit, mrewith, a copy of this
agreement which shows that Mr. Dodd had agreed to pay in excess of
one-half of the cost of the road and bridge £ram Alban Road to our
property. He, of course, intending to use the road.

We haw considered a.t grea.t lengths the 1mpact a stone qua.rry a.t this
loeation would h&ve on the value and developaent of our property.
We feel tba.t if a. quarry is pezmitted to operate at this location that
we will suff'er great f'inancial damage) in fact it is hard to imagine
any other buSiness neighbor tha.t would be more undesirable. A qutek
inspection of the stone quarry a.t Occoquan will illustrate what I mean.
I aJ..so question the ben.tits to the County through taxes or anything
else, that would be provided thru the quarry operation. In any event
there are existing quarries currently established and operating within
the county that are capable and wi.lling to furnish aJmost any amount
of sta::le aayone wouJ.d require.

We did not oppose the application of George Dodd because at that time
the quarry area involved was much small.er _t. III&1nly because of the
agreement ot participation in the cost of our access road. which we
felt at that time, would bave offset sClllleWhat the Wldesirable factors
involved. Also I had known George Dodd for scae ao years and had many
previoua business dealings with him. I felt, at the time, that any
problems arising that were not covered under the wr1tten restrictions
could be worked out on~a personal baais. This is no reflection upon
the current applicants, who I am. sure are ot the highest C&11ber, and
certainly not upon the property owners wham. I ba.ve known all JI1Y life.
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"In a strictly business judgment I believe that to permit a stone
quarry operation at this location would have a serious adverse effect
on a large industrial tract and that the looses we would suffer could
very well exceed the ga.1ns to the operators of the quarry, fUrther
more, I think. the county would wind up with a net minus when the tax
revenue and other matters are coo.s1dered.

I respect1'u:lly request that you deny the application for the subject
special use permit to operate a stone quarry as submitted."

There is nothing at this point to say that this would not have an adverse
effect on contiguous property owners in the &re&, Mr. Bmith said.

Mr. Hobson stated that his client has made offers to participate in the con
struction. of the road. the cost and expense of the road to serve Mr. LewiS'
property thrOUgh the contribution of stone and in other ways.

Was that the off site road through the Lewis property, or the road going through
your portion of the property, Mr. Long asked Mr. Hobson?

The road that lott'. Chilton's speaking of, Mr. Hobson said.

I

I
It was his understanding, Mr. smith said, that at the time the zoning took place
there was an agreement basiC&ll.y that this would be the .outlet road for .the entire
area including the land area under discussion and that's why this road was tied
into the original granting in order that they might get scme development there. '!'he
Board felt at that time that this possibly might compensate for any adverse effects
the quarry might have on this area.

Mr. Hobson told the Board that one of the nov applicants, Lynch Construction Corporat
has a written agreement to participate and pay up to $75,000 to Mr. Lewis for constru
tion of that road and in addition, the Lynches donated to Mr. Lewis tree of charge
the right of way over that :t."Oad, through their property, 60 ft. right of way scme
approximately 700 ft. long. Th&t was done tree of charge. There are detinU.
camdtaoents to be made to share the cost of this road, Mr. Lewis's road, and~if. the s
plan is nO'll in on the Tyler property, that property will have to pay for the cost
of a sMniticant portion.of that road, it rill not all be borne by Mr. Lewis and
Mr. Lynch.

When the Board granted the original appliea.tion, they were talking of using the
road through the Lewis property -- were they talking of constructing 8. State road
through that property, Mr. Long asked? I
Oh yes, this was the basis for the origUaJ. granting, Mr. smith SUd, tha.t there be
an outlet other tban across the bridge over the creek. The bridge that was put in
was on a temporary baais and it was understood that it YOUld on4r be used for a short
period of time until they had time to develop this other road. In the meantime,
tour years baa passed and it baa not been d.evel0];8d. nus is a new .appllcation,
and apparently the Board is now further from. getting.any agreement f'lu1 all parties
involved to get tbe proper outlet road rather than coming over the creek. The Boe.rd
members who viewed this s1te saw that one of the roads that came out of this is
washed out and ":eroded, with ditches three feet deep running into Pohick Creek.
As long as there is a soil condition that is not stable, i8 nOt. a proper road,
this problem will remain. The bridge, everyt1M a truck runa over it, will not
meet the siltation ordinance simply because it is ,silting the creek - silt from
the tires will wash off.

Mr. Levis asked to make a few more camnents. Mr. smith stated that the hearing was
over, to make his cClllllents brief.

Mr. Lewis sud the contract with George Dodd does say that they intend to put in a
state improved road, etc. He would also want to mention that when Mr. Hobson speakl
of an offer being made fOr contribution, with inCOnclusive figures frem Mr. Chilton
and Mr. Britt and sizes of road, bridge, etc. they don't knO'll what the actual cost
of the road would be, but as near as he can tell, they have been offered participati
which would IlllOWlt to maybe l5S or a maximum of 2~ help on the cost of construction
and in return get a stone quarry tha.t may aJ.most ruin their property.

They are 250 ft. frcm Mr. Lewis,'s land, Mr. Hobson pointed out.

Mr. Long &liked Mr. Chilton ;0 if the State envia10na that road ever being built,
along the rear property line to Backlick Road, who is going to acquire the right
of way and who is going to construct that road fraD the Lewis l'WPerty 00 down
to Backlick Road?

These are the &Dswers they don't have right ,now, Mr. CQilton replied. It m1ght
have to be done at PJj.bllC expense.
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Mr. Long stated that l.ooldng just at the industrial land, it the County is trying
to attract industry, the plan is good tram. a planning aUndpoint and once the property
is developed, he woul.d think that the County or state would want to partic1pe.te.

One of the big problems is, Mr. Chilton stated, 1s that the road could have been
built and put into the State system when the original application was in and it
would have been accepted as a two lane road. Now there are new requirements requiring
four lane roads. They are not t&1k1ng about one bridge nov, but two bridges.
In the long run, talking about development of the Lewis property, aJ.l of the Lynch
property, and the smal1er pieces, they are talking about two roads, two bridges J

divided highwa;y, which 1s trlce·the cost of what could have been built in 1966
and 1967 not incl.ud1ng inna.t1on. It's that second road. that's concerning Mr.
Lewis.

Mr. Smith read a letter fran the County Executive to the Zoning Administrator re
garding the application \mder discussion. "As requested by the Board of zoning
Appeala on Decetaber 8, the Restoration Board met on DeceDlber 11 and reviewed the
proposed plans S'\1bm1tted with application S-209-70, Interstate Stone corporation,
SaJ.em Stone Corporation and Lyncb Construction Corporation. In addition to plans
submitted to the Boa.rd of Zoning Appeals, applicant submitted restoration plans
prep&red by Robert R. Kim & Associates, and dated December 1970. The Restoration
Board approved the restoration plans and feels that it provides proper silta.tion
and erosion control, finished grades. seeding, etc. Tm Restoration Board would
reccmDend that ifthts application is granted, that it be for 8. period of five
years. subject to renewaJ. as provided in the ordinance, upon review by the Restoration
~. and that in addition to the restoration bond a siltation and erosion control
agreement and bond be provided in an amount to be determined by the Director of
county Developnent. If

ME'. 8m1th said he was in a quandary about this application - he did not believe be
could support the application unless he saw sane type of permanent industrial road.
to serve it. He was under the impression th&t this would be provided and he did make
the originaJ. motion to grant it in 1966 with the underst8Jlding that there wouJ.d be
II. permanent road.

Mr. Hobson. in reply to a question by Mr. Long. stated that the applicant wishes to
use the present road for very utilitarian reasons that the proposed road is to be
on the upper h&1f of the site at elevations wbere they dcm' t propose to excavate and

they would have to build another road up and go into it and it YOUl.d be a longer ha.u1.
'DIey have not actively pursued that because in addition to their own desires is
a question of tn.1'fi.c ~ Mr.- Brett's position on the 5,500 cars. It' this Board
wishes to make it a condition. that when that road is constructed, they have ind1~

cated they are willing to participate in the cost of constructing that road, and
it will be constructed if and when they utilize it, he subJllitted that that's a
little bit UlogicaJ. bec&u8e the present access they have, with the bridge improved,
gets them out on Alban Road at a IID1ch safer spot than where the so~ca.Ued Lewis
Road is going to caae O\lt on Alban Road. They have better access now for safety
as far as the Higbwq Department is concerned than that road woul.d give them.
When Mr. Chilton's road canes in, it 1s true, that will be better than the one they
have now and Mr. Lewis's. The Board could specify that they would use tbat road
when it is constructed. At the present t:1me there is no rail other than the one
they have. and this is the best road for them, and better than Mr. Lewis' road, for
the safety, and for everybody.

It Mr. Lynch and Mr. )bore want to construct a bridge across the ~ek at this point
that would be acceptable into tbe Highway system, Mr. Smith said, possibly he would
have different feelings about this. This was discussed originally and the Board
tried to do what it thought best for the overall development of the &rea. But. Mr.
Bmith s&1d, he was not going to vote for this with the bridge the we;y- it is now.
This is not proper.

At no time did the applicant indicate that be was going to block up Accotink Creek,
Mr. Hobson said. The bridge that they are now using would serve the qu.arry site only.
It would be approximately 150 trucks going out of there. That's an entirelyd1fferent
volume situation than the volume situation and the bridge that wouJ.d be required
to serve the 150 acres of industrial. land. Mr. Moore has stated, and he will state.
Mr. Hobson said, that the applicant will construct such a bridge that will meet
County requirements for getting this volume of trucks acrosa the creek in a sate
manner and one not detr1mentaJ. to the creek. It probably had not been maintained
and might have Rapped up when the Chairman looked at it.

It was understood. or1ginall.y that the onl.y reason the Boe:td approved this arrengement
at a.ll was on a temporary basis and in order to expedite the removal. of the stone.
Mr. 8m1tb recaJ.led. and nOlI the Board is back with a situation four years later
requested to a.11.oV the same thing just to expedite the stone. He felt the Board
made a m1sta.ke:~in a.llowing this in the beginning. The quarry is not compatible
apparently. he orig1naJ.ly thought it was.

It is ca:aps.tible because it can cane out on the existing road that is there now, ME'
Hobson said, and that would be better than the proposed road. If the Chairman feels
otherwise and the Board wants to make it a condition that they use that proposed
road, they have given assurances that that road will be constructed.
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Not unle8S the Board had a time liJnit on the road. construction. Mr. smith said.
This is basically what the Board did before and probably the plans would have
developed had not Mr. Dodd passed lW&Y. He could not vote for it, Mr. Smith
continued, unless there is a proper road to serve it, and this is not a proper
rood.

If the Chairman wants to place a time 11mit on the road. and it's illogical
because the State Highway Department does not prefer the traffic at. that point,
Mr. Hobson stated. then that is where they will put it.

One of the problems 18 the five year l.1mitatlon, Mr. Hobson continued. With a
five year lim1tatton on how much time they are going to have in there is going
to effect how much investment the stone quarry can put into the road. If it
were a longer period of time and they vere assured that they were going to be
there for a longer period of time. they could perhaps make more investment.

Do you. want the Board to defer this for another time to see if the applicant
can COOle up with a time plan on the road. Mr. smith asked?

Mr. Hobson rep1ied that he WOUld prefer that the Board put a time limit in the
motion.

The Board should not get into it untU they are assured that there will be a road
constructed here in conformity with the ste.nd.a.rda3set forth by Mr. Brett. Mr. smith
said.

How about if they construct a road in1he present location with county approv&! in
accordanCe with requirements of the State Hi~ DepB.rtntent. crossing the creek
at the present location, Mr. Hobson asked?

A bridge that would be acceptable into the State Highwa;y. Mr. smith asked?

Acceptable to the atate,dwhatever they will require at that point. but they
wouJ.dn't want to dedicate to the state unl.Elss they wanted it. Mr. Lynch - it
wouJ.d be up to him, s.s they don't own the property•. Mr. Hobson stated. They
only have a right of w8\Y.

Mr. Smith said he would have to have Salle guidance from the staff on thiS as he
did not know whether this would be a logic&! thing to do. He was talking about
a bridge that would. be acceptable by the State Highway, not just one that was
to be used and disposed of, that's what is there now, Mr. smith said. Originally
it wa.s stated that this vas not an acceptable thing. The logical thing to
construct it was at the placo set forth by the Board of SUPervisors for this road
to serve the entire area.

Mr. Hobson stated that be felt it was significant that no one in the area opposes
the pre.ant &cceu. Mr. Lewis's road is going to be constructed. and the quarry
has their I!Ml road that can be used \UltU such time. It seems unreasonable to
COIlIllit the applicant to contribute more money to Mr. Lewis ~ this is only for five
years.

The Board is not s¢ng who is going to caarnit how much - Mr. Sm1th satd. What
be is concerned about is a proper road to serve the entire area.

The Board should stick with the five year Umitation. Mr. Long said, and a new
hearing vould be required at that time because the &rea would probably change.
He felt it had been pretty well established tbat the Board would restrict the
applicant as to depth, and if 1be Board is going to Ih\!lpose all of those
restrictions. then be thougbt it might be tll\reasonable to ask them to build
that :l'O-.d through the Levis property.

They are v111ing to participate and have so offered. Mr. Hobson remarked.

Mr. Long saLd he did not want to vote for 15 years. then the hole woul.d be in the
ground, and at the end of five years. they couJ.d come back.

Five years is not unreasonable, Mr. Hobson sgreed.

Mr. Long moved that the application be deferred until January 5 to give Mr. Kelley
an opportunity to view the property. That V8iY a f'Ul1 Board can vote on it. He
YCU1d &.1so have to review the record. Seconded, Mr. B&rnes.

Mr. Kelley said he would have to abstain today. thiS being his first d&y on the
Board, but if it is deferred. he would be happy to visit the site and go over the
record.

Carried una.nimously.
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December 15, 1970

After 8. five minute recess, the appUce.tion of Maiebak. lllId Gault was taken up again.
IkNever, the applicants were not in the room, so the Board proceeded to the next item.

II
Mr. John A;ylor represented Cities Service 011 CCIlIpany (H. D. Hall property), on~-a use
permit tor service station granted by the Baud on February 24, 1970. Mr. smith
read the following letter:

"'ated Deeember 11, 1970

In connection with the granting of the Special Use Permit on
February 24, 1970, pertaining to the abow property, paragraph 1 of
the Resolution states that 'the applicant shall. maintain the wooded 54
foot parcel :eo the south of the property (which is part of this property)
in its natural state and it Is never to be used for service station
purposes.'

At the time of the hearing of Febru.ary 24, the engineering
for the proposed filling station site had not been ccmpleted. The site
pJ.an has DOW' been subm1tted to the County, and because of 8. topographic
conditionj that is; a difference in elevation ot the major portion at the
filling station 81to and the southeaat corner witb a difference of about
twenty feet in elevation, it appears a.1JIlo&t il:apt>&sible to leave the 54
foot strip in its natural state. The most practiC&l solution, according
to the engineer, is to provide a slope within the northerly portion ot
said 54 foot parcel. It is our understanding that the Fairfax County
Design Review Division is or the opinion that it will be necessary for
the Board of Zoning ~als to approve the creation of tb:1.s slope.

In view of the above, it is respectf'ully requested that paragraph
1 of the ResoJ.ution passed on February 24, 1970, be modified to permit
the construction of a slope within a portion of said 54 foot strip of
land. A copy of the propoaed stte plan showing the extensioo. of the pro~

posed strip nil be presented to you on the date that this matter is
considered by you. (Signed) John H. Aylor"

The Board has alread¥ changed this motion, one time, Mr. Smith rec&1led.

Yes, Mr. Aylor admitted, actually-what they had in mind was to get the Board's inter
pretation because the original motion was that the 54 ft. strip be left in its natural
state. 'itt the time of tbe application they had not callpleted the engineering. Site
p1an has nOlf' been submitted SlId is ready to be re-dr&wn in final torm. There is at
the southeast corner quite a drop in elevation and all. they are asking tor is an
interpretation. Mr. Chilton indicates that he is not sure that by putting the slope
there, which wou1d not destroy any trees on the ground, that that would be leaving
it in its natur&l state. No trees within the 54 ft. stlip would be destroyed. '!hey
plan to put grus and sod -111: the entire 54 £1;. strip. No part of the strip would
be used in 8lly" manner. It's the word "natural" in the resolution that Mr. ChUton
needs some guidance on. Mr. Hall entered into the contract eJ.most two years ago
and at that time the trees that are there nOif were there then. The trees that
were on the country club property were removed for tennis courts and that 18
what was shown on. the original photo ~ it was not on this property.

Mr. smith suggested that this might require a new hearing by the Board in view of the
fact that there was opposition at the public hearing.

'l'his Board would be in poaition to give an interpretation of the term "natural state",
Mr. q-lor said. They would improve the slope-with green grass. It would look better
than SaDe type of retai:n1ng Y&ll which vouJ.d not be as attrllCtive as leaving it
in its natural. state.

Mr. Smith interpreted "naturaJ. state" as being the state it was in at the time of
the resUution.

Don't you think. they were talking about trees that would provide scme type ot'
buffer, Mr. Aylor asked?

Mr. Long moved to defer to January for recommendation .fraD Mr. Chilton. Mr. Smith
felt this 1IOUJ.d require rehearing.

They are not going to move a single tree that has heen there during the last two
years, Mr. Aylor said. The Board could indicate that in its opinion the slope would
not disturb the natural state that would be contrary to the whole concept t'or which
the 54 ft. buffer strip was created, namely to provide a setbe.ek. from the country
c.ln1b property. There will be nothing but greenery on this 54 ft. strip that they
cannot use.

They are not disturbing the trees, Mr. Barnes pointed out. Putting the Slope there
would make it look better.
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Mr. Knowlton stated that he had talked to Mr. Chilton regarding this matter.
They ,am_ only taJ.k1Dg about ehang1ng the elevation of the ground, he said;
no trees would be removed. Mr. Chilton has asked for guidance f'l'all the
Board as to what is meant by "undisturbed area". Is fill.1ng & wq of disturbing?

",
Mr. Long moved that the Board of ZOning Appeals adopt the toJ.J.owing resolution:

In application 8-245-69, he moved that it was the intent of the Board of Zoning
Appeals at the time of adoption of the motion to establish this use J that this
54 ft. screen area be maintained in its natural state. therefore any trees that
have been removed on the l.&nd adjacent to the golf course be replaced Y1th
screening and tha.t the sloping be &11owed. Seconded, Mr. Barnes. Carried
unanimously •

II
The Board returned to the application of Maichak and Gault· office building
in McLean.

In application V-228-70, an application by Maichak and GAUlt, under Section 30-6.6
ot the Zoning Ordinance, to permit leas front and side setba.ck than aquired,
on property located at 6845 Elm street, also known a.s tax map 30-2 «(7» 5A, 6A,
7A and 8A, County of Fairfax, Virginia., Mr. Long l'IlOved tha.t the Board of zoning
Appea.l.s adopt the following resolution:

WlDBAS, the cllptioned application bas been properly flied in accordance with the
requirements of all a:ppllcable State and County Codes IUld in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning kppea.l.s, and,

WHERKAS, folJ.owing proper notice to the public by advertiSement in a loca.l. newspaper,
posting of the property, J.etters to contiguous and nearby property owners,
and a public bearing by the Board. of Zoning kppeals held on the 15th da;y of
December, 19'70 and

WHBRKAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals baa nuuie the following findings of fact:

1. Owner of the subject property is the applicant;
2. Present zoning 18 c-o;
3. Area of the lot 18 81,900 sq. ft. of land;
4. The plan is in confcmnity with the adopted McLean C. B. D. plan.

AND WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appea.l.s has reached the foLLowing conclusions
of lAw:

1. That the use will be in accord with the charcter and developuent of the adj
acent land and will be in harmony with the purposes of the cClllprehensive plan of
land use.

2. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical conditbls
exist which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary bardsh1:p that would deprive the user of the reaa
use of the land and bl1ild1nga involved: (a> Wlusual condition of the locatioo of
buildings in relAtion to proposals for the area.

NOW THBftEFORE BE IT RBSOLVED, mAT THE subject application be and the same is hereby
granted in part with the toUow1ng Umitations:

1. This approval is granted tor the lOcation and the specific structure or
structures indicated in p1.a.ts incJ.wied with this app1cation only', and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same lane.

2. ntis variance shall expire one year frail. this date unless constructioa. has
started or unless renewed by action 01" this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. There shall be no parking in front of the front building line.

4. The Division of Land Use Adm1:n1stration will work with the applicant and will
find a wa,y to provide planting in the parking areas.

Seconded, Mr. Ba.mes. C&rried 3-2, Messrs. Baker and Smith voting against the
motion. (ME-. Smith did not agree with the parking arrangement.)
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'l'he Board adjourned at 6~05 p.m.
Betty Haines, Clerk

~kv
ME-. Daniel S:IIi1th, Chairman

___________Date
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