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The Regular Meeting of Deeember 5, 1973 of the Board of Zoning
Appeals was held in the Board Roan of the Massey Building.
Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy P. Kelley, Vice-Chairman;
George Barnes j Cb&r~.-::~." -:Hr.. Baker'-"., Ulsent.

The meeting was opened with a pra;yer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - W. B. JEPSON, application WIder Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit enclosure of
carport and sc:reenins of porch closer to front p:fOPerty line tblll1 al.1owed by
Ordinance (33.7 feet), 6,320 Beachwa;y Drive, 61-1«11»1044, Mason District CR-l?),
(15,259 square teet), V-216-73

Mr. William B. Jepson represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were WUliam F. Leamy,
6322 Be&Chway Drive and E. C. Heffern, 3310 Patrick Henry Drive.

Mr. Jepson stated th&t the principal reason they Dl!!ed this variance 18 beC&WIe they need
more space and to build elsewhere on the lot presents problems because of the slope ccm1ng
down frOm the hillside and the heavy flow of water down that Slope. This house, is 15
years ol.d and they settl.ed on the house in~ of this year. This addition 1s for their
own use and not for resale purposes.

Mr. Runyon stated that this is an irregu1&r shaped lot.

Mr. Jepson stated that they put in a ''0'' shaped driveway because it would be sater.

Mr. Smith stated that this p1.at should show aU exiKting driveways.

Mr. Jepson stated that the drivew~ was callpleted af'ter the application for the V&rluce
was submitted.

Mr. Runyon stated th..t he had seen the drlveq,y and it swings around the yard. It should
show on the plats in order to I~ that there is off-street parking.

Mrs. Jepson stated that the driveway will hold about 8 cars.

There was no oppasition to this appllcation.

Mr. Kelley asked the type of IIl&terial that they plan to use.

Mr. Jepson stated that they plan to U8e the same t)'pe &8 is in the existing dwelling,
a combination of brick and frame. They plan to put in a number of windows 10 that it
will still have a porch effect.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would need new plats showing the drlveWlQ'c,entrance and exit.
He stated that they would have to get an engineer to go in and draw new p1.atl and it will
have to be certified. There will not be another public hearing. They CUI. submit the
new pJ.atl to Mr. COvington showing the entrance and exit of the drivewq. He wU1 check
them to see that they are proper.

Mr. Runyon stated that they Ul1ght be ahl.e to get it done today and it the)" CUl,the Board
can pus on it today.

Mr. Barnes moved that the case be def'erred for decision _only until such time u they can
get corrected plans.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion ad the motion passed unanbllously.

II
10 :20 - PIlOoWOOD DEVELOPMBNT CORFORATION AND P••D. STATIOXS, INC., application under

Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to permit lwimming pool, 6815 Newington Road,
99-4((1))part parcel 20 & 21, Lee District, (RT-lO), (2~5535 acres), propoaed
Pinewood Station Subdivision ot Townhouses, 8-217-73

Mr. Ken Sanders, 10560 Main Street, Fairfax, Virginia, represented the applicant before the
Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The cGJntiguous owners were George W. Cook, 6909
NewiDgton Road and Mr. NelsOll, 8416 Telegraph Road.
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December 5, 1973
~OOD IlI<VELOl'MBNT COBP (contiDued)

Mr. Sanders stated that they have the engineer present should the Board have questions of
him and alao Mr. Fitzgerald fran the Pinewood Development CorporatiOn.

Mr. Gerald Fitzgerald, l3O~_¥IYhillCourt, Fairfax, Virginia, spoke before the Board. He
stated that this pool wUl..JVU'e over 300 dwelling units. They intend to have 150· family
memberships in this partieuJ..a.r pool. Every,f'~ by virtna of the fact tha.t they live
in this development, will become an automa.tic member of the pOOl. This·pool will eventually
be deeded to the Pinewood Station ltomeowners Association. It has not yet been formed.

1Ir. Smith stated that. when tbq' do make the change, they will have to come back to the Board.

Mr. Runyon asked if this corporation is now en record, the bc:Ineownera aBSOciation.

Mr. Sanders stated that it is not. He stated that the site pl&n has not been approved and
will, not be approved until the Special Use Permit 1a granted for this pool. He stated that
he doubted if they wOUld let them take the plat to record until they get ill these loose
ends tied up.

Mr. Monaco, partner in the engineering and consulting firm th8.t prepared the pats,
10410 Main Street, spoke before the Board. He stated that the pool. site cOntains 2.5535
acres of land. There are 13 parking spaces. 'l'h1s pool is just a. small portion of the
development. It is in the 1JOUthwest quadrant of the development. They plan to use
m&80lll'7 and brick. veneer on at least three lidel. The &rchitecture and materials will
b1ead with the development around the poo1~ They do not plan to put an architectural.
facade to the back as it facel the Long Branch Stream and flood pJ.ain area.. There are
no houaes back there.

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt brick on three sides wou1.d be sufficient, or three
architectural fronts, just in case they migh.t decide to use Ic:mething other than brick..

The Board then discussed· the parking at length.

Mr. Runyon stated that this pool. WQu1d not be allowed to have sw1Il1 meets because they were
not funli.8hing enough parking to accanodate these swim meets.

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. S·217~73. application by P. D. Station, Inc. (Pinewood
Development Corporation), under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance.
to permit swimming pool. on property located at 6815 New~ngton Road. Lee
District, also known as tax map 99-4«1»part parcel 20 S 21, County of
Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:

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

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

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

l. That the owner of the subjec:t ,l?roperty is P. D. Station, Inc.

2. That the prese~t zoning is RT-1O.

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

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

5. That site plan approval is required.,

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:
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Page 3
P. D. STATION, INC. (PINEWOOD DEVELOPMENT CORP.)(continued)
December 5, 1973

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

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

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

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

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

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require
ments of this county. The applicant shall be"himself responsible for fulfil
ling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RES~DENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE
THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE· PERMIT SHALL NOT
BE VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE. -

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

6. The maximum number of family memberships shall be 150.

7. The hours of operation shall be from 10:00 a.m. until 9:00 p.m.

B. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 13, and racks to accommo
date 7S bicycles. All parking connected with the use shall be on-site.

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

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

•

I
Mr. Baker was absent.

Mr. Fitzgerald questioned the No. 2 of the Resolution.
takes about one year to get a site plan approved in the
year condition will really restrict and rush them.

He stated that it now
County. This one

I

Mr. Smith stated that prior to the end of the year, they could ask for ana H:

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

II
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10:40 - SHELL OIL CCHPANY, appl1cation under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of Ordinance to permit
the construction 01' a 9 x 26 addition to the rear of existing station, 2524 Chain
Br1dge Rood, 36-3«1»450', (.56 acre.), Contrev1lle D1.trlct (C-N), V-2J.8-73

Mr. O'Neal., retlresentive of Shell OU Ccmp&l1Y, testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were United Savings and
Loan CaDpIillY, 3121 Lee Hig}lwa¥, Arlington, Vlrginle. and BurroughS Agency Service, 1015
Elm Street, ManchesterJ New Hampshire.

Mr. Smith stated that the notice in the Agenda puts this case meier Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance.

The Clerk stated that the appllcant had 1n&dvertently 1'1led th1a application using &

variance form which gives Section 30-6.6. The typist copied that.' and no one caught the
error until it was toolate to ehange the .Agenda. The Agenda had aJ..ready gone to print.

Mr. Runyon moved that tlrl.s application be amended to cane under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of
the Ordinance that penllit8 gasoline stations in • C:;N zone witha 8lleci&l. Use Permit.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. O'NeaJ. stated tb&t this addition will be used as • storage roan. The or1ginal station
was buUt in 1968. The style of the addition will be in cont'oxmity with the existing
station. The roor line w1ll match and the construction will be of muonry block. The
existing station is of a ranch style. '!'be addition will be used to aUDW the de&1er to
store his investory itema, materials and parts. This service station does • light
autanobUe repair bUSiness, changes tires, changes on, etc. There will be ao expansiom
of the business. This i8 not a c~ operated station, it is leased to • dealer. They
plan to continue this type of bUSiness arrangement.

'!here was no oppesition to this a.ppllcation.

In application S-2l8-73, application by Shell Oil Company, under Section
30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit the construction of an
addition to the rear of the station, on property located at 2524 Chain
Bridge Road, Centreville District, also knoWn as tax map 38-3«1»45-A,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the fallowing reSOlution:

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

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

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Charles M. g DOris B.
Neviaser.

2. That the present zoning is C-N.
3. That the area of the lot is 20,585 square feet.
4. That the station is presently operating under Special Use Permit

S-556-~7, granted March 28, 1967.

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

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

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

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

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

S. 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,
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December 5, 1973
SHELL OIL COMPANY (continued)

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

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

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

6. Architectural detail to conform to that of the existing building.
7. All other requirements of the' existing Special Use Permit shall

apply.
8. There shall be no storage, rental, sales or leasing of automobiles.

trucks, recreational equipment or trailers on the premises.

Mr. Bannes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II

SANDRA R. WARD, appllca.tion under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 of Ordinance to permit
riding school -- renewal or Speeial Use Permit, 6718 Clifton Road, 75«1))15, 15C
and 6, centrev111e District (RE-1), (ll7,8l7 acres), 5-219-73

Hearlng began at ll:15 A.M.

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

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Gerald C. Hennesy;
68ll Wh1terock Road, Clitton, Virginia. and ErdnIa.n Wieland, l32J-6. Compton Road.

Mrs. Ward stated tba.t she owns tbe eight a.cres ot land tha.t is shown on the pats, but
she leases the 11.0 acrell ot land shown on the plats. There is a cOf!:f ot the lease
agreement in the file.

006"
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December 5, 1973
WARD (continued)

Mr. smith st.ted that the Staff Report gives Routh Robbins as the owner of the eight acres.

MrI. Ward stated that her husb&nd and she did own the eight acres, but they signed it over
to her mother in & divorce agreement. She d.ol!!s not have a ll!ase from her mother, she
stated, but she could get it.

Mr. Sm1th stated that the Board wouJ.d have to have it before they could act on this case.

Mr. Barnes lllOVl!Id that the bearing continue and the decision be deferred lmtll the lease
could be obtained. Mr. Kelley 8ecmded the motion and the motion pasSed ~8l.y.

Mrs. Ward stated that she has 28 horses on the property, some of which sbe owns and acme
are boarders. She stated that she beginB teaching at 9:45 A.M. and continues- until dark,
about 9:00 P.M. She transports no c.hiJ.dren to and from the property.

Mr. Ba:rnes stated that be JlllLde an unexpected visit to the property last SaturdaiY and it
was in very good shape and he was very .impressed. He stated that he looked a,t the horses
and the entire operation was nicely done. The stalla were clean. '.He stated that he felt
Mrs. Ward was doing a good job.

Mrs. Ward stated that she had put in the widening of the road as the Board had requested.
She also bad obtained her Hon-Residential. Use Pemit.

Mrs. Mary Jo GibSon, 6812 Whiterock Road, southwest of this property, spoke in favor or· the
application. She stated that she has two chlldren who take lessons here. Mrs. Ward gives
so many children a chance to ride and get outside, she stated. She reels Mrs. Ward I a
Special Use Pemit should be extended. There are other property owners nearby that e.re
:f'u11y in ravor or the school. This school creates no prob1emB.

Sandra Ad8ms spoke in t'&vor of the school. She stated that she has known Mrs. Ward ror
20 years and she teaches for her on weekends. Sbe stated that she is very h!presaed with
the quallty or instruction that Mrs. Ward demands. There is no national rating for
riding schools to usus an instructor, therefOre, it takes someone knovledgJtan.
in this fieJ.d to do & good jobj

There was no opposition to this application.

Mr. Bar%tes JIlOWd that tbiB be deferred for decision only until the applicant submits &

lease between she and her mother.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion palsed unanimously.

Later in the day, Mrs. Ward appeared beron the Board with the new lease between she and
her mother.

In application No. 8-219-73, application by Sandra R. Ward, under Section
30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit riding school, renewal of
Special Use Permit, on property located at 6718 Clifton Road, Centreville
District, also known as tax map 75«1»15,15C & 6, County of Fairfax, Mr.
Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolu
tion:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements 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 'prdperty, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 5th day of December, 1973. . .

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

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

2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 117.817 acres.
4. That the applicant was operating under Special Use Permit S-168-70,

granted October 13, 1970.
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Page 7
SANDRA R. WARD (continued)
December 5, 1973

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. This permit shall run until December 31, 1974 with the Zoning
Administrator being empowered to extend the permit for four (4) one
year periods upon presentation of a lease on the 110 acres 30 days
prior to the December 31 expiration date each year.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II
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11:40 - ROBERT F. SCIK:lUL'l'Z, application \Ulder Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit
enclosure ot carport closer to aide property l1J::l.e thll1 allowed by Ordinance,
1033-4 Mount1ngton Court, 27-2(4»1.3, (21,469 .quare feet) T.......ack Village,
Centreville District (RE-10), V-223-73

Mr. Robert Schoultz represented h1JDself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Mr. DuBell, 10311
lbmtington court and Hubert Bea.ty, 10316 Mountington court.

Mr. Schoultz stated that he had owned the property since November and moved in in AprU,
1973. He stated that he needs & 3 foot variance :from the minimum side yard requirement.
There is & total side yard of 37 feet and the requ1:tement 1s 40 reet.

Mr. Runyon asked it all the 101<8 were like his and it they are, this is & general condition
in the neighborhood.

Mr. Bchoultz stated that it 1s the only houR on that aide of the street that has • carport.
Throughout the development, there are onl¥ 2 or 3 carports. He stated that he believed
this Board granted one variance in that developDent not too long ago.

Mr. Sehoultz stated that there is & very steep slope in the back that prevents him frc:m
using that a.rea.. He stated tha.t he would use simUar materials to encl.oae the carport
that is used on the house. He stated that the DuBell's wb,) 11ve next door are in favor
of this enclosure.

Mr. Runyon stated that this is a narrow lot tha.t develops in a cluster subdivision of this
type.

Mr. Schoultz stated that they also have a severe drainage problem.

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

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

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

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Robert F. & Rosemary P.
Sehoultz.

2. That the present zoning is RE-l cluster.
3. That "the area of the lot is 21.469 square feet.
4. That the request is for a minimum variance of 3 feet from

the minimum requirement.

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

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

(a) exceptionally narrow lot
(b) exceptional topographic problems of the land.
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Page 9
ROBERT F. SCHOULTZ (continued)
December 5, 1973

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

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

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

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

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

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

II

12:00 - JOSEPH AND.MAUDE SHOLTIS, appllcation under Section 30-7.2:6.1.7 of Ordinance to
permit. continuance of antique ShOl? with use of assessory buiJ.ding behind house,
9625 Braddock Road, 69-1«1»26, (54,473 square feet), Springfield District
(RE-l), Little Vienna Est"tes Subdivision, V-233-73 . '

Hearing began at 12:10 P.M.

Mr. Doug AdamS, 7250 Maple Pla.ce, AnnandaJe, Virginia, attorney for the applicant, testi~d

before the Boa.rd.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Clarence Jenkins,
9641 Braddock Road and Henry D. AdamB, 4733 Powell Road..

Mr. AdamS stated that Mr. and Mrs. Sholtis obtained a Special Use Permit to opEjrate an
aD.tique shop in 1969, but the applicant was issued a violation notics by one of the
Zoning Inspectors, Mr. KonecUly, becaUSe they had erected a 40' x 80'metal building
without prior approval fran' the Board of Zoning Appeal8 and because Mr. Koneczny felt ,tbey.
did not operate by appointment only. Mr. Sholtis did have a building permit. The original
permit was for an addition to the house, but they found they could not build that so they
came back to the County for the addition in the rear. The building permit, a copy ofwhic~

is in the file, states that it ill for "extend addition". He stated that they do not know
why it s8\VS that, but the purpose of the building is for a storage shed and recreation......
Mr. Sndth stated that the plat shows the addition connected to the house and i1' doe~ not
say anything about a sep&rate building on. the application. Mr. SJDith stated that this
addition is just drawn in by someone and is not certified.

Mr. Covington stated that it does not have to be certified for a building pennit.

Mr. Smith asked why they were permitted e;ny addition without first c~g back to the :Board.

Mr. Adams stated that they got a building pennit for a building for recreation purposes
the same as anyone coul.d.

Mr. Smith stated that if the land was under a Special Use Permit, they would have to come
back to this Board. He asked Mr. Covington if he would grant the building permit based on
the statement that it was for recreational purposes.

. .. application for a building pennit
Mr. Covington stated that he doesnlt remember'thiYpersonally. He stated that the Inspector
gave him a vioJ.ation because he isnlt using this building for recreational uses in total,
he is also using it for storage of antiques.
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SHOLTIS (continued)

Mr. Adams stated that they got permission trem this Board for & shop in the baaement and
they have a aide entrance to that shop. They do not use the tront entrance to the bOl18e
for this antique shop. Mrs. ShoJ.tis was under the :lJllpression that it woul.d be all right
to open this shop when saaeone came to the bouse when she felt like seeing cuatcmers. Her
he&lth is not very good. and when she 1s feeling bad, she just doeSD I t answer the door. She
locks it and puts up & sign that says she is closed for business. She doesn't opera.te
ill day every daif. Because of topog1'Eq)hy reasons, they coul.d not put the addition onto
the house. The reason they need space for recreation equip:nent is because Mrs. Sholtis
can ride a bike on & cement fioor but not on the outside p&Yelbent. She haS bad pollo in
the right leg and must use this type of exercise equipnent.

Mr. AdIlDllJ then showed several slides of the butler type building from several. angles
&round the neighborhood.

OlD

I

I
Mrs. Sholtis sPoke before the Board.
she sells only what 1s classified 88
age of the pieces varyJ but mol!lt are

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, she stated that
antiques. She does not sell used :f'urniture. The
!'rom the turn of the century, early 1900's.

Mr. Sholtis ceme before the Board and sta:ted that he ma.de the people be tal.ked with in the
County £uJ.1y aware of wha.t his planS were for th.1s building. There wu no problem at that
time.

Mr. smith then read the Resolution granting this a.nUque shop which stated:

"In the application of Joseph and Maude Sholtis, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.7
of the Ordinance, to permit operation of a.ntique shop in haDe, 9625 Braddock. Road~

S»ringfield District, Mr. Smith moved that the application be approved as appJ.led for
with the following centitions -- this is for hane occupation only, granted to the
owner occupant only; I.I1d will be by eppoin'bnent only, between hours of 9 a.m. to
8 p.m., and all other provisions of the Ordinance pertaining to this application
shall be met. Seconded Mr. Yeatman. Carried unanimously."

Mr. Kelley stated that he feels tbis is & CClmDercial business.

Mr. Smith stated that it was his understanding that they were going to look for a
camnercial loca.tion after Mr. Sholtis retired.

Mr. Sho1.tis sta.ted that he will retire next November. He stated that he has been looking
for another loc&tion, but has been un8ble to find a suitable Ofte.

Mr. Ad8DIB began to speak &8 to what the neighbor wanted with regard to screening, but Mr.
Smith stated tba.t if the neighbors were present, he would rather they would spe&k..

Mr. Adams stated that bis ellent is willing to abide by the Board's request D,L by the
neighbors request th&t there be no CClDmerc1al outside activities and no screening.

Mr. David Boyd, attorney representing the adjoining property owners, business address:
10533 Main Street, Fairfax, Virginia, spoke before the Board. He stated that his cllents
have had no objection with the operation of this builiness over the years. They e.l.so have
no objection to the reasonable use of the building that is in the rear of Mr. Shol.tis's
house, as long as it is not used for storage of materials that will be shown to custauers
of theirs. Mr. Adams has expressed their feelings that there wouJ.d be no business conducted
out of that building and this is their main concern. They uso can see no benefit to
putting screening in there at the present time. The situation ~t change in the future,
but at the present t:lJDe they do not want the screening.

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

Mr. Boyd stated that t.hey are &Ssum1ng in agreeing to this storage of antiques in that shed
that they will COJIWly with the agreement and restrictions granting them permission to keep
the Shed. It is based on that assumption that he has made this statement. If this was
going to be for the expansion of the business, they would object j;o it. The building is
there whether the neighbors like it or not.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has;,never allowed a buD.ding such &8 this to be used in
connection with a lK:me oeeu;pation. This is a rather large building.

I

I

I
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December 5, 1973
SIDLTIS, (continued)

Mr. Adams stated that he had not intended to ask for e. deter:nnent, but be would like to
write out the restrictions that these people have ~ed upon. He stated that there is
& Petition in the file !rOO!. several of' the neighbors Who approve this operation tlJ.e.t they
have been running for four years.

Mr. Barnes moved that the cue be deferred for Mr. Adems to submit this Agreement between
the Sholtis and the next door neighbors at the request of the applicants.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.Jje:rmg ended at 1 :15 P.M.)

12:20 - JOlfAnIAN L. & SHARON H. WILKIN, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
pennit construction of carport 8 t from side propert:y line than a.llowed by Ord.
10006 Murnane Street, (21,800 square feet), 37-3«9})68, Centreville District
(RB-l), Litt1.e Vienna Estates Subdivision, V-233-73

HelL1'ing began at l'!~J P.II.
Mr. Wil.k1ns represented hJIlaeU-betore the Board.

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

Mr. W1l1dns sta.ted he would like to put on a ca:rpQrt- within 8 feet of the side property
line. The property is long and narrOW" and could not be constructed elsewhere on the
property.

He stated that both be and his wife are traumatic quadriplegics, confined to wheelch8.irs.
They live eJ.one and they both have cars. There is a single car garage attached to this
house, but it is tot&1.l¥ useless to either of them for parking, because there is no .angle
at which the car can be parked and allow the driver to get his door tully open, get his
wheelchair out, get into his Wheelchair, and exit the garage. The garage is not wide
enough. The wheelchair bound driWlr requires a parking space at leut 12 feet wide; two
people in wheelchairs entering the S8llle car simultaneously require a 'pace 16 feet wide.
He stated that they are building these cs.rports for a different redan than most people
have for building a carport. This is primarily for be and his wife' s protection in
getting in and out of the car, not for the car's protection. They will use similar
material.s and design a8 that of the house. They plan to continue to reside at this
lOcation and this is for their use and not for resale purposes.

Mr. Covington sta:ted that this is a substandard lot.

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

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. V-233-73, application by Jonathan L. & Sharon H. Wilkin,
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of
carport 8' from side property line, on property located at 10006 Murnane Stree
Centreville District, also known as tax map 37-3«9))68, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:

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

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

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

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

1. That the owner of the sUbject property is Jonathan L. & Sharon H.
Wilkin.

2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 21,800 square feet.

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board 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,
(b) exceptional ",. topographic problems of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the s,ame
is hereby granted with the fOllowing, limitations: '

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by~£tion of this Board prior to date of
expiration. .

3. Architectural detail shall conform to the existing building.

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to o.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II

2:00 P.M. - TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance to permit change in configura
tion and size of wading pool and relocate the proposed
intermediate pool (S~U.P. granted for wading pool and inter~

mediate pool on 5-9-73), 1814 Great Falls Street, 40-1 and
40-2«1»1 & 2, Dranesville District, R-12~5, (7.19l02'acres)',
S-24l-73, OTH.

Mr. Dempfel, 6845 Blue Star Drive, McLean, Virginia, member of the Board
of Directors, represented the applicant.

Notices to property owners were in order.
R. W. Moore, 1823 Baldwin Drive and Warren
Drive, McLean.

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

There was no opposition to this application.

oI 'J.."
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TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC. (continued)
December 5, 1973

In application No. 8-241-73, application by Tuckahoe Recreation Club, Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit change in
configuration and size of wading pool and relocate the proposed intermediate
pool, on property located at 1814 Great Falls Street, Dranesville District,
also known as tax map 40-1 and 40-2«1»1 S 2, County of Fairfax, Mr.
Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolu
tion:

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

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

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

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

2. That the present zoning is R-12.5
3. That the area of the lot is 7.19102 acres.
4. That site plan approval is required.
5. That the applicant is presently operating under Special Use Permit

S-72-73, which was granted July 13, 1973.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following oon~

clusions of law:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

10

or3

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

I The motion passed 4 to o.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II
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M.C.I. TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
December 5 t 1973

2:20 P.M. - Mel TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION, application under Section
30-7.2.2 of the Ordinance to permit erection of a tower for
micro-wave communications, Winfield Farm, off Rt. 29, between
Camp Washington and Centreville, 55-4«1»Parcel 24, Springfield
District, RE-I. (Deferred from 10-23-73 for Planning Commission
to hear on November 29, 1973 - for decision only).

Mr. Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, spoke before the Board. He stated that
last Wednesday night, the Planning commission heard this application under
Section 456 of the State Code which is a requirement for a public facility.
The results of that hearing were that the Planning Commission voted to deny
this faci1i ty to be put on the public facili ty:.map. Therefore, this' appears
to be a mute question before this Board. The applicants do have a ten-day
period in which to appeal their case to the Board of Supervisors.

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

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

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

Mr. Smith stated that he hoped that it would not take that long. The
Courts take a dim view of deferral over 60 days.

Hr. Smith :r.>ead the memorandum from the Planning commission to the County
Executive which stated:

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

The Commission felt that in view of the Planning factors that relate to
Section 15.lT456 of the Code of Virginia, that this application did not
meet those factors necessary for approval under that Section; therefore,
the application was denied. (Verbatim comments of the Commissioners after
the closure of the public hearing are in the file.)"

Hr. Smith asked Mr. Knowlton what the basic reasons were for this denial.

Mr. Knowlton stated that he did not recall the basic details.

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

KENA TEMPLE, 9001 Arlington Blvd .• $-108-73, Granted June2ry. 1973.

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

Mr. Knowlton read the changes that Mr. Garman from the Site Plan office
had noted:

DI'1
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KENA TEMPLE (continued)
December 5, 1973

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

- the approved plat indicates parking, west of the proposed building, as
92' from the existing Route SO service drive; scaled on the site plan,
this distance is 65'.

- the parking configuration eastward to the proposed building differs.
- the Board of Zoning Appeals' minutes reflect 567 parking spaces; the

Site Plan claims 467; 100 less than presented. (Board checked the
minutes and indicated that there was a typographical error - they moved
that the minutes be changed to reflect 467 parking spaces).

- the plat submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals indicates two entrance
to the existing Route 50 service drive - the site plan shows only one.

- parking adjacent and northward to existing building differs in configura
tion.

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

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

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

The Staff brought this back to the Board because Item No. 3 in the Resolu
tion gI'anting this Special Use Permit stated "Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these uses
require a Special Use Permit, shall be cause for this permit 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 screening or fencing. ,I

Mr. Garman in his memorandum noting these changes, stated that their office
is unable to continue review of the subject site plan until re-evaluated
by the Board of Zoning Appeals.

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

Mr. Runyon stated that there has to be an easier way to accomplish these
minor changes than to rehash the entire thing every time. Any PDH that
the Board of Supervisors approves there is an allowance for ceI'tain engin
eering Changes. The Staff checks them off. He stated that this Board
is wasting a lot of people's time by having to go through the entire thing
every time there is a small engineering change. The Board should have
more flexibility as a body.

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

Mr. Smith stated that the plans for this building and the parking are
different from the plans submitted to this Board.

Mr. Kelley stated that he wanted to have correct plans.

Mr. Runyon stated that they will not start processing a site plan until
the use has been approved by this Board.

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

18
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KENA TEMPLE (continued)
December 5, 1973

Mr. Smith stated that these plats are not what the Board approved at the
public hearing. The citizens heard this Board approve the location of the
parking as being according to the plats, the location of the building and
the size and design of the building as being according to the plans in
the file. Should the Board change any of this at other than a pUblic hear
ing, the citizens would have grounds for complaints. He stated that this
has been a policy of the Board, to approve according to plats and any
changes would have to come back to the Board.

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

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

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

Mr. Runyon stated that this Board only needs the Site Plan pqrtion of the
plans.

II

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

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

II

Mr. Covington brought up a question for the Board regarding the fencirij at
Riverside Gardens Community Swimming Pool. They have erected a barbed wire
fence around the top of the chain link fence and this has caused some
citizen compl'aints. This goes 'around the pool, and tennis c'ourts, also.
It is in keeping with the new ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors
to erect a non-climbable fence around a swimming pool.

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

II

bIb

I

I

I

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk ~~(~

APPROVED ~=~J_on_",,_ry",-_16-,.,--1_97_4 _
Da'!!:e

I

I



I

I

The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held
On Wednesday, December 12, 1973, in the Board Room of the
Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy P.
Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; and Charles Runyon.
Mr. Joseph Baker was absent.

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

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

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

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

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

1/
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Mr. Kamster stated
they will turn the
done immediately.
open space that is

that they have a letter from that Company indicating that
property over to the Homeowners Association. This will be
He submitted the letter of agreement. This is part of the
required to be turned over to the Homeowner's Association.

I

I

I

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

Mr. Dorman Wyant, 2435 AlSOp Court, architect with the firm of Kamster and
Dickerson, spoke before the Board. He stated that he is also one of the
contiguous property ownerS. This development consists of 349 units of which
343 are townhouses and 6 are single family homes. The farthest distance
from any of the homes,via the walkwa~ is 1,935 feet, approximatelY one-third
of a mile, about 10 minutes walking time.

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Wyant stated that they do not intend to enter this future meeting room
at this time as a part of this application. It is shown because the Home
owner's Association requested that they plan so that) in the futureJthis could
be constructed, so they located it on the site in relation to the other
buildings.

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

Mr. Wyant stated that they probably will be coin operated lights approximatel
15 feet high.
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DEEPWOOD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION (continued)
December 12, 1973

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

Mr. Kamster stated that they do not plan to serve any food on the premises.
The material used for the construction of the bath house will be compatible
with the adjoining residential area and it is their intent to use a combina
tion of brick and wood siding with wood shingles.

Mr. Barnes stated that he is more concerned about the fact that this pool
provides no parking.

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

Mr. wyant stated that they had a Homeowners meeting last night and discussed
this. They have investigated this and have found that their Association
can enforce this"no parking"requirement for the P901 and would keep people
from driving their cars to the pool and parking them in front of someowne's
house. ,They can have them towed away if they do not abide by these rules.

Mr. Kelley stated that the problem is, even though the Board has the right
to revoke the permit after it is granted, if they are. not living up to their
conditions, the County has to go to Court and defend the Board when right
up here at this meeting, the applicants state that they will meet these
conditions. We hope they do.

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

Mr. Dirst, 11904 Triple Crown Road, spoke in opposition. He stated that he
is a contiguous property owner and he is surrounded by the recreation area.
He stated that he really did not want to speak in opposition against the
concept of the pool, but he has been aware of the pool location since he
purcqased the property. His concern is that this public facility will
encroach on his privacy. This walkway system which has been proposed
creates a bike thoroughfare in lieu of normal roads in order to use this
facility. That thoroughfare not only is immediately abutting his home to
the right, but also to the rear; therefore, he is completely surrounded.
He asked for some consideration in planning to protect his privacy and the
privacy of those property owners whose property is si~lar to his and would
also be affected. He suggested a landscaping treatment and fencing. He
also asked about the enforcement of the "no parking'" for this pool, since
his home is the 'one that would be affected, if the neighbors choose not to
abide by this requirement.

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

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

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

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

Mr. Wyant stated that they most definitely were agreeing to this.
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In application No. 8-225-73, application by the Deepwood Homeowners Associa
tion, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit recreation
center, swimming pool and tennis facility, on property located at 11906 Triple
Crown Rd., also known as tax map 26-3«1»17 S 26-1«S»(E)pt. of H, Centre
ville District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following reSOlution:

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

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

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

l~

Of'!

1-
(pool

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

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

That the present zoning is RE-O.5 and RM-2.
That the area of the lot is 95,379 square feet.
That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.
That site plan approval is required.
That both pool and tennis are designed as "walk-to" facilities.

I

I

I

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

9. All lights shall be directed onto site and confined thereto, including
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noise from the public address systems.
10. No swim meets and/or tennis matches with outside clubs shall be held

at said sites.
11. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be to the satisfaction

of the Director of County Development with special emphasis being given to
adjacent and/or contiguous property owners, as agreed to by applicant.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

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

Mr. Kelley accepted this condition to the Resolution.

Mr. Barnes accepted this condition.

Mr. Smith stated that he would point out that if this becomes a problem
and it is not working satisfactorily, the neighbors have the right to bring
this back to the Board. We are trYing not to overlook the neighbors in any
way.

The motion passed 4 to o.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II

10:20 - JOHN E. WILSON, HARMONY PLACE TRAILER SALES, application under Section
30-7.2.10.5.4 of Ordinance to permit purchase and resale of mobile
homes, travel trailers, truck c&mpers and truck caps, 7201 Richmond
Highway, 92-4«1))part of 82 (1.825 acres), Mt. Vernon District, C-G,
S-226-73.

Mr. Bernard Fagelson, attorney for the applicant"represented him before th~

Board.

Notices to property owners were in order.
Van Metre, 1200 Prince Street, Alexandria,
Richmond Highway, Alexandria, Virginia.

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

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

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

This particular area',has been used by several people mostly for storage of
trailers for people who,-,are waiting to get into the trailer park or out of
the park. They will be selling and: displaying trailers, but mostly to people
who are,',already occupying the trailer _park or plan to go in. He will sell
new trailers, or take old ones and offer them for sale. He previously opera
ted the Harmony Trailer Sales Office at8S18 Richmond Highway, but if this
permit is granted, this will be the only location that he will have.

There was no opposition to this application.

IQ~pplication No. S-226-73, application by John E. Wilson, Harmony Place
Trailer Sales, under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit

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

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

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

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

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

3. That the area of the lot is 2,025 acres.
4. Thr site plan approval is required.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID UNT
THIS HAS BEEN DONE. -

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

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

7. 38 vehicles permitted on-site.
8. Existing structure to meet County Building Code.
9. This permit shall run for 3 years with the Zoning Administrator being

empowered to extend the permit for three. one-year terms upon presentation
of a proper lease 30 days prior to expiration.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II
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10~40 - ANNE SYKES CAVINESS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the
Ordinance to permit day care center, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., for 30
children, 6415 Kings Highway, (64,000 square feet), 83-3 «5»(3)
part of 1,2,3, &4, Lee District, R-17, S-227-73.

Hearing began at 11: 30 a.m.

Mr. Royce Spence, 311 Park Avenue, Falls Church, Virginia, attorney for the
applicant, represented her before the Board. Notices to property owners were
in order.

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

Mr. Spence stated that this property is under a contingency contract, a copy
of which has been submitted for the file. Mrs. Caviness wishes to have 30
children from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. At the present timej she has three chil
dren in her home. Prior to that she was employed in Mrs. Augustine's Day
Care Center for one year, after that time she began her own school with ten
children until she was informed that this was a violation to the Zoning Ordi
nance. She then reduced the number to three to conform to the ordinance and
made application for a Special Use Permit. There was quite a bit of opposi~

tion to that and she and her husband felt it was Rot the best site because
of the apposition, therefore, she withdrew the application. She began look
ing for another site and found this parcel on South Kirg; Highway. It is
an "LII shaped parcel and fronts on both South Kings Highway and Pickett Street
On Pickett Street there is a small residence that is rented out to some other
people at the present time and they hope to continue to rent this house.
Although it is on the same property as the house they hope to use as the
school, it is separate and apart from the school as the Board can see from
the plats. The Health Department has been out and investigated the house and
grounds and find it acceptable for thirty children. There is sufficient play
area as is shown on the plats. They propose to have three employees at the
maximum stage of the school. They have looked this area over quite well
and feel there is a demand for a school of this type. They will start with
ten students and they had no difficulty finding ten students. There are
some apartments that are very close and there are several schools in the
area, but they have found that none of these schools are taking additional
students. There are 1.4 acres and the driveway is off of South Kings Highway.
There is a turn-around area already there. It is their intent to not make
Parcel 5 as part of the application.

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

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

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

Mr. Spence asked to be allowed to finish his testimony and also let the
neighbors who are present testify so they would not have to come back again.

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

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

The play area will be fenced with a 4' chain link fence. There is a pool in
the rear of the home and at the present time it is fenced only 3/4 of the way
around it. They will fence that pool to comply with the new ordinance regard
ing fencing for swimming pools with a 6' chain link fence. -Under the ordinanc
they have 4 years to complete that fencing, but they plan to do it immediately
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Traffic will move off of South Kings Highway into the driveway, let the chil
dren off and continue out again on South Kings Highway. There will be no
entrance or exit to this school from Pickett Street.

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

Mr. Runyon stated that Pickett Street is already 50 feet wide.

Mr. spence stated that they do not feel this school will change the character
of the neighborhood. This is in close proximity to the Route I area which
is commercial in character and there are some Special Permit uses located
in the residential area nearby.

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

Mr. William Lukens, 6434 Pickett Street, spoke in opposition to the appli
cation. He stated that he shares a 2DD-foot boundary with this property.
He submitted a petition against this 9application to the Board. He stated
that they consider this a commercial~nterprise, not a public service.
He s~ated that there is also an apartment over the garage.

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

Mr. Lukens stated that they feel a commercial venture would be a detriment
to the property values. There would be 3D· children playing outside their
windows which will make it difficult to sell should anyone wish to. They
also feel that the entrance and exit on South Kings Highway is dangerous.
Traffic on that road is extremely heavy. The only safe entrance would be from
Pickett Street.

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

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

David Crowell, 6422 Pickett Street, Lot 4, behind the main house where the
school would be, spoke in opposition to this application. He stated that
the plat shows an existing fence to the rear of the Lots 5, 4, 3, and 2,
but there is no fence existing across those lots at all any more. It existed
4 years ago. It has been down at least 2 years.

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

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

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

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

Street, Lot 1, spoke in opposition to the
that Mr. Lukens has raised as being

I
Mr. Kenneth Abernathy, 6400 Pickett
application, giving the same points
reasonS for his objection.

Mrs. McCormick, 6416 Pickett Street,.
that she has a 200 pound dog and she
the children being across the fence.

Lot 3, s~oke in opposition. She stated
feels th1S will cause problems with

She also complained about the drainage
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from that property that is very bad when the owners drain their pool each
year.

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II

11:20 - STEVEN S. FAHAR,application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance to
permit construction of garage within 6.9' of side prdperty line (5.1'
variance), 6107 Marilyn Dr., (11~200 square feet)~ 81-3«14))41, Lee
District~ Maple Grove Estates~ R-12.5, V-228-73.

Hearing began at 12:15 P.M.

Mr. Fahar represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property ownerS were in order.

Mr. Fahar stated that his entire back yard slopes and takes whatever water
there is down to the woods to the north of them. It would be impossible to
build back there. The offset of the property does not permit any type of
construction to the other side of the property. They checked the original
construction permit and were told that the location of the house was entirely
different from how it actually was constructed. The only area where they
could construct a garage would be where they have proposed it on the plats
that are before the Board~ to the right of the house. There is a stair-well
there which must be enclosed because storm water runs down there. He stated
that he has to get out and unplug the storm sewer. He submitted photographs
of this stair-well. Because of that water problem in the stair well, he
finds that he must go from 12' to 16' garage width.

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

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

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

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

Mr. Smith stated that the file reflects that the contiguous property owner
has no objection.to this variance.

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. V-228-73, application by Steven S. Fahar, under Section
30~6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of garage within 6.9'
of side property line (5.1' variance), on property located at 6107 Marilyn
Drive~ Lee District, also known as tax map 81-3«14))41, County of Fairfax~
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following reso
lution:
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WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed 1n accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appealsj and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement 1n a looal
newspaper, posting of the~operty, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 12th daY of December, 1973; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Steven S. Fahar.
a. That the present zoning is R-12.5
3. That the area of the lot 1s 11,200 square feet.

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

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

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

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

1. This approval is granted for the location 'and the specific structure
indicated in the plats indluded with the 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 expira
tion.

3. The architectural detail of the addition shall conf6rm to that of th
existing dwelling.

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II

11:40 - TRUSTEES OF KINaS HIGHWAY~ CHURCH, application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Ordinance to permit construction of Church for
Sunday services and other religious activities,6860 S. Kings Highway,
92-1«I))parcel 16 and 16A, (1.98786 acres), Lee District, RE-I,
8-229-13.

Hearing began at 12:30 P.M.

Mr. John Aylor, 4017 Chain Bridge Road, attorney for the applicant (property
owners) testified before the Board representing the applicant.

Notlces.toproperty owners were in order. The contiguous property owners wer
Fairfax County Park Authority and Douglas S. Mack~ll, Trustee, 4031 Chain
Bridge Road, Fairfax.

Mr. Aylor stated that this property was acquired in two parcels. The first
piece was In,-the name of Grace Baptist Church, but that name was changed by
Judge Millsap and it is now known as the Kings Highway Baptist Church. The
Staff report which states that the property is owned by Grace Baptist Churoh
and Virginia Home Loan' is no longer correct. The size of the parcel is 1.98 cres
of land. They propose to use this building for religious purposes. The seat
ing capacity is 310 which will require 62 parking spaces which they have
shown on the plats submitted with this application. The landscaping will be
as shown on the plan submitted. There will be no outside lighting. The
service will be held at 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m. and 12)00 noon on Sunday
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morning and there will' be a prayer meeting at 7:30 p.m. on WedneSday. This
will be a two-story brick building. The congregation is now meeting 1n the
Mark Twain Intermediate School and formerly down 1n another Bchool. Their
membership 1s 180 at the present time. The church will go along with the
request for dedication made by the Staff.

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. 8-229-73. application by Trustees of Kings Highway Baptist
Church, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zo~lng Ordinance, to permit con
struction of church for Sunday services and other re~lg1ous activities, on
property located at 6860 S. Kings Highway, also known as tax map 92-1«1))
parcel 16 & l6A, Lee District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution:

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

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

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 1.98786 acres.
4. That site plan approval is required.
5. That compliance with all County Codes is required.
6. That the property is subject to pro rata share for off-site drainage.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APpeals has reached the following conclu
sionS of law:

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject 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 otheD1and.

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 thi,use permit to be re-evaluated
by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to, changes of
ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in screen
ing or fencing.

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

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

6. The building is proposed to accommodate 310 people.
7. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 62.
8. Landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of the

Director of County Development.
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TRUSTEES OF KINGS HIGHWAY BAPTIST CHURCH (continued)
December 12, 1973

9. Owner to dedicate or provide easement to 30 1 from the centerline of
the existing right-or-way along S. Kings Highway for the full frontage of
the property for future road widening.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker was absent.

The hearing ended at 12:35 P.M.

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

II

12:00 - MRS. JANE A. ROGERS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1;3 of the
Ordinance. to permit increased enrollment to 130 children from 25
children, 1426 Crowell Road. 18-2{(3})4, (6.4 acres), Dranesville
District, RE-2, S-230-73.

Hearing began at 12:40 P.M.

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

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

Mr. Rogers stated that they now have a permit for 41 children.

Mr. Smith stated that they did not have a permit for 41 children. They only
can have 25.

Mr. Rogers stated that they would like to have 130 students. They propose
to build a new building which they would place in the rear of their present
residence. This new building would be a rambler type and aould be converted
into a residence at some time in the future, should they everde~ to
retire.

'C,(

Mr. Smith stated that theY had received some communication from
Department which stated that they could only have 117 students.
the Board would have to limit the number to 117, alSo.

the Health
Therefore,

I

I

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

Mr. Rogers stated that the ages of the children would be from 4 to 8 and
they would operate from 9:00 a.m. until 2:30 p.m. If they run an afternoon
kindergarten, they would operate until 4:30 p.m. They are now transporting
their children to and from school. They do have the proper color and
lighting for the busses.

Mr. Robert M. Penn, 1427 Crowell Road, directly acroSS the street from the
SUbject property, spoke in opposition to the application. He stated that
he is, representing hlmsel-f:· and. many other residents of the immediate area
surrounding thi&~property. He stated that their neighborhood is situated
on a dead-end r6ad. He stated that the desire. of all the neighborhood is
expressed in the Petition which he would submit to the Board. It 1s signed
by 5~ persons.

Mr. Smith accepted this Petition for the record and read it into the record.

Mr. Penn stated that some of the reasons why they oppose this expansion is
because of traffic, parking and safety and they also feel this expansion woul
change the character of the neighborhood. There are no children who clearly
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MRS. JANE A. ROGERS (continued)
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attend the school from this neighborhood. There are several other kinder
garten type schools within a few miles. The applicant also has ~uitable

property in the general area on which to build their school and they have
stated their intent to do so if this is denied. It is difficult to oppose
them, he stated, as they have been neighbors for ten years. However, these
neighbors have made the difficult decision to oppose this application.

Bosley Crowther, 1408 Crowell Road, spoke in opposition. He stated that he
appeared before this Board at the original hearing for the 25 students and
said that they were not happy with the property, but they did not actually
oppose it as it involved a small number of children and it would not cause
a great change in the character of the neighborhood if there were some
restrictions on the sign and the parking so, arranged so as not to be visible
from the other residences. This is a ver~very rural residential neighbor
hood. They have received all sorts of assurances that this was all they
intended to do. They have said that they only wanted to run a little school.
They have run it one and' one-half years and now it is expanded to the third
grade and they want to add another building. They will have to substantially
improve their sanitary facilities in order to accommodate this many children.

Mr. ~mith stated that it looked as though all of the neighbors contiguous
and nearby to this property do oppose this expansion.

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

Mr. Smith stated that they are an absentee landowner.

Mr. Rogers spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that it is not
true that if this is turned down, they are going to build elsewhere. They
have concern for these little children and they feel these children are
being benefitted by this school and are being brought up in a Christian
atmosphere. This is their motto. It is also not that this' bUilding could
never be converted into a residence again. He submi~ that it will not change
from a residential neighborhood, and they will maintain the residential
character of the neighborhood. The community hardly knows they are there
and they will try to keep it that way.

Mr. Kelley stated that this school i6 on a- local thoroughfare. and under the
Zoning Ordinance, he did not believe this would be allowed. He, attl.ted that
he made the Resolution granting the original permit and he agreed with the
people who are here because at that time the,y did not have any idea of
planning this and he stated that he does not think this is a neighborhood
type of. operation. If they are going into an operation of ' this size and
nature, they should find a place ,this is more. accessable and is. on a major
road. This is not the type road this size school should be on.

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

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board has the Zoning Ordinance to live with and
the Board is obligated to take this into consideration. He stated that
personally he felt that this many students is too many for a residential
area of this. type.

Mr. Barnes stated that he agreed with Mr. Kelley on this. He st~ted that
if he remembered correctly, it was stated at that hearing that. there would
not be any expansion of this school. He stated that he felt this was too
big an operation ror a residential neighborhood of this type.

Mr. Smith stated that, as to the land area involved, it is a large beautiful
area with a beautiful heme on it; but to put a-commercial type building
to the rear of it and with the road situation, it seems that these are
substantial factors the Board will have to take into consideration.

Mr. Rogers stated that the building is not a commercial type bu~lding. It
will be convertible into a home. If and when they leave and sell their

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

I

I

I

Page 29
MRS. JANE A. ROGERS (continued)
December 12, 1973

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

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

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

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt what they plan to do with the property at
some time in the distant future is irrelevant to this case~

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

In application No. S-230-73, application by Mrs. Jane A. Rogers, under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit increased enroll
ment to 130 children from 25 children, on property located at 1426 Crowell
Road, Dranesville District, also known as tax map 18-2((3))4, County of
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:

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

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

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Ross F. & Jane A. Rogers.
2. That the present zoning is RE-2.
3. That the area of the lot is 6.4 acres.
4. That site plan approval is required.
5. 'That ~he~appllcant is presently'operating under Special Use Permit

S~239-71, granted January 18, 1972.

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

1. That the applicant has not presented. testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained, in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby' denied~

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker.was absent.

The hearing ended at 1:15 P.M.

II

Mr. Smith left the meeting.

II
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DEFERRED ITEMS
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Began at 1:20 P.M.

W. B. Jepson, V-216-73. application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance to
permit enclosure of carport and screening of porch closer to front. property
line than allowed by Ordinance (33.7 feet), 6320 Beachway Drive, 61-1«11»
1044, Mason District, R-17 (15,259 square feet).

Deferred from December 5. 1973 for proper plats and decision onlY.

Revised corrected plats had been submltted"showlng the exact location of
the circular drive on the subject property.

0'30

I

I
In application No. V-216-73. application by W. B. Jepson, under Section 30-6.
of the ZoningOrdlnance. topermlt enclosure of carport and screening of
porch closer torrant property line than allowed by Ordinance~ on property
located at 6320 Beachway DriVe:. Mason District, also known as tax,-map
61-1«(11»)1044, county of Fairfax~ Mr. Barnes moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the 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
wi th the by.,.laws of the Fairfax County--Board of Zoning Appeals j and

WHEREAS~ following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement 1n a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Boardef Zoning Appeals held on
the 5th day of December~ 1973 and deferred for corrected plats'and decision only
until the 12th day of December, 1973~ and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is William B. & Catherine A.
Jepson.

2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the lot is 15,259 square feet.
4. That the property is subject to pro rata share for off-site drainage.
5. That the request is for a minimum variance of 11.3 feet.

AND, WHEREAS~ the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclU
sions of law:

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

(a) exceptional topographic problema of the land
(b) unusual location of existing buildings.

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O.

Messrs. Baker and Smith were absent.

II
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EFERRED ITEMS:
December 12, 1973

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

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

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

The Board agreed to this.

II

VINE STREET ASSOCIATES, ROBERT W. DUDLEY & ALFRED J. HONEYCUT, application
under Section 30-5.6 of the Ordinance to permit variance of 75 foot setback
requirement from Route ~95 to 50.55, 5621 Vine Street, 81-2((~)). Lee Dis
trict, I-L, V-209-73.

Deferred from November 28, 1973 for a report from the Staff on whether or not
there have been any other variances granted in this area and the status of
the development of the area, for decision only.

Mr. Kelley read a letter from Victor F. Rinaldi. Attorney for the applicant.
stating that he had to be in Court today and would not be able to make the
meeting and requesting that it be deferred until January 9. 197~.

Mr. Barnes moved to grant the request.

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

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

CROWN CENTRAL PETROLEUM. S-199-73. Granted November 28. 1973

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

The Board members agreed to revise the minutes to show that the number of
parking spaces was three instead of 12. to conform with the plats that were
submitted and approved by the Board at the meeting of November 28, 1973.

II

CROWN CENTRAL PETROLEUM CORP., 3-31-73, Granted April 18. 1973. 5500 Franconi
Road. 81-~((1))71C.

Mr. Kelley read a letter from Dwight L. McCurdy. Manager of Engineering and
Design with Crown Central Petroleum. He stated that under the requirements
of the Special Use Permit, they must start construction of this project
before April 11. 197~. Because of the delays being encountered in obtaining
approvals for the storm drainage system and the site plan. they may not have
construction underway within the specified time period. They asked for a
6-month extension in which to begin construction.

Mr. Barnes so moved that this request be granted for a 6-month extension and
so notify the applicants. Also inform them that this i8 the only extension
that can be granted under the Board's by-laws.

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

II

D3/
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

The meeting adjourned at 1:35 P.M.

II

BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
and

Joyce Salamon APPROVED: January 16, 1974
DATE
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was
Held on Wednesday, December 19, 1973, in the Board Room
of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chair
man; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; and Charles Runyon.
Messrs. George Barnes and Joseph Baker were absent.

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

10:00 - REGINALD & ROSE-ANNE BARTHOLOMEW, application under Section 30-6.6
of Ordinance to permit shed (8' x 12') closer to side lot line than
allowed by Ordinance, 7416 Rebecca Dr., 93-3«4»2, (15,701 sq. ft.),
Mt. Vernon District, R-17, V-231-73.

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

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until January 16, 1974.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker waS absent.

II

10:20 - SEMINARY ROAD LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, application under Section 30-6.6
of Ordinance, to permit mechanical teller closer to front property
line than allowed by Ordinance, (42 1 from front property line), 5707
Seminary Rd., 62-3«2»C, (37,400 sq. ft.), Mason District, Rock
Terrace Subdivision, C-G, V-232-73.

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

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
American Motors, 14250 Plymouth Road, Detroit, MiChigan 48227, who ownS
the property in the rear and H. D. Hale, Inc., 2116 Hilson Blvd., Arlington,
Virginia, who owns the property to the side.

Mr. Erlick stated that he purchased this building last May. Internal Reve
nue occupied this building for the eight years prior. He stated that he has
leased one-half the main floor to Fairfax County National Bank. The land is
zoned C-G. Directly to the west of this building is a transmission dealer
ship. Contiguous on the other side of this building is Gorham Street which
is dedicated, but undeveloped. On the opposite side of Go~ham Street is a
service station and in the back of that is Skyline Towers. Across the
street are some garden apartments. To the rear are warehouses that are
owned by American Motors. Next to that is the former Toys-Are-Us. Both of
them front on Route 7 and'hia building fronts on Seminary Road. The bank
is desirous, because of the people living in Skyline Towers, to put in a
bank teller window and n~tic tube. The building is 56' from the pro
perty line and with this 'tube and canopy, it will then become 22' from the
property line. They originally tried to locate the bank amd'~he·w!ndow on
the other side of the main building, but the distance there is even shorter
than on this side and would render it impossible to have a drive-in window
at all. He stated that he did not believe there is any qpposition to this
application.

Mr. Covington stated that service stations can place their pump: islands
within 35' of the property, line.

Mr. Kelley asked if he was familiar with the Staff recommendation regarding
the travel-lane which stated that Preliminary Engineering would have no
objection to the granting of the requested variance providing a minimum 22'
travel-lane iSJreserved along the frontage of the property. If a canopy
is contemplated, this also should not infringe upon the above travel-lane.

Mr. Erlick stated that he agreed with this.

There was no objection to the application.

In application No. V-232-73, application by Seminary Road Limited Partnership,
under Section 30~6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit mechanical teller and
canopy closer to front property line than allowed by Ordinance, on property
located at 5707 Seminary Road, Mason District, also known as tax map 62~3«2»

jj
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SEMINARY ROAD LIMITED PARTNERSHIP (continued)
December 19, 1973

County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board ·0£ 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 19th
day of December, 1973; and

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

l. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is C-G.
3. That the area of the lot is 37,347 square feet.
4. That site plan approval is required.
5. That the request is for an 8' variance· to the requirement.

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

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

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

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

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

2. This va~iance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
'has; started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira
tion.

3. A minimum 22 ft. travel lane must pe reserved along the frontage of
the proper.ty.

~. Architectural details must conform to existing building.

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

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O.

Messrs. BarneS and Baker were absent.

II

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

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

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

1J3Y
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RICHARD W. & FAYE G. WHYTE (continued)
December 19, 1973

Mr. Huntley stated that they are resubdividing 16 lots in Franklin Park
SUbdivision;an~ in order to do 60 for the best use of the property, they
have to ask for a variance for the frontage on four of the proposed lots.
The way the present house sets on the property makes it difficult to sub
divide without asking for a variance. The Board will notice on the plats
that the house is skewed across the lots which gives them a limitation of
the use of the remaining lots. They have to have a minimum of 90 feet at
the building restriction line and in order to get four lots in there, they
have to ask for a variance.

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

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

division lots.

Mr. Smith asked if he knew the percentage of 50' lots in the subdivision
that were developed as 501 lots.

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

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

Mr. Huntley stated that there are some that actually face to the rear of
the property, that face on Rockingham that .are 50' and there was just recent
ly a similar resubdivision of the lots to the north facing on Rockingham
Street.

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

Mr. Huntley stated that construction has begun.

Mr. Charles Pistorino, 1960 Rockingham Street, Mclean, Virginia, spoke in
opposition to this application. He stated that he abuts this property and
this is to the rear of his house, lots 13 and 14. These lots are both 50'
wide and make 100 1 frontage and extend 100' back. He stated that this house
was built several years ago while they were still on septic tank. ~is is
a beautiful wooded area of prime forest. This has always been residential.
It used to be summer homes. It is within 1/2 mile of the highest point in
Fairfax-County At Williamsburg. He stated that he does not have a tremen
dous problem with drainage, but this property is on the watershed stream
and there is some problem with drainage as far as Col. Pentakoff, who lives
down the hill,is concerned. He lives on the next lot, next to Lot 26.
They feel that there should be no variance granted on any lot size on Rhode
Island Avenue. This is a unique community, in that Franklin Park makes the
community. It has always been there. They would like it to stay as it has
always been. The first plan that was ever submitted in Fairfax County was
70 years ago in 1904 and it was of this area. It waS planned as a town.
He stated that he supposed that this was planned to be row houses. He
stated that his property and some of the other properties use two lots.
This original plan was never developed.

They recommend that Mr~ Whyte build one less house and stick with the
requirements on frontage. They realize that the, area will be developed and
as long as it is close to one-half acre they will be happy. They agree
that Mr. Whyte is upgrading the subdivision plan and that is fine. but look
ing at it realistically he isn't upgrading it as much as he is downgrading it.
This is expected, however.

Col. Pentakoff, 1929 Rhode Island Avenue. an abutting property owner, spoke
in opposition to this application. He stated that there is one stream in
that area that comes down to his property. All the garbage and junk from
the people who live above stream comes down to his property and if he can
build one more house because of this variance, it will only be one more
house to create garbage that'will end up on his property. He recommended
that if the Board does grant this variance, that they grant it consistent
with the average of the other houses in the area. His lot is 25A. His square
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RICHARD W. & FAYE G. WHITE (continued)
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footage is a little over 16,OOO.square feet. He stated that these lots that
are requested would average out to about the same size of his lot. He stated
that he ha~ i~vested a lot of money in !his property because of the type of
area that 1t 18 now. He stated that th1S frontage requirement should be

intained in keeping with the character of the area as it now exists.

r. Alexander L.. Stevas~ 19?O Rockingham Street, Lot 42 through 53, spoke in
pposition to th1S app11cat1on. He stated that he owns the abutting property

on Kinsington Street. The frontage is 150' and 300' deep. His next door
eighbor has 100' frontage and the neighbor below him has a large frontage

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

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

• Stevas stated that they are still on septic tanks. The builder was succes
ful in getting sewers, but his concern is if this variance is granted, the
evelopers will use this to substantiate additional variances in the property
ocated adjacent to his property. It will be used as a stepping stone as
re developers want to come in. They oppose this variance. They feel he

an develop his land in a reasonable way with one less lot.

thel DeBardeleben, 2012 Rockingham Street, spoke in opposition. She stated
hat she has one and one-half 50-foot lots which gives here 75' frontage.
he stated that she is the Vice-President of the Franklin Park Women's Club
nd they are concerned about maintaining the character of Franklin Park.

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

"n three houses instead of four. In addition, they feel that if he gets
his variance, other developers may come in and ask for similar variances.

he submitted several letters from neighbors recommending that this variance
e denied.

r. Smith accepted these letters for the record. These letters were from
r. and Mrs. George R. Pratt, 2008 Rockingham Street; Miss Martha Jane Clay
001, 2039 Rockingham Street; Floyd J. Sweet, 1910 Massachusetts Avenue;
ohn G. & Jean W. Shope, 2012 Rhode Island Avenue; ,Turner Rose, 1869 Rhode
sland Avenue; John & Deborah Fielka, 2029 Rhode Island Avenue; Henning
inden & MargueriteH. Linden, 1959 Rockingham Street; Franklin Park Woman's
lub, c/o Jean W. Shope, 2012 Rhode Island Avenue; Patricia E. Bembe;
vonne P. Warfield, 1948 Virginia Avenue; Raymond & Elizabeth W. Alexander,
909 Massachusetts Avenue; W. B.·DeGroot & Katherine S. DeGroot; E:JI\JIl&;.R. Groff,
907 Virginia 4vsnue and 1892 Virginia Avenue, respectively; Ethel Smith
eBardeleben. 2012 Rockingham Street.

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

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

ivon Parson. 1870 Virginia Avenue in Franklin Park, spoke in opposition.
e stated that he, is :roetired from the U.S. Forest Service and as a rasul t
f being in that profession, he has lived allover the world and thi~ is
he nicest place he has ever lived. They bought this property because
f the lovely. area. He stated ·that he owns Lots 1 and 2. He reoommended
enial in order to keep the cha~acter of this lovely neighborhood. He
tated that he knew that Mr. Whyte was leaving the area and that he wouldn't
ttempt to subdivide as long as he was.·planning to stay there. His children
re grown.

. Huntley then spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that Mr.
yte has no plans to leave this area. He moved there and bought this land

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

in the 50's and maintaining this land is becoming a problem. He stated that
he lives in Franklin Park himself at 2030 Rockingham Street, up the street
from this property. His parents moved there in 1936 and he has been a
resident for 36 years. Restated that he certainly would not be'in favor
of changing the character of the area. He stated that they subdivided the
Crimin I 6 property up on the hill with a variance. They panhandled the lots
to retain more of the character of the other houses in the area. They
still retained most of the trees. They are not trying to change the area.
This still will not be developing any time Boon as there is a sewer meritor
ium. Mr. Whyte wants to be able to replan these lots. They will have to
wait at least two years for the sewer. This is the Blue Plains Watershed.
It was upon his recommendation that Mr. Whyte applied for this variance.
He could remove a portion of the existing house to create enough frontage,
but he does want to live in this house like it is. He is quite satisfied
with this area.

Mr. Smith asked if the new zoning 9rdinance wo~ld allow them more density.

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

Mr. Kelley stated that the people who live here have raised several questions
and they also have stated that Mr. Whyte is upgrading the area. He stated
that he feels Mr. Whyte is entitled to a reasonable use of the land, but
personally he would like to do some further checking and also view this
property. He moved that Application V-234-73 be deferred for viewi~g and
additional information and for decision only until the 22nd of January,
1974.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

Motion passed unanimously.

II

11:00 - MOHAMED KHALID RADWAN, application Under Section 30-7.2.10.3.6 of
Ordinance to permit continued operation of recreation center limited
to billiards and ping pong table with change of-operator, 6184 B
Arlington BlVd., 51-3((18))4, Mason District, Wil1ston Shopping
Center, (5.939 acres), C-D, S-235-73.

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

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

Mr. Radwan stated that he operates under the trade name of "Jack and Jill."
He took over this operation in December, 1972. When the lease was assigned
to him from the previous owner, it never occurred to them that this was a
requirement, that the new assigned leasee had to come back to this Board.
He happened to stop in the Zoning Office one day to check on something else
and they said that it should have been changed. He then went to the auditor
and they applied for this change in the Special Use Permit.

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

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

Mr. Radwan stated that he did not have any. They used to have them, but afte
checking with the Zoning Office, they were told that this was not allowed.

There was no opposition to this application.

Mr. Radwan, in answer to Mr. Smith's question, stated that he is operating
this business himself at the present time, but they are looking for a good
manager. He stated that he also works as an international consultant.

',j(
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MOHAMED KHALID RADWAN (continued)
December 19, 1973

In application No. S-235-73, application by Mohamed Khalid Radwan, under
Section 30-7.2.10.3.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit continued operation
of recreation center limited to billiards and ping pong table, on property
located at 6184 B Arlington Blvd., Mason District, also known as tax rnap
51-3«18))4, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

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

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Horne Properties, Inc.
2. That the present zoning is C-D.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.939 acres.
4. That site plan approval is required.
5. That the use has been operating under Special Use Permit S-124-70

granted'August 4, 1970.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O.

Messrs. Baker and Barnes were absent.

II

11:20 - FULLERTON JOINT VENTURE, ~pplication under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit reduction of 100 ft. setback requirement adjacent to
residential zoned ground to 25 ft. and waiver of standard screening,
Fullerton St., 98-2((5»3 & 4 i 99-1((2)30, 31. and 32, Parcel A & B.
(total area: 1,513,001 square feetJ, Springfield District, I-L,
V-236-73.
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FULLERTON JOINT VENTURE (continued)
December 19,1973

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

Notices to property ownerS were in order. The contiguous owners were Lynch
Construction Corporation, P. O. Box 263, Springfield, Virginia and James P.
and Marie E. Pogozaloski, 5177 Linette Lane.

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

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

Mr. Cowles stated that it is not, it is in the Master Plan for residential.
The tract that is up for a rezoning is an abandoned gravel pit with excava
tions running 25 feet deep in places. The property is rugged and now is full
of pits and ravines. It is part of a 104-acre industrial park development
fronting on Rolling Road, with its long axis running in an east-west orienta
tion, and exiting over a newly constructed bridge onto Alban Road near the
Newington interchange on Interstate 95. As is indicated on the plats attache
with the application, the 100 foot setback virtually eliminates the productiv
and economic use of almost all the lots bordering the southern boundary of 'th
property. In fact, he stated, the combination of sideline setbacks, street
frontage setbacks and residential setback would completely preclude the
construction of any building on some of the lots.

He stated that they recognize the inherent value of such a setback from the
residential property, they are of the opinion that the circumstances sur
rounding this particular situation justify a variance. The adjacent tract,
even though it is master planned for residential use, is better suited in
locale and topography for industrial uses. While there is no guarantee
that the rezoning will be accomplished, they feel that the application is
indicative of an economic consensus of the most logical use of the property.
During the pendency of the aforesaid rezoning application so that the
orderly development of the subject property may proceed, they think the
variance from 100 feet to 25 feet would be proper and in accord with good
land use principles. The topography of the common property line runs over
rolling-hills, so that the grades of the adjacent properties will vary,
with the subject tract being in many cases as much as 20 feet above the adja
cent property and on other occasions as much as 8 feet below it. Permission
has been obtained from the adjacent property owner to do certain grading
on that property in order to make' more gradual and attractive grade changes
in the various locations. The applicant believes that therequested,isetoack
variance will provide adequate separation between the subject property's
utilization and ,any development on the adjacent tract, particularly when
coupled with appropriate site-by-site landscape and screening treatment
as required by the various site plans which will be submitted from time -to
time.

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

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

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

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

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

has all
north
is

He
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FULLERTON JOINT VENTURE (continued)
December 19, 1973

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

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

Mr. Oliver Bestley, Jr., one of the partners, 7617 Little River Turnpike,
Annandale, Virginia, spoke to the Board regarding this application. He
stated that one of the things that is misleading is the Springfield Master
Plan that should be updated every five years and it is now ten years old.
It put everything RE-l, but everything down that road is zoned 1-L and that
map doesn't reflect that. The Board of Supervisors has surrounded that piece
of land by industrial property. The Board has been shown pictures of the
boundary line and one can see that a 25' setback would be just as effective
from any development of the Lynch tract because of the topography.

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

Mr. Ed. Fhreurer, Assistant to the President of Wills and Van Metre, Inc., a
builder, spoke in opposition to this application. He stated that he did
not want to see the Board make a deoision on this until the decision on the
rezoning case C-526 is made. He stated that he is concerned about the inte
grity of the area.

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

Mr. Smith stated that he agreed that the adjacent property should be industria
but it is not and he did not feel the Board has proper justification to grant
a 75' variance at this point.

Mr. Kelley agreed.

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

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

Mr. Runyon stated that he would like to See this thing done once and for all,
but in fairness to the applicant, there are only three present and he did not
see much support for granting the application today.

Mr. Cowles asked how long it would be deferred.

Mr. Smith stated that it would be deferred until such time as they get a
decision on it. If the Planning Commission recommended it, it will give the
applicant some indication of how it is going.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O.

MessrS. Baker and Barnes were absent.

II

12:00 - REGLA ANGULO, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to
permit operation of a ballet school in basement of premises, 3300
Glen Carlyn Rd., 61-2((6»11, {10,006 s~. ft.).cMason District,
R-12.5, 8-239-73.
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Joseph Vaugham, 2122 South CUlpeper
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REGLA ANGULO (ctoninued)
December 19, 1973

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

Mr. Smith checked the notices to property owners and they were not in order.

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

The Board recessed the hearing at the request of the applicant and reschedule
it until January 22, 1974. Mr. Smith advised the applicant to send out the
proper notices.

II

12:20 - SHIRLEY L. BACON & ARLIN E. RANEY; application under Section 30-6.6
of Ordinance to permit less lot width than allowed by Ordinance, 1120
Chapel Rd., 76«S»11C. (1.845 acres). Springfield District, RE-l,
V-245-73 •

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

Notices to property ownerS were in order.
Bergman, 3920 Walnut Street, Fairfax, and
Street, Arlington, Virginia.

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

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

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

Mr. Kelley stated the Preliminary Engineering asked for a 45' frontage
dedication along Chapel Road. He asked if they were willing to dedicate.

Mr. Raney stated that he is willing to dedicate.

In application No. V-245-73, application by Shirley L. Bacon & Arlin E.
Raney, under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit leSS lot
width than allowed by ordinance, on property located at 11208 Chapel Road,
Springfield District, also known as tax map 76«5))11C, County of Fairfax,
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolu
tion:

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

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

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant.
2. That the pr~sent zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is L 845 acres.

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

41
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SHIRLEY L. BACON G ARLIN E. RANEY (continued)
December 19, 1973

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

Ca) exceptionally narrow lot.

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

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

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

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O.

Messrs. Baker and Barnes were absent.

II

DEFERRED CASES:

2:00 - WILLIAM L. SMYTH, et ux H. A. Salih, M.D. tla Foresight Institute,
application under Section 30-7'.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to permit Diag
nostic Center and SchOOl, Western Terminal of Woodbine La., 59-3«1»
part of parcel II, Providence District, RE-0.5, 8-116-73. (Deferred
from 10-10-73 for new plats and statement on trip generation and
parking.

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

The Board told the applicant that they would not be able to hear the case
as Mr. Runyon had to abstain as he worked on plats, and there were only two
members ~here who could vote on this c~se~ Therefore, there i~~_majority

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

Hr. 8alih, agreed to this.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had already held the public, hearing. This
deferral would be for decision only. The Board has viewed the property and
the proper plats are now in the file. In addition, there is a memorandum
from the applicant in the file giving the maximum trip generation ,and the
parking calculations. Therefore, this will be bro~ght up again when they
have a full-member Board.

/I

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

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimoUSly with the members present.

II
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BY: Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

and

Joyce Salamon

APPROVED: January 16, 1974
Date
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was
Held On Wednesday, January 9, 1974, in the Board Room
of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chair
man; .Loy P. Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes and
Charles Runyon. Joseph Baker was absent.

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

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

Mr. Smith stated that they would first elect a Vice-Chairman.

Mr. Barnes nominated Mr. Loy Kelley for Vice-Chairman for the year 1974.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

II

Mr. Kelley nominated Mr. Daniel Smith for Chairman for the year 1974.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

II

Mr. Kelley nominated Mrs. Jane C. Kelsey for Clerk to the Board of Zoning
Appeals for 1974.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

II

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

Mr. Smith stated that in view of the action taken by the Board of Supervisors
and the discussions they had had this morning with the County Attorney, Lee
Ruck, he was sure the Board had reached certain conclusions as to some of
the items on tOday's agenda.

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

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

Mr. Knowlton stated that the Staff notified all the applicants for Special
Use Permits that the Board could not hear the cases today and this is per
haps why there is no one present interested in the application.

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

40
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I Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O.

Mr. Runyon abstained and Mr. Baker was absent.

I
Mr. Smith asked Mr. Knowlton if he would notify themo! the deferral action
and asked Mrs. Kelsey if she would prepare a letter for his signature noti
fying the applicants of this action. Mr. Smith further stated that any
action the Board takes today will be in cOmIormity with· the emergency
ordinance and all applicants will have to comply with this amendment.

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

II
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10:20 - NORTON FOXMAN, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permit an interior lot with less width than allowed by Ordinance
at building setback line, 7922 Old Falls Rd., 29-2«1»3, (34,382
sq. ft.), Dranesville District, RE-l, V-243-7Q.

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

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

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

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

Notices to property ownerS were in order. The contiguous owners were McLean
Hunt Association, 5021 Seminary Road, Alexandria, Virginia and Eugene Elliott,
7914 Old Falls Road, McLean, Virginia.

Mr. Fagelson stated that under Section 30-13.4.9 of the Fairfax County Zoning
Ordinance, a parcel of land was divided and the portion adjacent to Old Falls
Road was left, which this application is concerned with. There was not a
subdivision, but a division. They now have a lot which is the residue of
this division, but unfortunately, it is only 146.45' at the building restric
tion line. To the east of that lot is a 50' lot which was originally con
veyed out prior to the 1959 Ordinance an~ that has given them an odd shaped
lot which causes them not to have the 150 1 requirement at the building
restriction line.

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

In application No. V-243-73, application by Norton Foxman & Madison Construc
tion Corporation, under Section 30-6.6 of ~he Zoning Ordinance, to permit an
interior lot with less width than allowed at building setback line (146.4'),
on property located at 7922 Old Falls Road, DranesvilleDistrict, also known
as tax map 29-2«1»3, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

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

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

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

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

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

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot.

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

I
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NORTON rOXMAN (continued)
January 9, 1974

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 saae land.

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously ~ith the members present.

II

10:~0 - WESTGATE CHILD CENTER CORP., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of Ordinance, to permit day care center for 90 children, hours between
6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m, 1731 Great Falls St., 30-3«1»21A, (178,881
sq. ft.), Dranesville District, RE-l, operation from Garfield Memorial
Church, 8-244-73.

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

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

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

II

11:00 - MR. & MRS. ROY W. KORTH, SR., application under Section 30-6.6 of
Ordinance to permit enclosure of existing carport (within 19.17' of
side line) and to permit addition of new carport closer to side line
than allowed (6.5';0£ side), 6620 Ridgeway Dr., 90-1»2»210,
(30,510 sq. ft.), Springfield District, RE-O.5, Springvale Subdivi
sion, V-246-73.

'.
Mr. Roy W. Korth, 6620 Ridgeway Drive, Springfield, Virginia, represented he
and his wife before the Board.

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

Mr~ Korth stated that the reason they are requesting this variance is to
provide a family room. They feel that if they enclose their present car-
port and do not add another carport, it will not be architecturally compatible
with the house nor wixh the- neighborhood. They have seen other houses
where this has been done without adding another carport and they do not
like the looks of those houses. The other side of the house has a severe
slope and they would not be able to build there. The rear of the yard also
slopes to a great degree. The enclosure of the existing carport requires
them to need a variance for that also.

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

Mr. Korth stated that the outside size will be 12.67', but the inside will not
be that large because of the brick pillars that they will use for the car
port. They have owned tpe property for 17 years and they plan to continue
to reside there. This addition is for the use of his own family.

mbe Board then discussed the extent of the topography problem.

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

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. V-246-73, application by Mr. & MrS. Roy W. Korth, Sr.,
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit enclosure of exist
ing carport & permit new carport closer to side property line than allowed
by Ordinance, on property located at 6620 Ridgeway Drive, Springfield
District, also known as tax map 90-1«2»210, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following reso
lution:

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 20ning Appeals;
~d

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

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
22. That the present zoning is RE-0.5

3. That the area of the lot is 30,510 square feet.
4. The enclosed structure would be 19.5 feet from the side lot line, and

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

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

1. That the applicant has s.atisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a at,rict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
ould result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that would de

prive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

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

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, 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

as started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira
ion.

3. Zrchitecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall be
ompatible with existing dwelling.

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

Runyon seconded the motion.

e motion passed 4 to o.

Baker was absent.

/
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11:20 - METROPOLITAN CHRISTIAN CENTER, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11
of Ordinance, to permit erection of church, 5411 Franconia Road,
81-4«1»66, (2.52 acres), Lee District, R-12.5, 8-247-73.

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

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

Mr. Kelley stated that in view of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors
on January 7, 197~, of the emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically
Chapter 30-19, the Board of Zoning Appeals. moves that this application be
deferred for a period not to exceed 60 days.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0, with Mr. Runyon abstaining and Mr. Baker absent.

II

12:00 - H. DIXON SMITH, application under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of Ordinance,
to permit shed to remain 0.7' from rear lot line, 1124 Chadwick Ave.,
102-2«l4»(C)3; and part of 2~ 01,250 sq. ft.), Mt. Vernon District,
RE-O.S, Collingwood Manor Subdivision, V-248-73.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith appeared before the Board.

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

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

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

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

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that he had lived at this ~~cation for 5 years and
intendS to continue to make it his home. Shortly after he purchased the
property, he decided to put in a pool. He had the pool installed by Anthony
Pools and at the time the equipment was installed very close to the property
line. Since that time, he has been trying to make plans to cover that
equipment. He finally, after consultations with most of his neighbors,
dedided to build this shed and cover the roof with cedar shakes. He was not
aware of the restriction of the lot line. until after they had put in the
footings and had the building almost completed.

There is a chain link fence with interwoven board separating his prope~ty

from the property next door.

The Chairman asked why he needed such a large building just to cover the
equipment.

Mr.H. Dixon Smith stated that he did not need this large building just to
cover the equipment, but he thought since he was building the shed, he might
as well build it large enough to store the pool accessories such' as lawn
chairs, etc.

Chairman Smith asked if they had a building permit prior to building the
shed.

know
Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that they did not, as they did not~it was required.
He stated that he was told not to apply for a building permit until he
received a variance.

47
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Mr. Smith stated that the Board could not possibly grant a variance on a
building that exists until it has been inspected by the building inspector
as to whether or not it conforms with bae building code. I
Mr. Armstrong, who resides at 1124 Chadwick Avenue, stated that he had been
elping Hr. Smith work on this shed and they have Quen visited on four occa

sionaby the inspector and that have been told just to stop construction
until they have a, ruling from this Board.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that they did have a copy of the permit for the
pool, but it was at home.

Chairman Smith asked Mr. Ash, the Zoning Inspector, if he would go to the
Zoning Office and make a copy of the permit for the Board's file.

r. Ash stated that he would do so immediately.

I

Chairman Smith asked Mr. H. Dixon Smith why he needed to have a cover over
the equipment. If it had been installed without a cover, then it should have

een the type of equipment that would not need a cover.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that it is rusting from the water that has seeped
into it. The heater particularly is beginning to rust.

Mr. Kelley inqui~ed as to the height of the building.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith
and 10 feet wide.
they had to put it

stated that it was eight feet high and eight feet deep
He stated that because of the size of the equipment
in 10 feet wide.

I

I

I

1121 Gladstone Place, spoke in favor of this applica-

rs. Scholtz stated that they have been owners in the Collingwood Manor
Subdivision for 19 years and they have followed the growth closely. She
stated that she has also appeared before this Board in opposition in some
of the cases that have com, up. She stated that the applicant has been a

elcome neighbor to the community and has been active in their citizen
association and she did not believe he would do anything to offend his
neighbors. She stated th.t there have been about three other variances
granted in this neighborhood. She stated that their prope~y abuts at
the rear lot line and they have no objection to this shed. They have seen
it and they support it.

r. Kelley stated that he would like to point out one thing. Mrs. Scholtz
eferred to the other variances that have been granted and he felt that each

case has to. stand on its own merits. This variance is only 7 inches from a
property line and he was sure the other variances were not that close .

. T. C. Armstrong, 1124 Chadwick Avenue, spoke in favor of this application.
e submitted a letter from Mrs. William Barentine,one of the oontiguous

property owners,stating that she had no objection and that she had planned
o be present to speak in favor of this application, but was not able to

attend due to circumstances that arose this morning.,
. Wilson, 1127 Gladstone Drive, spoke in opposition to this application.

e stated that his lot and Mr. ,H. Dixon Smith's lot are back~to-back. He
stated that the building that Mr. H. Dixon Smith is in the process of
constructing should be four feet from the property line. At this moment
is plats show that he is 7 inches from the property line, but this is on
he west side. Heatated that he has made some measurements himself and

finds that the building itself is only 5~ inches from the property line.
e footings are not parallel with the lot line. He is 85% closer to the

roperty line than the ordinance requires. On the footings he has an eight~

inch cinderblock and then an 8~foot panel, the roof is 30 inches, which makes
he building ll~ feet high instead of 8 feet.

r. Kelley stated that he couldn't see much difference between 5~ and 7
inches, but he could understand what he is trying to say.

Chairman Smith stated that the Board is in receipt of a letter from Mr.
Scholtz stating that they are in favor of this shed.
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property line and that would have been

Was this approval for the pool also
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Chairman Smith stated that if he has a heater, he can understand why he
needs a shed to cover it. He stated that he would like to refer this back
to the Zoning Administrator and find out why the equipment got this close to
the property line as the heater concerns him.

Mr. Barnes stated that after looking at
in, it shows the equipment close to the
the first question he would have asked.
for the equipment?

Mr. Mitchell stated that the pool meets the setback requirements.

Mr. Wilson submitted pictures to the Board of how he obtained his measure
ments and pictures showing the shed as it related to his property.

Mr. Wilson stated that they also have a drainage problem now and when Mr.
H. Dixon Smith gets the roof on his shed, the water will run off in his yard
instead of Mr. Smith's, making the problem even worse.

Mr. Smith stated that under the ordinance he is not allowed to do that.

Mr. Wilson stated that it may look fine from Mr. Smith's yard, but from his
yard all he can see is the eight inch concrete footing, 8 inches of cinder
block crudely laid and the plywood roof and paneling, with the roof and part
of the paneling showing over the fence. He stated that from his yard it is
not an appealing sigh~ and he did not feel that Mr. Smith nor any of the
neighbors would want that view from their property. He stated that he feels
this will depreciate his property values.

Chairman Smith asked how he would feel if Mr. H. Dixon Smith reduced the
size of the building to a point where it would not project over the fence.

Mr. Wilson stated that because of the footing and the drainage prob.lem,
he would still object because he felt the water problems have been much worse
since Mr. Smith erected this building, because of the way the water runs.

Mrs. Dorothy Wilson, 1127 Gladstone Place, stated that Mr. Smith had made a
statement that he had consulted his neighbors, but they have lived there
since 1958 and at no time has he consulted them about this building and
what he intends to do. The first she knew of it was October 22nd when he and
Mr. Armstrong, his son-in-law, started building the building and continued
on Sunday, October 28th.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith spoke in rebuttal. He stated that the pool equipment is
now on a slab, that was there all along. They did put the footings for the
building four inches closer to the property line to get a place for the wall
to be built~ They could not build the building on the same slab as the
equipment was on.

Chairman Smith asked if the oil fire heater was installed at the same time
that the other pool equipment was installed.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that it was not, but it was installed before the
final inspection, because the inspector told him.it would be better if he
could cover it. ,
Mr. H.Dixon Smith stated that he had consulted ~ith Mr. Wilson because he
went over there to look at Mr. Wilson's shed and discussed what type of
shed would be the best. As far as the water drainage off the shed roof onto
Mr. Wilson's property, he has told Mr. Wilson that he ,would be happy to put
up guttering that would bring the water back to his property.

Mr. Runyon stated that he believed they should check with ~he Fire Marshal
as to the requirement that a frame building must set back off the property
line. Four feet is the fire regulation. He stated that he is not too
worried about the heater, as the pictures show it to be well ventilated.

Chairman .Smith stated that this shed was not built with a building permit.

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not see where that would be as much of a problem
as the fire regulation. He stated that he did not think the Board has the
power to waive this.

() '19
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Mr. Barnes asked Mr. Ash if he had made any measurements.

Mr. Ash stated that he had not. The actual measurement of the building was
~ot brought out until the pla~ was subm~tted.for the variance. The building
~nspector was down there and ~ssued a v~olat~on notice regarding the lack of
the building permit. He also found some deficiencies. These deficiencies
had to do with the foundation.

Mr. Runyon moved this case be deferred for a period of two weeks, until
January 22, 1974, in order to obtain from the Fire Marshal information as to
whether or not they would be able to vary that four-foot requirement.

Chairman Smith stated that the Board should just ask for a report and not put
him on the spot like that. The Board should just ask the Electrical Inspec
tor and Building Inspector to cheok this out and give a report on it.

Mr. Wilson asked if he could speak and Chairman Smith stated that that would
be out of order. He could submit any additional information in writing.
Chairman Smith t~ld Mr. H. Dixon Smith that he could also submit anything
in writing that he feels might be helpful.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

II

2:00 - KENA TEMPLE, application under Section 30-7.1.5.1.4 of Ordinance to
permit expansion of facilities, (new building for banquet and ballroom,
and additional parking), (applicant now under Special Use permit), 9001
Arlington BlVd., 48-4«1»42A, (26.8897 acres), Providence District,
RE-l, S-254-73, Out-of-Turn Hearing.

Mr. Peale from Kena Temple had presented the notices to the Board. The
contiguous property owners were Phil H. & Helen Bucklew, 3142 Barkley Drive
and Joseph H. Dellinger, 3122 Barkley Drive, Fairfax, Virginia.

Mr. Smith stated that they would accept notices as proper notification and
file them with the case. It will not be necessary for the applicant to
provide any additional notification at a future date.

was no one in the room interested in the application except Mr. Peale,
presented the notices.

r. Kelley stated that in view of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors on
January 9, 1974, of the emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically
Chapter 30-19, the Board of Zoning Appeals moved that this application be
deferred for a period not to exceed 60 days.

Barnes seconded the motion.

e motion passed 3 to 0, with Mr. Runyon abstaining and Mr. Baker absent.

CASES:

HOPE MONTESSORI SCHOOL, LTD., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of Ordinance to permit increased enrollment to 82 pupils, 4614 Ravens
worth Rd., 71_1«l»57A & 62, Annandale District, R-10, (2.975 aores),
S-200-73. (Deferred from 11-21-73 for proper notices).

r. Harry E. Middleton, Jr., attorney for the applicant represented them
efore the Board.

otices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Gateway
evelopment company, 14818 London Towne Road, Centreville and Mr. John
oach, 7152 Woodland Drive, Springfield, Virginia.

ere was no one else in the room interested in the application.
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HOPE MONTESSORI.SCHOOL~ LTD., (continued)
January 9, 197~

Mr. Kelley stated that in view of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors on
January 7, 1914, of the emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically Chap
ter 30-19, the Board of Zoning Appeals moved that this application be deferred
for a period not to exceed 60 days.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0, with Mr. Runyon abstaining and Mr. Baker absent.

II

2:30 - ANNE SYKES CAVINESS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordin
ance to permit day care center, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., for 30 child
ren, 6415 s. Kings Highway, (64,000 sq. ft.), 83-3«5»(3)5, part of
1, 2, 3, & 4, Lee District, R-17, 8-227-73. (Deferred from 12-12-73
for viewing and new plats).

The plats had been received and were reviewed by the Board.

Mr. Smith stated that one of the biggest concerns of the Board was the entranc
and exit from Kings Highway.

Mr. Kelley stated that he had gone down there and viewed the property on two
occasions and he felt the road was too narrow and the traffic conditions
were bad. He stated that he realized that we need this type operation, but
he did not feel this was the right location for it, due to the traffic con
ditions.

In application No. S-227-73, application by Anne Sykes Caviness, under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit day care center for 30 child
ren, on property located at 6415 S. Kings Highway, also known as tax map
83-3«5»(3)5, part of 1,2,3, G 4, Lee District, County of Fairfax, Mr.
Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution;

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
per~y owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on
the 12th day of December, 1973 and deferred until January 9. 1974 for view
ing and new plats.

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

1. That the owner of the Subject property is Samuel L. Troobnick.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the lot is 64,000 square feet.

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

1. That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained as he had not had the oppor
tunity to view the property.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II
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2:45 - JOSEPH & MAUDE SHOLTIS', application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.7 of
Ordinance to permit continuation of antique shop with Use of accessory
building behind house, 9625 Braddock Road, 69-1{{1))26, (54,473 sq.
ft.), Springfield District, RE-l, S-224-73. (Deferred from December 5,
1973 for 'decision only and deferred again from 12-12-73 for decision
only) •

Mr. C. Douglas Adams, attorney for the applicant, appeared before the Board.

Mr. Smith stated that this was deferred for decision only and for the appli
cant to submit an Agreement, in writing, that the applicant would agree to
satisfy the nearby property owners. That agreement was received and was in
the file.

Mr. Barnes moved to grant in part, and his original motion stated that it was
granted except for the metal building. That metal building could not be
used as a part of the antique bus iness.

Mr. R~yon seconded the motion and inquired if that meant that they could not
even store their 40tiques in this building, if perhaps, they sold an item
one day and the customer would pick it up the next day.

Mr. Barnes stated that he would not want any sales out of this building.

Mr. Smith asked if this cleared up the question.

Mr. Adams asked if he could ask a question to clarify the motion. He stated
that he had asked that this be granted without requiringthem,to dedicate
and that th~ building be allowed to be used for. the storage for the antiques.

Mr. Smith stated that this Resolution is not debatable from the floor at this
point.

Mr. Adams stated that if the motion is that they cannot usethe"IJ!.e,tal build
ing for storage and they also will have t.o,de,dicate, ,'thtm.~1-.i.11 withdraw
their application. The original motion was not as restrictive as this one and
it stated they would not have to dedicate.

Mr. Smith stated that he would question whether or not they could withdraw
the application when there is a motion on the floor.

Mr. Barnes stated that he did not mind them using a part of this building for
minor storage, but there should not be any sales out of it.

r. Runyon stated that he did not know how restrictive the ordinance was,
but they might not be able to repair furniture out of this building or any
building for that matter, but they would have to comply with all other County
regulations and this would cover it.

Mr. Kelley stated that they seemed to be discussing this thing again~ He
would like to ask Mr. Adams why there has been such a change. At the original
hearing som!! years ago, Mr. Sholtis made the statement that theY would look
for a commercial place to operate this antique shop. Now they say that they
could never run a commercial place of business.

Mr. Adams stated that that was correct, as when they originally applied they
did have the idea of moving, but with Mrs. Sholtis's deteriorating condition,
they could not pos~~bly do this.

Mr. Barnes stated that he would amend his Resolution to prohibit the sale
of antiques from this building, but permit them to store several pieces of
furniture out there.

Mr. Adams then again questioned the dedication.

r. RunYYD stated that it is only 60' from the centerline of the road, which
ould mean only 35' 0f their property; 1,500 square feet.

stated that this Resolution also limits this use to a two-year

r. Adams stated that they would prefer to have it on an annual inspection
asis. These people are non-commercial, he stated, but they would agree to

this dedication, if the Board would grant the permit for a longer period than
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JOSEPH S MAUDE SHOLTIS (continued)
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two years. He stated that this dedication is only 1,500 square feet which
is very minor.

Mr. Smith suggested that the Board ~ant it for 2 years with the Zoning
Administrator being empowered to grant for 3 additional one-year periods.

In application No. 8-224-73, application by Joseph S Maude Sholtis, under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.7 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit continuance of
antique shop with use of accessory building behind house, on property loca
ted at 9625 Braddock Road, Springfield District, also known as tax map 69-1
«1»26, County of Fairfax, Mr. Barnes moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 5th day of December,· 1973, and deferred to the 9th day of January,
1974 for decision and agveement by applicant.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Joseph R. & Maude A. Sholtis.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. ThCj.t the area of ,the lot is 54,473 square feet.
4 . That site :plan approval is required.
5. That comp11ance with all County Codes is required.
6. Appliqants have been operating an antique shop as a home occupation

pursuant to Special Use Permit S-57-69, granted on March 25, 1969, in their
residence which is located on the southwest side of Braddock Road approximatel
200 feet southeast of its junction with Powell Road in Springfield District.

7. A one-story metal storage building has been erected on the property
and consequent to a notice of violation, the current application was filed
to permit continuing use of the house as an antique shop, with the right to
use the accessory building· behind the house.

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject 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
withQut further action of this Board, and is for the location indiqated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
Submitted ,with this application, except the metal building shall only be used
for storage. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses,wbether or not these additional uses requi~e a use permit,
shall be oause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this Board. These
changes include, but are not limited to, changes of ownership, changes of
the operator, changes in signs, and changes in screening or fencing.

'-/-. -This granting does not constitute' exemption from, the various require
ments of· this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil
ling his obligation TO .OBTAINNON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE. ---

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permi t on the property of the use and be made available to all Department's
of'the.County of Fairfax during the hours of ope~atiGn of the permitted use.

DS3
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6. Owner to dedicate to 60'from the centerline of the right-of-way for
the full frontage of the property for future road widening along Braddock
Road.

7. Landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of the
Director'of eounty Development.

B. Hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 6 days per week,
Monday through Saturday, by appointment only.

9. This permit is granted for 2 years only with the Zoning Administrator
being empowered to grant three, one-year extensions.

10. 1,000 square feet of the metal building behind the house may be used
for storage only.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker was absent.

II

3:00 - VINE STREET ASSOCIATES, ROBERT W. DUDLEY & ALFRED J. HONEYCUT, applica
tion under Section 30-6.6 or-Ordinance, to permit variance of 75 feet
setback requirement from Route 495 to 50.55 feet, 5621 Vine Street,
81-2((4))34, Lee District, I~L, V-209-73 (Defer for repo~t from Staff
on development pattern and on parking and on ,decision as to whether
parking is allowed in ,75' setback area, from 12-5-73 and 12-12-73.

Mr. Rinaldi, attorney for the applicant, appeared before'~the Board.

He stated that he would like to comment that the applicant is willing
to make a consession that when the Route 495 is widened that he would remove
the building and return the property to its original condition,' 'but they
would like to have the building until that time.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had been made aware that it is only a matter
of a very short time before the highway will be widened. Aside from this,
however, the justification that they have given leaves some doubt as to whethe
or not the Board would be justified in granting this variance.

Mr. Rinaldi stated that at the previousheaI'ing, they were"able to show-that
this property is well screened with trees and there is a fast slope at the
rear of the property.

Mr. Smith stated that the variance runs with the land and once the Board has
granted a variance, he did not believe they could condition it. Therefore,
there is some question in his mind as to whether or not this is a reasonable
condition. He stated that he questioned whether or not the applicant had a
case under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance. The slope that he spoke
of is at the extreme rear of the lot and Would have no effect on this build
ing. This applicant has a condition that is similar to all the other lots
along this street.

Mr. Kelley stated that he believes it was stated at the public hearing that
the applicant was aware of this problem at the time he purohased the property.
He stated that he agreed with the Chairman that if the Board grants this
variance, they would be setting a precedent and the Board has to be consis
tent. He stated that the Board could not grant a variance to this applicant
and turn down the next one who has the same problem. He stated that he did
not believe that their hardship is such that they are entitled to a variance.

Mr. Smith stated that he had viewed the site and it is now being used for
storage and parking and the applicant is benefitting from using it for con
struction purposes. Therefore, the hardship is not quite as bad as indica
ted. It appeared to him that theycwere using it for outside storage so they
are not restricted to the degree that they have indicated.

Mr. Rinaldi stated that the equipment that is stored in this area should not
be left in the weather. It is small mechanical equipment.

Mr. Smith stated that he agreed that it would be more desirable to have
them under cover, but this -is a factor that the Board cannot take into oon~

sideration when granting a variance. It certainly would be more sightly, but
again, there is no justification in the Zoning Ordinance for a variance
based on aesthetics.
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Mr. Runyon stated that he had been trying to find something that this would
fit under in the Ordinance and the only thing that would apply would be an
exceptionally shallow lot.

Mr. Smith stated that this is true of all the lots along that street. He
stated that it seemed to him that the prOper course of action would be to
try to alleviate the 75' setback requirement f~m Route 495 and in so doing
would be able to alleviate any hardship for this property and any other
property abutting an interstate highway. This needs to be a zoning change.
A 50' setback is the normal setback from a highway in most of the County.
The Ordinance prohibits the Board from granting a variance based on a general
condition and this is general throughout this industrially zoned area. If
there is a hardship, it is a hardship on several lots.

Mr. Runyon stated that in view of this discussion and the testimony at the
public hearing and because he is unable to find a proper justification that
this Board can work under in this case, he would make the following motion.

In application No.V-209-73, application by Vine Street Associates, Robert
W. Dudley & Alfred J. Honeycut, under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance,
to permit variance of 75 ft. setback requirement from Rt. 495 to 50.55 feet,
on property located at 5621 Vine Street, Lee District, also known as tax map
81-2«4»34, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following reSOlution:

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

WHEREAS, followinaproper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the .property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 28th day of November, 1973 and deferred to the 5th ,day of December, 1973,
the 12th day of December, 1973 and again to the 9th day of January, 1974.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Dudley & Honeycut t/a
Vine Street Associates.

2. That the present zoning is I-L.
3. That the area of the lot is 18,260 square feet.

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

1
tions
mit a

That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical condi
exist which under an interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would per
variance.

I

I

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, tijat the ,subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimoUSly with the members present.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

HARRISON W. GALE, S_202_72, 9718 Beach Mill Road, Dranesville District,
8«1»5 - Request for an extension.

Mr. Smith stated that before the Board extends this permit, they should find
out if the applicants now have their site plan approval or a site plan
waiver.

He stated that he would also like to know if they have begun construction.

Mr. Runyon stated that they have not begun operation and they did not have
to construct anything but the bathrooms and the widening of the entrance.
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Mr. Smith asked Mr. Mitchell if he would have an inspector check this and give
a report and also 'check to see whether or not there is a site plan waiver.

He stated that the Board would act on this next week.

II

PINEWOOD STATIONS - Special Use Permit S-217-73

Mr. Smith read a letter from Preliminary Engineering which stated:

"In connection with the subject swimming pool, I would like to call your
attention to the fact that the pool is to be available for use by the present
residents of the Newington area according to the letter submitted by the
developer at the rezoning hearing.

A search of the Board of Zoning Appeals resolution for the special use permit
reveals there is no mention of the commitment, nor has there been provisions
for on-site parking as there was in the plan submitted to the B.Z.A.

We request your decision on whether or not this plan should be resubmitted to
the B.Z.A. to incorporate commitments made to the Board of Supervisors."

Mr. Smith stated that this should be sent back to Preliminary Engineering
with a request that they inform the Board of Zoning Appeals exactly what the
commitments to the Board of Supervisors were, in order that the Board of
Zoning Appeals might incorporate them in the Resolution granting this Special
Use Permit.

II

Several gentlemen appeared before the Board from the Sikh Dharma Brotherhood.
They had presented a letter to Mr. Knowlton who had given the le~ter to Mr.
Smith which stated that they intended to use a 35-acre tract of land at 10505
Pohick Road, Fairfax Station. Virginia, to construct a building to be ueed
as a place of worship where regular services will be held. They plan to
partially surround the temple with water and formal gardens. TheTemple
will be open to all who wish to attend. The seminary would be for the pur
pose of training and educating ministers. It would include olassrooms,
offices and residential facilities. There would be a farm to raise food for
the seminary and to afford an environment of hard, simple, honest work. Also,
included would be a pottery and wood working workship. The students and
teachers would live at the seminary and maintain the grounds in addition to
carrying out their studies and community duties.

Mr. Smith asked them if Mr. Knowlton had given them a decision on Whether or
not they would be able to use the premises for wood working, pictures~ etc.

They told him that Mr. Knowlton had not given them an answer.

Mr. Smith stated that the use ror religious purposes would-be fine under the
Ordinance, but he could not see how the other would be allowed. Education
also would be allowed under the Ordinance and raising farm prOducts, but
when it comes to woodworking and pottery making, etc.~ he did not feel this
would be allowed, if they were going to sell it.

The spokesman stated that the woodworking and pottery making is something they
do While they are in training. They keep some of the items and use them in
the temple. The rest they wanted to sell-

Mr. Smith stated again that this woulch.l t be~,i!Illowed. He further stated that
this is something that he would have to di~cuss with Mr. KnOWlton. At the
moment~ the Staff cannot even accept an application for a Special'Use Permit
for the next 18 month period.

Mr. Smith asked if they nOw own the land.

I

I

I

I

Mr. Smith stated that there is no way the Board can hear the case prior to
February 15th. The public hearing on the emergency amendment to the ordinance
that prevents the Staff from taking applications for Special Use Permits does
not come before the Board of Supervisors until February 11, 197~.

The spokesman answered that they do not.
basis and have not made a down payment.
February 15, 197~.

They have signed it on a contin••ncy
There is a limit on the contract of

I
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---13~
Dan1el Sm1th, Cha1rman

APPROVED: iff-frW"7f 070197)/
ate

and

Joyce Salamon

BY: Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

The meeting adjourned at 3:22 P.M.

Mr. Kelley stated that he certainly would like to see him reappointed and if
there are any comments in the letter the Chairman writes to the Judge, hewou
like to say that Mr. Barnes has made the Board a very good member and he woul
like to continue to serve with him as long as he is on the Board. He moved
that the Chairman direct a letter to Judge SinClair with the comments that
he had just made.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith stated that the Chair will direct this Resolution to the attention
of the Judge pointing out the outstanding performance that Mr. Barnes
has rendered to the Board of Zoning Appeals over the year. The motion passed
unanimously with the members present.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

Mr. Smith stated that the Clerk had advised him that Mr. Barnes's term expire
Feburary "19, 1974. He stated that the Board should notify Judge Sinclair of
this expiration.

Mr. Runyon moved that the minutes of October 10, 17, and 24, be approved with
minor corrections.

Mr. Smith suggested they keep in touch with the Staff on the status of this
ordinance, and in the meantime, he would have a discussion with Mr. Knowlton
regarding this. He asked the Clerk to make copies of this letter for the
Board members.
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, January 16, 197~, in the
Board Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman, Joseph
Baker and Charles Runyon. Mr. George Barnes was
absent.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Covington

Mr. Smith stated that any action that this Board takes today will be in com
pliance with the emergency ordinance passed by the, Board of Supervisors. The
Board has again been in discussion with the County Attorney and the Zoning
Administrator, Mr. Knowlton, regarding this emergency amendment to the ordi
nance, and the Board is trying to operate within the framework of this amend
ment. For that reason, we have been deferring use permits and expansions of
use permits for a period of time in order that the Board of Supervisors might
hold a public hearing on this emergency amendment, and probably come up ,with
some changes to it. He thanked the people in the audience for their considera
tien and patience in waiting for the Board this morning.

10:00 - DOMINICAN RETREAT HOUSE OF ST. CATHERINE DERICCI, INC., application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Ordinance, to permit convent and
retreat house, expansion of facilities, (12.4 acres), 7103 Old Dominio
Drive, 30-1«1))86, Dranesville District, R-12.5, S-249-73.

Mr. Philip Bro~hjf, attorney for the applicant represented them before the
Board. His address is 106 Little Falls Street, Falls Church, Virgini, 22046.

Notices to property ownerS were in order. He stated that all the. property
owners notified were contiguous. Two of them were Charles B. Harrison, 7207
Van Ness Court, McLean; and George Davis, 3815 Mayflower Drive, McLean.

Mr. Kelley made the following motion: "Because of the emergency amendment
passed by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974, toChaptar 3&~speci
fically 3IT-19 of the Zoning Ordinance, I move that the Board of zoning Appeals
defer t~is case for a periOd not to exceed sixty (60) days in order for the
Board of Supervisors to hold a public hearing on the ordinance and hopefully
come up with some feasible solution regarding existing 'use permits where ex
pansions are necessary."

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

Mr. Brothy asked if there was any infoFmation the Board could give on a possi
ble rescheduling.

Mr. Smith stated that they would be notified and would be given ample time to
renotify the same people that they notified previously.

There was no one in the audience in opposition to this application.

II

10:20 - NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEMY, application under Section 30
7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ordinance to permit expansion of Christiah Eduoation
Facility which was granted under S~U.P. S-63-73, (23.88 acres), ~601

W. Ox'Road, 56-1<(1»)10 & 11, Centreville District, RE~l'. S-250-73.

Rev. John Bonds, 4601 West Ox Road, represented the applic~t before the
Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contic:uOusQWinlitr$we:re Louise
Cross, ~623 West Ox Road, and Bobby Greer, ~~38 Leg.tORo~d.Fairfax~

Mr. Smith told Reverand Bonds that he had heard the .etion of the previous
case and he was sure that the Board of SupervisQ:rs~theCQwity At1:orney
are giving thought to this particular type of 'wte p~t,: but at this time,
this Board has been deferring theseappl±~CltiOl'is in l):¢O:mpl.ian<;8',lfith this
emergency ordinance to give the Board of Supervisors theoppo~unity to hold
a public hearing and to finalize that or~inance.
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEMY (continued)
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Reverand Bonds asked if he could address the Board on this matter and submit
a written statement.

Mr. Smith told him that he could, and they would accept the written statement
for the record. (Statement can be found in file for this application).

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is well aware of the existing use permit now
in force at this location, but in lieu of the action of the Board on previous
similar cases, it would only be fair that they treat this case the same way.
The Board has searched for a way to alleviate the possible hardship on the
existing permits in areas such as this, and the Board hopes that by February
11th, when the Board of Supervisors hold their publ~c hearing on the amend
ment, some of the problems will be taken care of. The Board has been assured
that this is a possibility, and the Board has spent quite a bit of time dis
cussing these possibilities with theCounty Attorney and Zoning Administrator.

He stated that he was sure that quite a few of the Board of Supervisors mem
bers are anxious to alleviate any hardShip on a public facility such as this,
but this Board is not in a position to do other than what the Board has done
on the previous cases. Hopefully, the Board can get back to these cases
before the 60 days are up.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board of Zoning Appeals has talked about this
quite a bit and last week he abstained and this week he had intended to do
the same thing, but the only way that this Board can get around this mess
that has been created by the Board of Supervisors is to defer these cases at
least until the pUblic hearing is held and then try to expedite the cases in
a timely. fashion. He stated that he could speak about the thing for a cou
ple of hours,but there is no sense in wasting a lot of time, therefore, becaus
of the action by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974, in passing the
emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically 30~19, he moved that the'Board
of zoning Appeals defer this case fan a period not to exceed sixty (60) days.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

Mr. Kelley stated that he appreciated the confidence that Reverand Bonds has
in this Board, and as Mr. Runyon has pointed out, this Board has dOne every
thing in their power to work these things out. He stated that the only rea
son he is not abstaining from this case is because this is the only way this
Board can go. He stated that it is not his feeling that this should have
been handled this way, however, the Board feels that there are certain things
that will be ironed out and he would hope that it will be ironed out as soon
after the February 11th, 1974 meeting as possible. The Board says a maximum
of 60 days which means it could be heard prior to that, which is his feeling
in going along with the Board of Supervisors and,the County Attorney. He
stated that he would hope that there would be a solution to these problems
where there is already an existing Special Use Permit.

Mr. Baker stated that the only reason he seconded the motion is because he
could not see any alternate solution and he is completely in accord with the
statements made pythe other Board members.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

Mr. Barnes was absent.

II

10:40 - EDWARD JOSEPH MAHONEY, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit addition of family room and bathroom addition closer to
rear lot line than allowed by Ordinance, 7103 Oakridge Rd., 50-3«4»
66, Woodley Subdivision, Providence District, (Ql.la~- sq.-ft), R-10,
V-237-73.

Mr. Mahoney, 7103 Oakridge Road, spoke before the Board.
owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Hale W.
Oak Road, and Jean E. Longaker, 7114 Alexandria Road.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Mahoney if he had obtained these signatures.

Mr. Mahoney stated that his wife did.
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Mrs. Mahoney came forward and stated that she certified that she did obtain
these signatures personally ,and they were signed in her presence.

Mr. Mahoney stated that their rear yard is very shallow in relation to the
space on either side; however, on the right hand side are their bedrooms.
The way the house is laid out and the way it is set on the lot precludes
building at any other place. This house was constructed about 20 years ago.
He purchased the house in 1961.

Mr. Smith agreed that the'iway the house is set on the lot does affect the land
use in some way.

Mr. Jacobson, the contiguous property owner on the south side, spoke in favor
of the application. He stated that Mr. Mahoney has fine grandchildren who
visit frequently and he does need the space for his family.

There was no opposition to this application.

Mr. Mahoney stated that he plans to use the same type materials and the same
architecture as is in the existing house.

In a~plication No. V-237-73, application by Edward Joseph Mahoney, under
Sect10n 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition of family room
and bathroom closer to rear lot line than allowed by Ordinance, on ppoperty
located at 7103 Oakridge Road, Woodley Subdivision, also known as tax map
50-3«4)·)66, Providence District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the fo~lowing 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 16th
day of January, 1974; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Edward J. & Helen A. Mahoney.
2. That the present zoning is R-IO.
3. That the area of the lot is 11,194 square feet.
4. That the request is for a minimum variance, 10 feet to the requirement.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonin~ ~ppeals has reached the following conclusion
of law: ~

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

(a) exceptionally shallow lot,
(b) unusual location of existing buildings.

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

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

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

3. Architecture and materials to be uaed in proposed addition ahall be
compatible with existing dwelling.

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

O~6
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EDWARD JOSEPH MAHONEY (continued)
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Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Barnes was absent.

II

11:00 - CHARLES & ANETA NEIL, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit division of lots with less frontage at the building setback
lines, 8600 Dixie Place, 20-3«5»26, (proposed parcels 26A G 26B).
(2.05 acres), Woodside Estates, Section 5, Dranesville District,
RE-l. V-256-73.

Mr. Neil, 8600 Dixie Place, represented himself before the Board.

Notices to p~perty ownerS were in order. The contiguous owners were John O.
Lehman, 8601 Dixie Place, and Arthur C. Weid, 1100 17th St., N.W., Washington
ton, D.C.

Mr. Neil certified that he obtained the signatures himself. except for Mr.
Weid, which was a certified letter.

Mr. Neil stated that this is 7.25 acres of land, but they lack the required
frontage to divide the lots in order that they might build a new house on
the back portion of the present lot. They would pipestem a road back to the
new lot. This is on a cul-de-sac and the lot isa wedge shaped-piece of land.
They have owned the land since 1955 and the part they wish to subdivide has
never been used in the past years. The frontage is the only problem that
they have that causes them a hardship that would deprive them the re?sonable
use of the land. Mr. Coleman, the County's Soil Scientist, has inspected
the site and feels that it is adequate soil to put in a septic field. City
water is available for the lot. Mr. Coleman advised them where the·fioUae
should be placed.

There was no objection to the application.

Mr. Neil stated that he now lives in the existing house that is on the lot.
That house will remain.

In application No. V-256-73, application by Charles & Aneta Neil under Sec
tion 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit division of lots with less
frontage at the building setback lines, on property located at 8600 Dixie Plac
Dranesville District, also known as tax map 20-2«5»26, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 16th day of January, 1974; and .

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Charles G. & Aneta S. Neil.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 2.05 acres.

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that conditions exist which
under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in prac
tical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land.

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

01
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January 16, 1974

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats inclu
ded with this application only, and is not trans·ferable to other land.
~ 2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction

has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira
tion, not wi thstand-!ng the effect of the "emergency ordinance" recently
adopted. -If 7IiI$ 1AooI-.... ..- -.-.& \\...0-'" b~ R_I......... 1S2.f'l.

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Barnes was absent.

II

11:20 - FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit accessory structure to remain in side yard area. 9524
Braddock Road. 69-3«1))21, (5 acres). Springfield District, RE-l,
V-2S7-73.

Reverand'Roy R. Calvert, 7803 Bristow Drive, Annandale, Virginia, represented
the applicant • He stated that·· he is the Pastor of the church.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners are
Robert Bennett,9606 Nan Mill Road and Charles B. Chase, 9530 Braddock Road.

Mr. Kelley stated that he noticed that the Agenda says that this is in Annan
dale District and the Staff Report states that it should be in Springfield.

Mrs. Kelsey stated that the Agenda should be Springfield. They noticed the
error after the Agenda had gone to print.

Reverand Calvert stated that the Assistant Pastor, Mr. Hisland, obtained. the
signatures.

Reverand Hisland came forward and stated that he certified that he obtained
these signatures personally.

Reverand Calvert stated that they have placed these air conditioning and
heating units along the side property line. He stated that these were shown
at the time they received their building permit. The· building permit was
approved.

Mr. Mitchell stated that he believed it was a ~echanical permit for the in
stallation of the equipment. At the time this was done, they did not get a
checkoff from zoning and apparently it was not required.

Reverand Calvert stated that this church was just completed in October. The
air conditioning unit went in at the same time the building went up.

Mr. Smith stated that he could not understand why this was approved in con
flict with the Ordinance. He asked who actually owns the property, as the
Staff Report says it is owned by the Central Baptist Church of Springfield,
Trustee.

Reverand Calvert explained that they went before Judge Keith in 1972 and had
their name changed to the Fairfax Baptist Temple.

Mr. Smith stated that apparently they had neglected to change the tax records,
as the County's records do not reflect that. He stated that they should
amend the application to include the Central Baptist Church of Springfield.
since they are the owner of record.

Mr. Baker so moved.

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

or..
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FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE (continued)
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Reverand Calvert stated that the reason they need this variance is because th
air conditioning unit and heating unit were installed according to plans
properly submitted and approved by the County. The building plans showed
the location of the air conditioning units. The problem came up when the
plans went through their architect. At the time, it was a question of deter
mining whether you call the air conditioning unit a part of the physical
building due to the fact that some did not understand that it was part of
the physical building. The architect, Mr. James Smith, has been dealing in
Fairfax County in builqing churches for several years and this is the first
time something of this nature came up. It was their understanding that 9nce
that they had a building permit, they had the right to construct. They star
ted the installation and the cement pads were poured. They had County in
spectors around the area quite frequently, but no one noticed that they
had those slabs, as far as saying that it was not within the building limits.
They have the building 25' from the property line because they plan to add
onto their building in the future. They need the room to expand. The build
ing was constructed, the units were installed and after the installation, the
inspector came out and issued them a violation stating that this was not with
in the building limits and protruded 7.8 ' into the building restriction line.

The reason they need the air conditioning units to remain as they are is the
extreme cost that they would incur to relocate the units. If they tried to
relocate the units to meet the setback requirement, it would be closer to
their next door neighbor, Mr. and Mrs. Chase and closer to other neighboring
homes. Presently, it is not in sight of their home because they have a
carport on that side with a solid brick wall. If they move it to the rear,
the Chases could see it from their kitchen window.

Mr. Smith asked if there was any screening between these units and the
neighbors' house.

Reverand Calvert stated that they have not put in any screening, because
if they came to this meeting and this Board asked them to change the units'
location, they would have wasted the money they had used to screen it. They
do plan to screen these units with evergreens. The screening would also
eliminate noise.

Mr. Smith asked if on the site plan they required screening and fencing.

Reverand Calvert stated that they did not.

Mr. Kelley stated that this church did not come before this Board for a
Special Use Permit. The church went in prior to the Ordinance that required
a Special Use Permit. This Board would certainly have required screening
from the other properties.

Charles B. Chase, Jr., 9530 Braddock Road, spoke in opposition. He stated
that he had been a resident of Fairfax County for 25 years, since July, 1965.
He lives at this address with his wife and seven children. He stated that
he would like to present some photographs and read a letter from Mr. Orville
C. Nelms and also submit a copy of his house plans. The photographs we:t>e
taken on Monday, January 7, 1974, and there are three, that were taken in
the early spring of1973.

Mr. Smith asked if the cluttered condition still exists on the property'.

Mr. Chase stated that it does exist, only worse. The debris from the con
struction has not been corrected.

Mr. Chase read the letter from Mr. Nelms which stated:

"I have been engaged as a Excavating Constrctor in Fairfax County for the
past 15 years. I own and operate my own equipment.

In June 1966, I was hired by Mr. Charles Chase, of 9530 Braddock Road,
Fairfax, Virginia to grade a small section of a five acre tract owned by
Dorothy Dimmock.

Located on this parcel, directly adjacent to Mr. Chase's house was a large
depression, which had been dozed out to construct a Fish Pond. This area
about 75 feet by 50 feet would not retain water and therefore ,had been trans
formed into a swamp.
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I filled in the depression and graded the area from a point- at the end of
Chases lot, where a cement marker had been placed, south almost to Braddock
Road, and east about 60 feet, from the Chase ...Dimmock property line. The
grade from the property line east, towards Dimmock's house, was at the very
most lO-inches above grade. A swale about 5-feet from the property line was
cut to Braddock Road, to insure proper drainage.

Mr. Chase & Miss Dimmock were more than satisfied with my work. Mrs. Chase
paid me for the job."

JMr. Chase)
He stated that it is his opinion that the church building constructed OQ this
5-acre tract has'been constructed entirely too close to the property line and
to his home. The value of .his ~roperty has already been reduced according to
informed Sources in the real estate and banking business. Almost from the
day construction began, 16 months ago, every time it rains,water flows down
to his property. On one occasion during a rain storm, a stream of water 14
feet in width flowed across the back of his lot and into his kitchen and din
ing room and down into the basement. It is almost a daily routine to have
to cleanJDlud from the floors. The church has been advised on more than one
occasion how to correct this situation.

Mr. Smith asked if they had brought the drainage problem to the attention of
Public Works.

Mr. Chase stated that they have. There are records of this back to February,
1973. The church has been told how to correct the problem by several differ
ent building inspectors in Fairfax County, but the situation has not been
corrected.

Mr. Smith stated that drainage problems come under Public Works and the church
should be required to alleviate any drainage problem.

Mr. Chase stated that as to the huge commercial type propane gas air condi
tioning and heating units, they have been placed on a 20-faot strip between
the church building and his property line. It is impossible tq properly grade
the area while the equipment is there. He stated that he recommend's to the
Board that the variance be denied and the units required to be moved for the
following reasons:

1. Because of the drainage problem Which has already damaged his property
and will worsen as long as this condition exists.

Mr. Spencer, fairfax County Building Inspector, was there yesterday and
he is permitted to tell the Board that the drainage problems exist and
have not been corrected.

2. Mr. Larry Stoll, Mechanical Inspector with Fairfax County,inspected
this equipment and stated that it was installed without any prior
knOWledge of his office. He stated that he and his wife spent two
hours in his office one day. 7(Mr. Chue)

7(Mr. Stoll)
Mr. Smith asked if the Board could get Mr. Stoll down to answer some questions

Reverand Calvert stated that th~S equipment was installed by a registered heat
ing and air conditioning contractor, F. W. Harris.

Mr. Smith stated that F. W. Harris should have been aware that it waS installe
illegally. This is a residential neighborhood. This property is zoned RE-l
and is surrounded by R-17, so the Fairfax County Zoning Maps indicated.

He stated that located within 10' of the property line are several beautiful
trees and a swing set enjoyed by his children and there was grass there.
Now, there is mud, just mud. They reseeded three times during the spring and
summer of 1913 and watched it beipg washed out to Braddock Road and into the
sewer which was stopped up on more occasions than he can remember. This area
was enjoyed by his family since 1965 until it was destroyed by erosion and
noise. He asked the Board to imagine how the noise of 410,000 BTU's of
equipment would sound.
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Mr. Smith stated that the building was not in violation. It is permitted to
be 20 feet from a property line. It is the air conditioning and heating
equipment that is causing the problem.

Mr. Chase stated that he also feels propane gas that close to his home is
dangerous. He stated that it is difficult to understand why the above
mentioned equipment was not installed on the east side of the building. Ther
is nothing there except the parking lot and over 100' to the rear property
line of the houses facing Twinbrook Road. He asked if it could have been
because it is unsightly and grotesque to the parishioners who park their cars
in their parking lot and walk into the church. He urged the Boa~d to deny
this application inorde~ that he and his family could again enjoy their
home with the peace and quiet that was there prior to this installation and
construction of this building.

Mr. Larry Stoll, Mechanical Enginee~ with Fairfax County, spoke before the
Board. He stated that when they got the mechanical plan, it was shown on
that plan, the location of the air condit~oning units, but they have nothing
in the mechanical ordinance that prohibits it in that location. The equip
ment was inspected, but never has been approved. The plan was approved, but
they do not require the applicant to do the drawings to scale and they do not
check the zoning requi~ements. Many times the equipment is not even put in
at the location where it is drawn on the plans the mechanical inspection
office receives.

The final has not been signed, because of the problems that exist with
zoning, and other problems that have come up. They had a problem with the
Lp tanks. There were no permits obtained for the LP tanks. They put them
on the side of the building. They were set there temporarily, but they
moved them when they were issued a violation. As far as having signed off
on the equipment, they have never signed off on it because of the zoning
requirement.

Reverand Calvert spoke in rebuttal~ He stated that they have an approved
set of building plans with a statement that says that the plans were checked
by the mechanical inspector and initialed by DJH. He stated that they now
have a permit for their tank. It has been inspected and approved.

The Board then discussed the LP tank.

Reverand Calvert stated that the drainage waS caused originally by the fact
that Mr. Chase put in a 50 gallon septic tank next door for Mrs. Dimmock.
This problem was not caused by the church. They have a complete set of
plans from·Jim Smith that says that there waS not a swale when this survey
was made up. They did comply with the exact requirements of the County~
They have not completed the stablizing of their back yard, but this has
nothing to do with the location of the air conditioning and heating units.
The neighbors who lived acroSS the street had water in their basement. It
may be that that is an inherent engineering problem with their house when
it waS first constructed. As far as the sewers being stopped up, he stated
that he cleaned those sewers out personally and every single time it was
due to the fact that they took this thing against them. There was a drain
age problem there that had been there, but that has nothing to do with the
location of their units and they do plan to correct the drainage problem
that is in the back.

Reverand Calvert stated that as to the noise, it was turned on on Saturday
night, October 27 ata~30to get ready for their next morning's service.
Mr. Chase called at 11:15 and it was turned off immediately. 11:15 isn~t the
normal time for it to be on.

Mr. Covington suggested that the Board take a look at this property.

Mr. Kelley stated that he could not understand, with 5 acres of land, why
they had to put it right up to the 20' line in the beginning. He stated
that it seemed to him that they have enough space thereto put this equip
ment in a location where it would not bother the neighbors. This is a
residentially zoned area surrounded by .residences. He stated that he cer
tainly could see why Mr. Chase was so unhappy with this. Mr. Kelley then
read the staff report which stated:
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"Zoning. Administration Comments:

Applicant constructed a church building on property located on the north
side of Braddock Road at its intersection with Twinbrook Road in Annandale
District, and the' accessory air conditioning equipment was installed beside
the church building such tha~ the equipment is 12.2 feet from the side lot
line. The minimum required side yard is 20 feet. and since the equipment
encroaches 7.8 feet into that required yard, a Notice of Violation was
issued, and the applicant is seeking a variance to the requirement in order
to clear the violation and allow the structure to remain where it is.

In justification, applicant states that the units were installed accord
ing to plans approved by the County, that they cannot be moved without major
reconstruction of the buildings at enormous cost, and that the only alternate
site for the units, while meeting setback requirements, would be closer to
neighboring homes than the present location.

Preliminary Engineering Branch Comments:

A site plan has been approved for the subject site. However, a revi
sion to the approved site plan must be submitted and approved for the sub
ject structure if the requested varianqe is approved."

Reverand Calvert stated that they had an estimate made by Mr. Sadler as to
what it would cost and it would be quite high. Also it is not good sense
to put the air conditioning and heating unit all the way to the end of the
building.

Mr. Kelley stated that it seemed to him that the planning was very poor.

Reverand Calvert stated that this was an oversight on the part of the archi
tect. He also stated that they have checked with Mr. Sadler and he told
them that there were cones they could install to buffer the noise. He stated
the estimated cost of moving the units would be about $14,000 and that is
not covering the engineering revisions· that would have to be made. They
probably would have to increase the size of their units.

Mr. Kelley stated that it is incredible to him that in a project of this size
this would not be checked out.

Reverand Calvert, in answer to Mr. Smith's question, stated that this ~,an

LP gas operated heating unit and an electric air conditioner. They have a
1,000 gallon tank above ground 150' to the rear of their building.

Reverand Calvert stated that they have laid straw over the rear yard until
spring and they will seed at that time.

Mr. Smith stated that apparently there was no intention to violate the Ordi
nance.

Mr. Covington stated that he felt these units were put there for aesthetic
purposes.

Hr. Smith stated that the Board would have to take ·into consideration the
fact that the Countydi-d. not catch this in the planning stages.

Mr. Kelley stated that the contractors'oertai~lyshould know the Zoning
Ordinance and if they were installed in viOlation to the County Ordinance,
it should be the contractors' responsibility.

Mr. Smith stated that this is a civil matter and he did not want to get into
it.

Mr. Covington stated that these air conditioning and heating units were
not on the site plan and they certainly should have been. It was only on
the mechanical permit. The architect reacts to what the people want con
structed. Mr. Chase also has other remedies other than to this Board.
This County also has a noise ordinance.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt they could alleviate the noise problem with
screening and buffers.
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Mr. Baker stated that it should be the people who installed this equipment
who are required to make the adjustment.

Mr. Runyon stated that according to the ordinance that this Board operates
under, the justification would have to assure the Board that it would not be
detrimental to the use and enjoyment of the people in the vicinity. This
really doesn't come up too much in this County, but in the City of Falls
Church this is the first thing that they review. It is a problem with a
commercial building being next to residential. A church is certainly more
intense than a residential building as far as size, shape and noise. Whether
this is inside or outside of the building restriction line, there should be
a brick wall around it, and a considerable amount of shrubbery. He stated
that 'he would like to look at it and have them turn the units on for them
to see how loud they are. Anything they plant would have to be pretty tall.
He would like the church to come in with additional information as to baffl~

ing these units and putting in extensive screening and'_perhaps a brick wall
surrounding it. He moved that the Board defer this until January 22nd to'
give the Board an opportunity to view the property and have the applicant
submit some buffer proposals.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously with the
members present.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt they should screen, buffer and also put in a
wall. He stated that the Board would not take any additional testimony
unless the Board has questions of the applicant in connection with the plans
submitted. It would be good if the applicant could present to the Boa~d any
information pertaining to this equipment as to the size, the horsepower and
BTU rating and the normal houvs of operation of the equipment.

Mr. Covington stated that Mr. Maize, who is a specialist in the field of
noise calabrations, should review the plans.

Mr. Smith stated that he would rather let the people who are installing
the equipment make the comments, but if Mr. Maize wants to review them,
fine.

II

12:00 - NORTH WASHINGTON PROPERTIES) INC.) application under Section 30-7.2.
'10.5.9 of Ordinance, to permit restaurant addition to motel, 6650
Arlington Blvd., 50-4((1»24 & 28, CDM & C-G, Providence District,
S-258-73.

Mr. Runyon stated that he would abstain from this application as he did the
engineering work. He stated that he did advise the applicant that it would
not be necessary for him to be here today as the Board would have to defe~

his case for a period not to exceed 60 days because of the Board of Super
visors' action.

Mr. Kelley stated that because of the emergency amendment to the Zoning
Ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974,amendment
to Chapter 30, specifically Chapter 30-19, he would move that this applica
tion, S-258-73, by North Washington Properties, Inc. be deferred for a period
not to exceed 60 days to allow the Board of Supervisors to hold a public
hearing on this ordinance.

bf

Mr. Barnes was absent and Mr. Runyon abstained.I
Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. •

I

Hr. Runyon stated that this is one of those additionS and improvements to an
existing Special Use Permit that the Board should bring to the attention to
the Board of Supervisors, formally, that these items should be removed from
the juriSdiction of this ordinance. It is an improvement to an existing
kitchen to help bring it to the standards of the Health 'Department. He
suggested a letter from the Chairman to the Board of Supervisors would be a
good mediatory for some of these ideas.
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Mr. Smith stated that he had requested Mrs. Packard to be present at the meet
ing this moring, but it was a late request and she wasn't available, but he
did intent to convey the Board of Zoning Appeals' thinking to the Chairman
of the Board of Supervisors on this matter.

II

Mr. Kelley suggested that they go back to the Fairfax Baptist Temple applica
tion and amend the application to be heard under the Mistake Clause, Section
30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance. He made that his motion.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

II

2:00 - COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC. , application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to bring existing non-conforming country
club use into conformance under Special Use Permit ~ Country Club of
fairfax, 5110 Ox Road, 68-1«1»20 and 18, (151.3~63 acres), Spring
field District, RE-l, S-255-73.

- COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC. application under Section
30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit variance in height of fence to exceed
~, in front setback, 5110 Ox Road, 68-1«1)18 and 20, (151.3~63

acres), Springfield District, RE-l, V-260-73.

Quin Elson, attorney-at-law, ~150 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, represented the
applicant before the Board. He stated that he did not knOW quite how to
proceed today with regard to the various items that he had been reading. He
stated that he did not know whether or not the Board would be in a position
to consider or want to consider this application today.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would accept the notices at this time. The
case probably would be:,deferred as the rest of them have, but he did want to
accept the notices and the only requirement when this case is heard at a later
date would be to notify the same people of the hearing. There would not
have to be any posting or advertising.

Mr. Elson stated that he wanted to make it clear that the Country Club of
fairfax is coming before the Board on the basis of the erection of a 6'
fence and the issue of whether or hot the Board would grant a variance on the
setback requirement. The~e will be no ohange in the Country Club, or any
change in the use other than the fence.

Mr. Smith stated that the policy of the Board has been to'bring a non-cqnform
ing use into conformity with any addition to the use. He stated that the
Board has taken 2 or 3 actions in oonnection with the Country Club and Mr.
Barnes was surprised because they know they have had some matters before
the Board in connection with this Club wi~h Mrs. Henderson ~as on the Board.
It any event, the policy has been if one comes before this Board f9r an
extension or addition to a non-conforming use, it has to.be brought into
conformity under a Special Use Permit. This is one of the areas the County
Attorney is trying to work on to alleviate any hardship so the Board can
hear them. This use has been existing for a number of years.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were William
A. Linne, 11035 Brookline Drive and Miltol V. Petersen, 11036 Brookline
Drive.

Mr. Kelley stated that he wanted to point out that the only reason he was par
ticipating in this hearing is the fact that they only have two Board members
other than himself. He stated that he would abstain from any decision on this
case.

Mr. Runyon moved that,in applications S-255-73and 5-260-73, because of the
action of the Board of Supervisors on J&nqary 7, 197~ in passing an emergency
amendment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-19 of the Zoning Ordinartce~ this
Board defer these cases for a period not to exceed sixty (60) days in
order for the Board of Supervisors to hold a public hearing 9n the ordinance
and hopefUlly sanity will prevail.
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Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O.

Mr. Barnes was absent and Mr. Baker had to leave early.

II

DEFERRED CASES:

2:20 - REGINALD AND ROSE-ANNE BARTHOLOMEW, application under Section 30-6.6
of Ordinance to permit shed Cal x 12') closer to side lot line than
allowed by Ordinance, 7416 Rebecca Drive, 93-3«4»2, (15,701 square
feet), Mt. Vernon District, R-17, V-231-73. (Deferred for complete
hearing at applicant's request from 12-19-73).

Mrs. Bartholomew appeared before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Raymond
and Mary Kitchell. 7414 Rebecca Drive, Alexandria, and Paul Hoover, 7418
Rebecca Drive, Alexandria.

She certified that she personally secured the signatures on the notices.

She stated that their house is sited to face away from the street. They wish
to construct this shed which will have hlack and white trim to match the
existing house. She stated that there are a number of trees theY would have
to cut down if they constructed the shed elsewhere. There is a slope from
the level of the street to that shed. Beyond the driveway there is another
slope so that the level of the street is about to the top of the shed. It
would be visible in the wintertime from a certain angle from the street,
but it would not be visible in the summertime. The Hoover residence is to
the south of their house and the Hoovers have stated that they have no ob
jection to this shed. They have owned the property since last september and
plan to continue to live there. The house was constructed about 13 years
a~.

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. V-23l-73, application by Reginald G Rose-Anne Bartholomew,
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit shed (8' x 12 ' ) clo
ser to front and side property line than allowed by ordinance, on property
located at 7416 Rebecca Drive, Mt. Vernon District, also known as tax map
93-3((4»2, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on
the 16th day of January, 1974; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the lot is 15,701 square feet.
4. That the request is for a 7.8 foot variance from the side lot line

and 10.3 foot variance from the front line.
5. That the property is in a subdivision which was recorded prior to

the adoption of the present Zoning Ordinance.

AND~WHEREAS, the Board of Z~ning Appeals has reached the following conclu
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practicai diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that would de
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:
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(a) topographic problems of the land
(b) unusual location of existing buildings.

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

1. This approval is ¥ranted for the location and the specific structure
or structures indicated 10 the plats included with this application only,
and is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same
land.

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

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

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

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0, with Messrs. Barnes and Baker absent.

II

2:40 - REGLA ANGULO, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to
permit operation of a ballet school in basement or premises, 330~
Glen Carlyn Road, 61-2((6»11, (10,006 square feet), Mason District,
Pinehurst Subdivision, R-12.5, S-239-73. (Deferred for proper notices
and lease).

Mr. Frank Perry, attorney for the cpplicant, 1017 Chain Bridge Road, repreSen
ted the aPPlicant before the Board. Notices to property owners were in order.
The contiguous property owners were Diocese of Richmond, Most Rev. Walter
Sullivan, P. O. Box 2G, Richmond, Virginia and Hudson Nagle, 3304 Glen Carlyn
Road, Falls Church, Virginia' 22041.

Mr. Smith explained to Mr. Perry the prOblem with the emergency amendment.

Mr. Runyon then moved that in application S-239-73, because of the action
of the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974 in passing an emergency amend~

ment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-19 of the Zoning Ordinance, this Board
defer this applciation for a period not to exceed sixty (60) days in order
for the Boa~ of Supervisors to hold a Public hearing on the ordinance and
hopefully sanity will prevail.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed 3 to O.

Messrs. Baker and Barnes were absent.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

HARRISON W. GALE, S-202-72, for riding stable, granted January 24, 1973.

Mr. Smith read a letter r~questing a 6_month extension. He also read the
report from the Inspector which stated:

"The Gales have made application for a Non-Residential Use Permit, a plumbing
permi t has been issued for the required reatrooms anQ they have a surveyor
preparing the plats required to obtain a permit from VDH to do the work on
the entrance. A site plan waiver has been applied for and is being pracessed
by the Preliminary Engineering Branch.

The Gales only board horses at this time apd there are no leSsonS being given~
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Mr. Runyon moved that the Board grant the extension for 180 days from January
24, 1974.

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

II

PINEWOOD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Mr. Smith read a letter from Preliminary Engineering stating that the
developer at the time of the rezoning had made certain promises to the
Board of Supervisors that they would allow membership in the pool from the
Newington area.

Mr. Covington submitted a letter from Ken Sanders, attorney for the applicant,
to the President of the Newington Civic Association, stating that they would
be allowed to become members of the pool.

Mr. Smith s~ated that the Board needs to get the applicant in to ask them
what their intent is. At the time of the public hearing, the Board was not
informed of their promises to the citizens and the Board of Supervisors. The
BZA granted a Special Use Permit for the 150 families that would live in the
Pinewood Development and they only provided parking spaces to serve that
development.

He asked the Clerk to contact the applicant and request that they be present
next week about 10:30 a.m. to discuss this matter.

II
November 28 197

Earlier in the meeting Mr. Baker moved that the minutes of November 21, 1973i1
December 5, 1973, Dece~er 12, 1973 and December 19, 1973, be approved with
minor typographical corrections.

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

II

Mr. Covington read a letter from William Hansbarger, attorney for the Wein
berg case, requesting clarification of whether or not the Board would grant
an extension because of the fact that this construction is being held up due
to the sewermoritorium.

Mr. Smith stated that all the Board could do would be to gnant a ISO-day
extension. Mr~ Covington ~sked if there is any way the Board could stipulate
that if it is the County's fault that construction has not begun, he would be
allowed to retain his variance.

Mr. Smith stated that that is one of the questions that is before Mr. Ruck,
the County Attorney, at the present time. At that time, if the sewer mori
torium still exists, the Board has the authority to grant the extension
further.

Mr. Covington stated that then the Board feels that they would not be limited
to one extension only in this case or in any case where a problem such as a
sewer moritorium exists.

Mr. Smith stated that at the time when this variance is about to expire if
the sewer moritorium still exists, the Board has authority to extend it
further •

.Mr. Covington stated that he had to come back the last time.

Mr. Smith stated that he had to come back bec.;luse the" applicant let the
variance expire.

Mr. CQv~ngton asked if Mr. Smith would be in agreement if he wrote a letter
to Mr. Hansbarger that if the sewer moritorium still exists, he could still
get an extension to his variance.

fl
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Mr. Smith stated that IINo", he would not agree to that. When the variance
is about to expire and Mr. Hansbarger comes in, there will be 5 responsible
members oncthis Board, maybe not particularly the same members as are there
now, but there will be 5 responsible members on this Board to make a just
decision.

Mr. Smith stated that they kept a service station going two or three years
because it was in Court. If there is a sewermoritorium, the Board has the
same jurisdiction there if it is not the fault of the applicant and if the
applicant has diligently pursued the development of his land.

Mr. Covington stated that this sewer meritorium is not his fault.

Mr. Runyon stated that what Mr. Smith is saying is that the applicant should
wait until he gets near the expiration of the variance and they will extend
it for 180 days and _at the end of that time, the Board then will make a
decision with reference to the sewer moritorium, if that ;is still a problem.

Mr. Covington asked if he could advise Mr. Hansbarger of that.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not think he should. It is possible that 8ome
thing might happen in the interim. In the emergency amendment, the applicant
is granted an automatic lSD-day extension. That would take care of the sewer
moritorium too, so the Board could act in accordan~ewith_that. if he needed
additional time on it.

Mr. Covington stated that it expires August 1, 1974.

Mr. Smith stated that this question is premature at this time and the Board
should not even be talking about it.

Mr. Covington stated that Mr. Hansbarger doesn't want to wait until the last
minute. He is now asking Mr. Knowlton to grant the variance extension
administratively.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not see how Mr. Knowlton could do that. He
stated that he did not think he should take action on it. He suggested
that Mr. Covington leave it in the file and the Board can take action before
the expiration date. That is S months away. He stated that in fact, the
Board just recently got a letter from one of the Supervisors congratulating
them on the action the BZA took on this case.

Mr. Covington stated that he would tell Mr. Hansbarger that the Board feels
that this is premature and to resubmit it 60 days before the expiration. date
and the Board will take proper action at that time.

II **
Earlier in the day, Mr. Baker thanked the Board members and Mrs. Kelsey for
the plant and eards that they had sent while he was in the hospital.

Mr. Smith stated that .theBoardmembers were certainly glad to have-Mr.
Baker back.

II

The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.

o?;)..
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BY: Jane C.. Kelsey, Clerk I
and Joyce Salamon --./ .

APPROVED' ~~ 20 I 97J/

.*REQUEST FOR EXTENSION-LUTHER RtCE COLLE~E--Mr. Smith read a letter from the
pplicant requesting an extension to their Permit as they had had problems wit
heir Site Plan and have not received th~;rbuilding permit to begin construct" n. I
e.Staff indicated that their Site Plan h4d been app~ved, but the policy is

old it 10 days before releasing it. They should be able to receive their
uilding permit on January 28, 197~, two days after their Use Permit expires.
t was the Boardls decision, under these circumstances, to e~end their Permit
hree months as they felt the applicant had diligently pursued their UsePer.mi

•
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Tuesday,. January 22, 197~, in the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker,
George Barnes and Charles Runyon.

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

Mr. Smith stated that this meeting is being held in accordance with the
recently adopted emergency amendment to Chapter 30 of the Zoning Ordinance
of the 1961 Code of Fairfax County, as amended, specifically Chapter 30-19.

10:00 - CAPITOL CARS & CAMPERS, INC. & ROBERT W. & NANCY L. PEVER, applicatio
under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Ordinance, to permit new franchise
dealership for recreational vehicles and boat sales, 8142 Richmond
Hwy., 101-2«5»(2)3 & 4, (40,000 square feet), Rolling Hills Subdi
vision, Lee District, C-G, S-259-73.

Gary Weinstein, 1513 King Street, Attorney for the applicant, represented the
before the Board.

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to make an announcement as far as notices
are concerned. The posting of these properties was only actuallY nine (9)
days. If anyone wants to question the 9-day postin~,they,can do so. This
came about because the meeting day was changed from Wednesday to Tuesday.
If the notifications are proper as far as the applicants are concerned, and
if there is no objection, the Board will consider the posting and notifica
tions proper. If there are any questions on the posting, the Board will take
it under consideration.

There were no questions raised regarding the posting of this property.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Charles
E. Reaves, 1211 Tatum Drive, Alexandria, Stone Truck Company with principal
offices at 2600 Huntington Avenue, and Mr. and Mrs. Albert Enfield, 3601
Rolling Hill Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. Baker asked if there is a vacant lot between his property and that of Mr.
Reaves.

A gentleman from the audience stated that Mr. Reaves owns the vacant lot also

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Weinstein if he was familiar with the emergency amendment
to the Zoning Ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 197

Mr. Weinstein asked if this was with regard to construction in Fairfax County

Mr. Smith stated t~at it is more than construction. It pertains to Use Per
mits and other faats of the ordinance as well. This particular Use Permit
comes under that Section, and in view of that, the Board has ,been for the pas
two meetings, deferring the applications for a period not to exceed 60 days
until the Board of Supervisors can hold a public hearing on the Ordinance and
make any changes, if there be. changes, adopt it as it is, or drop it for lack
of further action.

Mr. Weinstein stated that he must admit that he was not familiar with this
ordinance. He stated that he would like to make a couple of brief statements
even if it was going to be deferred. He began to discuss the plans that had
been submitted.

Mr. Smith stated that the Boara is not going to discuss the case, or hear the
merits of the case at all. He stated that if Mr. Weinstein has questions
regarding the posting, advertising or the deferral, they would allow him to
ask those questions.

{j

073

Mr. Smith stated that this case would not have to'be readvertised, or repoe
ted, but they would have to renotify the same property owners mf the time
of the hearing as they had done this time.

I
Mr. Weinstein
those items.
case.

stated that he had no questions or statements with regard to
Proper notice hasheen given and they are ready to present thei
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Mr. Weinstein stated that Mr. Beaver was with him in case the Board had
questions of him.

Mr. Kelley stated that,because of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors
of an emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-19 of the Zoning
Ordinance, he would move that the Board of Zoning Appeals hereby defer this
application, 8-259-73, for a period not to exceed 60 days in order to give
the Board of Supervisors an opportunity to hold a public hearing on this
emergency amendment.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

The Board then recessed for a conference with the Chairman of the Board of
Supervisors, Mrs. Jean Packard, to discuss several aspects of this emergency
amendment to the Zoning Ordinance.

II

The Board reconvened at 10:45 a.m. and took up on the 10:20 application of
Tuckahoe Recreation Club, Inc.

10:20 - TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.
of Ordinance to permit construction of 12 x 16 ft. cement block stor
age and semi-office building adjacent to existing tennis courts, 181~
Great Falls St., 40-1 S 40-2«1»1 & 2, (7.19102 acres), Dranesville
District, R-12.5, S-261-73.

Mr. Echols, general manager of Tuckahoe, represented the applicant before the
Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Mr.
Harris who lives immediate1y to the south of the Tuckahoe property and Robert
Satre, 1812 Great Falls Street.

Mr. Echols certified that he obtained these signatures himself, and these
were the signatures of the persons noted.

Mr. Smith asked him if he was familiar with the emergency amendment to the
Zoning Ordinance that the Board of Supervisors passed 6n January 7, 1974.

Mr. Echols stated that he was.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board woumd accept the notices as~'proper notificati
unl,ess there was someone in the audience who wanted to question the posting.

No one questioned the posting.

Mr. Kelley stated that, because of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors
of an emergency amendment to Chapter 30. specifically 30-19 of the Zoning
Ordinance, he would move that the Board of Zoning Appeals hereby defer this
application, S-26l-73, for a periOd not to exceed 60 days in order to give
the Board of Supervisors an opportunity to hold a public hearing on this
emergency amendment.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

10:40 - KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO., application under"Section 30-7.2.10.3.8
of Ordinance to permit construction of additi~nal buildings for sales,
parts display and service for new car dealership, 2000 Chain Bridge
Rd •• 29-3«1»31, (5.3741 acres), Centreville District, C-D, S-262-73.

Mr. Ralph Louk, ~lOl Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax,.Virginia, attorney for the
applicant, represented them before the Board.

07Y
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KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO. (continued)
January 22, 1974

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners wer
Trulie Investment Corp., et aI, Real Estate Department, 6000 Manchester
Turnpike, P. O. Box 41S, Kansas City, Mo. 64130, and Samuel C. Redd, et aI,
c/o Douglas S. Mackall, III, .4031 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia.

Mr. Smith asked the date of notification.

Mr. Louk stated that the notices were mailed on the 10th, a Friday.

Mr. Smith stated that that would give him the required 10 days. The Board
would accept these as proper notices.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Louk if he was familiar with the emergency amendment to
the ordinance adopted January 7, 1974.

Mr. Louk stated that he was, that he had a couple of questions.

Mr; Smith stated that, as Mr. Louk had heard on the earlier caseS, the Board
is operating based on that emergency amendment.

Mr. Louk stated that the Board's rules and regulations require that certain
plats be filed and certain evidence be given the Zoning Administrator and he
would like for the Board to recognize that this is a proper file. He stated
that he thOUght that determination had been made.

Mr. Smith stated that that determination was made prior to the scheduling
of this application for a public hearing.

Mr. Louk stated that he also wanted the Board to recognize that notices had
been filed and the advertising and'posting were proper.

Mr. Smith stated that the posting of the property was only for a period of
nine (9) days Which does not meet the requirement, but unless someone contest
this fact, the Board will accept this as proper notification.

Mr. Louk asked the Chairman to call and ask if anyone ~n the aUdience was in
terested in this application.

The Chairman did so and there was no one in the audience interested in this
application.

Mr. Louk asked the Chairman to verify that this application was advertised
for two successive weeks in a newpaper of general circulation.

Mr. Smith stated that this was done in accordance with the procedural require
ments of the Board and in accordance with the County and State Codes.

Mr. Louk asked if anyone answered, any telephone calls or told anyone not,~o

be present for this hearing today.

Mr. Smith stated that he had no calls in relation to this.

Mr. Louk asked him if he informed anyone not to be present.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not.

Hr. Louk asked the Clerk if she had informed anyone:- not to be present.

Mrs. Kelsey stated that she had not.

Mr. LQuk stated that on behalf of his client, they are ready, willing and
able to present' their application for this Special Exception or Use Permit
as contained in the notices and application. He stated that he might point
out that in Chapter 30-19.2 of the emergency amendment to the Zoning Ordinanc
the Board did not say that you cannot hear this case. It says you cannot act
favorably on it during the period while it is in full force and effect for
all real property in Fairfax County. and that no application shall be accep
ted or approval granted and that "... I submit to you. Hr. Chairman. that you
can hear the case under this ordinance and defer decision as you have done in
the past, and I would like the Board to hear the case, and I would like the
Board to make a decision today. I want to point. this out."

{':J
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He stated that he assumed that this ms what the Board of Zoning Appeals
referred to when they stated that because of this emergency amendment to the
ordinance" specifically 30-19 Which includes 30-...U. 2.

Mr. Smith stated that in all fairness to all applicants, the Board has seen
fit to defer public hearings since they are precluded by law to grant approva
of them. They are awaiting final determination by the legislative body and
there is a public hearing on February 11th before the legislative body to tak
public testimony regarding the emergency amendment to the ordinance and he
was sure that shortly thereafter and certainly before the 6th of March 1974
the Board would make a determination as to whether to adopt this as a ;er- '
manent amendment or make revisions and adopt a revised amendment or other
alternatives to it. The Board has seen fit to defer all applications until
that time to make a final determination as to whether it has jurisdiction as
far as granting these additional uses or extensions of existing uses. There
will probably be some provisi()ns made. Certainly,. the matter wHlbe con
sidered giving thought to extensions of existing uses where these expansions
will not effect the intent of the Board, which is set forth in the emergency
adoption.

Mr. Louk asked Mr. Smith if he was ruling that,because of 30-19.2A, specifi
cally, they were not hearing the case.

Mr. Smith sta~ed that they were not permitted by law to grant approval of
this application, and it would be unfair to the applicant to hear it based
on this provision, awaiting the final determination by the legislative body
as to what this Board will be permited by law to do.

Mr. Louk stated that he had one other question and that is, had Mr. Ruck
advised the Board and is the Board acting on his advise.

Hr. Smith stated that the Board is acting on a determination made by this
Board after considerable consultations with several County officials based
on the information the Board received and certainly based on the emergency
amendment. If is very specific as to what the Board can and cannot do.
The Board has not acted on his advice.

Mr. Louk asked if the Board did not meet with Mr. Ruck.

Hr. Smith stated that the Board had met with Mr. Ruck and other County offi
cials, the Zoning Administrator, people in Public Works and County Developmen
and other Departments so that the Board would have i put and to make the offi
cials aware of the position of the Board members and the problems in connec
tion with the emergency amendment, but the Board has not acted on the advice
of anyone, only information on the adoption of the amendment.

Mr. Louk asked if the Board did receive the advice of Mr. Ruck.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had not received specific advice from ~.

Ruck.~ The Board has asked questions of him.

Mr. Louk stated that he understood that the Chairman was speaking for the
Board on the contents of this ordinance and the Chair had indicated that it
would be continued for a period not to exceed 60 days. He stated that he
would ask the Board to defer it to a time certain.

Mr. Smith stated that in this case, the Board would set a certain date.
He stated that the reason the Board has been deferring for a maximum of 60
days is to give the Board an opportunity to reschedule these cases at an
appropriate date shorter than 60 days. It is very possible that the Board
of Supervisors will make a final decision shortly after the 11th of Fe~ruary.

They may make a decision before the 6th of March. If the Board of Zon~ng

Appeals is setting a date certain they should set it after March 6th.

Mr. Louk stat'ed that he would li>ke a date certain after February 11th.

Mr. Smith.$ated that this emergency amendment covers a GO-day period and if
he is reading it correctly, it would take up the 6th day of March. He
stated that he thought it would not be appropriate to schedule prior to ~hat

date.

Mr. Louk stated that the emergency ordinance was adopted "SO that the permanent
ordinance could be advertised. There are two revisions to that ordinance that
will be heard on February 11th.

I
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Mr. Smith stated that he would assume the Board will want to consider all of
the information heard at the public hearing. Whether they take specific
action that day or not, none of us are wise enough to predict. The emergency
amendment can go for 60 days under the State Code unless changes by the
Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Louk stated that he urged the Board to vote to hear his case today, not
withstanding the emergency' amendment, which he feels is not proper, and even
if proper, the Board can still hear this case today.

Mr. Smith stated that he wanted to restate the Board's position of being fair
and to say that the procedure they have followed in the past two meerings has
been a GO-day maximum deferral, other than that, he stated that if Mr. Louk
wanted a date certain, it will be set after March 6th.

Mr. Louk stated that he did not request that. He requested a date prior to
that time.

Mr. Barnes stated that the Board womld have to have several additional meet
ings to get all these deferred cases in.

Mr. Runyon suggested the Board set an earlier date and defer it again.

The Board continued to discuss this.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had set a precedent in deferring all the case
for a maximum of 60 days and it would be unfair to the other applicants to se
this one sooner than March 6. He stated that the Board had no other alternat.
ive other than deny it based on the existing ordinance.

Mr. Runyon stated that he ,did not support this emergency amendment to the ord
inance and the Chairman was giving the people the impression that it i~ fair
and square. This Board is just deferring this for a specific amount of time.
If the applicant wants the hearing after the 11th, let's give it to him.

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board deferred cases on January 9 and 16. He
stated that everyone knows how he feels about the situation without going
into details, but that he would hope that some of these things would be
worked out. This is what the discussion was about this morning at the con
ference and he would hope that some of these cases could be scheduled to the
least inconvenience of the applicant.

Mr. Smith stated that the original application was for 15.92 acreS of land an
this application is basically for the same land area. The applicant in the
original application was John W. Koons, Jr.; in this application it is Koons
Development Corp.

Mr. Louk stated that this is a family partnership. This application is part
the same 15 acres that was in the original application.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Louk to give the Board a letter to that effect for the
file setting forth the relationship between the original application Which.
was fii.ed in the name of John W. Koons, Jr.. and the present application filed
in the name of KoonS Development Corp. He asked that this be filed prior to
the deferral hearing date.

Mr. Runyon stated that because of the adoption of the emergency amendment to
the Ordinance by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974, to Chapter 30,
specifically Chapter 30-19, he would move that the Board of Zoning Appeals
defer this hearing to February 27, 1974 in this application No. 8-262-73 by
Koons Plaza Development Company. That would give the Board of Supervisors
two weeks to make' a decision on this amendment.

it is
Mr. Runyon stated that the reason for that date is that/the next meeting they
would have after. the 11th ,', buthe,/did not think that the Board of "Supervisors
would make a decision on that date and neither did Mr. Louk think that, and
the Board of Zoning Appeals will meet on the 20th, Tuesday, of the following
week, and the Board of Supervisors would be meeting on Wednesday, the 21st,
,therefore, the next logical meeting date would be the 27th of February.
That would give the Board of Supervisors the 11th, 20th and 25th to hopefUlly
make a decision of sanity.

f7
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The motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. Smith voting "No." He stated that he felt
all cases should be scheduled in rotation.

Mr. Kelley stated that this is the first applicant that has asked for a spe
cific date.

Mr. Runyon stated that this is his point also.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Runyon if it was his intent to defer the case a&ain on
the 27th should the Board of Supervisors not have made a decision on the
amendment.

Mr. Runyon stated that that is his intent if they have to. The Board ofZonin
Appeals may want to hear the case and they may do something different that day

The Board set the time for the hearing for 10:00 a.m. and stated that it would
not be necessary to renotify property owners as this case is being deferred
lito a specific date and time.

11:00 - W. HOWARD ROOKS. app. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.5.9 of Ord. to permit
motel. 2908 Belvoir Drive, 93-3((2»(2)1.2,3,9,10.14 (168,804.66
square feet) Hyb1a Valley Farms Subd., Mt. Vernon District. (C-G).
S-263-73

No one was present to represent the applicant in this case.

Mr. Barnes stated that. because of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors
of an emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-19 of the
Zoning Ordinance. he would mov~ that. the Board of Zoning Appeals hereby
defer this application, S-263-73. for a period not to exceed 60 days in order
to give the Board of Supervisors an opportunity to hold a public hearing on
this emergency amendment to the ordinance.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

11:20 - STEPHEN W. POURNARAS, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit
construction of office building on side lot line. 6870·Elm Street.
30-2((10»(6)1. (15,000 square feet), Ingleside Subdivision.
Dranesville District, (C-OL), V-264-73

Mr. Pournaras represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Werner
Krebser, P.O. Box 26, McLean, Virginia and Mrs. Louise L. Smith. 6854 Elm
Street, McLean, Virginia.

I

I

I

Mr. Pournaras stated that on March 24, 1971, he filed a request to the BZA
for a waiver of the setback requirements for the front lot line and the side
lot line. At that time,pe had proposed to construct a building on the west
lot line. At the time of the hearing before the BZ~there were some
objections to the construction on the west lot line and it was proposed that
the building be constructed on the east lot line in order to facilitate the
extension of Fleetwood Drive. Based on this hearing, the Board recommended
a deferral of thirty days.

During the ensuing thirty days, negotiations with the Supervisor of the I
Dranesville District and the adjoining property owners resulted in an
agreement concerning the extension of Fleetwood Drive whi~ included a swap
of land thirty feet in width between Mrs. Smith, the adjoining property
owner on the east side of his property. Based on this agreement and informati n
received from the Director of County Development indicating that the Director
had authority to grant both these variances, he requested that his application
for a variance before the Board of Zoning Appeals be withdrawn.

I
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STEPHEN W. POURNARAS (continued)
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On J~ly 22, 1971, the Board of Supervisors discussed the proposed extension
of Fleetwood Drive and the exchange of the 0.10 acres between he and Mrs.
Smith. Based on this exchange, the Board of Supervisors approved the pro
posed extension of Fleetwood Drive. On November 24, 1971, the Board of
Supervisors, on their own motion, rezoned the 0.10 acres on an emergency
basis from R-12.5 to C-OL, and on January 20, 1972, the Planning Commission
recommended to the Board of Supervisors the same zoning for this piece of
land which was approved by the Board of Supervisors on May 20, 1972. On
May 17, 1972, the McLean Planning Committee forwarded a letter to Design
Review recommending approval of the twenty-foot setback from the front
property line and a variance to permit construction along the side property
line. On February 29, 1972, he submitted a pre-site plan to the County
and after their review he revised it and submitted it to Design Review on
April 18, 1972. After their comments, another final site plan was submitted
on September 25, 1973, and in all the site plans the building is shown on
the east property line.

Since the question now arises as to whether the Director of County Development
had the authority to grant this variance he is submitting again to this Board
a request for this variance so that he may proceed with the construction of
this building which meets with the approval of the McLean Planning Committee,
as well as the adjoining property owners, in order to facilitate the eventual
extension of Fleetwood Drive to Elm Street.

Mr. Kelley noted that the Board did have a copy of the Staff Report from
Preliminary Engineering explaining Mr. Pournaras's problem and the history
behind this request, and also ~ointmng out that because of the exteemely
narrow width _and the small size of this site (l00 I wide by l1j.9' long), it
is necessary that the building be located along either one or the other of
the two side property lines in order to allow parking and a drive.ay along
the side of the building for access to the rear parking area. Since Fleet
wood Road is proposed to run right along the west property line of this site,
locating the building on the west property line that close to the intersec
tion of Fleetwood and Elm would pose serious sight distance problems, there
fore, it has been shifted to the east property line so as not to create this
problem when Fleetwood Road is extended.

There was no opposition to this a~~lication.

Mr. Kelley asked for an,explanation as to why the application stated that
there was 15,000 + square feet of land area and the plats show 13,OOO!,
approximately. -

Mr. Pournaras stated that it was because of the dedication of Elm Street that
the land area was reduced.

Mr. Barnes stated that this certainly has been a hard struggle for Mr.
Pournaras.

In application No. V-264-73, application by Stephen W. Pournaras, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of office
building an side lot line, on property located at 6870 Elm Street, Dranes
ville District, also known as tax map 30~2«IO»(6)1, County-of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved· that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 22nd day of January, 1974; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is C-OL.
3. That the area of the lot is l3,1j.99 square feet.
Ij.. That site plan approval-is required.
5. That the solution is proposed by Design Review.

(':j
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STEPHEN W. POURNARAS (continued)
January 22, 1974

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of' the Zoning Ordinance wouldresul t
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user
of the reasonable use of the land and building 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 location and the specific structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimoUSly with the members present.

Mr. Baker was absent.

/I

12;00 - CHARLES D. KISE, JR., application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit 7' 8" high fence and to permit a goat on lot less than two
acres in area, 8408 Highland La., 101-3«4»30, Gillingham Subdivision
(36,745 sq. ft.), Lee District, R-l7, V-265-73.

Mr. Kise represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Deborah
Carter and Mr~ John Total, 8409 Leal Road, Alexandria.

Mr. Kise certified that he had secured the signatures personally on the day
indicated.

Mr. Kise stated that he had several letters from neighbors who had no objec
tions to this variance of the fence height and the other variance to permit
a goat on a lot less than 2 acres in area. He stated that Mr. Total was
present if the Board wished him to make a statement.

Mr. Smith asked ~ the fence was 2 feet off the property line.

Mr. Kise stated that hethought-it was as the peeple who installed the fence
had to stay on his property in order to erect it. The fence is white cedar
stockade.

Mr. Smith stated that it would have to be 4 feet fro~ the property line
if it was not fire proof. He stated that if this were a chain link fence he
would he~ have needed ,the variance as long qS he stayed 2 feet off the pro
perty line. Mr. Smith then asked Mr. Kise to justjfy his request according
to the Ordinance, Section 30-6.6.

Mr. Kise stated that actually they were not aware that" t;tUlyb,ad- to keep the
fence 7 foot high and they hired a fence company to inst.llthe fence. He
stated that he was not aware whether or not the comp~yobtained a building
permit.

Mr. Smith stated that the fence becomes a structure if it is over 7 feet in
height and would require a building permit.

Mr. Kise stated that because of_th.difference in height of the neighbor's
lot as compared to theirs, this h~iiPt was necessary. They have received
a lot of harassment from these nel~ors.

I
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Mr. Smith stated that the Board was not going to get into any personal matters
concerning he and the neighbors.

Mr. Kise stated that that was the reason they need a fence though. to ease the
problem there to satisfy both parties concerned. They wanted to put up
something of quality. It cost $1,200. The fence has done a lot to cut down
the harassment. He stated that they did not know the fence would be higher
than the Ordinance prescribes.

Mr. Smith stated that actually this should be heard under Section 30-6.6.5.4
of the Ordinance. This is the mistake section of the ordinance.

Mr. Kelley stated that he Had not heard anything that had to do with justifi
cation under the Ordinance. The fence contractor should know the Ordinance
of Fairfax County if he was doing the work here. This is their responsibility
to protect the people.

Mr. Kise stated rhat the neighbor's house sits 6 inches or so higher than
theirs.

Mr. Smith stated that it would be good if the Board had information as to
whether or.not this company has a home improvement contractor's license
to do business in the County.

Mr. Runyon suggested that it would be a better procedure to have this case
heard under the mistake section of the Ordinance and see if it could be
justified on that aspect since the fence is in place and the Board is to deter
mine whether or not it stays in place. He moved that the Board amend the
application to include this under the mistake section, because there is no
hardship other than the mistake.

Mr. Smith stated that it is all one application. He stated that h* felt the
Board could consider the fact that it should have been filed under that sec
tion. The Board could hear it under the mistake section if there were two
applications,. but since there aren't, he felt the best procedure would be to
continue with the hearing under this Section, 30-6.6.

Mr. Gilbert Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, stated that he might be able to
help the applicant. The specific ordinance under which the Board of Zoning
Appeals may authorize a variance under any specific requirement are cases of
exceptionally irregular, shallow or steep lot or other unusual features of
building development an adjacent land as a,;-ve8ult of which such application
would result in practical 4ifficulty or hardship that would deprive the user
of the reasonable use of his land~ He stated that there was one point the
applicant mentioned which might bear on one of these. The topography of
the area is flat, but the applicant did mention that the house next door is
higher than his' and he might want to give the Board some specifics on how
much higher~ etc.

Mr. Kise stated that the topography between the two homes is that the house
next door is higher than theirs. Tt is a stair-step situation for most of the
houses on that block. The height is greater to the degree that their windows
on that side come up higher and they can look straight into their house. It
is the bedroom windOWS that are most affected.

Mr. Kise stated that they have a:large lot, 36,000 square feet, but the lots
are very narrow. It would be difficult to cut the fence down because of the
cross-piece.

Mr. Barnes stated that he felt they should find out who the fence company is.

Mr. smith stated that the Board would now hear the part of the variance in
connection with keeping the animals on a lot with less than two acres in
size.

Mr. Kise stated that the first priority is their children who have an allergy
and must drink goat's milk. This is difficult to find.

Mr. Smith asked what made his children different from other people's children
who have allergies and need to drink goat's milk. He stated that again this
variance must be heard under the hardship section of the Ordinance.

o r; /
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Mr. Kise stated that they would have to go out quite a ways to buy goats milk.
They live a life where they like as much natural foods as possible and they
feel a goat is the answer to the problem. The children use their goats as
pets for 4-H projects. The vet who is around the corner came and looked over
the situation and said that they had an ideal sitaation for the goats.

Mr. Smith stated that all the Board is interested in is the lot size and what
makes their situation different from other people who might like to keep a
goat Or a cow on their property with less than the ~quired amount of acreage.

Mr. Kise stated that these goats make no noise and do not smell. The vet
suggested that they keep two. Goats are quieter than dogs and are cleaner.
One of them is a little African goat and they have two Swiss goats. He
stated that at the time they made application for a variance, they only had
one goat. Then that goat 'had twins. They then decided to get rig of these
goats and ~eep·~he,goats they: now have.

Mr. Kise then ~ead several letters from several adjacent landowners who stated
that they had no objection to their goats nor their fence. One of the letters
was from Deborah Carter, one of the contiguous property owners. Mr. Gertoll,
another adjacent property OWRer, was present, but he stated that he had nothin
to add other than what Mr. Kise stated.

Mr. Ed Padberg, 8417 Highland Lane, Alexandria, spoke before the Board in oppo
sition to this application. He stated that he was present last year when Mr.
and Mrs. Kise applied for a day care center.

Mr. Smith asked him to direct his remarks to this application.

Mr. Smith asked him if he felt this fence causes a detrimental effect on his
property.

Mr. Padberg stated that this ia a most unusual fence one ever saw. On his
side is the wire fence and on the other side,you have an 8' stockade fence.
He stated that he felt the fence was put up to keep the two families apart.
One family. his family. has lived there 35 years 'and one has lived there only
two years. The two people who have written to the Board. that they have no
objection to this application have only lived there a short time.

Mr. Padberg submitted a Petition to the Board with signatures of people who
stated that they were in opposition to this application. Th.ee were 14 sig
natures on the Petition. some of the signatures were by both the husband
and the wife.

Mr. Kise spoke in rebuttal. He stated that the reason the back of the fence
is like it is is because Mr. and Mrs. Padberg would not let the fence people
come into their yard. He stated that he felt the fence looks good. He stated
that he also has a letter from Mrs. Dean, an adjacent property owner. who has
lived at this location for quite awhile, stating that she has no objection.
He stated that most of his neighbors feel the fence looks very nice.

Mr. Kelley stated that he had listened to all of the te'stimony and he still
thinks that the Board has an Ordinance to live by. It is the responsibility
of theifence company who erected the fence to abide by the Ordinance. He
stated that so far he had not heard a justification under the hardShip section
of the Ordinance relating to topography. He:stated that he did not reel the
goat mould be allowed.

Mr. Kelley made a motion to deny the application.

The motion died for a lack of a second •

• Runyon stated that in this application, a mistake has been made with
regard to the fence and he felt the Board should amend the application to
fit under that portion of the Ordinance. He moved to amend the application
to fit under Section 30-6.6.5.~.

Barnes seconded the motion.

. Smith stated that the fence might be a mistake, but the goats were placed
there by the applicant.

OS;;'"
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Mr. Barnes stated that he felt the Board should grant in part.

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not know anything about this fence being a mis
take under the hearing today. The STaff Report did not mention it. The ad
vertisement did not mention it.

Mr. Runyon stated that that is why he is suggesting that it be changed. This
as been done in the past.

Mr. Smith suggested that the motion to amend be withdrawn as he wasn't going
to vote for this change in the application when the goats are included in the
same application.

Mr. Kelley stated that ignorance is no excuse under the law.

Mr. Barnes withdrew his second.

The motion failed for a lack of a second.

r. Smith stated that the applicant did state that in order to properly screen
his property, the height of the fence was necessary because of the terrain and
the topographic situation down there.

In application No. V-265-73, application by Charles D. Kise, Jr., under Sectio
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit 7'8" fence to remain on property
located at 8~08 Highland Lane, also known as tax map 10l-3«~»30, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

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

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

perty owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 22nd day of January, 197~; and

EREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following ~indings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the lot is 36,7~5 square feet.
4. That pro rate share is due.

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

1. That the applicant has not satisfied t~e 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/or building involve. by keeping goats, but

2,. That the Board has found that non-compliance of the fence was the resul
f an error in the location of the fence subsequent to the building thereof,

d
3. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpo

f the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment
other .'property in the immediate vicinity.

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

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

URTHERMORE, the applicant should he aware that granting of this action by thi
oard does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this coun

e applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his obligation to
btain building permits, certificates of occupancy and the like through the
stablished procedures. This granting is conditioned upon the applicant's
ubmitting to the Board:
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o '6 'f
1
2.

o be
3.

Copy of the contract for the fence is to be submitted within 30 days.
Proper certified plat showing location of and height of the fence is

submitted within 30 days.
Goats are to be removed within 30 days. I

I
this fence, the Board is denying the appli
He asked if this is the understanding of th

Barnes seconded the motion.

e Board agreed.

vote was Messrs. Smith, Barnes and Runyon, Aye.
Kelley, No.

e motion carried. Mr. Smith stated that in order for the applicant to keep
his fence at this height, he would have to bring in an amended plat showing
he exact location of the fence, and a copy of the contract with the fence
ompany who installed the fence. This must be done and the goats must be re
oved from the property within 30 days from today.

r. Smith stated that in granting
cant the right to have the goats.
Board of the Resolution.

I

CASES:

ICHARD W. & FAYE G. WHYTE, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
ermit less lot width at the building setback line on proposed lots 1, 2, 3

d 4, than allowed by Ordinance, (resubdivision of lots 26-41, Block 1, Frank
in Park Subdivision), (2.59 acres), 41-1«13»(7)26-1+1, 19UI Rhode Island
venue, Dranesville District, RE-0;5, (Deferred from 12-19-73 for decision
nly for viewing by Board members and further study).

r. Kelley stated that he had viewed the property and had gone over the plats
d he feels that the applicant is upgrajing the area.

n application No. V-234-13, application by Richard W. & Faye G. Whyte, under
ection 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit less lot width at the build

'ng setback line on proposed lots 1, 2, 3 and 4 than allowed by Ordinance and
eSubdivision of lots 26 through 41, Block 1, Franklin Park Subdivision, on
roperty located at 1941 Rhode Island Avenue, also known as tax map 41-l«13)}

(7)26-41, Dranesville District, County of Fairfax, Virginia; Mr. Kelley moved
hat the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the fOllowing reSOlution:

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

EREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
ewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
wners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 19th
ay of December, 1913 and deferred for d.cision and viewing of the property
ntil January 22, 1914; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant,
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5
3. That the area of the lot is 2.5595 acres.
4. That applicants want to resuQdivide their land located at the. north

asterlycorner of Rhode Island Avenue and North Kensington Street in the
ubstandard subdivision, Franklin Park, in Dranesville District, such that
ou~ of the proposed seven lots would have less than the minimum required
rontage of 10-0 .feet" and they are requesting a variance to that requirement
or the four lots. The amount of variance requested is 13 feet for lot 11,
feet for lot #2, 22.55 feet for lot 13, and 23 feet for lot 14.

In justification of the request, applicants state that this would allow
he most feasible development of the property, that the lot areas generated
y the proposal are much greater than the minimum permitted. and that other
ots within the neighborhood average only 60 feet in frontale.
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu
sions of law:

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

Ca) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot,
(b) unusual aerangement of streets in area.

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 indicated in the plats inclu
ded with this application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2; This variance shall expire one year from this date unless the sub
division is recorded within one year from this date or renewed by action of
this Board prior to date of expiration.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this County.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Smith stated that for the record, the Board has received additional info
tion and letters from property owners in the area of this application object
ing to the application and also there is a signed Petition objecting to this
request. These have been made a part of the official record of the hearing.

II

H. DIXON SMITH, application under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of Ordinance, to permit
shed to remain 0.7' from rear lot 'line, 1124 .Chadwick Ave., 102-2«14»(C).3,
and part of 2, (11,250 sq. ft.), Mt. Vernon District, RE-0.5, Collingwood
Manor Subdivision, V-248-73.

Reports had been received from the Electrical and Building Inspections and a
report from the Fire Marshal. The Board members reviewed these reports. Mr.
Smith stated that the Electrical work had been approved. The Fire Marshal
had stated that .they found the equipment in use to be approved by Underwriter
Laboratories 'aDr the use to which it is being put.

They stated that they could find nothing that would cause any fire hazard
about this building or its contents.

The report from Joseph Bertoni, Chief Building Inspector, stated that they
had found a couple of deficiencies and had issued a viOlation of Section
R-l09 of the One and Two Family Dwelling-Code, 1971 Edition. The certified
plat shows this building to be within 711 of the property line. The BOCA
Basic Building Code, Article 3, Section 305.0 "Restrictions Outside Fire
Limitsll •. and Section 305.1 "Lot Line Separation" prohibits this frame con
struction. The Inspector, Mr. Schneider, reports that by correcting some
minor structural deficiencies , altering the exterior grade and meeting the
requirements of Section 305.1 this building would be acceptable by the Code.

Mr. Barnes stated that there are some new certified plats from the next
door neighbor, Mr. Wilson, showing that the shed is only 0.04 1 from the
property line.

In application No. V-248-73~ application by H. Dixon Smith, under Section_
30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit shed to remain 0.7 1 from rear
lot line, on property located at 1124 Chadwick Avenue, Mt. Vernon District,
also known as tax map l02-2«l4)(C).3 Spart of2, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, RD. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution:
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WHEREAS,.the captioned appli?ation has been properly filed in accordance with
t~e requ~rements of allappl~cable State and County Codes and in accordance
w~th the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, fOllow~ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, post~n~ of th~ property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners and a publ~c hear~ng held by the Board of Zoning Appeals on the 9th day
of January, 1974 and deferred for reports from the Inspectors and decision
to the 22nd day of January, 1974; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is H. Dixon & Nelle D. Smith.
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5
3. That the area of the lot is 11,250 square feet.

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

1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was not the result of
an error in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a
bui lding permit.

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

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

II

FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permit accessory structure to remain in side yard area, 9524 Braddock Road,
69-3«1»21, (5 acres), Springfield District, RE-l, V-257-73.

Reverand Roy Calvert, Bristow Drive, Annandale, represented the church before
the Board. He submitted the requested plats to the Board showing the propose
screening for the air conditioning and heating units.

Mr. Smith asked him if they had given any thought to brick instead of wood
fencing.

Reverand Calvert stated that they had considered it, but their architect
and mechanical engineer felt that their prOposal would be sufficient, since
the Chase's have a solid brick wall on that side of their house facing the
church.

Mr. Kelley stated that he had four or five pages of typewritten reports here
which he had not had an opportunity to read. He', stated that he felt the
Board should have time to study these reports~ He stated that he wanted to
point out that he viewed this property and it is inconceivable to him that
they would locate the air conditioning and heating units where they are. Even
if they had stayed within the 20' requirement, he would still think that they
would have moved it over. He ,could not imagine the architect doing this, if
that is who made this decision to locate these units in this location.

The Board read Mr. Chase's letter. Mr. Smith stated that perhaps the Board
should defer this in order for the church to give some more thought to this
and perhaps come up with a better plan. He stated that the insert in Mr.
Chase's letter regarding the explosion in aowie was rather unfair to this
application because the propane in Bowie was not properly installed or
inspected and there were other factors involved there, too. It was a v,ry
unfortunate accident, but they were repairing automobiles apparently and
using the propane gas for welding.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board should consider that if the church places
this at another p'lace, they might very well place it in an area that would
have a worse impact on the adjacent property owners and they might not screen
it as well as the Board could require at this location. He also stated that
he felt the Board should make an effort to try to alleviate as many of the
prOblems attached to the existing location as possible byway of screening
and baffling., If the applicant moved it to the back, it would be closer to
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the residential property than it now is. He stated that he did not feel Mr.
Chase 'should have to donate any money to this project.

Mr. Kelley agreed and stated that any costs should be borne by the applicant.
Mr. Chase was not at fault in any way.

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Chase would prefer an a-foot fence. The applicant
would either have to set this fence 2 feet from the property line or the
Board would have to grant a variance for it to be on the property line.

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board should meet with Mr. Chase and the churbh
and go over these suggestions as a body and figure out the best way to handle
the problem.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could require an 8 1 fence of brick placed 2
or 4 feet inside the property line with any baffling devices that might be
acquired to bring the noise level within the limits of the propesed Fairfax
County Ordinance.

The Board continued to discuss possible alternatives to the problem.

Mr. Smith suggested that the church also enclose the above-ground tanks that
are in the rear of the church with a chain link fence for safety reasons.

Of

Mr. Smith read the report on the sound
Inspector Specialist, with the County.
stated:

level pressure readings by Jack Maize.
His report dated January 22, 1974

"On this date readings were taken at the lot line of the Fairfax Baptist
Church located at 9524 Braddock Road. Attached is a test date sheet contain
ing data obtained during that study.

The following observations may be useful to you in your evaluation.

I
3.

,.
5.

The "proposed standards II have Dot been adopted but are included in the
new 'Zoning Ordinance of the County of Fairf.x.
The "background" noise is high at this location due primarily to the
vehicular traffic on Braddock Road. It exceeded the standards in 5 of
the 9 octave bands indicated.
The air conditioning equipment, when operating, exceeded the standards
in 6 of the 9 octave bands indicated. This equipment appears to be pro
ducing substantial sound pressure levels in the 500, 1,000 and 8,000
octave bands.
Shrubbery does little to absorb or deflect sound energy. A dense mater
ial such as b~ick or concrete is most desirable for such purvoses.
When the background traffic noises become more subdued (at n~ght or 'early
morning) the noise eminating from this air conditioning equipment will
become more pronounced. Turning the equipment off at night would
eliminate that portion of the problem."

I

I

Mr. Smith asked Reverand Calvert the hours this church operates.

Reverand Calvert stated that they are out of the building by 9:00 p.m. as a
group. There are occasional small groups meeting in the church building at
night.

In application No. V-257-73. application by Fairfax Baptist Temple, under
Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit accessory structure
to remain in side yard area, on property located at 9524 Braddock Road,
Springfield District, alSo known as tax map 69-3«1»21, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adppt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 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 16th
day of January, 1974 and continued for additional information and decision to
the 22nd day of January, 1974; and
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WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following .indings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Central Baptist Church of
Springfield, Trs.

2. That the present zon;ing is RE-l..
3. That the area of the lot is 5 acres.
~. That a valid building permit was obtained.

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

1. That the" Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an
error in the location of the equipment subsequent to the issuance of abuild
ing permit.

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and
purpose of the, Zoning Ordinance, nor'will it be detrimental to ,the use and
enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity.

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

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

3. Equipment shall be screened by 8' compatible brick wall around all
sides with gate on rear wall. Enclosure of approximately 1~1 x 35'.

~. Evergreen screening of one staggered row of 6 1 Canadian Hemlock 5' on
center fronted by another staggered row of 3 1 hybrid holly stock ,5' on center
shall also be provided.

5. Further baffle equipment may be required at a later date to further
reduce the noise rating to meet the proposed noise control ordinance.

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

Mr. Smith stated that he wanted it understood that if the church cannot
accomplish this noise reduction by the fencing and screening," they will
have to go to some other device to bring the noise level into cODIormity
to the proposed new Fairfax County Noise Ordinance.

Reverand Calvert stated that he understood.

Reverand Hisland, the Assistant Pastor, was also present.

II

Mr. H. Dixon Smith appeared before the Board and inquired as to w~at he might
do to cover his equipment and still be ,in c~nformity wi~h the Ord~nanc~.

Mr. Smith suggested that he see Mr. Knowlton or Mr. Cov~ngton, the Zon~ng

Administrator and Assistant.

II
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Discussion on the Pinewood Development Corporation Case. The Board asked
last week that there be a representative of this corporation present at 10:30
this morning to answer questions that the Board had regarding a memorandum
from Preliminary Engineering stating that the developer, at the time of
the rezoning, had made certain promises to the Board of Supervisors that they
would allow membership in the pool from the Newington area.

Mr. Ken Sanders, attorney for the applicant, appeared before the Board.

Mr. 8mith asked him if they did intend to allow the use of this pool by
any other user than that indicated in the application for the Use Permit.

Mr. Sanders stated that he would like to know why, specifically, they; were
called back to the Board.

Mr. Smith then read the memorandum from Preliminary Engineering which stated:

"In connection with the subject swimming pool, I would like to call your
attention to the fact that the pool is to be available for use by the pre
sent residents of the Newington area according to the letter submitted by
the developer at the rezoning hearing.

A search of the Board of Zoning Appeals resolution for the Special Use Permit
reveals there is no mention of the commitment, nor has there been provisions
for on-site parking as there was in the plan submitted to the B.Z.A.

We request your decision on whether or not this plan should be resUbmitted to
the B.Z.A. to incorporate commitments made to the Board of Supervisors."

Mr. Smith stated that this Special Use Permit was granted as the applicant
had applied, for the residents of Pinewood Development only and would be
limited to the use of those residents indicated on the development plan that
was submitted at the time of the hearing and not to the entire area or
the other users as indicated at the time of the rezoning. He stated that
apparently there is some conflict between the rezoning and the Board of
Zoning AppealS' action.

Mr. Gerald Fitzgerald, Vice-President of Pinewood Development Corporation,
appeared before the Board, and stated that it was still their intent to
determine the feasibility of making some pool memberships in that pool
available to some members of the Newington area which is undefinable, but
within a close proxmmity to the pool and if it is practical and possible,
with the normal development of that tract.

Mr. Smith asked if he understood that if they make any change or if they
enlarge upon their Use Permit beyond the scope that it was granted by the
B.Z.A. ~ they would be required, to-file a new application. He stated that
this Use Permit waS granted based on the parking for that Pinewood area
only and that particular use which would not encompass an additional area.

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that they put 15 parking spaces in there when they
designed the plan in case they needed additional parking.

Mr. Smith stated that 15 parking spaces was the minimum requirement based
on the townhouse development for the number of people that they had indica
ted at the time of the original hearing. They did not take into account
that they were going to solicit membership to residents of the Newington
are.. The applicant did not make the Board aware of that at the time of
the hearing, nor did the B.Z.A. know what their commitments were to the
Board of Supervisors. Under this granting, they would not be permitted
to allow membership to the Newington area and the number of parking spaces
shown on that plan are to serve that development1s membership of 150. He
stated that they have answered the Board's question that they are limiting
the usage of the pool at this time to the residents of the Pinewood Develop
ment and not to present residents of the Newington area. He stated that the
discussion or commitment at the time of the rezoning is something they will
have to work out with the proper authorities and if they propose ~o make a
change in the Use Permit, they are now aware of the procedure they will have
to follow, with a new application to cover the present residents of the
Newington area. He asked if that was agreeable.

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that it was.

II



Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant stating that they have encountered
delays in Obtaining from the State and County information regarding the impro e
ment of Hunter Mil~ Road. This delayed their submission of site ~evelopment

plans to the County. They are now encountering difficulty in obtaining
financing as a result of the tight money situation.

Mr. Barnes moved that this Permit be extended for 6 months.

II
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APPROVED'~ ,zO, /924

BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
and

Joyce Salamon
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I
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The hearing adjourned at 4:00.P.M.

Mr. Smith noted that the Staff has noted that Bonding mailed the applicants
the bond forms on September 11, 1973 and as yet they have not received any
answer.

UNITY OF FAIRFAX, S-7-73, granted February 21. 1973 - REQUEST FOR EXTENSION

FRANK LEWIS & RON THOMPSON, S-1-73, granted February 14, 1973 - REQUEST FOR
EXTENSION

The motion passed 3 to 0 with Mr. Runyon abstaining and Mr. Baker absent.

II

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until the Bebruary 13, 1974 if
there is a full Board.

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not know.

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

FORESIGHT INSTITUTE -

Page 90
January 22, 197~

The Boa~d discussed this case. Mr. Smith stated that the Board had heard thi
case and had deferred action until there was a full Board as Mr Bunyan is
abstaining since he has been retained to do the engineeri~g work:

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not realize this morning that this was the rea
son for deferral and he had wanted to re-review the trip generation report
and the new plats. He asked Mr. Runyon if he felt the applicant would be
agreeable to another deferral with the hope that on February 13, they would
have a full Board.

Mr. Smith ~ad the ~etter.requesting an extension to their permit as they
have now pursued th1s proJect through all proper County channels since the
granting and are now awaiting approval of their building permit. Final
approval of the site plan has just been completed. The delay was, in part,
due to the changing policy on sewer allocation which has now been settled
in their favor. The delay now jeopardizes their possibility of beginning
constructio~ by February 14, 1974. They have requested a foundation permit.

Mr. Smith stated that the Staff indicated that the Bonding Office has
received the applicant's bond and everything is going smoothly. After
the bond is issued, they have to hold up the aite plan for 10 days before
they can release it and. allow the applicant to obtain a building permit.

It was the Boardls decision that under the circumstances that exist in this
particular case, they would grant a 6-month extension.

'-
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The Regula~ Meeting of the Board of Zoning
Appeals Was Held on Wednesday, February 13,
197Q. in the Board Room of the Massey
Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman;
Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker,
George Barnes and Charles Runyon

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

Mr. Smith announced that this meeting will not be recorded and asked everyone
to speak clearly in order that the Clerk would be able to get accurate notes.
The recording equipment was at George Mason University.

10:00 - BERNARD & SHELLEY LARSEN, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ord.
to permit construction of garage 11.1' from side property line (8.9'
variance), 4628 Guinea Road, 69-2«6»41, Rutherford Subdivision,
Section 2, Annandale District, 22053 square feet, RE-O.5, V-1-7~.

Mr. Larsen, 4628 Guinea Road, represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Arthur
Small, 4632 Guinea Road and James Stockard, Leghorn Place. Mr. Stockard owns
the property next door at ~624 Guinea Road. That is the property that would
be most affected by this request.

He stated that their lot is too narrow to build this garage without a variance
There will still be in excess of 43' from the garage to Mr. Stockard's house,
which is more than the 40' minimum between houses that the zoning regulations
visualize for RE-O.5 zoning. All of the adjoining properties have signified
in writing that they are pleased with this proposed addition and the three
property owners across the street have also indicated this. The only other
place to build this garage would be behind the house and there they have a
telephone easement along the property line and a storm sewer easement also.
The fact that the rear of the property has a drainage problem is evidenced
by the storm sewer easement. It is low and swampy and is an impossible place
to build. In addition, the house is oriented toward the rear. When they
purchased the house in June they assuaed there would be no problem with build
ing the garage, but when they came into the County they found they could not
build without this Board's approval.

~1

09/

Mr. Runyon stated
only 10' anyway.
a good sized lot.

that under a cluster subdivision this side yard would bB
This is not a cluster subdivision and Mr. Larsen does have

I

I

Mr. Smith stated that not many properties would have that many easements on
them.

There was no one in the room to speak in favor of the application, nor in
opposition ~m the application.

Mr. Larsen stated that the material that would be used for the garage would
be the same as the hous~ and is an extension of the roof of the house.

In application No. V-1-74, application by Bernard S Shelley Larsen, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of a two-car
garage 11.1 feet from side property ,line, on property located at 46,28 -Guinea
Bead, Rutherford Subdivision, Section 2, also known as tax map 69-2«6))41,
Annandale District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution::

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

WHEREAS, following prpper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of ,thep~~evty, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a publip hearing'bythe Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 13th
day of Februapy, 197~;and.

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

1. That the o~ner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.S
3. That the are. of the lot is 22,053 square feet.
~. That the request is for a variance of 8.9' to the requirement.
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1: .That t~e app~icant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
cond~t~ons ex~st wh~ch under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
wo~ld result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would de
pr~ve the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) storm sewer easement across rear of property and electric and tele
phone easement across front of property

(b) exceptionally narrow lot.

~OW, THEREFORE, BE ~T RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
~s hereby granted w~th the following limitations:

1. This ap~ro~al is ~anted for t~e location and the specific structure
or s~ructures 1nd1cated 1n the plats 1ncluded with this application only,
and 1S no~ tran~ferable to oth~r land or to other structures on the same land.

2. Th~s var1ance shall exp1re one year from this date unless construction
h~s started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira
t~on.

3. ArChitecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall be
compatible with existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thi
Board does not constitute exemption from the va~ious requirements of this
c?unty. The.appl~c~t shall.be himse~f.responsible for fulfilling his obliga
t10n to obta1n bU11d1ng perm1ts, cert1f1cates of occupancy and the like throug
the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

10:20 - FAIRFAX COUNTY FIRE & RESCUE SERVICES, application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.2 of Ordinance, to permit governmental center to include
fire station, pOlicy station and general offices, Rolling Road, 300
feet south of Tuttle Road, 79-3((4»32, 33, and 34, 7.11+ acres,
Springfield District, RE-I, S-2-74. -

Mr. George Alexander, Director' of Fire and Rescue Services for the County of
Fairfax represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. Some of the contiguous property
owners were Warren McConnell; Margaret Johnson, 8450 Boyer Drive; Bruce
Brock, P. O. Box 37, Springfield; and Nathaniel Moyer.

Mr. Alexander stated that the engineer has indicated on the plan the limits
of the Special Use Permit as it will apply to the Fire Department. This is
a plan of the entire governmental complex which will house various satellite
offices of the County government. This is a typical Fire Department operation
There will be no sirens to summons the fire department people. The building
setback will comply with the Zoning Ordinance. The Fire Department will have
21 employees assigned, 7 or 8 will be on duty at anyone time. He stated
that there is a free standing tower that will go in between the Fire Depart
ment building and the Policy Department building which will be 80' fn height.
It will set ba~k well over the 80' height. This tower will take care of the
Police and Fire Department as well as the various County inspectors from
County Development that will be w?rking out of the satell~te.offices: There
will be one emergency cut on Roll~ng Road and they are a11gn1ng the ~ngress

and egress with Roxbury Avenue.

Mr. Smith asked if there would be a variance required for the tower.

Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, stated that the setback of
the tower is well within the requirement.

Mr. Smith asked if the Fire Department would be the first phase of constructio

Mr. Alexander stated that the entire government complex will be constructed
at the same time.

I

I

I
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There was no one in the audience to speak for or against the application.

Mr. Alexander asked if the Board would like to see the landscape plan.

Mr. Smith stated that if it has been approved by the Director of County Deve
lopment, then it would not be necessary for the Board to review it. The Board
usually puts in the motion that landscaping shall be approved by the Director
of county Development, in order that he can work with the neighbors of the
area.

In application No. S-2-74, application by Fairfax County Fire & Rescue Service
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit governmental
center to include· fire station, policy station and general offices, on proper
ty located at Rolling Road, 300 feet south of Tut~le Road, also known as tax
map 79-3((q))32, 33, 3Q, Springfield District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting ofh~~iR9Fnperty, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public/by~e Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th day of
February, 1974; and-

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Board of Supervisors of
Fairfax County.

2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 7.1412 acres.
4. That site plan approval is required.
5. That the Planning Commission on July 30, 1970 recommended approval.

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require
ments of-this county. The applican~ shall be himself responsible far fulfil
ling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDtlRES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE· ---

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

6. Landscaping. screening and/or fencing-shall,be provided to the satis
faction of the Direotor·of.County Development.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The mot~Qn passed unanimously.

II
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FORESIGHT INSTITUTE - Deferred for full Board.

This case was deferred for a full Board and this morning there is a full
Board, therefore, the Board took this case under consideration.

Dr. Salih was present to answer~any questions that the Board might have.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had just received a letter fromMI'. Garza
with the Technical Branch of Zoning Administration regarding the adequacy
of the street on which this school will have ingress and egress. The
letter stated:

"Access to the site could be from Woodburn Road via Frost Way and Shelley
Lane to Woodbine Lane or from Little River Turnpike via the service drive
and Shelley'.Lane to Woodbine Lane. There are traffic lights on Little River
Turnpike at Wakefield Chapel Road, where the service drive has access and
at Prosperity Avenue. Therefore, access to and from Little River Tur~pike
should not be a problem.

Shelley Lane has a cross. section of 30 feet from curb to ~urb. According
to the present Fairfax County Subdivision Design Standards, a 3D-foot wide
street has a capacity of 210 vehicles per day. The 1971 Virginia Department
of Highways traffic count data shows 225 vehicles per day using Shelley Lane.
Since that time, additional traffic from Winterset Subdivision has been
added, probably around 600 vehicles per day. The Subdivision Design Standards
show that a 44-foot wide street is needed to carry this amount of traffic.
Therefore, the staff feels that no additional traffic should be allowed
to impact Shelley Lane. The other Subdivision 'streets, and the service drive,
which is only 26 fe~ wide, have similar deficiencies.

If the Board of Zoning Appeals feels the merits of the case justify approval,
the staff suggests that no parking be al~Qwed on Woodbine Lane or on that
part of Shelley Lane between Woodbine Lane and the service drive, as is
already the case on the service drive. The staff also suggests that the hours
of operation be limited in such a way as to prevent school traffic from
impacting the road system during the rush hours. II

Mr. Smith stated that the traffic, is one of the major concerns of this Board.
This particular application does not meet the guidelines set out in the
Ordinance for a school with this many students. However, the applicant has
stated that he does intend to bus these children. Therefore, the impact
would not be as great as if these children were beingctransported by car
pools. He stated that he could not support a motion to grant a school for
350 children.

Mr. Kelley stated that he would like for Mr. Mitchell to report on this. He
visited the site just this morning with Mr. John Herrington who wrote the
letter. Mr. Kelley stated that he had made quite a study of this and has been
down to the site several times to look at it and to view the_traffic situa
tion.

Mr. Mitchell stated that the letter related traffic capacity to the design
standards for ~ subdivision streets, which in this case is 210 vehiCles per
day, but that standard does not, in and of itself, determine traffic impact
on whether there is a traffic problem. If you could spread the 210 vehicles
per day uniformly through 211- hours per day, there "oui.d _be IIno traffic" at
allan that road. He and Mr. He~ington,arrived at the site at 8:30 a.m.
and they discovered that there.lreadywere "no parking" signs on that
section of the service road,_andno ve~icles were ,parked there. At 8:30 a.m.
the community college was already in session, the rush hour was over and their
car was the only traffic on the road, and if the proposed school were to begin
at that hour, its traffic w~uld have little or no impact on the access roads.
At the opposite end of the service drive, near Pleasant Valley Cemetery,
there were no "no parking':' si_gna, and appllrently students from~ the community
college across Little River:-Turnpikewereparking down there. If that were
tolerated on the part- of the s&rvicedrive that serves as an entrance to this
property, there just could not be any additional, traffic as it would be only
one lane. But, with the situation as it is, the Staff has concluded that if
the Board looks §avorably upon this Use Permit, it might consider adjusting
the hours of operation in such a fashion that the school traffic would not
be at the time of the rush hour traffic, thereby assuring that the impact of
the school traffic on the qrea would be minimal.

Dr. Salih stated that he is a psychiatrist and he lives one-half block from

I
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I
where this school will be. He is a practicing child psychiatrist here in
Fairfax County.

Mr. Smith inquired as to the exact number of students they plan to have. as
there have been several different numbers mentioned in the different papers
in the file.

I
Dr. Salih stated that this is a unique type of school and is not known in the
County and there are very few in the nation. They work with chil~ren who have
a specific--type problem that the _child is very intelligent, but for Some
reason he is not learning. Thomas Jefferson had this problem, but his mother
taught him. General Patton also had this. Dr. Salih stated that he too was
a diplexia child. He has a son who is 5 years old who is diplexia. Therefore
he has some 'feeling for this field. Three percent of the children in a
classroom have diplexia, or one child in each classroom. The teacher des
cribes him as bright, but lazy and doesn't put effort into his work~ This
child's I.Q. approaches 120, but he cannot learn. The usual child who has
an I.Q. of aD or 90 would learn. This child needs special turooing.
This child is not regarded, but just doesn't learn. 350 students are too
many. He stated that he would assume that at full capacity, there would be
no more than 200. It is a loosing operation. This type of school will not
make money. It will be non-profit. He stated that he would be giving his
time free and he will spend as much time there as needed. The best age
group to work with is between the years of 5 to 8. This is the ideal age
for the child, so he will not have the stigma of being called emotionally
distrubed or dumb, when he is neither. It is usually the second grade
where the teachers call the parent to say that there is something wrong with
Johnnie. This problem is coming to the attention of the teacher more and
more. This is a highly specialized school. He stated that he is a teacher,
not an administrator. Mr. Smyth will be the Administrator.

I
Mr. Kelley stated that he has the information that was given at the public
hearing and that is that this operation would be for 350 students. This
is the number that was approved by the Health Department. Of this 350, 160
would be under the age of five. The hours of operation were to be ,from 8:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m., 5 days per week, Monday through Friday. Mr. Kelley
stated that if the hours were, changed from 8:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. and,i:BO
in the afternoon,up to ~:OO p.m., this would eliminate traffic problems.

Dr. S41ih stated. that he could do that, but they would like to have evening
hours for parents. He stated that this type problem requires help from the
parents.

Mr. Kelley stated that the road to Pineridge Elementary School is the same
width as the street the Board is talking' about here. There 'are only about
~OO to 500 feet involved in this and there is no parking there at all.

say 3:30 p.m~

almost as bad
would to 150,

because there
as rush hour.
perhaps • .,

Mr. Kelley stated that with the maximum of 360 stUdents, there would be a
maximum of 264 trips "during the daytime according te> the schedule that was
submitted for the file. He stated that he would go for 200 students, because
you have to have enough, to accommodate the operation.

Mr. Smith stated that he would agree if he would
is construction traffic around ~eoo p.m. that is
He stated that he would not agree to 350, but he

I
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Dr. Salih stated that 200 students would probably be adequate.

He stated tha~ they have one (1) teacher for every 8 students and. sometimes
it is on a 1 to 1 basis.

The Board, then discussed'the architecture of the school .. There was a· ren
dering in the file that had, been submitted by the applicant originally.
This rendering was of a modern design. '

Mr. Smith stated that he thOUght that he remembered it would be brick. He
stated that he would like to see it brick colonial.

In application'No. S-ll6~73, application by William L. Smyth, et ux, and
H. A. Balih, M.D, T/A Foresight Institute, under S~ction 30-7.2.6.1.3 of
the Zoning Ordinance, to permit diagnostic center and school on property
located at Western Teminal of Woodbine Bane, also known as tax map 59-3
.«1» part of parcell, providence District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley
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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 ~d County Codes and in accordanee
withthe-by-lawsof the Fairfax County BOard of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper,postingof the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
pertyowners, and a public hearing by th~_Board of Zoning Appe~ls held on
the 3rd day of August, 1973 and deferred numerous times, final decision
being made on the 13th day of February, 1974.

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

1. That the-owne~of·the subject property_ar~eirs of Amy Johnson.
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.1632 acres.
1+. That compliance with all County and State --,-Codes is required.
5. That site plan approval is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu~

sionsof law:

1. That the applicant has presentes testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in ~ Districts as contained in Section
30-1.1.1.of the Zoning Ordinance; and,

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
ithout further action of this Board; and is for the location indicated in

the application and isnottranaferable to other land.
2. This permit shall expire one year from this~date unless construction

or operation has started:or unless re••wed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

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

1+. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require-
nts of this county. The applicant,-shall be himself responsible for ful

filling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON~RESIPENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE
THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL BOT BE
VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE. ---

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

f the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.
6. The maximum enrollment shall be 200 students. ages 1+ to 12 years.
7. The hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. and 1;30 p.m.

a 9:30 p.m.• 5 days per week, Monday through Friday.
8. The operation shall be subject to oompliance with the inspection report

the State Department of Welfare and Institutions. the requirements of the
Fairfax County Health Department and obtaining a non-residential use permit.

9 ~ The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 1+1.
10. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing::shall be as approved by the

irector of County Development
11. All buses and/or vehiCles used fOr transporting students shall comply

ith State and Fairfax County School Board requirements in light and color
standards. _

12. No parking for this use shall be ulowed on Woodbine Lane. Shelley
Lane or the service drive.

Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 1+ to O.with Mr. Runyon abstaining as he is doing the survey
ork for the job.

II
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M. S. GHAUSI & C. S. ROBERTO. Correction of minutes of October 17, 1973.

In the Findings of Fact, it was
M. S. Ghausi and C. S. Roberto.
should be M. S. Ghausionly.

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes be corrected to reflect this.

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

II

JOSEPH SHOLTIS, 8-224-73, Clarification of Motion - No. 8 of the Conditions
states: "Hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 6 days per week,
Monday through Saturday, by appointment only."

Mr. Adams requested for Special Use Permit to be amended to remove the part
about their being able to operate by appointment only, five days per week.

Mr. Smith stated that that was in the original permit. He stated that he
wanted to see that condition in the permit. That was their own request at
the time of the original hearing.

Mr. Kelley stated that he voted for that permit because of that condition.
That building behind that house is a commercial building and the Board let
them use it. the landscaping was waived because they have natural screening
and the only thing they have to do is dedicate a small amount of frontage.
The reason he voted .for this. he again stated. was because it was ,by appoint
ment only. He stated that it is his opinion that this is like a commercial
use in a residential neighborhood.

Mr. Smith stated that he supported the motion because it was by appointment
only.

Mr. Barnes reread the motion. He stated that he did not realize that he had
included this in the motion, but after reading it, he did remember putting
that condition in.

Mr. Runyon suggested that the motion be left like it is. He moved that the
Board sustain their action taken on January 9, 1974.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Messrs. Smith and Kelley stated that if this condition was changed, they
would change thetr vote •.,
II

POTOMAC SCHOOL, S-142-73, Granted July 25, 1973, for swimming pool and locker
room in conjunction with summer program. Request to permit the hours of opera
tion to remain at 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m, but allow them to operate 7 days
per week.

Mr. Smith read the letter requesting this change.

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt changes such as this should not be made without
a public hearing. The people at a public hearing who might oppose these uses
hear the permit changed one way, then at a later date, the Board changes it
unbeknown to the neighbors who might be affected and he stated that this is
not a good practice and should not be done.

Mr. Runyon stated that the pool is there and should be used.

Mr. Smith stated that they should come in right away if they want to make a
change. not wait this long.

Mr. Baker suggested that the Board leave the motion as it was originally and
give the applicants an apportunity to come in and present their case. He
stated that he did not feel this change should be made without a public hear
ing.
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
February 13, 197~

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals hold a re-evaluation hearing
on this request. This type of thing could cause a lot of problems.

Mr. Smith stated that they would have to pay the fee involved.

Mr. Covington stated that the fee would only be $10.00.

I
Mr. Smith inquired as to who let this fee go through that low.
even anough to pay the cost of advertising the case.

The motion for the re-evaluation hearing passed unanimously.

II

That is not

I
Mel TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORP. & MRS.AND MRS. RICHARD B. WINFIELD, 8-173-73,
Deferred in order for the Planning Co~.sion to hold a public hearing on
the cdse.-- Th~ ~l~nning Commission denied the applicant to place this on
the publ~c fac~11t1esmap. Itwds appealed to the Board of Supervisors and
the Board of Supervisors denied the request for an appeal.

r. Smith suggested that this be defer~ed for another week so that the Board
can give it some more thought as to what they should do in this situation.

Mr. Baker so moved. Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed
unanimously.

II

JANE A. ROGERS - Request for a rehaaring on their application that was denied
on December 12~-l973.

r. Smith read a letter from Mr. Rogers ~ich stated that they were not given
he 10 minutes to present their case, th4s, their case was inadequately pre

sented. He stated that his examination of the recorded transcript indicates
that they were allowed little more than One (1) minute. He stated that there

ppeared to be explicit prejudice by ~t least one Board member against expan
sion of their school~ and the staff memo stated in part that the application
does not meet the specific requirements which can be modified by the B.Z.A.~

the property is located on a local thoroughfare wnstead of a Collector Street
hich is suggested by the Ordinance. The Board failed to recognize the need

for the school's expansion. He further stated that there was an obvious
'sunderstanding by local residents appe4ring against the school'S expansion

in that they felt the permit could be transferred by sale to someone alse.
e stated that the Board should have~couflted those errors. He asked the

Board to review the records of December 12, 1973.

r. Smith asked Mrs. Kelsey, Clerk, to make a copy of this letter for all the
Board members and also to check the time that was allotted to Mr. Rogers dur
ing the hearing.

II

RIVERSIDE GARDENS

r. Smith read a letter from Vernon Long, Supervising Field Inspector, Zoning
Inspections Branch, Division of ZoningA¢ministration, to Mr. Arthur T. Strick
and~ 8627 Buckboard Drive, Alexandria, regarding Riverside Gardens Recreation
ssociation. The letter stated that the Riverside Gardens Recreation Associa
ion had been issued a violation notice for (a) failure to replace fence along

Elkins Street, (b) failure to provide canvas on the north and south sides of
ennis court fencing, (c) failure to provide plantings at a minimum of six

feet in h"ght as required. They are required to rectify the above items by
February 28, 1971J. The BZA by recent action allowed the "barbed" wire to

emain on top of the perimeter fence and insofar as the barbed wire overhang
ng their property, he was told by Mr. Long that that is a civil matter betwee
r. Strickland and the Association.

r. Smith asked Mr. Covington to keep the eoard informed as to the progress
f this notice, as to whether or'not they clear the violation by the deadline
ate. This should come back to the Boar~ with a report On March 13~ 1971J.

II
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AFrER AGENDA ITEMS
February 13, 1974

COLONEL CUMINGS -- Variance for bubble over pool denied by 8ZA -- later
allowed by Zoning Administrator, Mr. Knowlton.

The Board discussed this case at length and decided to request Mr. Knowlton
to come before them on February 20, 1974 and explain why he allowed the
bubble to be erected after they had denied it. If it could have been allowed
by the Zoning Administrator. the BZA should never have had the application.

Mr. Covington stated that Mr. Knowlton ruled that if the bubble wasn't over
7' high, Colonel Cumings could put it in.

II

The meeting adjourned at 12:01 p.m.

II
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BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
~d

Joyce Salamon

Daniel Smath, Ch~rman
APPROVED'

Date
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The Regular Meeting of the Boa~d of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, February 20, 197~, in the
Board Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph
Baker, George Barnes and Charles Runyon.

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

10:00 a.m. - ROBERT E. PRINCE., application under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance, to permit addition to existing house, 4.5' from
p~perty line, 6907 Duke Drive, Bucknell Manor Subdivision
93-1(23»(9)34, Mt. Vernon District, (R-IO), V-3-74. '

Mr. Prince, 6909 Duke Drive, represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
James M. Babbs, 6909 Duke Drive, Alexandria, Virginia, and Mr, Haskell
Lane, 6905 Duke Drive, Alexandria.

Mr. Prince stated that he had lived at this location for five (5) years
and he would like to build a dining room. The reason he needs the variance
is because his lot is too narrow to build on the side and that is the
only logical place for this dining room because of the way the house is
laid out. The proposed dining room is to be IS' x 25'. This is for the
use of his own family and not for resale purposes.

Mr. Smith asked why he could not build this dining room to the rear.

Mr. Prince stated that in order to build in the rear they would have to cut
through the kitchen and remove all the cabinets, etc.

Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, explained that this is a
substandard lot and a substandard subdivision.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could only grant a minimum variance.

Mr. Covington stated that there is much of the same type of construction
in this area. He stated that he felt the Board is empowered to grant the
variance based on the fact that this is a substandard ~ot. 9 feet narrower
than normal. They could build an open carport within 51 of the property
line and have an IS-inch wall. The impact of this room would be no greater
than a carport.

Mr. Smith asked how many variances the Board had granted in the Bucknell
Subdivision.

Mr. Covington stated that he did not know the statistics. but from travel
ing through the area, he knew that there were quite a few houses with similar
additions to them.

Mr. Smith stated that it seemed to him that all the other property owners
would have the same problem.

Mr. Covington stated that he would be allowed to build within 10' of the
property line by right. The Zoning Administrator has the right to grant
a 15 percent reduction for a substandard lot which would only be 1.50 feet.

Mr. Smith inquired of the applicant whether or not he could cut the addition
down to 12 1 wide rather than 15'. He stated that he would support the
application if the applicant cut the request to only have a 12' addition.

There was no one in the room to speak in favor or in opposition to the
appl ication.

In application No. V-3-74, application by Robert E. Prince. under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition to house within 4.5 1 from
south-side line, on property located at 6907 Duke Drive, also known as
tax map 93-1«23))(9)34, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following reSOlution:

WHEREAS. the c~p~ioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of ~~ 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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ROBERT E. PRINCE (continued)
February 20, 1974

I
WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty ownerS, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 20th day of February, 1974, and

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

10/

I
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is, R-IO.
3. That the area of the lot is 7,320 square feet.
4. That the lot is a substandard lot.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Koning AppealS has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied .the Board that the following phy
sical 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.

on the south side.
from this date 'unless construction
this Board prior to date of

variance is for a 5' side yard
variance shall expire one year
or unless renewed by action of

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

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

Mr. Smith stated that he disagreed with Mr. Covington that living quarters
provide no greater impact thana carport being grounds for this Board
to grant a variance. If this is the case, then the ordinance should be
changed to allow this alsO. He stated that basically he agreed that as far
as impact, aneenclosed additionadoes not provide any greater impact than
a carport.

Mr. Runyon stated that the main thing in this case was the substandard lot.

1. This approval is
or structures indicated
and is not transferable
land.

2. This
3. This

h_s started
expiration.

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

granted for the location and the specific structure
in the plats included with this application only,
to other land or to other structures. on the same

I

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

I
JANE A. ROGERS, Request for Rehearing, S-230-73. (deferred from February
13. 197~ to allow Clerk to listen to records and find out how much time
the applicant had to present his case. Or~ginal request denied for ex_
pansion of Tara School.

Mr. Smith read the Clerkls memorandum relating to the amount of time this
hearing on this case took and the amount of time given the applicant to
present his case.

I
Mr. Smith then read the new letter from Mrs. Rogers that had been sent
last week again asking the Board for the rehearing of the case.

The letter contained the wording that Christian Schools. should be given
more positive encouragement in Fairfax County by Fairfax County officials
than has been evident to them.
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JANE A ROGERS (continued)
February 20, 1974

Mr. Smith stated that he disagreed that Fairfax County officials have not
been positive in their thinking toward Christian Schools. This Board
has been lenient with all schools and the applicant herself in her letter
mentioned several schools in Fairfax County that were granted by this Board.
This Board is interested in Christianity. However, what the applicant is
basing her reasons for a rehearing on is the type of school she is opening
rather than the merits of enlarging the school. He stated that there was
no new information submitted that he could see.

Mr. Baker moved that the appeal for the rehearing be denied.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith then read the third (3rd) paragraph on the second page of the
original hearing that the Board had read last week requesting the rehear
ing which stated:

"There was an obvious misunderstanding by },oc:a1"ruidents appearing against
the School's expansion in that they felt the permit could be transferred
by sale or otherwise to someone else. This was very explioit in the letter
given the Board from Mr. Bywater, a contiguous property owner. there were
several referenoes to '''CO'1DIlM!roial Property;" one presentation stated ll

•••

the property would never revert to a residence." The Board should have
counted these obvious errors, stating that such permits cannot be, sold,
and must be rejustified. This is especially important for Tara School
where the permit is made out to only one of the. joint property owners;
the permit cannot even be transfer'red to the other property owner. II

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Board did clear up this misunderstanding
at the time of the hearing on the oase. This applicant wanted to build a
new building on his land.

Mr. Kelley stated he had seconded the motion to deny the application. He
stated that at the time of the hearing he pointed out that there was a lot
of opposition *t the original hearing when the Board granted them a permit
to have 25 children. This is a residential area. The Board granted the
permit in the beginning beoause it was for very few students and in the
beginning they indicated, as he recalled. that they did not want to expand.
He stated that he felt that it would not be appropriate to put this' large
school in this neighborhood and on this street.

He further stated that he did not make his deoision based on the testimony
of the local residents that were here, but he made his deoision based on
the facts of the oase.

Mr. Baker stated that that is what he made his motion on just now.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

BRENTWOOD ACADEMY - JOHN EDWARD CROUCH, Inspection report and memorandum
from Wallace S. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator.

Mr. Smith read the letter from Mr. Covington and the Zoning Inspector
regarding the problem with this Special Use Permit. They reported to the
Board that the applicant had not complied with the oondit~Dn of the
Special Use Permit that was granted in Ig65 relating to the construction
and maintenance of Nalls Road. which is in front of the applicant's
property.

Mr. Baker moved that the Board revoke the applicant's Special Use Permit.
He has ten days in which to request a Show-Cause hearing on this revocation.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

Mr. Kelley suggested that the Chairman, in his letter to the applicant,
point out that he does have 10 days in which to appeal this.

Mr. Smith stated that he would do so if the Board directs him in that way.

This was agreed and the motion passed unanimously.

II
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
February 20, 1974

PAUL D. AUSTIN, 5-54-73, Granted April 25, 1973, Request for extension
of time.

Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant requesting an extension to this
Special Use Permit.

Mr. Barnes moved that this request be granted and that this permit be exten
ded 180 days from April 25, 1974. This is the first extension add so notify
the applicant. In addition, notify the applicant that this is the only
extension that can be granted.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

Mel TELECOMMUNICATIONS(CORPORATION~S MR. AND MRS. RICHARD B. WINFIELD,
5-173-7-3 (Discussed last week and deferred until this week.

Mr. Smith .tated that he felt this Board should not make a decision since
it is now mute. In denying the appeal, the Board of Supervisors really
denied the application that was before the BZA. He stated that he did not
think that the Board of Zoning Appeals should place any of these cased on
the Agenda until such time as the Pl~ning Commission has had the 30 days
to hear the application. If the Board of Zoning Appeals accepts an appli
cat1on, the applicant shoula be notified that the BZA will not place the
application on their Agenda for a period of 60 days to allow the Planning
Co~ssion an opportunity to hear the case. We have a 30 day requirement
in the State Code and the Planning Commission hasn't taken it seriously.
He stated that he was going to put the monkey on the Zoning Administrator's
back. Probably this application sh~~g not have been scheduled before this
Board because it had not been placed on the public facilities plan. In all
cases where it is a requirement that the Planning Commission place a case on
the public facilities map, and the Zoning Administrator r~les ,that it is a
public facility, it should not be scheduled before this Board until the
action is taken by the Planning Commission. The State Code states the
Planning Commission has 30 days in which to hear and make a decision ~d refe
the case back to the Board of Zoning Appeals. He stated that this is eome
thing that should be given a lot of thought. In this particular case, the
Planning Co~ssion did not pull this case to be heard. After the Board of
Zoning Appeals had scheduled the case for public hearing and on the hearing
date, the Board deferred the case in order for the applicant to get together
with the citizens in the area, and after the Planning Oommissiondecided to
hear the case, the Zoning Administrator ruled that this was a publid facility
This decision should have been made at the time the application was filed.

Mr. Covington stated that probably he didn't realize it at the time.

Mr. Smith stated that if the Board was in agreement, it would just pass over
this.

There was no objection. The Board members agreed that this was the thing to
do.

Mr. Knowlton came into the meeting and the Board continued to discuss the
case.

Mr. Knowlton suggested that it would be best that the application be accepted
but not scheduled for the Board of Zoning Appeals hearing until the Planning
Commission has acted on it. He stated that in the new ordinahce, there is th
possibility of some reconsideration on the procedures of advertising and
notice in connection with the Planning Commission's 456 items and possibly
evert a fae-for that application.'

Mr. Smith agreed that there should be a fee.

Mr. Knowlton stated that it is possible that the application should be
accepted and not ask for the fee until the case has been processed to that
point.

Mr. Smith'_stated that he did not thin8 this particular_ case was bad. It
would have been a good thing as far as the County is concerned. It is a

lUJ
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
February 20, 1974

good pUblic use. It doesn't make a noise and it doesn't pollute. He stated
that he felt it was a good use and if it had come to a vote, he would have
supported it.

Mr. Runyon agreed.

II

KISE, CHARLES D., V-265-73

The Clerk stated that this applicant has until February 22, 1974 to submit
their certified plat of the property showing the fence. She stated that
she had received a telephone call and the letter, and a copy of the contract
is on the way requesting an extension of time to get the certified plat in.

The applicants have called the Engineer who did the original plat and he want
$80.00 to come out and check that fence and put it on the plats. They said
they could take the fence down 7 inches, but the 8th inch is the brace. The
fence company wants $500 more to cut down that fence or to take the entire
thing down. She said that they talked with Mr. Pammel and that he had told
them that they could submit thoae plats with the fence indicated in red. She
said that Mr. Pammel also had told them that there was a good chance that
the BZA would allow them to keep the goats, therefore, they went ahead and pu
up the goat pen, which cost '375. Now, they are paying on that goat pen and
are not allowed to keep a goat and they are also paying on the other fence.
She stated that-she called the Zoning office before they put up the fence
and a zoning girl told her that the fence would not come under the Zoning
Office's jurisdiction because this was a Day Care Center. It would come
under the Health Department's jurisdiction. The Health Department ok'd the
fence, -and therefore, they felt it was alright to build it.·

Mr. Smith inquired as to whether or not they had gotten rid of the goats.

Mr. Knowlton stated that there had been no inspection as yet as their time
was not up until the 22nd of February.

Mrs. Kiae told the Clerk in her telephone conversation that they had gotten
rid of the goats.

Mr. Barnes moved that Mr. and Mrs. Kise be given 15 additional days to get th
certified plats in.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to a with Mr. Kelley
abstaining.

'~r. Smith stated that this was an error and was not the correct interpreta
tion of the Zoning Ordinance.

/I

Colonel Comung's bubble over swimming pool. Explanation from the Zoning
Administrator as to why he allowed it after the Board of Zoning Appeals
denied it.

Mr. Knowlton had submitted a letter to the Board explaining his reasons for
allowing the bubble over Colonel Cuming's swimming pool.

II

CLARIFICATION ON FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE VARIANCE THAT WAS GRANTED BY BOARD.
Zoning Inspector needs to know how long they have to place the brick fence
and screening around heating and air conditioning units. The Resolution
reads that IIThis variance shall expire one year from this date unlesB con
struction has started", therefore they feel they have one year to put up the
brick wall and screen.

The Board discussed this and stated that the time limitation was left off in
advertently. They certainly would want to have the wall up by summer.

It was the Boardls decision that construction on the brick wall and the
screening shall begin no later than the 1st of April and be completed by
June 1, 1974. This would be condition Number 6 of the Condition granting
the variance.

JOY
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
February 20, 197q

Mr. BaFnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

II

LETTER FROM DON STEVENS RE: SCHOOL BUS LIGHTING AND COLORING, SPECIFICALLY
THE CASE OF MILDRED FRAZIER.

The Board then discussed school bus lighting. Mr. Donald Stevens, attorney
for the applicant, Mildred Frazier, who runs Grasshopper Green School and
to whom the Board recently granted an addition to the existing school to
allow a greater number of children, had written the Board a letter regarding
his interpretation of the State Code as it ~lates to the painting and light
ing of school buses and vehicles used to transport children.

Mr. Kelley stated that it was 4 pages of typewritten material and he would
like a week to read and digest it. He stated that this Board set this as a
condition. Mr. Stevens *tates that these station wagons that are used for
this facility to transport children stop at every doorway and driveway, there
fore, Mr. Kelley stated that this is all the more reason for having these
vehicles painted and lighted in accordance with the State Code.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board prokably should have set this as a specific
condition so they could not interpret it as being a State Code condition,
but a Board of Zoning Appeals' condition.

The Board decided to discuss this again next week.

II

Mr. Knowlton submitted a letter to the Board from Public Works regarding a
fence surrounding a silt pond that the~,would like to fence with a 6 1 fence.

lX...... '6v.-~)
The Board stated that the earliest day they could hear the case would be
March 13, 1974, if all the materials are in.

Mr. Barnes so moved that this be heard on the 13th day of March if they call
get all 'the materials in:.

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

II

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes for January 9, 1974",-January 16, 1974 and
January 22, 1974 be approved with minoIl'·'corrections.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimbusly.

II

Hr. Knowlton discussed with the Board a request from the Northern Virgini~

Transportation Division and RAMADA which involves the location of 700 bus
shelters, most of which will be on pub~ic property in the ri,ht-of-way, but
some few of them will be located on private property Which w111 be obtained
as easements in residential, commercial and industrial areas. He stated
that he had some misgivings about granting~ blanket variance and they are
now trying to get some plats showing the looation of these and unless the
Board has some other ideas on this, they are going to try to amend the
Ordinance to allow these to· be so located.

The Board members agreed that this would be the proper way to handle this.

Mr. Smith stated that the only thing about granting this type of shelter
that bothers him is that the same exemption should ~e given for school bus
shelters.

BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
and

Joyce Salamon
Approved:

Date

*The meeting adjourned at 11:ij5 A.M.
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, February -.27-, . 19-'J'4 ,in the
Board Room of the Massey Building. Present: DaJ;lipl
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph
Baker, George Bar~es and Charles Runyon.

The mee~jpg was opened with a prayer by M:z;-o Barnes.

10:00 - KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO., application under Section 30-7.2.10.3~8

of Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of additional ~uildings for sales,
parts display and service for new car dealership already under Special Use
Permit, 2000 Chain ,Bridge Ro~d" 29-3 «1» 31, _(5. 3741 .•or,as), Centre-ville
District (C-D), 8-262-7.3 .. (Deferred from 1-22-74).

Mr. Ralph Louk, 4101,ChainB~idgeRoad, attorney for the applicant,
represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices, had been presented and accepted as in order at the previous hearing
January 22, 1974.

Mr. Louk stated that the area of land is S',374lacres and completes the
Sherwood Development except for the bank site which iaunder lease to
the First Virginia 1'I'ank. This application is ~ ~~n4SP..cial. Use Permit
No, 5-174-72, granted December 13, 1972, to John W. Koons, Jr. for a
Chevrolet ~ealership on property located in thewe.terlyq~rantof the
Tysons Corn~r interchange of LeesburgPi~e an~ Chain ar:i4~eRo~d in
the CentrevIlle District, by changing- tn~ name o£the,~~lttee to'~on.

Plaza Development Company and by including cohstru~tion".~Un4eve~oped
portion of th. original tract of additional buildinq~.fO~ ..le.,p.rt.~
display and service for a new car dealership. '

'_.'. Louk stat~ that there is a letter in the file indioatill' Ownership
t. t:hel(oonsPlaza Development Company of whichJ:ohnK. KoOi'l8,Jr.ia
a ,member. 0 - -

The Staff Report from Preliminary Engineering stat~~"tQ~t the service drive
along Route 123 is to turn north along the, subjec~:pro~~tY~8wast property
line. In keeping with this service, drive alig••~it'is.\19'qe'-t.d',tihatthe
applicant construct the se:cvicedrive t~ its -f11+1 i"I'~tf);:<:a1.C?'lfJ', _'th,.,,,e,,t '.. .,'
property line in that land area which has be.enre••~d fQ,x:-~~I:i,c·st~eet:."

Mr. Louk stated,that asfara:e th~ .-.r:vicedri-,",l,c,'J;1e f4i;lt that, the location
of that should be determined by the owner of ,ttwt;b4d.,;,operty ,Upcm
it. development.. He Buggested that the ~oardJ?'u.t':,~1lhe,••olt.itiOilt,it ,this
is granted, tha,!=--,the applicailt will built! its o:ne-J:lalf,ofth••e~4:'de 4r1ve,
1,f J'&quired by' the: CCi)W1ty/when ..the adjoining p,rope..r:t:i'c, (t~ R8dc\,ptQperty)
is 4f)ve-~oped. ,
Mr.Louk stated that he £••1. his C~Be meets tohe criteria '11'1 ,~"oninq
Ordinanoe for a Special;Q:~ Permit-:,.The' entire, tract of l:~di:-t"~ tIme of
rezoning was indicated',a. an a.ut.~:;l. dealershipandt)i.p::;,~.t 't'ime,' they
were before :thi.~a.~,d,itwas for l'5,:«'Qres, but since 1:bea,,'cl'tey have
dedia-.t:.cL the:;,"r~~)trive,and .,~~sed the ,b.l1k,p~qpert:y;: '

He etat.d t~.-the 1I!.rv~ dri,ve on ,Chain Bridi;Je Roa4:".Pd.':R9-~~,,:t has 'been
cona-trMC!teli•. T:her,.i.·.a,·~nd held kly the Count:y;:on tbec.. ex.:l-ecing,·ser:'lr-!c.E!c.d-riv

along' l2'3'.~;'?~,re 18 .~~t ':SO I of;serviCe drifll'et:there :thatA11::ll,O,t': coas1:ruc1+ed
because theC.~:~y, l:ln~¥.-w~l'lted.':them,_to goo to th~ ent;.r-.ne~()n,12),•. ' *." ;.","_~

!oi:rso'_DO:!).,l~,."" '",.~, < S7:~~'iJigdon ,pd:ve', Vienna; :VirlIinta, _was tbe fh'.,t""
.~eak••.•'~'."'*~i '0 c-' ••••t,,ion. She_ •... tat8d .that she:.is a .~.pJ:l,••enta.:t.i..ve.•...•• ,0.£... TY.. '~~s
Green""Anike._ ..'Civic Association .Sheh,adj ~u.J>.mi;te~:;~r .,'l;~ti~~;""£o1: the"
file'IlU,U:er. ,:the day. She suggested that before ~heBo.q;:-qk:.. a' . '
decision,:it... abOUld.. take a took at' the JKJDea:lerShi~._at:!!l'"".. ~-'.' .:,-,'!Z.•.,~).,-~.lil'er.,
She8tat8d~'tili.. landscaping i'spitiful and theYare,_ ' '/" O'l"",
p~~kinglot ···tQpar~ their cars. They~~completely.:~,,:.'.~~".t:he_~
de.i:r.. Qf the cOll'llll\Ulity tom~etbi.:.,.t~raceivehl''.. ~.~'!r!,.,:::;,:~~,,~t'gh:ts
from the parking lot shine out onto,' the hi,g~...y bl~"il,\CJ th4,dt,1:~\l'*'~,~
drive frem the.hopping center 1;05ltaltd'Vienrta (in Rout;,123.SM.C::~.ded
that this ""Pplication.be4enied. '(Her compl~••.. " .ntilltin 1:heUrtt,i)

, .', , ,-'

*80, there ta, a Qondnow bEflngh'-id,b~-theCounty for"furth&rc,on'stcuetiori of
the! ServiQ8'4riv. parallel to Routel23 of about SQ"if the-e~.it::Li\9;
constructed'serviqe drive is extended.
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Mrs. Spiece also submitted a letter from Mr. Colton Montague, 8624 Coral
Gables Lane, Vienna, Virginia, President, Tysons Green and
Ankerdale Civic Association stating that he represented 265 families
who have been both Aftonished and saddened by what happened to the
Northwe8t quadrant.c.f/'~he Greater Tysons Corner area with the recent
addition of JKJ .Chevrolet. They had hoped that~sthetic planning and
design would enhance that commercial area, but they see not much difference
in this from the Pentagon parking lot -- totally lacking of all qreenry
and punctuated with buildings which. are in~onguent with what could have
been developed into a pleasing c ....•.. -rei al corner. Theltave made no effort
to coordinate any plans for develop.entof this corner'with the surrounding
community, a c~mmunity which has a record of having a realistic and
constructive outlook on growth. They urged the Board to deny this request,
at least until some42sthetic plan could be developed and approved by the
County. (His letter is in the file)

Mr. Louk spoke in rebuttal to the opposition and stated that the parking
on the GEM lot was a tempora,rything.

Mr. Smith stated that it is in violation to tpeSpecial Use Permit and
he advised Mr. Louk to have the situation· corrected.

Mr. Louk admitted that they had not finished their landscaping work. He
stated that th~re was a land$c~~e plan filed with the ,site plan staff of
the county and they have not been able to complete work on that plan,,;·.s
yet. He stated that he personally is proud of this fac,ility and feel!t-'
that the neighbors will feel differently once they have completed th*
work on the site.

Mr. Kelley moved that because of the emergency' ordinance passed by the
Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974, that this case be deferred until
March 13, 1974, for decision only.

Mr. Barnes seoonded the motion and the motion passed uanpimously.

Mr. smith stated that the BOard would like to see the lighting problem
corrected and the landscppe plan developed and completed as soon as possible
on the existing Special Use Permit.

II

10:20 - DAVID L. SCHAP" app. un~~r Sec. 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit waiver ot
front footage req~irem~ta~buildingsetback line on Rout. SO
side of Lot 16, 4001 K~.R4dgeDrive, Greenbriar'Subd~,45-2«3)~
(3)16, (11-,.liI74 sq~re#flttJ:'iClentreville District (R-12.S C1U8tet)

V"'4...,74 ',- ,

Mr. David Sohap reJpesen€e4 h~Belf before the Board.

Notices to property·own~,were in_9rd~.
was C. W. Webster,. lie atated that he and
next door to the subjeat property.

Mr. SCh4lP stated that, he is -r.equesting a variance of 40' because of the odd
shape of the lot and ~t~ lQcatio~. ~t has 11,874 sq. f~.,wh1oh is one of
the largest lots in the, sub,divie:icn. 'He would like 'to constrUct a colonial
type home, approximately 28'x50'.. This lot. has ,water and sew.r taps and
the ,b1.1ildinq and the materials us,ed wtU.dbecompatibl~ totl1e Qther homes in
the ,ub"i'V:ision. He stated thatlle had spoken with some of thenttighbors
and the£r·coacern was that he might conBt~dcta modern type struct_re on this
propert)':,'D'Uttha~ i.s not ,the case. The ,house would be s'imi;Ur to the
Georqetown type hci!rles that are" cons~ructed in the sUbdivi.i6n. He has
own,a the.lot~9~ twe>. Y9ars ~ .-. '

Mr. smi~ .~k.d. if he was aware of the fac:~, that this is an outlot. af1:4_'_"tbat
constr1ictJ,0Jl1s Ilot ,pe.pnitted on an outlot '- "
Mr. Schap statel! that he wasfiaware that it is anoutlot~butwhen he'
bought the home. next to the outlot they Clave him"" the impression that they
were selling him 8;Ilextra lot that already, had sewer and water. They told
him that the house would be limited in size. He.stated that he 4,~d not
live next door. He is building this house to selL The reason, for the
hardship is when he purchased the property, he had every iri~tion of

lur
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of mov!.oclinto the house. There was about seven months ,from the date of
contr~to purchase until settlement. Hie wife wa.~ferred to the
Baltimore Federal Court and the ap~~ent is for faux: years. They had
move to Baltimore as it is 80 miles dq.e~way. They put the home on the
market for sale, without success. NOW~ it is up for rent. They haven't
beeri able to rent it either.

the

to

I b ~

I
Mr. Donald Taylor, 4124 Marlow Hill Lane in the Greenbriar Subdivision
spoke in oppositionto the application. He stated that he is representing
Greenbriar Civic Association. He presented .,Detter to the Board. He
stated that these two lots were recorded as one separate lot in the land
records of Fairfax County. In the Deed Book, it shows outlot 16 with a
restriction as an unbuildable lot because it does not me~t the zoning
requirements. He stated that Mr. Schap ;; should have be_ aware of the
restriction not only as a buyer, but also as an employee of Levitt &
Sons, Inc., the builder of the Greenbriar community. LeVitt & Sons, Inc.
designed the entrance to the Greenbriar subdivision and constructed a wall
on this lot. While Levitt owned the property, the Civic Association
was allowed to have the right to keep this wall, provided that they
maintained it and the grounds. Mr. Schap has been so gracious as to
continue this arrangement. Theyftave maintained the wall and the grounds
and spent se~eral hundred dollars last fall to put this area in first class
condition. They have used a picture of this lot on the cover of their
1973-74 community telephone directory. He submitted copies of this to the
Board.

Dr. George Chapman, 12801 Melvern Court, spoke in opposition. He stated
that he is opposed to further development on this particular lot.

Mr. Schap spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated thatthe fact
that Levitt & Son is his employer has nothing to do with htm and his lot.
He stated that part of the lot was given to the County for the widening
of Middle Ridge Drive. This causes the lot to be called an outlot. This
is 2 lots and he pays taxes on each lot individually.

Mr. KeI1ey asked Mr.' Schap if since he did work for Levitt at the ttme the
entrance wall was put in, did he not think it was put there for the purpose
of leaving this as open space.

Mr. Schap stated that he did not think they left it there for the purpose
of open space. If they had, he would not have purchased it. He stated
that there is no easement ,provided for that sign that is on his property.

I

I
Mr. Smith stated that it seemed to him that if he put
he would just have more problems than he has already.
pretty close to the street.

a house on this lot,
This is certainly

Mr. Runyon stated that this is not the only remedy to this problem. He
stated that they coulo resubdivide the lot. This is a huge lot. That
would be one method of achieving the same results, but it is not the only
way.

Mr. Arnold Jernigan, 3020 Maple View Drive, Greenbriar, spoke before the
Board. He stated that he is not an engineer, but he is a f~nd of Mr.
Schap and Dr. Chapman is his dentist. He stated that this outlot came about
when the County wanted additional land for the right-of-way.

Mr. smith ~tated that by virtue of the fact that the sign has been placed
there and the applicant has allowed it to stay there wo.ld certainly
be a vested right for it to stay there.

Nr. Runyon stated that he did not feel the Board has a choice. The Ordinance
says if there are other remedies, this Board should not grant a variance.
There are other remedies.

The other Board members agreed with Mr. Runyon.

There was no one else to speak in, favor or in opposition to this application.

I

I
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In application No. V-4-74, application by David L. Schap, under Section,
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit waiver of front footage reqUtement
at building setback line, on property located at 4001 Middle Ridge Drive,
Greenbriar Subdivision, also known as tax map 45-2«3}) (3)16, Centreville
District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, the captioned application was heard by the Board of Zoning
Appeals at their meeting of the 27th of February, 1974, following
proper notice to the publip by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners.

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

1- That the owner of the subj.ect property is David L. and
Shirle.y M. Schap.

2. That the present zoning is R-12.S, Cluster.

3. That the are'a of the lot is 11,874 square' feet.

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

1. That the applicant has not sa~isfied the Board of Zoning
Appeals that the following physical conditions exist which under a
strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that'would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land: exceptionally irregular shape of the lot,
exceptionally narrow lot, exceptionally shallow lot, exceptional
topographic problems of the land, unusual condition of the location of
existing buildingsi·and

2. Because other remedies exist for the problem.

NOW, THEREFORB, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same ~s hereby denied.

Mr. Baker seconded the motio!),.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

February 27, 1974

DEFERRED CASE:

RONALD F. LEWIS, TRUSTEE FOR FULLERTON JOINT VENTURE, V-236-73, application
under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit reduction 'of 100 foot'setback
requirement adjacent to residentially zoned land to 25 feet and waiver
of standard screening, Fullerton Street, 98-2((5»3 & 4 and 99-1«2)
30, 31, and 32, Parcel A & B (Total area: l,Sl3,00LL square feet),
Spring~ield District, I-L

lU~

)01

I
W

(Deferred from December 19, 1973 for Planning commission
rezoning application C-526 on adjacent Lynch property
application held up because of the Interim Ordinance
be present)

hearing on
Rezoning
Applicant will
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Mr. Walt Robbins, 9600 Ferry Harbor Lane, testified before the Board.

Mr. Smith stated that, Mr. Cowle~ who represented the applicant at the pre
vious hearingtcame down here with an impossible task when he asked for
such a large variance.

Mr. Robbins stated that the reason for the request is they would like to
develop now and the rezoning application on the adjacent land is being
held up because of the emergency Interim Development Ordinance. If this
rezoning were granted,_ they would not need the variance and could build
right up to the property line.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the request is a valid one, but the request
for a setback of that size is certainly one that this Board could not
justify.

Mr. Robbins stated that they would be satisfied with a qa' to 50' setback.
He stated that they have approached the property owner to the rear and they
have a letter supporting that fact that they would like to submit for the
file. He stated that they also have new plats showing the setback of
40'. He stated that there is 2qO' difference in topobetween Rolling Road
and the bridge. These will be one-story structures.

It was agreed that the applicant restrict the height to 40'.

Mr. Smith stated that they.~ould have a screening requirement of 25 1 •

The Board reviewed the new plats.

The applicant had also brought before t~e Board a model showing the layout
of the property, the topography and itS relation to the structures they
wished to construct.

In application No. ,V:""236-73 ,application by Fullerton Joint. .V,e.nt~, under
S~ction 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, 'to permit reduet-ion: 01·,108- ft.- set
back requirement adjacent to residential zoned ground to-Jt,-O ft. req,uired,
on property located at Fullerton Industrial Park, Springfi~d District,
also known as tax'map 98-2«5»3 & 4 & 99-1«2»30, 31, ~:~Parcel A i B,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Bhard of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolutio~:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the 'public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the -property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 19th day of December, 1973 and deferred until February 27, 1974,
and

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

/ /0
I

I

I

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

l.
Joint

2.
3.

That the Owner of the subject property is Ronald F. Lewis, Tr.,
Venture for Fullerton.

That the present zoning is I-L.
That the area of the lot is 1,513,001 squar~ feet.

I
1. That the applioant has satisfied the Board that the following

physioal conditions exist wh,ichunder a strict interpretation of the
Zoning Ordinance would'result in practical difficulty o!,unnecessary
hardship that would de~rive the user of the reasonable use of the land
andlor buildings involved:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted. i
II Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimOUSly to grant

a variance of 60 1 from'the property line.

I
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM:

REPORT ON VULCAN QUARRIES

Mr. Jack Maize, Zoning Inspector Specialist, spoke before the Board. He
stated that a large section of the eastern rim of the Vulcan Quarry
(Occoquan) fr~tured' and slipped into the quarry.

The slide occurred on January 26th or 27'th. Because of this slide,
they are now closer than 150' framRoute 123. They are now approximately
75 1 from Route 123. In an effort to prevent further slides and to conform
to the Board's criteria 'with reference to mining, Vulcan has submitted
a proposal for the Board's consideration. There are eight actions that
they propose to take to control future Slides. He read and discussed
the following:

1) The selective temoval of material along the rim of the quarry
(by ramping down and hauling away) to a level deemed to be stable.
This operation would eliminate some pressure because of the
removal of maS s.

2) As soon as the weather will permit, to remove the material in
the slide to a level consistent with the desired grade of the
new ramp.

3) Construct intercept ditches to control runoff water inthe area
outlined in item one (1) above.

4) Shift the permanent haul road alignment to approximately as
shown on the print. This will be a deviation from the original
plan of only using 50'-60' along the wall. This proposed
realignment would extend fram the point of "solid rock" on oDe
side of the slide to a similar point on the other side of the
unstable area.

5) Considerable time will elapse before they will be blasting to "go
down'" again in the immediate area of the slide. They will,
however, plan to quarry in lifts not to exceed thirty-five (35)
feet in this part of the pit.

i) Their operations personnel will continously observe this area
for signs of impending and/or actual movement. If any
definite signs are observed, they will immediately contact
Mr. Maize or any'other person designed by the Board.

7) If, during the period of time until they are ready to blast again
in the ,slide area, and if it i. deemed advisable by their
operation personnel and Mr. Maize, they will further limit their
blasting operation in the area immediately adjacent to the slide
area. They ,feel that a decision of this kind and scope Can best
be~e on ·the site at that time.

a) "!hey will make every effort to perform work in this area during
~- sumMer months.

Mr. Maize stated that safety is enforced by the State Mine Inspector.
However, he felt that overall operating conditions would be improved by
implementing the-a points listed above.

Mr. smith stated that at the bottom of their letter, they stated that
this was an act of God. He fel!ot that this is an inaccurate statement.
Man created this situation, not~ God. Going too deepiB bne factor that
caused this slide. Vulcan should have been more aware -of the dangers of
90in9 down to that depth. He stated that he tried to limit the quarry
depth, but was not sucC~S8.ful.

Mr. Maize stated that this slide occurred in just one section, approximately
250' long, where the rock is rotten.

Be stated that there are additional fissures adjacent to the area, where
small masses of rock ehould be removed. He mentioned that the State
Mine Inspector's instructions to VUlcan relatestthe safety of men who work

to

III
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inside the pit. Hazardous rock that is liable to fall and injure miners
must be removed. In this case, the removal of rim material moves the
quarry opening closer to Rt. 123, whioh is a contradiction to the original
order of this Board to stay a fixed distance from Rt. 123.

Mr. Smith asked how this particular slide would affect the landscape plan.

Mr. Maize stated that it would not seriously affect ie.
Mr. Maize stated that he has an old aerial photograph that s~owed what
this quarry looked like years ago.

Mr. Covington suggested that there be some stakes or markers inside the
pit as a guide in limiting extraction or blasting activities.

Mr. smith stated that Vulcan should have done such a long time ago.

Mr. Covington stated that some of the blasting was done before VUlcan got
a Use Permit.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Maize to keep the Board informed of the progress and
situations that occur down there.

The Board reached the follqwing conclusions:

1) They concurred~the eight (8) proposed actions submitted by
Vulcan for consideration. (Listed P*9& lill

2) They directed that the perimeter fence be completely installed
by May 1, 1974.

3) That pertinent landscaping activities 'be undertaken without
delay to meet the objectives set forth in their restoration
plan.

Mr. Barnes made th~tion to approve these three items above.

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

II

Mr. Baker left the meeting at 12:05 P.M.

II

~LDRED FRAZER, S-192-73, Granted addition to special Use Permit for
child care center on November 14, 1973.

Mr. Donald Stevens, attorney for the applicant, Post Office Box 547,
Fairfax, Viqinia, wrote the Board regarding the condition the Board placed
on this Use which stated: "All busses and other vehicles used for
transporting children shall comply with State and County standards in
color and light requirements. Time span on painting busses is 90 days
from this date."

Mr. Stevens wanted the Board to reconsider this request.

It was the Board's decision that they would clarify their mo~iOA, specificall
Condition No. 8 of the Resolution granting the Spec~ Use Permit No. 5-192-73
to pe~it an additional 120 students for a private school, to show that
it was the Board's intent in referring to the painting and lighti~ and
lettering in accordance with the State and County Code th~t for t~
safety of the YO~9ster.,~11motor vehicles used in Fairfax County1s
private schools by the p~ivate schools for the transportation of Itudents
shall conform to the color and liqhtinljJfequirements of the State and
county Codes, not that Code only, but that the color, letterinq- and lighting
for all vehicles u.ed for the tran.portation of students to and from
that school shallQOmply with the State and County Codes. This does not
include parents' ca~pools.

Mr. smith stated that there are two violations at this private school at
the present time and the original school does not have a Non-Residential
Use Permit even though an inspection has been done setting forth the
repairs and corrections that need to be made. The Board urged that
Mrs. Frazer comply with all these regulations immediately.

1/ ~
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Mr. smith told Mr. Covington that all schools should comply with this and
he should start bringing the ones in that are not and will not comply.

The above was agreed to by Messrs. Barnes, ReIley and Smith. Mr. Runyon
stated that he disagreed. Mr. Baker waS absent.

II

COLLEGE TOWN ASSOCIATES, 8-14-73, Granted March 14, 1973

Mr. smith read a letter from Mr. Donald Stevens, atto~ney for the
applicant, Post Office Box 547, Fairfax, Virginia, requesting the
Board extend the above-captioned Special Use Permit because this case
is in a Court suit.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board should give him a six month extension
at this time and ask the applicant to keep the Board informed as to the
progress of the suit.

Mr. Kelley so moved. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

The Board then worked on rescheduling the cases that had been deferred
because of the emergency ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors
that caused the Board not to be able to hear the Special Use Permits
that had been scheduled for the months of January and February.

The Clerk suggested that the cases be rescheduled in the order that they
were deferred an4,achedule them in such a way as to expedite the
hearing of the caSes as soon as possible.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Board should hear these cases as soen
as possible to alleviate any hardship this has caused the applicants.

The Board approved the suggested list of scheduled cases for the months
of March and April.

II

The meeting adjourned at 1:15 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

110

J/3

I

I

APPROVED:

DATE:



114

The Reqular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was
Held on Wednesday, March 13, 1974, in the Board Room
of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Sm1~h, Chairman;
Loy P. Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes, Charles
Runyon and Joseph Baker.

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

10:00 - J. BENHAM MALCOM, II & MAUREEN M. MALCOM, app. under Sec. 30-6.6
of the Ordinance to permit addition closer to rear property line
than allowed by Ordinance (. 9 foot variance needed) 9129
Glenbrook Road, Menuua Hills SUbdivision, 58-2«(lO})69,
Providence District (R-12.5) - lO,5~O square feet lot area,
V-5-74

Mr. Malcom, 9129 Glenbrook Road, represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property ownerS were in orde~.

Mr. Malcom stated that he had lived in this location for 10 years and
he would like to add a family room to the rear of his residence. ~he

only possible location of this room would cause it to come into the 25'
setback area. Other locations would cause it to block the stairs
coming from the house and to shorten the addition would not be
practicable. He showed a chart showing the location he desired and
explained that the roam crossed the setback line by 10 inches.

Mr. Malcom also requested that he be allowed to construct a.Blab patio:
however, Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, exp~iined

that he was allowed by right to construct this patio as long as he
didn't construct a fence around it and a variance was notreqdired.

Mr. Malcom stated that he was not desirous of sellint the house and would
continue to live there.

There being no one present who wished 'to speak in favor or opposition, the
public hearing was closed.

Mr. Snl!tfl, explainttd that becau8e of the irregular shape of the lot, thi-s
was the only location that th,is addition could be located.

Mr. smith asked if the addition would be compatible with the existing
dwelling and Mr. Malcom said it would be.

In appU.ca'tion No.V-S-74, application by J .Benham!!1aIQOJR,n "and'
aurean Malcom, UJid.r Section 30-6.6 oftheZonlng'O:wlincmce" 'Fo permit
add~tion closer to n'ar property line than allQWfld by Ordin~e (.9
ft. va~iance) on property located &t~129 Glenbrook Roadj,~~a Pills
Subdivision, alsoknan a.···tax map 58.-2 (flO) ).69;.pr'OvLdenoe -District,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moVed that the Board .of.Zon:l-ng
Appeals adopt the followinq resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applicationh.s.been properly filed in acoor_ance
with the requirements of all appli~e State and County Codes and,i~
accordance with the by-laws of therairfax County Board of Zoning-Appeals,
and

WHEREAS, followin9pc~r notice to the public by adverti8~n~ ina
looal newapaper,:p08tinq of thepro,,,:r:::t:¥,letters to conti9\iO'u• .a.n4
rtearby ,roper1::¥ l!tWl1e:r;., and. a ... publio· hq:~nq by the Board' of'.~oninq
Appeals hald on thel3th day of Mai:'ch, 1974; and,· ,

WlJERBAS, the Board o~_Z'.pJ'l-i.p.CJ Ap~l. ,.hall made the followi.ng fJ.nding, of
faot:

1. That the owner of' the "lIubject property ill the applicant.
2. ~,t the pre••n~ zo-ninq i. R-12.5
3. That:'~ area of the lot ':1& 10,500 square feet.
4. Thae':,Q)e,-reqtiest is for a·one (1) foot variance t.o the reBtifcti".

requit'*a:ent.
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

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

(a) exceptiqnally ir~egular shape of the lot.

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

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

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

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

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

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

II

10:20 - ALAN FURNESS WHITE, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinanoe
to permit erection of two car garage closer to side property line
than allowMd by Ordinance (within 4') 7012 Girard street,
Rosemont SUbdivision, 30-3(13»32, Dranesville District, (R-12.5)
10,530 square feet lot area, ~-6-74

Mr. Alan F. White, 7012 Girard street, McLean, represented himself before
the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order.

Mr. White stated that he had purchased the property in April, 1973, and he
requested that. he be allowed to build a garage to house two antique cars
and to allow hia a suitable place to work on them at night and on
weekends. The house is placed on the lot in such a way that the only
suitable location for this proposed garage is in the back yard, which
would be impracticable because it would consume the center portion of his
yard. A feDce would have to be moved, and it would be more expensive to
build as heat would have to be added in the addition.

Mr. Runyon noted that his lot was only one foot over the minimum for
R-12.5 and was very narrow.

Mr. Kelley asked if a one car garage would sUffice~ however, Mr. White
again requested a two car garage and explained how he had tried to
purchase a strip of adjacent land in order to build this garage to the
property line and have an area aroundi-t·~·

Mr. Smith asked how many ho~ses in this subdivision have garages and
Mr. White explained some models have attached garages, but ~n1y o~ has
built one in the back yard and it was becauSecof the appearance and location
of this one that he requested that he be allowed to build on the side
He then submitted photographs of his house with the proposed garage
drawn in on them.

Mr. White stated that the garage would be built of brick and would be
compatible with the existing house.

Mr. Kelley pointed out that if this building were per.mitted it may set a
precedent in this neighborhood.

11:>
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There being no one present who wished to speak in favor or opposition, the
public hearing was closed.

Following a discussion regarding the fact that Mr. White could build
within 2 feet of the property line in the back yard, but must keep to
12 feet on the side yard, Mr. Runyon moved the adoption of the
following resolution:

In application No. V-6-74, application by Alan Furness White, under
Section 30-6.6 of'Ordinance, to permit garage addition four (4) feet
from the side property line, on property located at 7012 Girard Street,
Rosemont Subdivision,. Dranesville District, also known as tax map
30-3«13»32, County of Fairfax, virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 13th day of March, 1974, and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Alan F. and patty White.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is lO,~30 squara feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appea!_ has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board tha~the following
physical condition exists which under a '.trict interpret4t!on of the
Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficUlty or unnecessary
hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally narrow lot.

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

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 shal~ expire one year from this. date unless
construQtion has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior
to date of expiration.

3. *
FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be awa~e that granting of this . action
by this Board does not constitute exemption fram the various requirements
of this county. The applioant shall be him~elf responsible for fulfilling
his obligation toohtain building permit.,*.~identialus. permit, anq
the like thzough tbeestablished pr()c.d\1re_~

*3. ~chitectural detail shall conform tQ that of the f3isting
bui.4ding.

Mr. Baker seoonded the motiOn and the motion passed 3 to 2 wi~

Messrs. Kelley and smith voting "Nay".

II
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10~40 - RE-EVALUATION HEARING -- THE POTOMAC SCHOOL, 5-142-73, Granted
July 25, 1973,'.for swimming pool and locker room, 1301 potomac
School Road, 31-1«(1})part lot 5, Dranesville District (RE-I)
REQUEST: To expand operation of pool to include Sat. and Sundays)

Mr. Lee Fifer, 4085 University Drive, Fairfax, attorney for the applicant,
represented them before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Benjamin Weems Dulany, 1302 Potomac School; Mrs. S. Jones Hill, 1326
Potomac School Road; Mr. Frederick B. Lee, 1327 potomac School Road.

Mr. Fifer explained that the original application requested that the
swimming poolabe al1owe~~operate for seven days, but the Resolution
allowed onl]1tive day'a/operation. He explained that the day camp
was in operation from 11:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. and the pool was
available for family Use thereafter un~il 7:00 P.M.

Mr. Fife~rexplained that the original request is what they would like
to have to allow them to use the pool 7 days a week between
the hours of 10:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M.

Mr. Smith inquired if the pool was ever open atter 7;00 P.M. and Mr.
Fifer explained that it would be open for private part1es until 9:00 P.M.

Mr. Kelley asked if it was ever open after 9 P.M. and Mr. Fifer explained
that the original per.mit granted restricted the hours from
9:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M.

Mr. Kelley explained that if the School desired a swimming party after
those hours, that permission would have to be granted by the Zoning
Administra~or and only "'stiveral per year would be granted.

Mr. Fifer stated that the pool would be used by the neighbor1ng~

community as aloeal pool or swim club.

Mr. Smith said it was his understanding that the membership would be
limited to 50 families but Mr. Fifer said it was limited to 100 families
and further that the pool had 200 parking spaces.

Mr. Barnes noted that there was a pond on the grounds and Mr. Kimball,
President of the Potomac School explained that it was a nature pond
which was used for nature studies only and because it contained no fish
and was usually quite ~uddy was not used for any recreational purposes
and children were never allowed near the pond ~xcep~ when under
supervision.

Following a discussion as to whether the pond, was to be fenced and whether
the BZA should require fencing as a part of the permit, Mr. Kunball
explained that the pond was 6 to 8 feet deep and further explained that
the pond was used for drainage purposes, and was in an entirely different
area ~han the swimming pool.

Mr. Smith pointed out that the liability would be with the school and the
property owners in the event of a drowning, not with the County of Fairfax
because the danger of this pond had been pointed out even though the County
apparently does not require fencing.

Mr. Runyon entered a letter into the record from Mr. Charles Ciccone
in which he withdrew the objection that he originally had at the first
heari.rig.

There being no one to speak in favor or opposition,· the public hearing
was closed.

Mr. Runyon moved that in application, 8-142-73, re-eva1uation hearing of
Potomac School, that they be allowed to extend the days of operation
to include Saturdays and Sundays, or a seven day per week operation,
which is an. amendment to Co~dition Nd. 5 of the Special Use Permit
granted July 25, 1973 and further that the operation be under the
control and requirements of the Health Department pertaining to the
operation of pools.

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

II
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11:00 - HOPE MONTESSORI SCHOOL, LTD., app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit increased enrollment to 82 pupils, 4614
Ravensworth Road, 71-1((1»57A and 62, Annandale District (R-IO)
2.975 ac~s, 8-200-73 -- Deferred from 11-21-73 and 1-9-74,

Mr. Harry E. Middleton, 6269 Leesburg Pike, attorney for the applicant,
represented them before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
John E. Roach and Mr. R. C. Eibell, Sr., Gateway Development Corp.

Mr. Middleton explained that there would be no physical expansion of the
school, that they are only requesting an increase in enrollment from
75 to 82. The children are brought to school by parents' carpools.
They do not use busses.

There was no one present to speak in favor or opposition and the public
hearing was closed.

In answer to questions,By the Board, M~. Middleton stated that the ages of
the children would be 2'1/2 ~hrough 7, that a copy of the leasing
agreement with the chu~ch and Certificate of Good Standing are in the
file and that the hours of'operation would be from 9:00 A.M. to 2:30 P.M.,
five days per week, Monday through Friday. The lease is for a ope year
period on a continuing basis.

In application No. S-200-73, application by Hope Montessori SchOOl, Ltd.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the zoning Ordinance, to permit increased
enrollment to 82 pupils, on property located at 4614 Ravensworth Road, also
known as tax map 71-l{(1»57A and 62, COQnty of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
~esolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous an« nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 13th day of Maroh, 1974.

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

1) That Uhe owner of the property is Trustees of Hope Lutheran church
of Annandale.

2) That ~e present zoning is R-IO.

3) That the area of the lot is 2.975 acres.

4) That site p:J.an approval is requir•.d.

5) That compliance with. all county and State Codes i. required.

The HOpe Lutheran Church of Annand~le, located on the ~st.rly side
of Ravensworth Road approximately 2500 feet southwest of its
junction with Little River Turnpike in AnnandaleDi.trio~,ori~inally

operated a kindergarten for 25 children pursuant to ,Sped1:ll:~seDPermit
No. 17652 granted July 30, 1963. That permit was' amended in 1964
to increase the n~er of children to 30 and add a first grade class.
It was amended again in 1965 to in~~ease the number of atudents to
not more than 50 at anyone time and not more than 75 per day.

7) The current application cha,nges the name of the applican~ to Hope
Montessori School, Lt4., and see~Bto add a second grade class~

increasing the enrollment to a maximum of 82.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has reached the foJ..lowi.nq
conclusions of law:

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

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

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

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

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

4) This granting does not constitute exemption from the various
requirements of this county. The applicant shall be hi~self responsible
for fUlfilling his obligation to OBTAIN A NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND
THE LIKE THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT
SHALL NOT BE v.ALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN COMPLIED WITH.

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

6) The maximum number of students shall be 82, ages 2 1/2 to 7 years.
7) The hours of operation shall be 9:00 A.M. to 2:30 P.M., 5 days

per week, Monday through Friday.
8) The operation shall be subject to compliance with the Inspection

Report, the'~equirements of the Fairfax County Health bepartment, the
Sta~e Depar~nt of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non
Residential Use Permit.

9) All buses and/or vehicles used by the applicant for transporting
students shall comply with Fairfax County School Board and State
Standards in color, lighting, and lettering requirements.

Mr. Barnes seoonded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Smith-pointed out that a new lease must be submitted to the Board
30 days prior to the expiration date in order to keep this in effect
and if not submitted, the permit would automatically lapse.

II

11 :20 - DR. DAVIS REEDER HALL, 111,_ appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.2,.'6
of the zoning Ordinance to Pfrmit small animal hospital, 7013
Columbia Pike, 7l-2«2»2l-A~ 11,677 square feet, Annandale
District (C-N), Last used as 'a service station, Alpine' Subd.,
Section B, 5-242-73

Mr. Dana Nichelson, 416 Oak Tree Lane, Sterling, Virginia, represented
the applicant before the Board.

NoticeS to property owners were in order.

Mr. Nickelson explained that the applicant wished to convert a vacant
gas station into an animal hospital and explained that the station had
not operated for approximately 1 1/2 years.

Mr. smith question whether sewer was available and Mr. Nickelson said
the county had verified that 'ewer was available.

During his presentation, Mr. NiCkelson said he had spOken to the County
inspectors regarding soundproofing and they informed him that the
cinderblock construction was adequate for that purpose; however, the
applicant would have to block out the windows on the left side of the
building. He said the County does not have an ordinance on odor control

Il~

//1



leU

Page 120
March 13, 1974

DR. HALL (continued)
and the existing gasoline tanks would have to be filled or removed prior
to occupancy of the building and would have to be done under the
supervision of the Fire Department. The restrooms would be inside.
It would be a hospital serving hou.ehd14 pets and would beepen on
Sundays for emergency care only. In the beginning, the only employees
would be Dr. and Mrs. Hall. The .hours Would be from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m.
6 days a week and on Sunday only when there was an emergency call.

/J.0

I
Mr. Nickelson requested a Special Use Permit for the following reasons:

1. It is completely surrounded by commercial.
2. It is within the Columbia Pike Highway Corridor District.
3. It will take a gas station cutQ£the Highway Corridor.
4. A qualified animal hospital instead of a gas station will be

in the best interest of the county.

Mr. smith asked what the architectural improvements to the building would
be and Mr. Nickelson explained that although a rendering was available,
he had not brought it with him, but the building would be sprayed with
stucco.

I

Mr. Kelley asked if the applicant had Been the Preliminary Engineering
Branch's comments on the road widening and Mr. Nickelson indicated
that he had and the requirements were noted on the plans, as submitted.

Mr. Nickelson indicated that Atlantic-Richfield, the owne~s of the property,
would extend any dates listed in the contract as they were anxious to
have the property used. Mr. Smith requested a copy of the extension that
had been granted on this contract.

•

There was no one present who wished to speak in favor or opposition and
the public hearing was closed.

Mr. smith said the Board would require the architectural. renderings and
the extension to the sales contract prior to taking any action. Mr.
Nickelson said he could have these documents to the Board this afternomn.

On motion of Mr. Baker, seconded by Mr. Barnes and carried by a
unanimous vote, this', application was, held over until 2:00 'P.M. to
allow the applicant to bring in further information re the proposed ,use •

At 2:00 P.M. the Chairman recalled this case.
I

Mr. smith noted that the requested architectural renderings and addendum
to the sales contract had been submitted as requested.

The Board reviewed the renderings.

There being no one present who wished to speak in favor or 'opposition, the
public hearinq was closed.

In application No. 5-242-73, application by Dr. Davis Reeder Hall, III,
under Section 30-7.2.l0.2~6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit small
animal hospital on property located at 7013 Columbia Pike, Annandale
District, also known as tax map 71-2((2»2lA, County of Fairfax, Mr.
Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following Proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local newspaper, ~osting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 13th day of March, 1974.

I
is Atlantic~AtQbfield.

following~dingsof

I
TheThat the owner of the subject property

applicant is the, contract p~oh•••r.
That the present zoning is C-N.
That the area of the lot is 11,677 square feet.
That compliance with al~ County Codes is required.
That site plan approval is required.

2.
3.
4.
5.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haa made the
fact:

1.
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HALL (continued)

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

1. That the applicant has.presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Pe~it Uses in C or I Districts as
contained in section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance~ and

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of 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 theBe additional
uses require a use pe~it, shall be cause for this use permit to be re
evaluated by this Board. These changes inclUde, but are not limited to,
changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and
changes in screening or fencing.

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various re
quirements of this .County. The applicant shall be himself responsible
for fulfilling his obligation to obtain NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT and
the like through the established procedures and this Special Use Permit
SHALL NOT BE VALID until this has been complied with.

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

6. All operations shall be within an enclosed building, such
building being adequately soundproofed ~d constructed so that there will
be no emission of odor or noise detrimental to other property in the area,
and plans and provisions Dr such construction and operation SHALL be
approved by the Health Department prior to issuance of any building
permit or Non-Residential Use Permit.

7. HourS of operation shall be from 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., 6 days
per week, Monday through Saturday.

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

9. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be eight (8).
10. Curb, gutter, and travel lane to be constructed in accordance

with plats submitted with this application.

Mr. Barnes seC,bDded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Baker was absent from the room at this time.

II

11:40 - WESTGATE CHILD CENTER CORP., app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit day care center for ninety (90)
chi1dren,"hours between 6 A.M. and 6 P.M., 1731 Great Falls
Street, 30-3(l»21A (178,881 square feet) Dranesville District,
(RE-l), operation from Garfield Memorial Church, 8-244-73
(Deferred from January 9, 1974 because of Emergency Amendment
to Ordinance passed by Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974)

Mrs. Nita Raichelson, 5112 Stone Haven Drive, Annandale, Virginia, the
Director of the center, made the presentation before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners w.~e

Mr. and MrS. W. A. Duggan, 1706 Margie Drive, McLean, Virginia 22101
and Mr. and Mrs. Warren CUlpepper, 1702 Margie Drive, McLean ,Virginia
22101.

1~1
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WESTGATE CHILD CENTER CORP. (continued)

Mr. Smith noted that the lease in the file indicates that it is for one
year with a contingency to extend.

Mrs. Raichelson explained that she planned to run a day care center at
Garfield Memorial Church which had met all county Code regulations
for such a use. The only requirement,lackinq was a fence around. the play
yard which was to be installed on Saturday. The hours of operation would
be 10 to 12 hours per day. Two programs would be carried on at the same
time -- full day care for 60 children and hourly care for 10 children
per hour - or a total of 70 children at anyone time. The staff to child
ratio would be 1 to 7 and the staff· training would exceed- federal standards.
The school would open on March 18th, if this application is granted.

Mr. Smith inquired if final inspections had been completed and Mrs.
Raichelson stated that the inspectors had been at the church last
week but she had not received anything in writing.

Mr. smith noted that the Preliminary Engineering Branch indicated that no
additional sewage capacity was needed.

In answer to questions, Mrs. Raichelson stated that the ages of the
children would be. from 2 to 5 and the hours of operation would be
probably from 6 A.M. to 6 P.M., but definitely no later than 7,P.M. The
parents would be responsible for transportation. She expecte9 to have a
staff of 13 persons including herself. The kitchen was inad~quate to
provide hot mea11l although it would be at the school's dispo.••1 for
coffee, cookie bald.ng, and other small projects. MealB.wo"rt! be
catered by the National Food Service.

Mr. Smith requested that the Board have a copy of th$~~ntwith the
National Food service and an agreement that the kitch";~ld not b~
used for lunch food purposes. .

Mr. William A. nbggan, 1708 Ma.rqie_Drive,., hV. Joseph Fish'f.'~2 F:tedertck
St.reet, Vienna aI1dMrs. Ethe19\ttt; An""le., spoke in ~';Ctf ,the
application.

Hearing no objecti.on, the hearing was "recessed ~l later in -the day in
order to allow th~ applicant time to submit the requested documents.

The hearing was recalled later in the day.

Mr. smith noted that a copy of the contract with tbeNational Food
Service had been submitted for thecaterinq of lUDdh•••

Mr. smith again asked about the ages of the chil~en~Q~~~~inthis
proqram•. Jo{rs. Raichelson explained that she had ..-arlier sai4 ·th,e Ages
would be fran 2 to 5 years, however, ehe had neglectec3 ·t.o.mcm~ion that
the Cent$r would have af·ter"'lIChool ca1;e and thus' the agee of the
children would be frOlll 2to 12 years. She added thatthue .were various
rooms avaLlab1e to enable the separatton of the after....chool children
from the day care children.

There being no one present who wishedte speak, the pUblic hearing was
closed.

In application No.S... 244 ...73, applic.a-tion by Well~ate .Child Center Corp.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Z01':inq Ordinance,~9 permit day eve
center fer 90 children, hours between'6 A.M. and .7p.•,M_, on property
located at 17-3'1 Great Falls Streat., nr~e8ville Dis,uiot:,,' aJ.so known as
tax map 30... 3 «(1.» 21A, County of Fairfax,·· Mr .. ·.RUI'lyon moved·· that: the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution: .

WHEREAS, the captioned app11cation hAS b..a,~roperly filed in accordance
wi th the requirements of allapplicable>'tate and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the FairtaxCounty Board of Zoning Appeals;

I
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WESTGATE CHILD CARE CENTER (Continued)

I
WHEREAS, following proper no~ice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 13 th day of March, 1974.

off-site drainage.

owner of the subject property is Christian Church - CapitalThat the
Area.
That the present zoning is R~12.5.

That the area of the lot is 178,881 square feet.
That Site Plan approval is required.
That the property is subject to Pro Rata Share for

2.
3. :
4.
5.

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

1.

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

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

•

I

I

NOW, THEREFORE, BE I'1' RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby grant'ed 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 transfexable to other 'land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the building and uses indicated on
plats submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, chang,.-'in use or additional uses, whether or not these
additional uses tequire a use permit, shall be cause for this use per,mi~

to be re~evaluated by this Board. These changes inclUde, 9ut are
not limited to, changes of ownership, changes of the operator, chanqes
in signs, and ch-anges in screening ·or ,fencing.

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various
requirements of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible
for fulfilling his obligation to obtain NON RESIDENTIAL USE~ERMIT and
the like through the established procedures and this Spec~ Use Permit
SHALL NOT be valid until this has been complied with.

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

6. Houis of o~eration are Tram 6 A.M. to 7 P.M.
7. Ages o£the children to be 2 to 12 years.
8. The maximum number of children to be 90 at anyone time.
9. The play area shall be fenced ~s per the Health Department.

10. The operation- shall be subject to compliance with the inspection
report, the requirements of the Health Department, the' State Department
of Welfare and Inst.itutions, and the r~uirements for Day Care 1enters•
•1d'BzI~!1!hedd.£HRrCRnRH[~~!~!!Bntfifia~!~~t!~ge!@as! ~ry@R~s.ea.e renewalMr. Barnes seConded-the motion.

The motion pailsed unanimously. Mr. Baker was absent at this time.

'l' 11 added on April 24, 1974.

12: 00 - METROPOLITAN CHRISTIAN CENTER, app. un.der Sec. ,30-7.2'.6.1.11 of
Ordinance to permit, erection of church,-54ll Franconia Road,
81-4«(1»66, (2.52 acres), Lee:",tlistrict (R-12.5), 8-247-73
(Deferred from January 9, 1974 tiecause-of the Emergency Amendment
to the Ordinance passed by the Board of supervisors on January
7, 1974)

•

I
Mr. Lee Fifer, 4085 university Drive, Fairfax, attorney for the applicant,
represented them .before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order-. Rev. Sidney White indicated
that he and his wife ha2!npersonallY obtained the signatures on the
letters of notificatio d that the contiguous property owners were
Mr. and Mrs. James Boy r and Mr. G. D. Ballard.
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METROPO~ITAN CHRISTIAN CHURCH (continued)

Mr. Fifer explained that this was a requeat for a church building for an
interdenominational christian faith and would be used as a church as is
normally used, on Sundays and weeknights. The facility will contain a
large hall for church activities as well as worship services. Because
Gum Street is being widened, the Church has been in discussions and has
agreed to dedicate the necessary right-af-way and put in the curb and
gutter if the road widening is started within a reasonable. time, 24 months.
A sewer tap is available.

Mr. Smith noted that the proposed membership is 500 and that the church has
exceeded the required number of parking spaces (206).

Mr. Fifer said the building will be of white brick.

Mrs. D. M. Hall requested that screening and buffering be p1aceda1ong the
fence between her property and the church and there being no one else
who wished to speak, the public hearing was closed.

I

I

In application No. 5-247-73, application by Metropolitan Christian Center,
under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.l1,of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit erection of
a church, on property located at 5411 Franconia Road, Lee District, also
known as tax map 81-4«1»66, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners,:,tflU1d a public hearing by the Board of zoning Appeals held
on the 13th day of March, 1971.

made the following findings of I
White, et al.,That the owner of the subject property is Sidney S.

Trustees, the applicant is the contract purchaser.
That the pre,ent zoning is R-12.S.
That the area of the lot is 2.52472 acres.
That compliance with all county Codes i8 required.
That Site Plan approval i.required.

2.
3.
4.
5.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has
fact:

1.

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

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

•

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

1. This approval i..' granted to the APplicant only and is not ~ran'sfer.bl&

without further'''~iotr'of this Board, and is for the location llidicated
in the applicat:i<mand is not transferable to other land. '

2. This pe~*t.ball expire one year from this date unless construction
or operationh,. started or unles. ,;~eweQ by action of ,this Board pxior
to date of eqt!ratlon. .?~; .

3. Thi••pproval is granted _for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
submittedwi,th this application. Any~ition.l .'t:ruc:tures of any kind,
changes in use or addi-tionjJ1. uses, whether or no,t th'fte' '.Mi,tional us••
require a use permi~t:_ shall be ,cause for this use permit to • re-eva-luated
by this Soard. The...., changes include, but are not limited to, changes of
ownership, changes of the operator, changes ifl. signs, and changes in
screening or fencing.

4. This grantin'ldoes not constitute exemption from the ,various require
ments of this COWlty. The applicant shall be himself responsible for
fulfilling his obligation to obtain a",.,N RESIDEN'l'IAL USE PERMIT and t.he like
through the established procedures and,this Special Use Permit shall NOT
be valid until this has been compliedwitb.

I

I
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METROPOLITAN CHRISTIAN CENTER (con tinued)

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

6. The seating capaci~y of the church to baSOO.
7. 206 parking spaces to be provided as shown on plats.
8. Landscaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfaction of

the Director of County Development.
9. Road widening, curb, gutter, and sidewalk to be constructed for the

full frontage of the 'property.
10. OWner to dedicate to 45' fram centerline of the existing right-of-way

for the full frontage of the property for future road widening.
11. Building to be constructed of white brick. (Amended 5/15/79 by BZA to

delete the word "white".)
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion carried with a vote of 4, Mr •. Baker having left for the day.

II
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12:20 - KENATEMPLE, app. under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Ordinance to
peDmit expansion of facilities, (new building for banquet and
ballroom. and additional parking -- applicant now under specUlOse
permit, but wishes to make building smaller and'change.the-parking
layout), 90~1 Arlington Slvd., 4S·4«(1)42A, (26.8897 acres),
Providence Distriot (RE-I), S-254-73 OTH

Mr. William L. Field, Clifton Road, Clifton, Virginia, represented the
applicant.

Not,ices ,to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Mr.
and Mrs. 'Joe Dillinger, 3132 Barkley Drive, FaiEfax and Mr. and Mrs. phil
Bucklew, 3142 Barkley Drive.

Mr. Field stated that the K.T.S. Corp. was now the applicant, said
corporation composedof,the Kena Temple membership formed-for the purpose of
preventing any change in leadership from halting the construction of this
building.

Mr. Smith requested a certification from the State Corporation Commission
and Mr. Field stated that he had submitted one when the application was
originally filed.

Mr. Smith noted that subsequent to the issuance of the Special Use Permit
the applicant changed.<tn.e-, application to delete the swimming pool and
changed the size of the ;~uilding and thus was required to submit a
new application.

Mr. smith asked if the-building as proposed would meet the setback
requirements and Mr. Fie-ld said it would.

Mr. Field explained thAt: it would be considered as a two-stot,'building as
the lower floor waspart1ally aboveground and it would be con.tructed of
brick with a Williamsburv~type roof, and 467 parking spaces would be
provided and the buiidirt9would be 80 by 156 feet.

Mr. smith asked if the applicant has a sewer permit and the answer was
"yes" •

There being no one pre.ent to speak in favor or opposition, the public
hearing was closed.
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In application No. 5-254-73, application by Kena Temple and K.T.S.
Holding Corporation, under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Zoning Ordinance
to permit e:l'pansion of facilities (new building for banquet and ballroom
and additional parking) on property located at 9001 ARlington Blvd.,
Providence District, also knO;YC as tax map 48-4«1»42A, County of
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved tha he Board ot 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 Appeals1
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 9th day of January, 1974 and deferred to March 13, 1974.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-I.
3. That the area of the lot 1826.8897 acres.
4. Site Plan approval required.
5. That the site is presently under ~.U1P. S-108-73.

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit baes in R District as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning 'Ordinance1 and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be 'ana tile 8-ame
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 locati'on indioated
in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This pe~t shall expire one year from this date unless construCtion
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of ~his Board prior to
date of expiration.

3:;: '!his, approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
platS I!lubmittec,iwith this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in us. or-uditional uses, whether or not these additional
uses r.equire a use ,...mit, shall be cause forthisuae permit"ta"b'e re"
eva~uated by th~s-Ioard. These changes include, but are not limited to,
changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes 'in.'igna" andbhanges
in screening or fencing.

4. Th1. granting doeS not constitute exemption from th. various
requir_erits of this coW'lty. This applicant shall b~, himself, responsible
for fulfilling his obliga.tion to,Q:btain a Non Residential,,'t1II8'" pat:mit
and the like through the 'established procedures and this jpecial'Use Permit
shall NOT be valid until this has been cOlllplied·,with.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Sp.e~.l Use Permit
S~BB POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the NO~'Re8idential
Use Pemit on the property of the u.s. andbe_d:e ,,-vailablit to all Depa,rtmen
of the County of Fairfax during the hours -of operati'on of the permitted '
use·

6 • 467 -parMng spaces shall be provided.
7. All other requirements of the original SUP, shall r....Jri1. in effect

not changed on the ~ plats submitted herewith.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion carr4ed with a vote 0..£ 4, Mr. Baker I14Lving lef-t the meeting
earlier.

II

I

I

I

I

I
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KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.3.8 of the Ord.
to permit construction of additional buildings for sales, parts display
and service for new car dealership already under Special Use Permit 2000
Chain Bridge Road, 29-3 ((1» 31, (5.3741 acres) Centreville District' (C-D) ,
8-262-73 (Deferred from 1-22-74 to 2-27-74 for full hearing; deferred
2-27-74 for decision only)

Mr. Ralph Louk, 4101 Chain Bridge Road, attorney for the applicant, repre-
sented the applicant before the Board. -

Following a discussion regarding the complaint lodged at the hearing and
subsequent police investigations regarding the outside lighting, Mr. Louk
explained that one light of the four had been left on for security reasons'
however, following the complaints, all four had been turned off and coUld'
not be turned on again until the electrician had climbed the poles and
adjusted the lights to shine only on the applicant's property. The Police
Department had inspected the lights and were satisfied that they were
acceptable.

Mr. Kelley made a brief report on the landscaping being done.

Mr. smith again pointed out that this should be discussed as a separate
use permit a9 it is not part of the original building development, but is
a separate dealership under a separate license. There may be a problem
separating the parcels in the future if it is done under one use permit.

In application No. S-262-73, application by Koons plaza Development Company
under Section 30-7.2.10.3.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction
of additional bui14ings for sales, parts display and service, on property
located at 2000 Chain Bridge Road, also known as tax map 29-3(1})31,
Centreville District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable 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 February, 1974 and deferred to March 13, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals ha. made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject pwoperty is Sherwood, Sherwood & Corba~s.

2. That the present zoning is C-D.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.3741 acres.
4. That site plan approval is required.

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

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

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

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

2. This permit shall expire unless construction or operation has started
or unless renewed by action of this Board upon whichever of the following
events shall last occur:

(a) Twelve (12) months from this date.
(b) Three (3) month. after Fairfax County permits connection with the

existing 8ewerage facilities thereon.
(c) six (6) months after Fairfax County permits a site plan to be

filed thereon.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and us~ indicated on plats
submitted with tis application. Any additional structures of any kind, change
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
Do_rd. These changes includa, but are not limited to, changes of OWB~ship,

changes of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in screening or fencing
4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various requirement

of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
o~ligation to obtain a NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT and the like through the

1J.7
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established procedures and this Special Use Permit shall NOT be valid until
this has been complied with.

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

6. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be to the satisfaction of
the Director of County Development and the Fairfax County Arbor!st.

7. The applicant is to construct the service drive one-half of its full
width along the west property line in the land area which has been reserved
for public street in accordance with preliminary Engineering Branch
suggestions and site plan control and upon dedication and construction of
other ~alf by adjoining property owner.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker
had left the meeting earlier and Mr. Runyon abstained.

f--------------------------------------------------------------------------f
The Board recessed for lunch and returned to take up the request for a
change in name in an existing Use permit, S-174-72 granted to John W. Koons
on December 13, 1972. Mr. Louk stated that the dimensions of the building
had been changed and he felt the Board should amend the Special Use Permit
to comply with the plats that he had submitted this date to the Board with
the Koons plaza Development Company, S-262-73 application. He stated that
the sign area had also changed and was in compliance with the Fairfax county
Sign ord.inance.

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board amend Special Use Permit No. S-174-72, granted
December 13, 1972 to SUbstitute the named permittee to Koons plaza Development
Compan,y in place of John W. Koons, Jr.: to amend amend Special Use Permit
No. S-174-72, to approve building dimensions as shown on plats filed herein
and to have free standing sign area of 137 square feet iRstead of 100 feet
as shown on the plan filed herein.

~. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously •
• ,.Baker waS absent.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
·,Hr. smith noted that the Board had received a letter from Mr. F. Tyler
Swetnam, Mansion House Yacht Club regarding a request to change the site
plan to remove parking from the area marked nAn.

Mr. Ford Tyler Swetnam explained that this was requested for economic reasons
because the Club does not desire to build a bulkhead in such deep water
because of the present cost of the necessary steel.

Mr. Smith requested copies of the new plats and Mr. Swetnam indicated that
he would present them to the Board at the next meeting, and further
explained that 47 parking spaces had been deleted from the plans in order
to bring water inland with a shallower depth.

II

Mr. smith noted that a letter had been received from Mr. Richard Hobson
attorney for Lake Barcroft Recreation Center, regarding a possible
settlement prior to a court hearing.

I

I

I

Mr. Smith noted that the Board had taken Mr. Hobson's position under
advisment earlier and tried to negotiate earlier. He suggested that
Board take no action until they had talked with Mr. Symanski in the
County Attorney's Office.

Mr. Kelley suggested that Mr. Hobson and Mr. Symanski meet to discuss

the

I

I
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the issue and make a decision on what to do at that time.

II

On motion of Mr. Barnes,c"seconded by Mr. Runyon, and carried unanimously
the Board adjourned at 3:15 P.M.

129
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By Nancy Draheim
Substitute Clerk
for Jane C. Kelsey
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APPROVED: June 5, 1974
DATE
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning
Appeals was held on wednesd~Y, March 20,
1974, in the Board Room of the Massey
Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman;
Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker,
George Barnes and Charles Runyon.

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

10:00 - JOHN K. KENNETT, JR., application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit enclosure of existing carport closer to side lot line than
allowed by Ordinance, 2332 Riviera Drive, 38-3«29»26, Tanglewood
SUbdivision, area: 12,644 square feet, R-17C, Centreville District,
V-7-74.

Mr. Sam Fulton, representing the construction company that is going to enolose
this existing carport, represented the applicant before the Board. His firm's
address is 2734 Gallows Road, Merrifield and his home address is 4829 Rock
Spring Road in Arlington.

1J ()

I

I

Notices to property owners were in order.
Brough, 2300 Tanglevale Drive, Vienna, and
eria Drive, Vienna, Virginia.\

The contiguous Qwners were Paul
Lt. Col. Oscar Carroll, 2330 Riv-

Mr. Fulton stated that becaase of the unusual shape of the lot they will need
a variance in order to enclose this carport. If either side lot line had
run perpendicular, a variance would not have been necessary. They only need
the variance on one corner of the carport. He exhibited a blow-up of the plot
plan to the Board. He stated that the back yard is of such a grade that
construction back there would not be feasible.

Mr. Smith asked what the applicant would use to house his motor vehicles.

Mr. Fulton stated tbat the applicant does not now use the carport. They now
use the carport as a patio and has it screened off. They park their cars
in the driveway.

Mr. Smith stated that it
the variance necessary.
they could have enclosed

looks like the position of the house is what makes
Had the house been positioned straight on the lot,
the carport by right.

I
The enclosure will be constructed of aluminUm siding. They will not change
the roof line at all.

Mr. Covington stated that they need a 2.8' variance On one corner of the
carport and it tapers down to 0' at the far end of the carport.

Mr. Fulton stated that Mr. Kennett plans to continue to reside there.

There being no one to speak in favor or ppposition, the public hearing was
closed.

In application No. V-7-74, application by John K. Kennett, Jr., under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, tqpermit enclosure of existing carport closer
to side ~ot line than allowed by Ordinance, i.e. 2.8', on property located
at 2332 Riviera Drive, Centreville District, also known as tax map 38-3«29»
26, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals a:iopt 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 ~d nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 20th day of March, 1974, and

I

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following '-&indings of fact: I
l. That the owner of the subject property is John K., Jr. and Catherine L.
Kennett.
2. That the present zoning is R-17 Cluster.
3. That the area of the lot is 12,644 square feet.
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I

I

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance

QuId result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

lil) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot.

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
as started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira

tion.
3. Architectural detail shall conform to that ~j tne existing house.

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

r. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

I
1~:20 - REGLA ANGULO, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to

permit operation of a ballet school in basement of premises, 3300
Glen Carlyn Road, 61-2((6))11, (10,006 square feet), Mason Distriot,
Pinehurst Subdivision, R-12.5, 8-239-73 (Deferred for proper notices
and lease on l2~19-73 and deferred again 1-16~74 because of Emergency
Amendment to the Ordinance.)

ere was no one to speak in favor of the application.

ere was no one present to speak in opposition. Mr. Smith read a letter
rom Mr. Gerald Forcier, Chairman of the Long Branch Citizens Association,

e total enrollment of the school will not exceed 45 and they will have no
are than 7 to 12 students at anyone time.

r. Perry stated that a Special Use Permit was granted to the previous occupan
of this house in 1970. She operated a ballet school up until 6 or 8 months
ago. Mrs. Angulo now lives in this house and plans to operate a neighborhood
allet school. A number of the children who will come to her school go to

the church school across the stI1eet and will come over after school. The
school class will be li~ited t07to12 students at any one ti~. There
ill be no more vehicle generation than about 4 vaaicles per day. She will

also have a small adult class one morning a week. As far as the parking is
concerned, there is a letter in':the file from the church indicating that there
is extensive parking, that,could~ used which is located in their church
arking lot acrose theetroeet. 'This is the saJJ\e arrangement that wasUBed by
he previous te~'ant", however, it was a verbal agreement and now the church
as put it in the lease.

that the applicant would complete the work needed to be done on
as soon as the Special Use Permit was granted.

r. Frank Perry, 4017 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia, attorney for the
applicant, represented the applican~ before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The oontiguous owner was Diosese
of Richmond who owns both the properties that are contigious to the property
in this application.

I

I
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Mr. Smith stressed to Mrs. Angulo that her customers would not be allowed to
park their cars on the street and it would be up to her to enforce this.
r. Smith stated that this would be made a condition of the Special Use Permit

hich stated that Fairview Place -is a quiet deadend street in which Bome
homes have driveways and some have-to park on the street. The predecessor
allowed her customers to park on the street which made the street crowded
and blocked some of the dPiveways. Those ~iving on the street do not object
to Mrs. AngulO having this ballet school, but they do object to the parking
on the street. The safety of the children is a great concern of the people
living on this street. They would like the permit, if given, to be condi
tioned upon the denial of the use of the street for parking for this use •

• Smith stated that he was surprised that the predecessor would allow
parking on the street as this was one of the main points discussed at that
earing.
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There being no one to speak in-favor or opposition the public hearing was
closed.

In application No. 8-239-73, application by RegIa Angulo. under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit operation ofa;ball~t school
in basement of premises, on property located at 3300 Glen Carlyn Road,
Springfield District, also known as tax map 61-2((6))11, County of Fairfax,
r. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followingreso-

lution:

HEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
he requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance

by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

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

perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 20th day of March, 1974

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Catholic Church, Bishmp of
Richmond.

2. That the present zoning is R-12.5
3. That the area of the lot is 10,006 square feet.

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

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

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Subject application be and the same
's hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This apPrQval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
ithout further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in the
pplication and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
peration has sta~ted or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date
f expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
ubmitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,

anges in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses requir
use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-eva1uated by this

oard. These changes include, but are not limited to, changes of ownership,
anges of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in soreening or fencing

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require
nts of this county. The applicant Shall be himself responsible for fulfil

ing his Obligation TO OBTAIN CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY AND THE LIKE THROUGH
HE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS Sp~eIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
NTIL TijIS HAS BEEN DONE. -

I
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Certificate of
Occup~ncy on the property of the use and be made available to all Depart
ments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted
use.

6. Parking shall be on the adjoining church property only.
7. Hours of operation are 10:30 a.m. until 6:00 p.m., Monday through

Saturday.
8. Permit subject to compliance with inspection report.

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

Mr. Smith stated that the previous applicant was allowed 12 students at any
one time.

II

lO:l.f.O - DOMINICAN RETREAT HOUSE'OF ST. CATHERINE DERICCI, INC., application
under Section 30~7.2.6.l.1l of Ordinance to permit convent and re
treat house, expansion of facilities, (12.~ acres), 7103 Old Dominion
Drive, 30-1((1»86, Dranesville District,R-l2.5, S-249-73 (Deferred

froml-1I-74 because of the Emergency Amendment to the Ordinance.)

Mr. John Donovan, attorney for the applicant, represented the applicant
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were George
H. Davis, 1338 'Mayflower Drive, Reston, Virginia, and Charles B. Harrison,
7297 Van Ness Court.

Mr. Donovan stated that the request is for a convent and retreat house in
order to accommodate with greater convenience and comfort the people who '"
make use of the Do~nic~,Retreat fprprayer, reflection conferences and
worship. They propose ,to add a ch~~. lounge and dining facilities. The
addition, which will include about ';100 square feet, will form a connecting
link between the two buildings that presently constitute the available
accommodations. The Dominican Retreat conducts weekend programs for men,
women, and young people with a .aximum number of forty, as a means of
religious inspiration and instruction with singular opportunity for worShip
and fellowship. The Staff.-presently consists of nine religious sisters,
members of the Dominican Congregation of'St. Catherine deRicci,especially
trained for this work. Their services are supplemented by those of one or
two non-resident clergymen who assist on particular retreats.

This is for persons of any religion.

Mr. Donovan stated that ,the original Special Use Permit stipulated that under
no circumstances would the. building be c10ser to Monitor Lane than 135 feet.
They are abiding by that restriction. The other restriction was that Monitor
Lane not be opened to traffic to and from the retreat house. They are also
abiding by that restriction.

Mr. Michael F. LaMay, with the architectural firm of Nobel and LaMay, spoke
before the Board. He stated that for the record, the building dimensions
for the dormitories,are.·.105 1 2" long and.31 1 9 1l ·wide;the convent 66 1 long and
23 1 2" wide. The proposed addition wi;ll pe extended 52' from the convent in
a westerly direction. The proposed garage addition is 231~" deep· and 28'4"
wide, and will be attached to the convent. The proposed complex will be 207'
from the northerly property line and 2S0! from the westerly property line and
170' rromthe southerly property line and 466' from. the easterly property
line. They have 44 existing park1nZospaces and plan to keep these parking
spaces. He then showed.the Board some 'slides Which he stated would show the
park-like atmosphere that they plan to uphold.

Mr. Smith stated that the previous application limited the number of retreat
ers to 65 at any one:time and he felt it should be held to that number.

Mr. LaMay stated that they' do not plan a1'ly' expansion" in number of retreaters.

Mr. Kelley asked if the "applicants were\willing to comply with the suggestion
from Preliminary Engineering.

I '3:1



Page 131+
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Mr. LaMay stated that they see no problem with the suggestions.

One of the contiguous neighbors, Mrs. Rita Carlone, spoke to the Board in
favor of the application. She stated that she is a permanent resident of
Fairfax County and she supports the application and has heard of no one in
the neighborhood who objects to this.

Mr. Smith stated that he made the resolution originally granting this use and
at that time there was considerable objection to it, so apparently they have
proven to be good neighbors as there is no objection to it today.

In application No. S-249-73, application by Dominican Retreat House of St.
Catherine deRicci, Inc., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance,
to permit convent and retreat house expansion of facilities, on property
located at 7103 Old Dominion Drive, Dranesville District, also known as tax
map 30-1((1))86, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following relii,olutic:nr

WHEREAS, the captioned application has heenproperlY filed ,in accordance with
the requirements of all applica.le State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 20th day of March, 1974.

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

1. That the owner of the subj.•ct property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R~12.5

3. That the area of the lot is 12.4 acres.
4. That compliance with all County Codes is required.
5. That site plan approval is requir~d~

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

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

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless co~struction

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

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

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

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous plaoe a+oug with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and he' made available to all bepartments
of the County of Fairfax during thehpu~ of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of retr&+bI~~3shall be 65.
7. The minimum number of parking'spaces shall be 44.
8. Under no circumstances shall the building be closer to Monitor Lane

than 135 feet.

lYY
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9. Monitor Lane shall not be opened to traffic to and from the retreat
house.

10. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be as approved by the
Director of County Development

11. Owner to dedicate to ~5 feet from the existing centerline of right-of
way for the full frontage of the property along Old Dominion Drive for future
road widening.

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

Mr. Kelley stated that the condition regarding the landscaping is just part
of the form, in this case" there did,~not seem to be any need for landscaping.

/1

11:00 - NORTH WASHINGTON PROPERTIES, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.1
5.9 of Ordinance to permit~.t~rant addition to motel, 6650 Arling
ton Boulevard, 50:~«1»2~ & 2~, CDM & CG, Providence District,
S-258-73,(Deferred~from1-16-14 because of Emergency Amendment to the
Ordinance.)

Mr. John Taylor, 115 Park Avenue, Falls Church, Virginia, represented the
applicant before the Board.

He stated that he is one of the officials in the North Washington Properties,
Inc. and they own the Governor's Motel.

Notices to property owners were in order.
Johnson, 2767 Annandale Road and Mollie W.
Office Box 2237, Princeton, New Jersey.

They plan an addition to the 3 Chef's Restaurant to upgrade this facility.
They presently have a seating capacity of 90 and they propose a seating
capacity of 68 additional seats. They;tlo want to impoove their facilities
there. The kitchen facilities are in much need for improvement.

Mr. Smith asked if this addition would alleviate any parking spaces.

Mr. Taylor stated that it would not. He stated that they have three parcels
of land, of which Parcell and Parcel 2 are involved here.

There .sing no one to speak in favor or opposition to this application, the
public hearing Was closed.

In application No. S-258-73, application by North Washington Properties, Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.10.5.9 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit restaurant
addition to motel, on property located at 6650 Arlington Blvd., Providence
District, also known as ~ax map 50-4«1»2~ & 28, County of Fairfax, Mr.
Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to- contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on
the 20th day of March, 1974. _ ,'.

WHEREAS, the Board of)~oning Appe~ls has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is CDM and eG.
3. That the ar.ea of the lot is 2.54 acres.
4. That compliance with all County Codes is required.
5. That site plan approval is required.
6. That theproperty'.is subject to-pro rata share for off-site drainage.
7. That subject property is under Use Permit *S-993-68, granted November

26, 1968.

i)~
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu
sions of law~

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1~2 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 0
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 usEtsiindicated on plats
sub~tted 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 si~s, and changes.in screen
ing and fencing.

~. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require
mentsof this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for,fulfil
ling his Obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE. ---

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

6. The maximum seating capacity is 168.
7. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 20~.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed ~ to 0 with Mr~ Runyon abstaining as he prepared the plats
for this application.

I

I

I
II

Mr. Baker moved to
minor corrections.
unaniDlO~sly.

. t<-J.~~4197?
accept the minutes of Februa:y 13 and.20. l~~~ with
Mr. Barnes seconded the mot~on and b.e mot~on passed

II

11120 - NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEMY, application under Section 30-7.2.
6~L3. 2 of Ordinance to permit expansion of Christian Education
Facility which was granted under 'Special Use PeI'mit 8-&3..73, 23.88
acres. _~601 West Ox Road, 56-1«1»10 & 11. Centreville District,
RE-l, 8-250-73 (Deferred from 1-9-7~ be~ause of the Emergency Amend
ment to the Ordinance.)

DI'. Bonds. Minister of the chuI'ch. repI'esented them before the Board.

Notices to pI'operty owners were in oI'deI'. The contiguous owners weI'e F. R.
Markwellt 12206 Ruffin Drive and Louise Cross, ~623 West Ox Road.

Dr. Bonds stated that they aI'e seeking to present an over-all expansion plan
foI' the future, instead of doing it,piecemeal.'I'hey plan that within the
next ten years that this entire plan will be completed. They are now ready
to begin with the gym on the front and: one -class~oom on the front and have a
continuoss ,development until it is complete.

Mr. 8mithstated that the Board would consider this over~all plan and allow
a time s~an that will allow the ,development of the entire tract as' they now
propose ~t. If, of course, they want to make any changes. they will have
to come back to the BoaI'd.

I
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEMY (continued)
March 20, 1974

Dr. Bonds stated that 5 years would be realistic, but the maximum time period
would be ten years.

They will develop in stages. There is a dotted line across the plan indicat
ing what they plan to do first and the rear portion will be done; last. The
first plan takes in the septic field.

Mr. Smith verified the dimensions of the buildings for the first stage;
120' x 60' for the classrooms in the front; dining hall - 120 1 x 109 ' . The
classroom in the front will be one story and the other two classrooms will
be' two stories. The gym will be 100 I x 120 I with an administration office
in the front of it, which will be 3D' x 100'. The administration office
will be two stories and the gym, of course, will be one story. The front
cluster of classrooms will be elementary-schools and the cluster in the
back will be Jr. high school.

Mr. Smith inquired if there is to be a college program here.

Dr. Bonds stated that there is a college in their vision, but they cannot
honestly say that they are going to have it. It would make a crowded
campus, he stated. They will seek space at another property for a bible
college. The bible college will be temporarily housed here. They plan to
begin the bible college in September. It will be owned and operated by
other churches as well as theirs. They hope to put the girl~ dormitory
in the upstairs or the Administrative Office Building and the men's
dormitory will be in the single-story classroom. Within three years they
plan to relocate the college to a permanent campus. The dormitories will
be open and will house about 30 students in each one. They will have a
temporary dining hall in the gym until they can build a permanent dining
hall. In the existing education building, they have a small kitchen.

The approved septic field is approved fo~ 300 to ~oo students. The plan is
for a sewer line to be brought down beyond them on Legato Road and to develop
the back part of the property, they will have to have suitable sewerage
facilities. Eventually, they will have that and will be able to develop the
back portion of the property.

Mr. Smith asked if anyone had given them a time table on the sewer line.

Dr. Bonds stated that they had given them a time table of from three to
five years. They got the information from Fairfax County1s Department of
County Developmen~.- He stated that as he understood it, there is a line to
come down Legato Road to Jermantown Road to Fairfax City. There is a big
shopping center planned for Route 50 and West Ox Road. The engineer from
County Development told them they would have no trouble hooking on.

Mr. Smith stated that the Pohick plant is the only place it could go.

Dr. Bonds stated that the engineer in the City is Mr. Massey. Jim Smith
is their engineer.

Dr. Bonds stated that their temporary college facility would last at least
two years, and not more than four.

Mr. Smith stated that this Board has no authority to grant a temporary use
for more than two years.

Mr. Kelley asked that Dr. Bonds confirm the number of parking spaces that
they have.

Dr. Bonds stated that they would have 399 parking spaces.

Mr. Kelley inquired as to whether or not they planned to continue the use
that was granted to them May 9, 1973.

Dr. Bonds stated that they were going to continue that use, this is just a
continuation and expansion of that use in addition to: temporarily hous-
ing the bible college.: They will begin the college with an enrollment of
between 50 and 100 in September and when it gets to 200, they will be going
to a new facility.

137
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Mr. Kelley asked if they would have evening activities.

Dr. Bonds stated that they would have an evening class. The purpose of the
college is to train full-time Christian workers. It will not be accredited.

Mr. Kelleyaaked if they had read the report from the Preliminary Engineering
Branch.

Dr. Bonds stated that they are in agreemen~ with that report.

Mr. Smith stated that from the plan, they had indicated that on the second
phase, they would have one building 120' x 60' and a library 60' x 120 1 •

Dr. Bonds stated that these would be two-story structures. The basketball
court would be outdoors and would not be covered,nor do they plan to cover
it in the future. It will also double as a tennis court. The pool will be
an outdoor pool and there are no plans to cover it. There are four buildings
to house the staff for the elementary and high school teachers.

Mr. Smith stated that this housing would be permitted only as long as it is
in connection with the" school, but there would be a question if it went
beyond that.

They plan to have 12 units for each of the Staff Housing buildings. This
would give a total of 48 living units.

Mr. Smith again reminded him that they could not allow anyone to be housed
there that are not fUll-time workers in the Christian education facility
that is proposed.

Dr. Bonds stated that they understand that.

Mr. Frank Wilkes, 12202 Ruffin Drive; spoke before the Board. He represented
property owners adjacent to the Subject property and other concerned citizens
in the sUbdivisions adjacent to this property which will be impacted by
the proposed expansion of the proposed school. They do not object to the
goals or pursuits of the church. They want to suggest certain things be done
to minimize the impact of this facility on the ~4jacent property owners.
They have discussed the proposed expansion with the officials of the church
and a spirit of cooperation exists between them.

Their main concern is that a proper and reasonable separation betwe~n land
useS be maintained i~ order to minimize any adv~r~e impact, on theadjaqent
residenti~lareas.

At the previous hearing on May 9,. 1973 before this Board, this Board was
presented with a petition signed by 85% of the ho~owners in the adjacent
subdivisions aforementioned. That hearing was concerned only with considera

,tion of a special use pe~t for the 9.5 acres containing the existing faci
lities, 6ut the application did refer to the planned expansion onto the adja
cent 24 acres. Because of this, the petition, which asked that the Board
consider providing an adequate buffer zone, controlled lighting and a limit
on ingress and egress, was prepared and was signed by the community, residents
with the total projected NVCA facility, existing and planned, in mind.
They, therefore, feel that that petition is relevant t9 the current appli
cation by NVCA and would like it entered into the record.

Among the limitations placed on this approval wer~ the follo~ing:

1. Screening, fencing and lightingshal1 be in conformance with the
requirements of the Department of County Development. In addition, a 50
foot buffer strip of natural foliage supplemented with six-foot .vergreens
shall be provided. -

2. The entrance off Ruffin Drive shall be blocked during school hours,
and no use shall be made thereof.

They request that the, -J?oard gi'l;.. 9~igeration to imposingtheee _same limi
tations on this expanil,J.on. With regard to the 'buffer zone, the are~ of the
property closest to theresidentiallot~on- Ruffin Drive, and Butler Drive
has been cleared of all undergrowth for at least 300 'feet and only mature
trees remain. They, therefore, submit that the supplementing of the buffer
zone with evergreen trees is extremely desirable.
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With regard to the buffer zone, they understand that certain types of
tutions cannot legally be located within 100 feet of a property line.
this applies in this case they request that a IOO-foot buffer zone be
established.

insti
If

I

I

I

I

Mr. Smith stated ~hat that does not apply in this case, but the Board can
place any reasonable condition on the granting of this use. The setbacks
are the same as for any residential dwelling.

With regard to the closing of Ruffin Drive, they request that this possible
entrance/exit continue to be closed. Further, it appears that Butler Drive
will not be used as ingress or egress to the NVCA property. They are con
cerned that this condition remain so as to limit traffic on the adjacent
residential streets.

Mr. Smith asked Dr. Bonds if they had any plans to use Butler Drive.

Dr. Bonds stated that as previously discussed, they agreed that it would be
much better to just have the front entrance. Butler Drive is on record and
that is why it is on the plan. They felt it should be left on the record
because who knows, at some future date, that property might be sold by the
church. If it were sold and it was not on the record as ingress and egress,
the back part would be landlocked.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has no alternative but to leave it like it
is, but the Board could and would restrict the use of it.

Mr. Wilkes stated that if it were going to be closed, he noticed from the pI
that there is no parking area or roadway provided for the staff housing.

Dr. Bonds stated that he had suggested a parking lot ia fvont of the building
but the engineers thought they should limit the traffic. He stated that he
did not know how feasible this would be.

Mr. Smith stated that the church does have control over the people who will
be living there and in many developments of this type, the walk would be
much greater.

Dr. Bonds· stated that they wer>e going to insist that this be a campus and not
a roadway.

He stated. that the next question in his statement regardin~ the height of the
buildings has a-lready'<])een---answeXled. The height of the bUJ.ldings had not bee
indicated in the plan, but now they have heard an explanation of how high the
are planned to be. He .asked the Board whether> this plan that had been sub
mitted is simply a design for the number of buildings and the general layout,
or if they would have to stick strictly to the plan.

Mr. Smith stated that there is no flexibility allowed other than minor engin
eering details. The buildings have to be built in acco~danoe with the dimen
sions,location, etc, that is on the plan that is befovethe BO&r>d at the time
this is g~anted, if it is granted. Ther>e is no flexibility allowed. He
stated that the type of architecture has not been mentioned. He assumed that
it would be red brick similar to the chU~ch. They Ddght have to come back
because of topography'problems that they might ~uninto.

Mv. Wilkes questioned the adequacy of the septic field fov 2,000 students,
since Dr. Bonds stated that the septic fields were only approved fov 300 to
1+00 students.

Mr. Smith stated that they would only be able to develop the facilities and
have the numbev of students that the Health Department will approve as to the
capability of the sewer facilities.

Mr>. Uncle, 12204 Ruffin Drive, spoke befOre the Board.

He stated that wovking unde~ the assumption tha~. ~he Board will impose a 50'
buffer> zone such as they did in the previous application, he notes from the
plans that mhe of the buildings is within 40 ' of a property line already.
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Dr. Bonds in rebuttal stated that he has no objection to the SO' distance.
He stated that they realize theY are putting an educational facility in a
residential zone, but he does question the wisdom of requiring a 50' buffer
zone.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the 50-foot buffer zone is very reasonable.
Actually, no one today has objected to this use, but they do want some
restrictions placed on the use for their protection and the protection of
future property owners.

Mr. Smith stated that in order to leave a 50'buffer· zone, they would have
to move the building back father than the 50' in order to a~commodate a fire
lane in back of the building. Of course, that is up to the applicant)
they can place it right up to the 50' buffer zone line if they wish, as far
as this Board is concerned. They must meet all other State and County Codes,
however.

He stated that they would have to provide this buffer zone around all of the
property that is contiguous to residential land.

Dr. Bonds stated that as to the architectural design of the buildings, they
would be of a colonial flavor. They will be constructed of block and brick
and will be harmonious and compatible with the residential neighborhood.
The gym will be steel.

Mr. Smith stated that the buildings would have to be harmonious and comp~tibl

with the residential area with no exterior use of cinderblock in these, staff
houses and classroom buildings. He would like to see brick used, as is in
the church.

Dr. Bonds stated that ~hey are 'considering closing the Ruffin Drive entrance.
People still come through there and it is really a nuisance.

Mr. Smith stated that as to the lighting, all lighting shall be directed onto
the property of the applicant and shall not extend over into the residential
neighborhood. The athletic activities should be limited to some reasonable
hour and everyone should be out of there no later than 10:00 p.m.

Dr. Bonds stated that they are not going to light the football field. All
evening sports activities will be inside the building.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred in oooformity with the previous
discussions regarding the 50 I buffer zone for new' plats, etc." until tl:le next
meeting of March 27, 1974.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith suggested that by the next meeting, they come up with a timetable
for the construction of this project, also.

The motion passed unanimOUSly.

II

12:00 - COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to bring existing non-conforming country
club mae into conformance under Special Use Permit, Country Club of
Fairfax, 5110 Ox Road, 68-1«l»)2Q &. 18, 151.3~63 acres, Springfield
District, RE-l, 5-255-73 (Deferred from 1-16-74 because of Emergency
Amendment to the Ordinance.)

COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC., app1icatiopunder Section
30~6.6 of Ordinance to permit variance of height limit of fence to
exceed 4 feet in front setback, 5110 Ox Road, 68-1«1»18 & 20,
151.3~63 acres, Springfield District, RE-l, V-260-73. (Deferred from
1-16-7') •

Mr. Kelley stated that he was c.pstainin& from this case.

Mr. Quin Elson, 4150 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia, attorney for the
applicant, represented the applicant before the Board.
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COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC. (continued)
March 20, 1974

Mr. Smith explained that there were only'" members present. Mr. Baker has
been seriously ill and had to leave at 12)00. One member indicated that he
will abstain from this hearing, therefore, the Board would have to get a
unanimous affirmative action in order to pass on this. If one dissents on
this case, the Board would be deadlocked.

Hr. Elson asked if he could take a minute to discuss this with an interested
member of the club who was present. (He did so).

Dr. William Linne, who had been to the hearing previously, stated that he was
present objecting to ·these i~ppliaa~ions, but he had no Objection to the
deferral.

Mr. Elson stated that the applicant had no Objection to a deferral and would
like the deferral. It would also give' them time to consider the request of
Preliminary Engineering regarding the dedication request.

It was the Board's decision to defer this case until 10: 00 a.m., April 17,
1974, for a full Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
being Mr. Milton Peterson, 11036 Brookline Drive, Fairfax, and Mr. William
Rolle, 1117 Pilham Lane, and Dr. Linne, 11035 Brookline Drive.

Hr. Runyon moved that these two cases be deferred until 10:00 a.n:r., April
17, 1974, for a full Board.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

BRENTWOOD SCHOOL, S-662-67 and S-104-70

Mr. Smith read a letter from Thomas J. Freaney, Jr., and one from Herbert
Harris regarding the faot, that the Department of Public Works has been giving
limited maintenanoe to Nalls for four years and it is their plan to upgrade
this road this gpring~

It wa~ the Board's decision to suspend the revocation of the above-mentioned
permits for a period of 'six (6) months in order to review and study the road
information and in view of the information that has been received.

II

COVINGTON HOMES, S-35_73, granted April 25, 1973

Mr. Smith read a letter from Donald Stevens requesting that the Board extend
the Special Use Permit for a period of two years because they could not get
sewer hookups.

It was the Board's decision to extend the above-mentioned Special Use Permit
until six (6) months after sewer permits are available and afte~ the provi
sion of sanitary sewer treatment facilities in the Accotink Watershed.

II

MY STAFF, INC., S-21_73

At the request of the applicant, Mr. Runyon moved to change Number 4 of the
Findings of Fact in the Resolution granting this permit to read "Subject
to compliance under Section 30-11".

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

.L4.L
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
March 20, 1974 I 'IJ--

Mr. Mitchell explained that there was nothing wrong with the motion as it will I
clarify this particular situation, but the point that Mr. Chilton overlooked
is this was a finding of fact, and not a condition to the granting.

It is in the Code that Site Plan is r~quired and that is what he had put in
his Staff Report to the Board, and that is the way the Board wrote it in the
Resolution. If Design Review wants to waive the Site Plan, that is up to
them. They have done it before on other cases such as this when one of the
Findings of Fact was that a Site Plan is required.

Mr. Smith suggested the Board get together with the Staff and the Zoning
Administrator on this and several other problems that exist. He stated that
after sitting in Court on one of the Board's cases, and after being on the
stand for two years, he has found that there are areas where the County needs
to get better information and more information and have a better spirit of
cooperation between Departments.

He stated that the case of LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CORPORATION has been in
Court since last Thursday, taking up a good Judge and County Staff. He
stated that sometimes the Board members are impatient with the ChairmQn
because he -wants to delay action until after the new plats have been sub
mitted but if one would gO and spend a day in Court and have to answer the
questions that he haa to answer on the Lake Barcroft case, they would get
more strict on these things.

II

The meet·ing adjourned at 1: 25 .P.M.

II

I
BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk

and
Joyce Salamon, Typist

APPROVED:

I

I
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held On Wednesday, March 27, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Loy P. Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes
Charles Runyon and Joseph Baker.

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

10:00 - CAPITOL CARS & CAMPERS, INC. ROBERT AND NANCY PEVER, app. under
Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of Ord. to permit new franchise dealer
for recreational vehicles and boat sales, 8142 Richmond Highway,
101-2«5»(2) 3 & 4" Lee District, (40,000 sq. ft.), (CG),
Rolling Hills SubdiviSion, 8-259-74, (Deferred from 1-22-74),

Mr. Robert Lainof, attopney for the applicant, 1513 King Street, Alexandria,
Virginia, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Mr. and Mrs. Chas. Reaves, 1211 Tatum Drive, Alexandria, owner of the
property a~ 8113 Janna Lee Ave. and Stone Truck Center, Inc., 9,14 Lee
Highway, Fairf~x, Virginia owner of Lot 2 next door on the other side.

Mr. Lainof stated that Mr. and Mrs. Pever are the contract purchasers
and will be the major stockholders of the corporation, Capitol~Cars

& Campera~ Inc., whibh will operate this facility.

ae stated that originally this was a filling station and he feels that
the use contemplated will create less of a burden on the area, will
cause less noise, pollution and create less traffic cQntestion than did
the filling st.tion.ffe,then spoke to the mark-up of their plat by
Preliminary Enaiftl.rl*! •• to the requi~ements und.~ Site Plan.

There was considerable argument by Mr. Lainof as to why he felt they
should not have to put in curb, gutter, etc. on Janna Lee Avenue.

Mr. Smith stated that this has been a requirement of all the businesses
in that area, in order to widen Route 1 and to imp»ove the area.
He asked if this building is going to be ,remodeled and upgraded.

Mr. Lainofstated that it yould be.

Mr. Smith told him that it would have to be and that the Board has in
other cases required an_architectural rendering to show the
Board how th~ b~i!ding was going to look.

Mr. Lainof stated that'tthere would be no structural changes in the
building, only a new facad~.

He ,stated that when the building was first constructed, there was a
3D' easement given for public street use and that is on the plat.
The additional requirement of an additional 31' 'would deprive the owner
of the use of the property and make it unuseable.

Mr. Smith again stated that everybody along that corridor had to do the
same thing.

Mr. Lainof stated that if the County has an idea of condemnation sometime
in the future, they have the right to do it, but to give up 1/3 of "thai
property to get a use is an arbitrary act.

Mr. Smith stated that this is a change in the use. The use that is there
could continue as it is.

.L4.:5
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Mr.
new
the

Baker stated that-right across Janna Lee Avenue there are about 3
businesses that have gone in and they all had to widen and construct
service drive, curb and gutter.
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March 27, 1974
CAP!TOL~CARS AND CAMPERS, INC.

Mr. Smith stated that he was arguing a point of development which is
really secondary to this hearing. The prime purpose of the applicant
being present today is to acquire a Special Use Permit for the use.
The Preliminary Engineering ~4iiestions regarding the widening, and
construction of the road a.re"ones:that :the,B6ard has put on all the
uses in this area. It is not fair to require some of the businesses
to do this and then allow others to start new businesses without
requiring it of them. .

Mr. Lainof stated that they do want the Special, Use Permit, but he hoped
that the Board would grant the Use Permit without the requirements set up
by Preliminary Engineering.

Mr. Smith stated that Preliminary Engineering is separate and apart
from this Board. This Board does no~ have the au~hority ~o waive the
requirement6 of the Site Plan Ordinance and usually this Board folloWB
~he suggestions of that office.

Mr. Runyon suggested the Board proceed with the case. These requirements
are something that this Board does not have to require. It is something
that Site pJ-pn."X'equires and it the Site Plan office desires, it can
waive theserequiremen~s for a couple of years.

Mr. Smi~h stated that he agrees with the Site Plan requirements. He
stated that he did not think the Board should grant this use unless the
Site Plan require_nteare implemented at the·same time.

Mr. n<ll.-e}r s.tated that according ,to·;:'thllf"plek that;_PreJd,minar.y~"Engd.neering
has marked-up, after he dedicates the land area and puts inths standard
screening, he would no~~e enough parking spaces. He stated that he
would have to s~tba~~e residential zone and put in standard screening,
which will eliminate part of the parking spaces. ,-

Mr. Lainof stated that he did not ~.lieve standard scre~ning is required
on the side of the property thAt aeuts the commercial zone.

Mr. Smith inquired as to the size of the vehiCles they would be selling
and Mr. Lainof stated that they W9uld be 19 1 or 20 1 recreational
trailers and boats.

Mr. Smith stated that they still have to maintain the 25' from the
residential property. He told the applicants to go baCk to the engineer
and have him redraw the plats and draw them in compliance with the site
plan requirements; and then come up with what use they could make here
and if it is something they could go through with before they proceed
any further.

Mr. Kelley stated that he could not determine how many p~king spaces
there are since so many of them are in the area where screening is
required and in the front setback area.

There was then a discussion between the Board and Mr. Mitchell regarding
whether or not it is an ordinance requirement that the park~ng for this
commercial use be setback 25 1 • Mr. Mitchell stated that it is the
ordinADCerequirement that any structure be set back from,the side property
line 25' and that the screening and landsc~pipg ~ordiaance must' be complied
wi th. The screening re~uiremaBt is 'that- he must put in standard screening
between commercial and residential propenty wa£hh is l2't

Mr. Kelley Jnquiredabout'the total number of 8aa?loyees. Mr. Lainofstated
that they only have three now, and their maximum ~otal would be .&ght.
The operation is now in existence in Alexandra. on Mt. Vernon Avenue.
TheY now have about 20 trailers and 5 or 6 boats. They plan to move the
entire operation to this &ocation.

There was no one to sppak in favor of the application.

Mrs. Russell, 1205 Cedar Dale Lane, spoke regarding this application.

lift.(
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March 27, 1971+
CAPITOL CARS AND CAMPERS, INC.

She stated that she is active in the Mt. Vernon Council of Civic
Associations, but she is speaking today as a private citizen. She stated
that she is here to give all due consideration to any new development
along Route 1, because there is great concern for the picture that
the Route 1 corridor presents to the people who live the~e and use it
every day. They are concerned about upgrading it and presenting a
better overall picture to the public, by asking for proper development
along Route 1. Be haviJig~c proper development, it would encourage business
and encourage people to shop in the Route 1 corridor. She stated that .~

she appreciated the comments she has heard the Board make today regarding
~.e honoring of the setback requirements of bhe ordinance and being
concerned about the residents who live adjacent to these commercial
establishments. In this area, a business will open one week and close
the next week, ~d if they would build an attractive place, it would attract
business and eveFYone would benefit.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt this business would be an excellent business
for the area if it is developeadproperly, but the Board now needs new
plats showing the 25' setback requirement for the screening.

Mr. Baket·tinquired as to whether or not this applicant has any connection
with the trailer sales that is across the street. Mr. Lainof stated
that they did not. The one acress the street is Pleasureland Trailer
Sales and is entirely separate from this.

Mrs. Duckworth, 3712 Maryland Street, one of the adjacent property owners,
spoke before the Board. She stated that she has no opposition to the
use permit per se. She stated that Janna Lee Drive is the entrance into
their sUbdivision~ ~he'has not seen the plans that have been proposed,
but the service station and the Businesses on the other smde of Janna
Lee Drive do have the setback and the service road and it also ha~ the
screening from the residential properties. This is what sh~ is asking
for today if this is granted, that the applicant put in the service
drive and screen this commercial property from the residential property
and that the development be an attractive one that will be an asset
for the community.

Mr. Smith stated that the dedication requirement is under the Site Plan
Ordinance and they mustaonform to the other uses that are now going in
under site plan down there.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Lainof how long it would take him to get the plats
and they agreed that'they would get the plats and submit them to the
staff and be back for the April 10 meeting.

Mr. Smith stated again that the applicant would have to set back 25'
Or he could put up a brick wall.

Mr. Lainof stated that a brick wall is "too expensive, but they would
maintain 25' from the residential property and 50' from Janna Lee .
Avenue.

REQUESTED ORDINANCE CHANG~

Mr. Smith stated that perhaps the Staff would give consideration to
setting up a 50' requirement.for service statioBs also, especially in
view of the past' Bne~$Y crisis, when. ,tile ,,gas lines were out in the street
and caused congested'traff;hc eb.@iLat:i9n."and wa~:,:actually a traf,fic
hazard. The new ordinance at this point does' not reflect this, but
he felt it should.

Mr. Kelley moved; that in application S-259-73, this c~se be deferred
until April 10, 197~, for new plats to conform to the discussion that
just transpired.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed ~ to 0, with Mr.
Bake~ abstaining.

.l4~
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Marep 27, 1974
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC.

Mr. Smith explained that this is a recess of the pUblic hearing. He
stated that he would like to have the applicant back on April IO, in case
the Board has any questions on the new plats. The record will remain
open until that time.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the applicant should indicate, the type
of facade planned to be used in this renovation process from a service
station to a sales office for recreational vehicles.

10:20 - TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC., app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1
of Ord. to permit expansion of facilities to add a 12 1 x 16 1

cement block storage shed & semi-Office building adjacent to
the present tennis courts, 1814 Great FallS St •• 40-1 & 2«1»
1 & 2, (7.19102 acres), Dranesville Dis~ric~, (R-12.5); 8-2S1-73,
(Deferred from 1-22-7~),

Mr. Dimpfel~ 68~5 Blue Star Drive, past president and present member
of the Association, spoke before the Board.

Notices to p~perty owners were in order. The contiguous propert¥ owners
were Wilson ~rris, adjacent to the site at 1826 Great Falls St~t,

and Mrs. Robert 8atre, 1812 Great Falls Street. ",'

Mr. Dimpfel stated that this proposed building is to be used as an offioe
and storage building. The present tennis courts are 200' back from the
bathhouse and in the summer time it is just too far away. They have had
trouble getting a competent tennis instructor as they have no place
for him to get inside out of the heat, and there is no place to keep
his records, have a telephone for his appointments or to keep the assorted
things that he needs to keep up the tennis cpurts.

rne building will be 12' x 16'.

Mr. Kelley inquired about the l~' x 28' platform that is indicated on the
plat. Mr. Dimpfel stated that this is a wooden platform that waS actually
set there for the wives and kids· so they could watch the tennis matehes.

Mr~ Smith stated that if they want it to remain, they will have to set
it hack from the property line, as this is a structure.

Mr. Dimpfel stated that they have a 6' to 8' berm behind this building,
between it and the adjacent property that belongs to Mr,,' Harris.

Mr. Smith asked if they were going to have an architectural facade on
this building.

Mr. Dimpfel stated that it could be screened with shrubs and they intend
to do that. He stated that ~h~ doubted if Mr. Harris could see this
building from his house.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would require some architectural facade
for this building, not just rou~ cinderblock.

The Board ~hen discussed various typs of facades that could be used.

I

I

Mr. Kelley suggested that they just ~ve th~ platform back from the
property line 25'. '

Mr. Smith stated that after checking the file, he
received their Non-Resid~ntial Use Permit today.
should have been aware ~hat this is a requirement

finds that they just
He stated that they
of the County.

I
The applicant agreed that they would construct this building of brick
on the bottom and frame on the tap in keeping with the residential
neighborhood.

I
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March 27, 197'"
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB. INC.

Mr. Runyon moved to grant.

Mr. Baker second the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Runyop.to add that the building'be of briok.

Mr. Smith stated that they would have to get a building permit for the
platform and move it over.

Mr. Dimpfel stated that they would.

Mr. Baker accepted the two changes.

In applica~ion No. S-261-73, application by TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB. INC.,
under ~e?t~on 30-7.2.6.1.1, of the Zoning' Ordinance to permit expansion
of faC111t1es to add a 12' x 16' cement block storage shed and semi-
office building, on property located at 1814 Great Falls Street Dranes
ville District, also kno~as tax map 40-1 & 2«1»1 & 2, County'of
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals add~t t~
following r~solution: '

WHEREAS, the capti0ned application has been properly filed in aooordance
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 tha. property, letters to contiguous and
nearby property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on the 27 the day of March 1974.

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

1. That the owner of the Subject property is Tuckahoe ~ecreation

Club, Inc.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 7.19102 acres.

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various
requirements of this county. The applicant shall be himself
responsible for fulfilling his o.ligation TO OBTAIN BBN RESIDENTIAL
USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND
THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BESN
DONE. -

3. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Spemial Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicious place along with the Non
Residential Use Permit on the property of the use and be Bade
available to all Departments of the County of Fairfax during
the hours of operation of the permitted use.

l4f

/ Lf7



Page 148
March 27, 1974
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC.

14~

6.
7.

8.

The building is to be constructed of brick.
The platform that is shown is to conform to county requirements
for setbacks and the acquisition of a building permit.
The utility building is to be removed within 90 days.

I
Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

11:00 - W. HOWARD ROOKS, app. under Section 30-7.2.10.5.9 of Ord. to
permit motel, 2908 Belvoir Dr., 93-3«2»1, 2, 3, 9, 10 & 14,
Mt. Ve~non District, Hybla Valley Farms, (168,804.66 sq. ft.>,
(CG), 8-263-13, ( Deferred from 1-22-74),

Mr. Rooks, 7024 Marlin Drive, represented himself before the Board.

Notice to property owners were in order. The contiguous ownerS were
George Landrith, 7517 Richmond Highway, Alexandria and Wills and Van
Metre, 2800 Arlington Drive, Alexandria.

Mr. Rooks stated that this proposed motel is situated behind two
existing restaurants and an old abandoned service station has been
converted into a discount drug store. The motel,in his opinion, would
be an improvement.

Mr. Smith stated that the only problem he could see after looking at
the plats is the cinderblock. He told Mr. Roois that he would have to
come up with some overlay of brick where t~propose cinderblock •.. He
stated that this is next door to a traveled·'lnighway and he did nCtknow
of any place where the Board has allowed a motel to be constructed of
cinderblock. He stated that also this is abutting residential property
and should be compatible with this residential property. He inquired as
to whether or not'the apartments that are next dOor are brick.

Mr. Rook stated that they are brick.

Mr. Kelley inquired if Mr. Rooks was familiar with the comments of the
Staff of Preliminary Engineering about the 22 1 travel lane.

Mr. Rooks stated that he was not familiar with this.

Mr. Runyon explained that there should be a22' travel aisle for good
traffic circulation throughout this development. In addition, they
need to show the landscaping and screening-requirements which are about
12' and they have indicated only 10' on the plans.

There was a discussion as to the type of facade that would be used for
this motel.

Mr; Runyon stated that the Board really needs to see the elevation'
views on the building plans.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not want them to use the brightly colored
panels.

Mr. Runyon moved to defer this case until the meeting of April 10, 1974,
in order for the applicant to submit revised plats showing the SU8&estions
of Preliminary Engineering and reflect the proper setbacks with the
screening requirements and all other ordinance requirements; renderings
of the proposed building and ~uilding~ plans are to show the architectural
design of the proposed motel, its color and material.

Mr. Runyon, in clarification of 'his motion, stated that he did not
want a beautiful rendering, but somebullding plans showing eleva~ions,
and they could write on there the type of material that they propose to
use, the color and style of the building.

I
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I
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W. HOWARD ROOKS

Mr. Smith stated that he could not support the granting of this permit
unless they provide brick and show a rendering of the color of any
panels they might use and- they must make this building compatible with the
residential areas surrounding this proposed use.

II

11:20 - AMERICAN TRADING REAL ESTATE CO., INC. app. under Section 30-2.2.2,
Col. 2, RM-2, coDmenOial:uses specified for RM-2M, including
Group VI uses and'uses specified in Col. 2 RM-2, Woodlake Towers,
Bldg. No. II, 6001 Arlington Blvd., 51-4«1»pt of 14, Mason
District, (RM-2H), 8-8-74.

Mr. Stephen L. Best, 4069 Chain Brid&e Road, Fairfax, attorney for the
applicant, reRresented them before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Norma Wilson, 5971 Jan Mar DriveiMr. Aronson, 5970 Jan Mar Drive, and
Mr. Lawson, 6000 Lebanon, Drive, Falls Church.

Mr. Best stated that they are seeking to do the same thing here that they
have done in Building No~ 1, and that is to put commercial uses on the
ground floor and have it so that when they get a lease and if it meets
the requirements of the Code, they would come and get the approval of this
Board.

They are also constructing Building No.3, but there will be no commercial
facilities in that building. This -is to serve the residents of the
apartment complex.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Board must name both~the American
Trading Real Estate Company and the name of the leasee.

Mr. Best stated that he saw noting in the Code,that says the Board
mus t do that.

Mr. Smith stated that even though there is nottitn~n the Code, when
you get to Court and try to defend an action of the Board, it is undefend
able unless the leasee1s named.

Mr. Best stated that -every lease that they have prepared does have a
provision that the owner is the one who has the permit and the leases
has to conform to the conditions of the Board and if they do not,the
lease is terminated. '

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would include both the person implementing
the use and American Trading. He stated that the person requesting the
use should be present at-,the hearing- so that-he will understand the
restrictions as far as the partioular use iSiconcerned. He stated that
the Board should consider these uses one at a time.

Mr. Best stated that any of these uses that are allowed under the
ordinance, certainly this Board will allow.

The Board deferred the case until,8~h time as there are ~~ecific users
and a party to implement the use"l!iu-tr> fotr,,~t,;,:more, than .. 6 months.

Mr. Best inquired as ~o whether or not they could submit more than two
at the same time under--thestUle application.

Mr. Smith stated _that the Board would hear more than ~ust one leasee
in this particula.r;~p'liaat;ion,,but in the fu*mre, each separate use
would require a separate application.

Mr. Kelley asked if they were ready to comply with Preliminary Engineeringls
recommendation.

Mr. Best stated that they were.

14~
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Mr. Covington and Mr. SMith discussed the amount of fee that would be
required for these additional uses.

Mr. Covington stated that the Board would have to process these applications
on an individual hasis.

Mr. Smith stated that a new application would ~quire a full fee, but
that this is up to the zoning Administrator to make this decision.

II

11:40 - JOHN &E~:ROACH, app. under Section 30-1~2.6.1.3 of Ord.
to permit Bummer day camp, 10 weeks per year, 6525 Ox Rd.,
80 children, 87({l»12, (llJ. 7ij.87 acres). Springfield District,
(RE-l), 8-238-74.

Mr. Donald Stevens, 10409 Main Street. Fairfax, attorney for the
applicant, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in o~de~. The contiguous owne~s were
Ma~y Raves, 10909 aIm D~ive, Fai~fax Station, Vi~ginia and E. J. Copeland,
10915 aIm D~ive, Fai~fax Station, Vi~ginia.

M~~ Smith stated that he would limit the applicant to 15 minutes and the
opposition to 15 minutes. The speake~s fo~ both sides should coo~dinate

thei~ statements so as not to repeat what has been previo~sly said and
so as not to extend over the 15 minute period.

Mr. Stevens stated that there is no organized pro-granting of the permit
but there are some people in the room in favor of the application.

Mr. Stevens stated that even though Mrs. Roach'does not plan to use the
busses that she has for the transportation of children, she will paint
her busses to conform with the requiremeats of the Board. The children
that will be at this summer day camp will be from her existing schools.
The children will have an~pportunity to swim and ride the horseS and
to be outside. Mrs. Roach ,plans to comply with the Health DepaI'tment's
I'equirements and make modifications to the pool as they have suggested.
He stated that there are letteI's in the file from numerous parents of
children who go to Mrs. Roach's school and they feel this summer camp
program is a good thing for their children and want to have it. There
are also letters in the file from neighbors of the existing school on
Woodland Drive, Mrs. Bott, 7316 Fox Placer Mrs. Sally Bjorje,_l3000
Elks Drive, McLean, Virginia, Carol Illen1szky, Leewood Drive, Alexandria,
and Mr. Callo, 4716 Backlick Road, spoke in support of the ap~lication.

A gentleman from 7209 Braddock Road, across the road from Mrs. Roachls
otheI' school, spoke in support of the application stating that they had
Iived across the road from this school for 5 years and Mrs. Roach is
an excellent neighbor. No one in that area has any objection to her
school to his knowledge.

~. Smith stated that the BoaI'd is in receipt of 116 letters in support
of the application from adults. The Board is also in receipt of
numerous letters from the Kindergarten, First Grade, Second Grade and other
students in HI'S. Roach1s school, telling the Board that they hope this
use is granted.

Mr. Copeland, 10915 aIm Drive, Fairfax, Virginia, spoke in opposition to
this application. He submitted photos and a petition against this
Special Use Permit, to the Board members. He gave the Board the background
on this case beginning' last summer when HI'S. Roach brought some of the
children from her otheI' schools to this location. At that time, the

/50
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neighbors complained to the county and the county issued the Roachs a
violation; later, on July 18, 1973, this came before the Board of Zoning
Appeals. On August 3, 1973, Mr. Koneczny reported to the Board that the
violation had been cleared. Mr. Copeland than read the petition against
this application into the record.

He inquired of the Board how many horses Mrs. Roach would be allowed
to have and Mr. Smith replied that she could have as many horses as
she wanted to have as long as it is ,not under a Special Use Permit. There
is no regulation in the Zoning Offide that specifies the number of horses,
as long as she has 80,000 square feet of land;, however, according to
the Board of Zoning Appeals policy, if this use comes within its~'purview,

it can limit the number of horses to 10 per acre. Mr. Copeland stated that
the yellow pages of the telephone directory clearly advertise her schools
as having a "summer camp". He submitted a copy of the' yellow pages to
the Boa!'d.

Mr. Copeland stated that the Roachs have installed loudspeakers on the
eleven acres which can be heard by the adjm.ii.ndleighbors. He stated that
a summer camp is where the children are outdoots totally. They have
!'eviewed the files of the Board of Zoni8S Appeals for othe!' summe!' camp
facilities and usually it is on ac:reagefrom~',2Q.,,\50 to 100 ac!'es or more.
The only camp with small acreage is Ranger Hal!s at Tyson's Corner.

Mr. Smith reminded M!'. Copeland that he was using all the time allotted.
Mr. Copeland stated that he had some other points to make. He stated
that the undergrowth has been cleared and the applicant has indicated
no further shield on the plats, thus he assumes the applicant is expecting
the trees to shield this facility from the adjacent neighbors, which it
will not.

He then discussed the interim land use policies which he felt were
pertinent to this application.

Mr. Smith stated that he had used up more than the 15 minute time allot
JIl8nt, howev't!', he would give the _other two ,people who had indicated that
they wished to speak time to spe~-if they had something to add that had
not been previously said by Mr. Copeland.

Mr. Smith stated that ther>e is a letter in the file from Mrs. Rave who
had objected to this use last year. She ndW ~ants it to go on
!'econd that she, does' not object and is sorry she had objected last yea!'
and was not aware' at-that time what Mrs. Roach was doing.

r

Dr. David Miller, 7108 Larlyn Drive. near the Woodland School, spoke with
regard to this application. He stated that he was not speaking against
the educational quality of the school itself. but his concern is fo!'
the creditability of these people who act as business people. He
stated that he had lived near the Woodland Drive school fo!' sometime.
He wrote a letter on November 1, 1973. complaining about the school at
Larrlyn Drive. Mrs. Roach has a Special Use Permit to operate the
school until 4:00 P.M.; however. she operates it until 6:30 P.M. That
school is infringing upon a residential neighbo!'hood.

Mr. Smith asked D!'. Miller what we ~e going to do with these young,
people if we do not have a private day care center where the people can
provide for them or where social services can provide for them.

Dr. Miller stated that he was speaking to the' credibility of the operator~

He stated that the Special Use Permit was designed for a nursery school
and kinde!'garten, yet thay are accepting applicants through the 6th
grade. He stated,that-he sympathizes with th,parenta of these children
and the children; how.ver~ they should operate in accordance with the
permit that was gran~8dto them.

l~l
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MI'. Smith read a letter from the Department of Social Services addressed
to the Board stating that the department has paid for the care of 22
children to use this day care facility and they have found that it has a
good child development program. One of the outstanding features is the
summer day camp which includes swimming, riding, arts and craffs Which
are activities the ADC children do not usually have an opportunity to
participate in.

Dr. Miller stated that the Board has to be responsive to the needs of
the people who live adjacent to these schools weighing this against
the needs of the community. Dr. Miller stated that most of the
students who are gbing to the summer day camp are not residents of that
area.

Mr. Smith stated that there has been no indication of that, but he would
question the attorney r>egarding that. He stated that it was his Belief
that all of the students are Fairfax County residents.

Dr. Miller stated that he coqldwnot give the Board the actual
license plate numbers, but a substantial number of license plates were
Maryland; therefore, he assumed that they live in Maryland.

Mr. Smith stated that that waS a good point and they would check on this.
Mr. Smith stated that we should attempt to provide for the needs of
Fairfax County residents.

Mr. Andrew Sononeer, 10820 WoodfairfRd., Fairfax Station, Virginia,
resident of the area at Wolftran Drive, spoke in opposition to this
application stating that according to the Code, any area where there
are children in a school should be free from stagnant water and manure
piles and with up to 21 horses on this property, how could the Board
allow,this use without viOlating this Code.

Mr. Smith stated that the premises have been inspected by the Health
Department and if the Board did grant this use, it would have to comply
with the reg;uirements of the Hearth pepartment and all other State and
County Code requirements. In addition, they would not be allowed to
have 21 horses.

Mr. S~th read the Health Department report on this prope~y.

Mr. Stevens spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that the only
explanation for the fact that she op~atesuntil 6:00 is that 8:00 to
4:30 is long enough' for a school, hut is not long enough for a day care
center. 'When her permit for a day care center was granted, she assumed
that she could operat'eciit as a day care center which requires the hours
of 8:00 to 6:30.

Mr. Smith suggested that she amend her Special Use Permit to reflect this
and Mr. Ste~enS 8~ated -that there is an application which has been
filed for this purpose.

Mr. Stevens requested the Board not to condition the Specil~ Use Permit
for this summer day camp on the fencing of the pond. There is a fence
around the entire property now.

The Board discussed the rencing requirement at length.

Mr. Kelley stated that he could not understand a person such as Mrs.
Roach with her background and qualifications not reading her Special
Use Permit under Which she is now operating. The permit calls for 70
children with the hours of 8:00 A.M. to 4:30 P.M. He stated that he has
a page out of the telephone directory of 1973 which reads "full day care,
7:00 to 6:00 P.M., 2 years throllgh 6th grade, sumaer day camp, riding,
and swimming pool ••• "

J~~
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Mrs. Roach should have known that this was not permitted. This is a
violation. He questioned the Health Department report approving this
q bedroom house being able to serve this many children and said he
certainly did not agree with them. He stated that the big problem here
is the violations involved and further that he could not support the
application that has as many violations as MrS. Roach's has had.

Mrs. Roach, 6525 Ox Road, Fairfax Station, Virginia, testified before
the Board. to answer Mr. Kelley's questions. She stated that she does
live at the location where this Special Use Permit is being requested.
The advertisement in the telephone directory says II farm"; she has another
farm in Gainsville, Virginia and in previous years, she has taken the
children to that farm. She"'has used Franklin Charter busses to take the
children there. As to the swimming, she stated that she has rented
Brookville Swimming Pool for four years for her ohildren to swim. It is a
matter of record. She 'would take the children there every single day.

Mrs. Roach stated that there was a lot of controversy at the time of the
hearing on the school she has on WoodlawfiiDrive. On that day, she
her husband and their attorney were walking down the hall at the old
Court House and she asked her attorney to please go haok and have them
change the hours. He told her not to rQck the boar and he would not go
back. The attorney was Lewis Hall Griffith. She stated that she was
not diShonest. She was extremely upset.

Mr. Smith asked if MrS. Roach stills provides services to ADC children.

Mr. Stevens stated that she does.

Mr. StevenS, in answer to Mr. Barnes' question stated that Mrs. Roach
plans to limit the number of horses on her farm to 10 which will be one
per acre. She does not have any more than 10' horses now.

Mrs. Roach stated that they aotually are not all horses; she has 7 ponies
and 4 horses.

Mr. Smith stated that she would have to have an amendment to the present/
policy for this particular- use. • !-lnsurance

Mr. Stevens,in answer to Mr. Barnes question, stated that the children will
be supervised at all times.

Mr. Smith thanked the Children who had come to this hearing for sitting
so patiently during the entire thing. He a;I.so complemen"t:'ed the
children who h-ad sent in letters on their artistic work on- the papers.

Mr. Covington stated that the children that were in the audience were
the same childrenwhQ sigg for the C~unty employees at Christmas.

In application No. 1I-~98"'73, application by .ioHN..AND EL~NOR::ROACH
under Section 30-7.2.6.L-3, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit summer
day camp 10 w~eks per year and once a month horse shows, on property
located at 6525 Ox Road,-Springfield District, also know as tax map
87«1»12, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requi~ements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-~aws of the Fatrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, followigg proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and
nearby property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
AppealS held on the 27th day of March 1974.

l~J
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I

I~'f

I
Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

That the owner of the subject property is John E., Jr. and Eleanor
E. Roach.
That the present zoning is RE-l.
That the area of the lot is lO~7487 acres.
That com~liance with all county and state codes applicable
thereto 16 required.

2.
3.

••

WHEREAS, the Board of
fact:

1.

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

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

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

1. This approval is ,ranted to the applicant only and is not transfer
able without further act10n of this Board, and is for the location
indicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings an9 uses indicated
on plats submitted with this applioation. Any additional structures of any
kind, chan¥es in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional
uses req~~re a use permit, shall be caUSe for this use permit to be re·'
eV«iuatedby this Board; These changes include, but are not limited to,
changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and
changes in screening or 'fencing.

4. This grantingdo8s'notconstitute exemption from the various
requirements of this oounty. The applicant shall be himself responsible
for fulfilling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMITS
ANDrHE LIKE tHROUGH'THE-ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE
PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN COMPLIED WITH.

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

6. Number 6f students not to exceed 80.
7. Students will be from 2 to 12 years of age.
8. The hours 6fo~eration ~il4,~ebetween 9 A~M. and:~:P~M. with a

4 hou~, Umi:t:ij()l'L~Y'~;()9Ji!"i1ay. -
9.Supple~ntal'~vergreem screening along the residential line shall

be required to screen play areas.
10. Any loudspeaker noise shall be confined to the site.
11. All buses used f0r transporting children shall comply with

county andstat~,atandardsforj~olorand light requi~ements.
12. The 0p.,lll1::icm,J"'J:1i:le Subject to compliance with the inspection

report, "the reQ.1iliremetrts of the Fairfax County Health Department',and
the State Department of Welfare and Institutions.

13. Operations sha,llrun for a pe~ibdof 3 years with the Zoning
Administrator being empowered to extend the operations for two, one-year
periods.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The Board members discussed the diffe~ent aspects 6f the Resolution and
the horse shows that Mrs. Roach wished to have.

I

I
Mr. Stevens stated that they usually have three horse shows 'during _the

summer, once a month during June, July and August.

I
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Mr. Smith stated that a horse show in connection with a summer day
camp was not unusual at all.

Mr. Smith told Mrs. Roach and Mr. Stevens that the responsibility for
safeguarding these children, if this permit is granted, is the respon
sibility of the applicant. The Board has found that the applicant is
well aware of the pond.

The motion passed 3 to 1 with Mr. Kelley voting no. Mr. Baker was
absent.

Mrs. May came forward to speak to the Board.

The hearing ended at 2:05 P.M.

The Board then recessed for lunch.

II

3:~5 - NO. VA. CHRISTIAN ACADEMY, app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2
of Ord. to permit expansion of Christian Education Facility
which was gaanted under S.U.P. S~63-73, (23.88 acres),
4601 W. Ox Rd., 56-1«1»10 & 11, Centreville District,
(RE-l), S-250-73, (Deferred from 1-7-71+ and again from 3-20-71+).

Mr. Smith stated that the Board was taking the complete development
into consideration in view of the fact that they cannot begin construction
on every building within the one year period and because of the size
of the development and the nature of the use involved.

Mr. Jim Downy, principal of the No. Va. Christian Academy appeared
before the Board to answer any questions that the Board might have.

In application No. S-250-73, application by NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN
ACADEMY, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
expansion of Christian education facility, on property located at 1+601 W.
Ox Road, Centreville. District, also know as tax map 56-1«1»10 & 11,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 20th day of March 1971+ and deferred to March 27, 1971+.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Bethelem Baptist Church.
2. That the present ~oning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 23.88 acres.
~. That compliance~ with all applicable county codes is required.
5. That Site Plan approval is required.
6. That there exists on the premises now S.U.P. S-63-73, granted for

a private school, Kindergarten through High School.

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

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

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless 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 requira "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, chagnes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes in
signs, and changes in screening or fencing.

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various
requirements of this county. The applicant shall be himself for fulfilling
his Obligation TO OBTAIN NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMITS AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE
VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN COMPLIED WITH. ---

5. The reSOlution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicious place along with the NON
RESlDENTIAL USE PERMIT on the property of the use and be made available
to all Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

6. The eventual maximum enrollment shall be 2000.
7. The hours of operation shall be from 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.
8. The minimum number of parking spaoes is 399.
9. Landsoaping and screening is to be provided to the satisfaction

of the Director of County Development.
10. All lights connected with this use shall be directed and

confined to siad site.
11. The owner is to dedicate to 80 feet from the existing centerline

of the right of way for the full frontage of the property along West
Ox Road for fu~re road widening.

12. All terms and conditions set forth in S.U.P. S-63-7e, granted on
May 9, 1973 are to remain in effect.

13. There is to be a 50 ft. buffer strip from all property lines for
screening purposes.

14. This permit shall expire unless renewed by action of this Board
upon whichever of the following events shall last occur:

A. 5 years from this date.
B. Three months after Fairfax County permits connection with

public sewerage facilities thereon.
C. Six months after Fairfax County permits a Site Plan to be

filed thereon.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously with
Mr. Baker absent.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

MY STAFF, INC. S-21-73

Special Use Permit was granted March 28, 1973.

Mr. Ralph Louk, attorney for the applicant, wrote to the Board to
request an extension to _his Special Use Permit.

Mr. Kelley so moved that they Be granted a 6 month extension.

I

I

I

I
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Mr. Barnes seconded the motioQ.

The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

KISE, app. for variance granted by Board.

Mr. Smith had requested information regarding the Long Fence Company
which was the contractor that put in the fence for Mr. and Mrs. Kise
that was higher than the Code allows. Mr. Covingt0D~ stated that they
did have a license :for the year 1973; however, they had not yet applied
for a renewal as of this week. Mr,. Frank Lintini, Chief of the Housing
and Licensing Section, Inspection Services, Department of County
Development, said that since the company is bonded. it would be between
the Kiaes and the fence company, if the Kise's want to take action
against the fence company. .

Mr. Smith Ilf:iJted Mr. Covington is he would advise the Kiaes about 'this.
He stated that this is ,an unfortunate incident where the applicant
was not aware that the fence was not constructed in accordance with
County Codes. They should be informed that they shou~d cohtact the
bondi~g company to recover any money that they might have spent.

II

Mr. Jim Reid, Director of Comprehensive Planning for Fairfax County,
talked with the Board regarding the PLUS program.

II

Mr. Knowlton discussed palmistry with the Board and stated that the
only zone where palmistry is allowed is the IG (Industrial General)
distriot.

II

The meeting adjourned at 4:36.

II

1::J{

IS?

BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk

I

I

APPROVED:" June 5, 1974
DATE
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, April 10, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Building, Present: Daniel
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman" George
Barnes and Charles Runyon. Mr. Joseph Baker was
absent.

)7

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

10:00 - EVANS FARM INN, INC., applicatiQn under Section 30-7.2.9.1.2 of
Ordinanoe, to permit sale of produots from the farm and addition
to restaurant, 1696 Chain Bridge Road, 30-1«1}}37, 38, 39 and
110, (Parcel #), Dranesville District!,' RE-l, S-10-74. '

I

Evans asked him how he would do that with the sewer moratorium.

otices to property owners, were in order. The contiguous' owners were
ill Gates, Mr. Sneider and Riohard Ryan.

I

I

I

Barnes stated that he felt this would be an aSBe~to the area.

Smith sta.~d that the reason Mr. Evans was aliowed to sell souvenirs in
Old Mill wae Ito offset. the oo~t of moving it as it is a historic building
one the County wants!to preserve.

Rudolph Sealy, 1440 Klrb3,Boad, spoke in favor of the appl~Qation saying
hat he felt this would bean improvement to the area.

Bowe, 2027 Kirb;y"Fload, &poke in favor of the application also
she felt thiseulctbe an asset to the McLean area.

r. sampson spoke 1n favol"·Of the application.

; John Chatoses, Pre8id~ of the McLean Citizens AssGclation, spoke regardi
his application. He stated that in the past their uelat10nship with Mr. Evan
as been excellent. TheyJ..ave had an opportunttyto reviewt~.:plan. andtb-ey
ave suppor,ted them. TI!JL.,':~1:cation oame a8 ,a sl.u·pr.1a.'-'··~·-.lC! notkno
bout it until they real! the- ad 1n the newspaper.wb1c-lt'.j"CJ't course, too
ate to call a meeting of their CivieAssoelat'ona1n,the ....~

r. Smith stated that as he reoalled, the last thing the Board'approved
on this pieoe of proper:tywas the old mill and the animal house.

r. Evans stated that he would like to add a cooktail lounge and add
n agrioultural greenhouse and produoe stand. The cocktall1l6unge~will be
n addition to the existing r.estaurant.

r. Smith. aaked·lt'S il:he:tl"dihli,uAtli 'ohe, Cpo. House and Mr. Evans answered
they do.

r. Evans stated that the size of the cocktail lounge is 37 x 31 x 24 plus
the 6 foot entranceway into the kitchen. It 'nil be oonstruoted of the same
aterial as 1s 1n the'~X1s't~ng restaurant. There are, three buildings con
ected with the produce &t~d. a Lath House, a Garden Shop and a Farmer's
arket and Greenhouse~ ,~~ will sell farm produce there that has been
roduced on his f.r.mand:on ,other farms in Fairfax County. They p?esently
ell this produce 'lnwaeblngton, D.C.

e submitted plctu~8: Qfother markets that are sl~11ar to the one he wishes
o have. Ir.Smith stated that some of these markets are in commercial
reas in the cities that they are in .

. Smith stated that it seemed to him that Mr. Evans should be doing this
y rezoning rather than by Special' Use Permit.

Smith stated that this50ard does not have the 'right to grant Mr. Evans
he right to do anythin~:\__t tae sale of the products that grow on his own

farm, or in Fairfax Coun~~. He would not be allowed to sell things such
s souvenirs.
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They, therefore, would like to ask the Board to defer this case until they
have had an opportunity to meet and consider this application and make a
recommendation on it.

Mr. Evans stated that time was very important here and if the Board was going
to defer his applioation, oould they please resohedule it as soon as possible.

Mr. Barnes moved that the Board defer the case until April 2~, 197~.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed ~ to O. Mr. Baker was
absent.

Mr. Smith told Mr. Evans he could submit any add~tional information that he
might have in writing.

II

10:20 - THE MADEIRA SCHOOL, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2.
of Ordinance, to permit addition of one-story Science building for
labs and associated educational facilities, 8328 Georgetown Pike,
Greenway, Virginia, 20-1((1))14 & 20-2((1))1, Dranesville District,
376 acres, RE-2, S-11-74.

The hearing began at 10:40 A.M.

Mr. William O. Snead, Business Manager and Trustee of the School, represented
the School before the Bo~rd.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were George
Pollard, 9369 CampbellR6ad, Vienna and William Warne, 8532 Georgetown Pike,
McLean, Virginia •.

Mr. Snead stated, that the'haJ;ld1ng will bft a one-story frame structure with
a partial basement, on'; sla.. Naturall.y f"'1.n1aAe-d lI[oo~l-'plank siding will be
used. The shed'roof .1iltl:,'~lo,',bla.C'kJJMKal standing se'am roofing and serve
also as a maJ:or oompollO:'S¢of!·.the collector of a solar energ system used in
conjunction with a conventional syst.mtoheat the building. The dimensions
and floor area o~ the building will be: length 201 feet. width 47 feet,
main floor 6,000 :squal"e- feet. partial basement 950 square feet.

The laboratories. classrooms and associated facilities of the building will
be used in the instruction of Madeira School students in the natural sciences.
Normal hours of operation ,will be Monday through Friday from 8:00 A.M, to
4100 P.M. with a limit~d use therea~ter until about 10:00 P.M. The anticipate
number of students ocoupying the building during normal hours is 60 to 70.
The number of teaohers will be 4 to 5.

An engineer from the firm of Abraham and Giles gave a brief presentation on
the way solar energy would be used for this building.

There being no one to s,..k in favor or in opposition, the public hearing
was closed.

In application number S~12~74, application by The Madeira School, Inc •• under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinanoe. to permit one-story addition
to Science building and labs and associated educational facilities, on propert
located at 8328 Georgetown Pike, also known as tax map 20-1({1))14 and 20-2
({l))l, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREA~, ~he captioned application haabeen properly filed 1n accordance with
the pe~Ulrements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordanoe wi h
the b~~laws of.the F~lr~ax County Board of Zoning Appealsi and

WHERElS, following prQper notice to the public by adver~1sement ina local
newspaperjpoatlng of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hear,!ng by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the lQth
day of April, 1974.
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WHEREAS,

1.
2.
3·

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fOllowing findings of fact:
That the owner of the Bubject property 1s the applicant.
That the present zoning 1s,~E-2.

That the area of thec,a:ot~' is_' 376 acres . I
AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haa reached the following conclusion
of law:

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 1
hereby granted with the fOllowing limitations:

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

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

3. This approval is, granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use. additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering detailS) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a special Use Permit, shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the
Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals
approval, shall constitute a Violation of the conditions of this Special Use
Permit.

4. The grantlmg of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permitee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Pemit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicious place along' with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
Oounty of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. All other conditions of the existing Special Use Permit shall be
complied with.

Mr. Runyon moved to grant. Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion
passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

10:40 _ NORTHERN VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY WIVES CHILD CARE CENTER,
application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of ordinance to permit'renewal
of existing SUP £or child care center, 60 children. ages 2 ~ 12.
7:00 A.M. to 5:30 P.M., Monday through Friday, Mason Dist~!ct. R-12.5.
S-12~74. 61~a«1))25A, Culmore Methodist Church. G

Mrs. Billups represented the applicant before the Board.

She submitted signed receipts, but she could not tell the Board which of the
receipts were for the contiguous property owners and from the signatures on
the receipts. this could not be determined.

Mr. Smith stated that the~ase would have to be defepred until this could be
accomplished.

Mr. Kelley brOUght up the report from Preliminary Engineering which stated,
liThe. service drive construction along Route 117 was waived for two ye,ars on):y
on May 22. 1968. The cburch was';notified by this office that the service
drive must be built. It ie suggested that the service drive be constructed
prior to the issuance of any additional permits. The church is presently in
violation of the Site Plan Ordinance in that the conditions of the service
drive deferral have not been met."

I
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Mrs. Billups stated that they began this operation 1n 1971. The faculty wives
operate two child care centers, one 1n the Ravensworth Baptist Church and this
one. Originally the one at Ravensworth was meeting 1n the First Presbyterian
Church, but it started 1n 1971, not 1968 and it was granted for an indefinite
period of time. ACeA also runs a day care center at this location and its
permit is for an indefinite period of ~lme. If there 1s anything else that
would hold this permit uP. theY would like to know it now. There was no
reason given at the time this Special Use Permit was granted in 1971.as to why
there was a time stipulation on it.

Mr. Smith stated that this Site Plan recommendation sounded like a condition
to operating and constructing the Church, not this day care facility. This
Board has no power to get the church to construct this. This church went in
before the Ordinance required a SUP. >

Mrs. Billups stated that these day care centers operate on a shoe string. The
reimburse the church for the heat, water and paper towels that they use.

Mr. Smith stated that if the church has not complied with site plan require
ments, then the church should have to. stop its operation.

Mr. Smith inquired as to whether or not the church has an Occupancy Permit.
He asked Mr. Covington to find out.

Mr. Smith- stated that these are questions that will have to be answered.

Mr. Kelley questioned the Health Department memo which stated that they could
only have 41 children.

Mrs. Billups stated that their last SUP was granted for 75 children even
though the Health Department says 60.

Mr. Smith stated that based on the Health Department memo, this Board could
only grant a permit for the number approved by the Health Department.

Mr. Runyon moved that this application S-12-74 be deferred for one week in
order to give the applicant an opportunity to clear up the questions that the
Board just discussed. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed
unanimously. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

_ ViRGINIA ELECTkIC AND POWER COMPANY, application under Section 30-7.2.
2.1.2 of Ord~nance to permit construction, operation' and maintenance
of one transmission tower line between Ox Substation and Occoquan
SUbstation and two transmission tower lines from Occoquan Substation
to Prince William County Line to Occoquan Substation to Ox SUbstation,
97f(1) )24A, 106:(0))1, la, II, 12, 13, 14, Hi, 6, 9A, 19 through 28.
4, 4E, 93. 94; 106«3))5. 13, 1#; 106«4»5, Springfield District,
RE-1, 3-13-74.

Mr. Randolph W; Churoth Jr., attorney for the applicant, 4069 Chain Bridge
Road, Fairfax, Virginia, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Charles
T. splaine, 8822 Lake HilL Drive, and Robert H. Wood, 8826 Lake Hill Drive,
Lorton, Virginia.

Mr. Church stated that,~his 1s a request for a 230 KV line which will run fro
VEPCO's Possum Point Generating Station in Prince William County to the
Occoquan Substation in Fairfax county and extend to the Ox Substation. The
proposed lines are a part of a system designed to provide an interconnection
between VEPCO and Potomac Electric and Power Company at VEPCO's Possum Point
Generating Station in Prince William County and to prOVide additional elec
tlcity to the Northern V1rainia area from new generating facilities presently
under construct~on at Possum Point. From Ox to Occoquan Substations, the
facilities will be on existing easements adjacent to existing tacilities.
From OccoquanSubstatlon to the Prince William line the new facilities will
replace the existing facilities. No new right-of-Way will be required. The
230 KV line is needed to deliver power from a new generator unit being in
stalled at possum Point. The 500 KV line is part of broad plan which has
regional as well as local implementations and connects ac»oss the river to PEP O.

Ibl
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The only connection across the river now is from Possum Point in Loudoun
County to Daubs Station 1n Frederick County, Maryland,"

This 1s planned to loop all the way around the Washington area. It will pro
vide security in that there will be a back-up 1n the case of an emergency.
This will benefit Dot only Fairfax County and the Northern Virginia area, but
also the northeastern part of the United States.

This new construction will be entirely on existing right-or-way and no
acquisition will be necessary.

Mr. R. W. carroll, Resident Engineer for VEPCO, manager of the Northern Virgin a
branch of VEPCO, spoke before the Board. He stated that he is a civil
engineer and graduated from the University of Maryland in the field of
engineering. He stated that he became familiar with the engineering problems
that are related to t'ran15m1ssion facilities as assistant transmission
engineer for VEPCO in Richmond, and more recently he became familiar with
the electrical requirements of Fairfax County and Northern Virginia. He
stated that he is familiar with the need for the transmission line. The
distance between the county line and the Ox SUbstation is 1.4 miles and
between Ox and Occoquan Substations is 1.4 miles. Each will proceed from
the south end of Prince William County approximatelY 11 miles to VEPCO's
Possum Point Oenerating Station in Prince William county. Exhibit Number 1
shows the lines in Fairfax County. The purpose of the 230 KV line is to
supply power to Northern Virginia fram an 845 megawatt generating station
now under construction at Possum Point. The Board is aware from ,the previous
applications that:_tbe demand in Northern Virginia for electric,power is in
creasing and will continue regardl~ss of the growth pattern,in the area for
many reasons. The 500 KV line has a wider purpose related to serving Fairfax
County and the northeastern United States. Since the 1965 New York black out
the national electric utilities have increased their coordination for bulk
power supplY and transfer dramaticallY. A National Electric Reliability
Council has been formed and the County has been-divided into regional
Reliability 60uncils and the power companies have joined together to provide
strong interconnections between the various companies in order to provide
back~up in times of emergencies and to provide orderly exchange of power
between systems on a day to day baals.

Exhibit Number 2 shows the VEPCO lines in the Northern Virginia areas which
include Loudoun~ and Princ~ William areas. At the present time, VEPCO~s only
interconnection'in this part of the system is~in a sihgle,right-or-way which
crosses the Potomac River between Loudoun County and Montgomery Caunty, Mary
land. This right-of-way contains a 500 KV line which runs to VEPCOIS generati g
statioa at Mount-Storm, West Virginia, and interconnects with the system at
Doubs SUbstat~on in Frederick ~ounty. Maryland, as well as a 230 KVjline which
connects with the Potomac Electric Power Company at its Dickerson Generating
Station in Montgomery county.

These lines have become more and more necessary for direct supply of electrici y
to Northern Virginia, their availability to serve the function of emergency
transfer in case of contingencY within the VEPCO system has diminished. If
the 500 KV line were lost during periods of peak flOWS, the 230 KV line would
become overloaded and some load would probably have to be dropped in the
Northern Virginia area, that is some customers would be without service. If
both lines were lost simultaneously, a major outage would Ol€Ur. The guide
lines established by the regional reliability councils postulate the loss of
all facilities on a common right-or-way as being suffioient1y probable: ,to
warrant guarding against.

Good utility planning today requires that a company ,be able to survive any
single contingency to its bulk power s~pply system and still be able to serve
its customers.

VEPCO and PJM, a power pool of a number of companies to the nortb, including
PEPCO, have jointly planned, therefore, to provide a second interconnection
between their systems across the Potomac Diver at Possum Point. The 500 KV
line included in this application is a part of that plan. This interconnectio
will be a part of a 500 KV loop rrom Washington, running on the Virginia side
from Possum Point to Ox and thenee by exis·ting facilities to Loudoun.,Substatio
and across the Potomac River to Doubs Substation in Maryland. In 1976, with
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this interconnection the emergency transfer c~pabl11ty for power flows from
P3M to VEPCa will rlserrom 1100 MW to about 2900 MW. We view this inter
connection as abaolutely essential to the reliability of the VEPCa system.

Not all of the benefits of this new line will accrue to VEPCa. It will
eliminate an unstable generation situation 1n the PEPeO system south of
Washington during I1ne outage conditions and improve the 1976 VEPca to
PEPea transfer capability from ,2800 to 5000 MW during emergency conditions.

The right of way from Occoquan to the Prince William County I1ne varies
between 290 and 320 feet and 1s presently occupied by 2 H-frames and one
tower 11ne. These will be removed and replaced with a 230 KV tower and a
500 KV tower line as shown on Exhib1t:/ 3. The towers will average about
125 feet and span approximately 1,000 feet.

Between Ox and Occoquan',Substations, VEPCO's existing 400-foot right-of-way
is presently occupied by one H-frame, one Pole and one tower 11ne. VEPCO
proposes to add the 500 KV structures on thiB right-of-way genepally abreast
of the existing structures as shown on Exhibit 4. The five structures out
side of the two substations will average about 115 feet in height.

Lake Hills Subdivision has been developed around the existing 400-foot
corridor. In order to attempt to improve the aesthetics of the area, VEPCO
proposes to provide some',plantings along Lake Hill Drive and in other areas.

Alternative routes have been examined. No route exists which can be utilized
without the acquisition of additional right-Of-way. Since 1972, VEPCO has
been under a statutory duty to use existing right_of_way where possible.
Widening of the existing corridor south from Ox Substation is impractical
because of construction, around the existing lines 1n Lake Ridge SUbdl¥lsion
in Prince William County. Moreover such arcute impairsrellability by
placing the new SOD KV line on the same right-of-way with the SOD KV·line
from Bristerato Ox) since these two very important lines should not be
exposed to the risk of simultaneous outage.

The proposed lines will meet all of the performance standardB contained in th
Fairfax County zoning ordinance. They should produce no interference with
normal radio or television reception. They will be constructed in accondanee
with_ the National Electrical Safety Code. They will not produce any new
traffic whIch will be hazardous or inconvenient to the area.

Mr. Smith inquired what is the maximum height of these poles.

Mr. Carroll stated that the 230 KV line at the river crossing is on: a ~ower

approximately 150 feet high.

Mr. Smith asked the average height on the 500 KV tower;

Mr. Carroll stated that the heights are eorrect as shown on the Exhibits. He
stated that there are other towers along the line that exceed 125 feet but th
maximum Height is at the river.

Mr. Smith asked if they use the steel towers in these cases rather than the
.1""'~t.

Mr. Carroll stated that they, do. The 500 KV 11ne that they have developed
could be installed on,a's1ngle pole type structure and since both lines will
be on :the same right-of-way, they thougH; it would 'b~ better to match the two.

Mr. Kelley asked if the two sheets that Mrl.' Carroll submitted to. the Board
indi.cating costs, ~epresent the cost to put this line underground.

Mr. Carroll stated that the sheets that he submitted provide information on
the two fac:llities.

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt the cost of the towers should be deducted from
the cost of the undergr0und lines. What we are talking about is the cost
difference. We have an overhead ooat of 500 KV line between Ox and Possum
Point. The section in Fairfax COQnty would cost $459,500 which compares to
the $12,175,000 underground. The 230 KV portion of the line for the, over
head cost is equated at' $161,000 and, the qomparable figure for underground
1s $2,562,800.00.

100
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Mr. Kel.ley stated that they give the ;oostoot',the:..unde:rSl'OUl'ld., but what the
Board needs is the total difference between the underground lines and the
cost of installing the towers.

Mr. Carroll stated that on the 500 KY. the tower cost 1s $460.000 and the
underground is $12~175~000.

Mr. Barnes commented that this is quite a difference.

Mr. Kelley stated that his point is that he noticed Arlington County turned
down a request to put a 230 KV line there. It was going to cost each custome
89 cents per month. He asked if VEPCO has any plans to go underground with
these things.

Mr. Carroll stated that they do. They have some underground transmission
lines now in highlY concentrated areas where there is no space available
overhead~ but as the Board can_see. the cost difference on the 500 KV is very
high and there is also a considerable difference in the cost in the 230 KV
line.

,
Mr. Kelley stated that it is time Fairfax county takes a look at what is
happening to us,\and try to make Fairfax County as aesthetic as possible. You
have Prince William County and other areas who are going to benefit from this
line~ and all these people should contribute to the cost of it.

Mr. Smith stated that this is a 2 way system. We get the power to other
jurisdictions as they in turn supply us with power in case of emergency.

Mr. ~. Mc~. Downs~ Real Estate Appraiser and Broker in Fairfax county. 10409
Main Street. City ofpalrfax. spoke to the Board regarding this application.
He stated that· this isa line that he has covered with the Board on pregious
occasions. This is a new addition to that right-of~way. He located the site
on the Bcreen. He stated that the line crosses aampton Road into the Lake
Hill Subdivision. Thissubdlvision came into being at a point in time after .,
the VEPCQ's right-of-wayoE,UaEkinto being. The, Occoquan Silbstation is immedia ly "
adjacent to the little subdivision known as Virginia Estates. VEPCQ does own
a substantial nUmber of lots Inthat subdivision. The line extends to the
sQUth over several large par¢els of land. Parcel Number 4 is immediately ad-
jacent to Virgihia ~8tate8 and 18 being Subdivided out8ide of 'airfax County'
sUbdivision control on a ~5-acre lot basis. It is a residential ne~ghborhood

throughout the 'entire area of the line. It:.tlas developed substantiallY with
good quality residentialhouses~ partiou~arlY in Lake HillSuba~vision. He
stated that he recently did a study for the benefit of the State Corporation
Commission at hearings that were held in Richmond and he did investigate.
seven counties in the Ndrthern Virginia area, This stUdy indicates -th-at
transmission lines similar to th~Bepropos6d under this apPlication are not
only compatible with slngle-family residential areas ~ but also that tlub-
divisions and developments can take place on properties traversed by such
facilities without sUbstantial adverse effect.

Loudoun and Prince William Counties have the same power problem and.the same
problems with respect to high lines. Investigation immediately adjaoent to
the lines indicate that the same value increase took place and the Properties
basically sold for the same values aa the properties that were not adJ'ben;t
to the lines. This ienot to Bay that VEPCQshouldn~t and does not paytbr
the rlgh••~of-way. They do~ but the major portion otthe compensation should
be charged at the tlmeinitlAI construction takes plane~ Arter that-time~ th
landowner can utilize thB':land in any way which is not inconsietent with the
rights that are gra~ted.

Mr. Downs went into the studies that he had done and he submitted these repor s
to the Board.

Mr. Church 'stated that he wanted to suggest one fin~1ng, to the Board ~dthat
is that this could not be placed in a near~y;commercially zoned area.

Mr. 'Smith stated that this is a requirement of the ordi.nance and this Board
does etnd that to be true.

Mr. Smith stated that the Planning Commission has suggested that VEPCQ screen
in certain areas and that all the trees be preserved that it is possible to
preserve. Mr. Smith stated that he hoped this would be done.

,
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Mr. Church stated that, unfortunately, every~hlng is Just about cleared out.
He stated that they have wQrked with landowners who have approached them .and
they have drawn a screening plan for them. They also plan to replant a tree
to replace one they have to remove on Lot 13 along Lake Hill Drive. Theydo
not have a final specific plan at this po!nt.They are willing to do 50me~
thing reasonable 1n that area. They fe1.'~,·lt is something that iabetter
worked out in the field. but if the Boar. wants to put it 1n as a condition.
they will accept it.

Mr. Mitchell stated that he wanted toclarlfy the comment 1n the Planning
Commission memo regarding the screening. The staff felt that screening
should be required at a point where these towers are exposed to pUblic view.
What they had in mind was road crossings, not screening of individual towers.

In application number S-13-74, application by Virginia Electric Power Company
,under Section 30-7.2.2.~.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction,
operation and maintenance of transmission tower lines, ~n property located in
Springfield Districtj also known as tax map 97 and 106, County of Fairfax,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following re
solution:

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, follow~ proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, postirt&,orthel'roperty, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners. and a publ1cb_aring by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th
day of April, 1914.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the oWBer of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-I.
3. That the area of the lot is on existipg right-of-way.
4. That the Planning Commission recommended appr~al on March 12, 1974,

under Section 15.1-456.

AND, 'WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio s
of law:

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

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

1. This approval_iS granted to the applicant only andle not transferab e
without further action/of this Board, and is for the location indicated 'n t
application and i8 not tr~sferable to other land.

2. This permit sha~l expire one year from this date unless constructio
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 th
plans submitted with thiS application. Any additional structures of any kin_~
changes in use, addltlqnal uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Boa
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not ~n..
additional uses or ohanges require a special Use Permit, shall require appro 1
of the Board of toning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to app
to the Board of Zoning Appeals tor suah ~pproval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering details) without Boardi'of Zoning Appeals approval shall
constitute a violation of the conditions ~e th1s Special Use Pe~mit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not cons~itute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit,"SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residen al
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolut'ion pertaining to: the granting of the Spe-cia! Use Perm1.t
SHALL BE POSTED in a consplcious plaa.' along with theCertlficate ofOccupan
on the property of the use and be made available ~o all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation ol'<,the peJm'litted ul!le.

6. Landscaping, screening, fencing and/or plihtings to be in contorman
with the requirements of the Director of County Development.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Baker was absent.

II
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12:00 - GEORGE F. SPRINGER, app11~atlon under Seetion 30~6.6 of Ordinance to
permit addition to existing house closer to side propertyllne than
allowed by @rdlnanae. needs variance of 3.3 feet, 4009 2raddock Road,
Parklawn Subdivision, 61-3«7))(D)16, (10,500 ~quare feet), Mason
District, R-la.5, V-15~74.

Mr. Springer represented himself befo~e the Board.

Notices to property Qwnerswere in order. The contiguous owners-Hobert Allen
4007 Braddock Road,and'Leo Booth. 4001 Bra4dock Road.

Mr. Springer stated 'that he,would like to build a room 16 feet wide 'which weul
bring them within 8.7 feet of the· line ,which means that they need a variance
of 3.3 feet. They would not be able to do anything else with the property
and they do not want to take the valuableland·ln the back for the addition.
This'would be a family recreation roo~t~nd storage room for hobbies. He sta~e

that he does photograp~y ,work andlike7t0 do his own photograph work at home."
This would' be .for his hobby-; however, not a commercial operation. There will

e no water or sewer hookup to this addition. The way the house is situated
on the lot causes them to need this variance. Had the house been constructed
three feet to the right. they would have had plenty of room. They want to
construct an addition compatible with the existing dwelling.

I (, (,
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He stated
objection
affected.
it. They
owned the

that he has a signed letter stating that his neighbors have no
to the variance for this·addition. The Booth's would be the most
There are three houses across the 'street that 1'1111 be lOOking at

have all signed ,that they haTe no objection. He stated ,that he had
property for 2 years.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated that he had arrived at the 16,fQO
tdth for the addition on the advise of his builder. They build in eithen IZ

or,16 foot widths. The 12 foot width would be too small. The material will b
riok to match the existing dwelling.

rs. Leona Booth,40l1 Braddock Road, spoke in favor of this application,. She
stated that she lives next door and she thinks the addition wi~l,~ an
improvement to the property and she has no objection to it.

There was no o~osition to the applicatiQn.

Ih app~ication ~o. V-lS-74, application by George F. Springer under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit'addition to existing house clQser
to side ~operty line than allowed by O~dinance, on property ~ocated at 4009
Braddock, Rolid,' Pa.rklawn SUbdivision, also, known as tax map &1-3 «i) (Pl16,
Mason District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board
of 'Zon-ing Appeals adopt the, follOWing re.olution:

WHEREAS, the~~oned application has be.n properly filed in accordance with
the requirements. of all--applicable_State _nd County Codes and in acoordance
with the by-laws of the ,Fairfax County B04rd 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 held on the 10th day of April, 1974;

WHEREAS, the Board- ofZonlfig Appeals has made the' following findings' of fact:
1. 'That the owner of thei slJbject property is George F. and;Jeanhine F.

Sp:rinqer.
2. That the present zoni.ng is _It-l'2.5.
3. That the area of- t:he':lot is 1:0,500 IIquarefeet.
4. That the requellt is ;<;>,r~ a 3.3 foot variance to the minimum requirement.

AND, WHEREAS, the BOard of toning Appeals has reached the fol.,lng conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied ~e Board that, the'followinq physical
conditions exist which under a striot,tnterpr6tation of the zoning Okdinanoe
would result in pr~Qtical,difficUltyQr unnecessary ,hardship .that would de,ct
the user of 'thereaaonable use of·the land, and/or buildinqa involved:

I
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SPRINGER (continued)

(a) unusual location of existing building.

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. Mr. Baker
was absent.

II

DEFERRED CASES:

CAPITOL CARS , CAMPERS, 8-259-73 -- The plats that were presented were not
in conformance with the Boa~~' intent when they deferred the case on
March 27~ 1974. Therefore, the Board deferred the case again until
April 24, 1974 to give, the applicant another opportunity to have .the
pl~ts redrawn in compliance with the Board's request.

w. HOWARD ROOKS, S-263~73, Deferred to 4-17-74

Mr. Berger, 2921 Telstar court, engineer on this case, represented Mr. Rooks
who waS out of the country.

The plats had been sutni;tted _and were in the file. Mr. Berger submitted a.
rendering as the Board:ha4 r4k'lUilsted. He explained the rendering to t:he
Board. The area indicated in green would be a brick cast concrete paneling
unit; the blue area is the railing along the walkways on the first and
second floors of the units. The trim on the doors and windows is bJ:OWn.
On the office part,: _th~_g~ass and- trim come-within one foot of the,qro,und
and that would be t.hebuff oolored,.brick cast concrete on _that, one foot of
space. _ The are. on both si.des_of the glass and at tbetop of the oftice woul
be their plaid-ceramic tile, which is the Economotel's trade mark.

Mr. Berger ~tated t4a.' this is to be an 88 unit motel.

Mr. smith· stated that the Board ·Iiu,":requested that this building be of
brick construction and this is not of brick construction~ Th1.pr.C.8~

concrete is an improvement; however, the plaid trade mar~ area is another
thing.

Mr. Berger stated that they have reduced the area of the plaid facade, to a
minimum.

Mr. Runyon asked who ownathe property where the two restaurants are and Mr.
Berger ,answered that Mr. Rooks owns all this property. The entire t.;-act
is shown with the Special Use Permit line delineated. Mr. Rooks purchased
this property from Mr. Wilcox. This property runs from Route 1 to
Belvoir Drive including the two restaurants and the carpet business.

Mr. Barnes stated that he did not feel the precast concrete brick looks too
bad.

Mr. Runyon stated that they sho~ld move their Use Permit Limitation line
over to ~nclude the entire 22' travel lane.

Mr. Kelley askeQ whatth.i~ object was tcmaking this building brick
instead of this plaid, and Mr. Berger answered that they would remove the
plaid area on both sides of the windows of the office and just leave the
two feet at the top of the windows.

Ibf
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ROOKS MOTEL (continued)

Mr. smith questioned the 12' screening +89uirement and Mr. Runyon expl~ned

that there should be a curb bumper.strip peyond the 12 1 screening strip,
so the cars would not knock the screening down. He stated that that should
be taken care of at Site Plan level; ho~ver, as they are much more
conscious of these things now. T~e aoar4 discussed the sign.

Mr. Knowlton stated that there could be no free-standing sign on the Belvoir
Drive side.

Mr. Berger stated that he felt the sign on the building would suffice and
the plaid trade-mark helps to identify the Beono-Motel.

Mr. Smith stated that the location of any sign that they might propose to
have should 'be indicated on the plats.

Mr. Runyon reminded Mr •. Berger to revise t;he Special Use Permit limitation
line and Mr. Berger asked if they could pqt the entire tract of land under
the Special Use Permit.

Mr. Runyon said that that would not he. a good idea as the Board sets a lot
of conditions on Specia,l Use Permits that the applicant might not want to
have on the rest of the uses.

Mr. Berger stated that Mr. Rooks wants to build a small office building on
the adjacent property.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case"be deferred to April 17, 1974, for new
plats and a rendering showing the change in the area of the plaid design
as only being the 2 feet above the gl~s8 portion of the office.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the IQ.otion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker
absent.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

WESTGATE CHILD CARE CENTER:

The Board received a letter from Mr. Paul F.i~tfi¢k, InS Mar9'l.,,'1Dri~,
regarding the Weswate Child Care, Center which was granted by "Pi. Board
on March, 13, 1974, SUP:No.S-244-73. Mr. Fitzpatrick also sublriltted a
Petition fromtheneighbors"requesttng the Board hold a rehearing on the
Permittoel.low::<r••ident.who were not not-ified prior to tpe public hearing
an opportWlttytoexpre•• their view be:fe:;re the Board.

~FitllpatriakXie.dhis statement into tbe record. This statement; can be
;~d in ,~,fl1e. InsUllllllary, his reasons for requesting the. rehearing
~e: (1) ,,1'J)Al record failed to.. in4i04te that the,.;~plicanthad"provided.•
plan for '''"It:,j,,', '!I ar,eawhich the Board co?J;d have revJ.ewed at. the, t1meo£ the
hearing. ".'" .' .•. ~•.' rd indicated that t.h.e';f.~.Y"I".reamust be £aac,ed, but. __'.'U. of
April 1,.1•.... ,4,t:hitrewas. no feDced~.¥..,ea. The applicant did noi:",;p.ide
the Board, w:i.tb any infQmation reqar41nq '¢he fencing and there is V~-8B
re9.J:'dtJl,lf.'~e:;.meed, location, type and lack of compliance with the uea1th
~.." .. " '.. en... ~...'M~.remt!nt'&.t .. f2.) With reg-ard to public notice, mos,;t of the
~~t4,,~:'tIle,G&2:'f~'tdMemorialChuroh:vicinitydid not kno.w of the
UJ:cb.l3 ,;&iIJ!4 .publiQ.:h8aring. They aJ;:enOW awar, of the hearing and have
in<uc-.tIi.4by~ ;te:1;;~4!:tonaubtnitte."t4attheydesire a rehearing. The
eJtP:};.•',ton' ~l the, r ••aonfor t.:he 1ack of p/olblic;:- knowledge. o:t;.,tlo.e.,:n~ng is:
'«,4J:t.~tt.lUl:te:rm,.....tq.t.e designate-s an "re" a mJ.le or two away from the

field ~:dal Church. The Church ill! located in an area commonly referred
~O,~.the't."in"v!ll••rea. A notioefeaturinq the term "Westgate" would
~:.Qt .~*t*l. interest.to .residents aroUJld. the Church. Most of·the residents
11~ b.nind the c~urchapd do not go ,by t~e front of the church and,
thue:fore, didna'!: ••• :the"postingi (3l trotn a review of the records,
therei. a vagueness ~~ng from the moratorium disruption on the Board's
Agendas. None of. the residents living-ill. the hanes adjacent to the church
knew of the public hearing except thetwo"~ho are members of the church
conqregation.

Mr. Smith stated that it 1S the Bealth·l)e.partmerit who designates where the
play area should beanawh.ther Q~ not it should be fenced. They play area
should have been indica:te:d:atthe t!me 0;1 the plats, but he did not see this
as a reaJon for a rehearing. with re,ard to public notice, the applicant
did comply with the requirements for,notification. It is not a requirement
that the applicant notify everybody in the area.
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The Board continued to discuss these items with Mr. Fitzpatrick for a lengthy
time.

Mr. RunyonmoVed;tliat the Board deny. the request .for a rehearing on this
case as no new evidence has beenpiesented that could not have been
presented at the origirt~l hearing.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and stated that he feels the same way.

The motion passe4'4?to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

DR. DAVIS REEDER HALL, S-24-74, Vet. Hospital granted March 13, 1974.

In the hearing process on this case, the Board discussed with Dr. Hall
the fact that he wold be open on Sundays for" emergency service only.
However, this was not included in the Resolution granting this Permit.

Mr. smith stated that the Board needs to change Condition No. 7 allowing
for this"emergency service.

Mr. Runyon moved that Condition No • .7 be change? to read:

"Hours of operation shall. be from 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., 6 days per week,
Monday through Satur~ays, and for emergency service on Sunday and as required
for emergencies."

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the mo~ion passed unanimously.
Mr. Baker absent.

II

ARLINGTON MOOSE LODGE NO. 1315 - At the end of Scoville Street, Mason Diet.,
SUP~o. 1374 granted January 10, 1961 for erection and operation of Moose
Lodge and to peDmit building closer to property line than allowed by
Ordinance. SUP No. l72.71grantedJune 25, 1963 to permit erection and
operation of BwLmming pool (They did not build pool) and S-663-57 tp
permit ingress and egress from Scoville Street.

A letter was read by Mr. smith which requested that the Lodge be a1lowed·to
add a small bUildi~qaddition.

lb~

A gentleman from the Lodge. appeared before
photos~f the aadit~on ae it now: appears.

the Board and submitted
It is partially con.tructed.

I

I

It was the Board'edac1aion that they would have to come back with an
amendaent to their Special Use Permit by formal appl~tion and proper'
plats, etc •. The Board granted an out of turn hearing for May 15, 19'.4,
if they could get their application and plats in by April 11, 1974

II

BAILEY'S CROSSROADS VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPT. & FAIRFAX COUNTY FIRE AND RESCUE
SERVICES" $:"214-73 granted October 31,1973.

Mr. John W. Roc_e, 332l,Magnolia Avenue Baileys Crossroads, Virginia appeared
before the Board. He statred that he has Mr. Berry with him who will show the
Board the site plan and the problems that they are having.

Mr. Berry-,,"4215' EveI'f!jI"e'eh."Iiane, Annandale, Virginia, testified before the Boa
He stat~ that about 2 weeks ago they were retained by the Bailey's Crossroad
Fire Departmerit to plan abuilding and get as much under roof as possible by
July 1. That gave them three months. Mr. Covington haatold them tp come ba
to this Board for clar1ficationas to just what was permitted and how far the
could vary from the plan that was granted. The arec'.aak1ng the Board to allow
them to make some m1norengineering changes. The bUilding is substantially
the same size, 11,000 square feet of space. The building is no closer to the
property lines,nor is any of the parking any closer to the property lines.
The number of parkingsp~ces is the same. eHe showed the Board both plans in
o~der that they could compare·the two. He stated that at the time the orig~

plan was riled with this Board, the Bailey's Crossroads Fire Pepartment had
retai~ed no architect and had come ,up with no plans.

Mr. Smith stated that i,t is a realignment of the,'",actual uses inside of the
. ',building and no changes 1n the building square footage, no changes in parking

nor the screening.
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Mr. Berry stated that another request that they have Is that they
would like to change the building facade tram brIck with a mansard roof to
stucco and metal similar to the International Sheraton at Reston.

Mr. Smith stated that this Is an area where there will have to be a pUblic
hearing In order to make that change. At the time of the hearing, there was
opposition to this facility going In at this location.

This Is what was indicated was going to be constructed at the time of the
public hearing, therefore, this is what will have to be constructed, unless
they wish to have a public hearing. The plan stated brick with mansard roof.

The Board approved the minor changes In the bUilding locations which seemed
to be only a change of the interior layout. There was no change in parking,
building dimensions, or setbacks. Mr. Smith and Mr. Berry signed the sub
stituted plat and marked out the words "or stucco" on the plats.

There was no object~o~.fro~ any of the Board members to this substitution of
plats with this notat-iol1Q:h:;them.

Hearing adjourned at 4:28 P.M.

Prior to adjourni,lq -' the Board decided to meet the 5th of JW'l.., the 12th and
the 19th, which will be the first, second and third Wednesdays of that
month. Usually the Board meets the second, third and fourth wednesdays.

The Sdard also decided to meet on AU9us.t 1, 1974, Thursday, as they must
"et Ofte time d~ing the month of Aug~t according to their By~L8W8.

,Mill f Kelsey confirmed thlsdate with General: Services Depaftment to be
sure that the Board room was available. She also confirmed the June 5
date.

II
By Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
Jean McCleery, Typist

APPROVED: June 5, 1974
By Diln1el smIth (Date)
Chairman
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, April 17, 1974, 1n the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman, George Barnes
and Char~es Runyon. Mr. Joseph Baker was absent.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes

10:00 - COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC. application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to brtng existing non-conforming country club use
into conformance under Special Use Permit, Country Club of Fairfax, 5110 Ox
Road, 68-1«1»20 & 18, (151.3462 acres), Springfield District, HE-I, 3-255-73
(Deferred from 3-20-74 tor full Board).

Mr. Quin Elson, 4150 Chain Bridge Road, attorney for the applicant, represente
the applicant before the Board.

Mr. Smith explained to Mr. Elson that there is still not a full Board. Mr.
Baker is absent and Mr. Kelley is abstaining.

Mr. Elson stated that he would like to go ahead with the hearing.

Mr. Elson indicated the Club's location on the map. He stated that it is used
as a private, stock membership club. They have tennis courts, swimming pool,
18-hole golf course and a club house with restaurant facilities. He stated
that their files do not show this club going to the Board of Zoning Appeals
originallY. Mr. John Rust was the attorney for the Club at the time of its
origination and he haa checked and cannot find anything that shoWS that this
Club went to this Board. The County has also checked their files and cannot
find that this Club went before this Board.

The Club does not present a view either from the houses or from the pUblic
right-of-way that would detract from the neighborhood. He stated that as far
as he knows there have been no complaints made from either the citizens of
Breckinridge, the subdivision in back of the club, or Country Club View, the
subdivision across Route #123 from the club.

Mr. Smith stated that he was amazed to find that there was no folder on this
club, because he specifically remembered some actions by Mr. Rust since he had
been on this Board and he stated that he felt this is under an existing Specia
Use Permit. Apparently, the folder haa, been misplaced.

Mr. Stephen Best, 4069 Chain Bridge Road, stated that the membership is around
650, but they limit it to 500 full family members who may use the golf course.
The club is used 7 days per week. They begin to play golf arou~d 7·~.~j and
they play until.. nightfall or until about 9:06p.M. There are 230 parking'
spaces.

Mr. Smith stated that this residential are-il'::',:k",tlow built up around this Club
and it seems that the hours should be controlled. He asked when the tennis
courts were put in.

Mr. Best stated that' they have been there for 7 or 8 years.

Mr. Smith stated that the iights from the courts would affect the residents
ac~oss the street.

Mr. Elson stated that the existing courts are almost 300 feet from tb9 ~i&ht
Of-way and the only area that could possibly be affected would be Co~nry Club
View. He' stated that because of the topography of the land, the lights do not
shine on any of·the houses.

Mr. Best stated that the l~abts are on an automatic switch which cut off at
11 P.M. and the l1ght.,.p.~·J¥!... clirectlY onto the oo~rt. There have been no
complaints aboutth~,:\*·~tJ~.·thatheknows of. Tb-e.poo.l oJ-oses at 9100 P.M.
at n,tght. Occas'1Mial'1fith'8Y have a party at 1;he pOOl onee or twice a ye.r.

Mr. Sm:l.th st"ted.:tl'utt <:~he:~rcould get special permission from the Zoning
Adm1nistratot' for' the-1t:.fter....hours pa.rties.

Mr. Best stated1nanswer to Mr. Smithts question, that the golf course is not
11ghted~ He'statedthat generally the Club stays open until 12:00 midnight
during the week and 1:.00 A.M. on weekends, Friday and Saturday nights, and
until 1:30 A.M. Tuesdays.

Ifl

/71



/7 ;)Page 172
April 17, 1974
COURTHOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC.

Mr. Elson then went' into the variance part of' the application. He stated that
they would like to put up a 6-foot fence on the property line that abuts I
Route #123. The statement of justification in the file sets forth the feeling
of the Board of Directors of the need for a fence for security reasons. If th
requirement of 50 feet was required, it would do harm as far as two of the gal
holes are concerned in that area. The course is a~ l8-hole course which is
standard, however, it had to be arranged 1n such a fashion so as to utilize
all the existing property because there 1s not sufficient square footage to
provide for a professional 18-hole course.

With regard to the Staff Report, the plan, as originally proposed by the Club, I
provided for a flare in the main entrance off Route #123 so there would be a
provision for site distance for motor vehicles entering and exiting the Club.
They have also considered the possibility of the Commonwealth of Virginia
exercising their right of eminent domain py widening Route #123. They do not
wish the public to go to any further expense insofar as their having to remove
any structures, therefore, in view of that, he and the Board of Directors have
proposed that an agreement be entered into with the appropriate County
authorities, in that if' this Board were to allow the Club to place a fence in
a position other than that which is required under the 50 foot setback reqUire
ments on Route #123, that the Club would, 1n the event of eminent domain,re-
move, at their expense, that which they had been allowed to build and move it
back from the then"existing right-or-way in the event of condemnatil;m',He
stated tnat he could not tell the Board what the plans df the State Department
of Highways are,and ~e didn't feel Mr. Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering
could either. They are aware of the staff's reqUirements regarding safeguardi g
the public. There will be no claims for damage as far as the removal of the
fence.

Mr. Smith stated that at this point, they have offered no justification for
this r,ence under the ordinance.

Mr. Elson stated that the justification is the issue of the security of the
members using the club and to the club property. He went into details and
incidences r~garding this.

Mr. Kissel, in charge of maintenance of the greens. spoke to this point.

Another gentleman from the Club spoke with regard to the fence.

The Assistant Manager. Mr. Malcolm Buc~annan, 6906 Constance Drive, Springfiel
spoke regarding the fence.

Dr. Linne, one of the contiguous property owners, spoke in opposition. He als
stated that the fence is partially erected. He explained to the Board the
location of- the part of the fence that is erected. He alao indicated the
areas where the posts have been erected.

Mr. Rueh,5021 Ox Road, facing the course, spoke in opposition to this variance
He al$o stated that should. the Club be allowed to put up this fence, there
would be a problem of maintaining the ~mb$nkment between the fence and-the
right-of-way. He stated that they do a very poor Job of maintaining the bank
now and he was sure the same thing will hsppen if they,put up a ,ence. He
further stated that the area they are talking about is only a p~actice course.

Mr. Smith read a letter fron Mr. and Mrs. John Delansky, 10722 Ames Street,
in opposition to this variance.

There were also other letters in the file in opposition - Mr. Charles Gott,
10721 Ames Street, F.W. M~Grail, 5103 Ox Road. Mr. McG~ew, 10742 Marlborough,
and Roy C. Evans. President of the Country Club View Citizens Association.

In Mr. Evans' letter, he stated that their association feels ~hlBfence will
create a correction institutional atmos~here and will have an. adverse impact
on their community which is the sub'division that is directly acroSS from the
requested fence and is thesuuaivlsion that will hav~ to look at it.

In rebuttal, Mr. Elson stated that if the Highway'Department's plan goes throu h,
they will condemn the houses that are across the street. He stated that What
the County Club is asking 1s,~that they be allowed to protect their property.

Mr. Smith stated that they could by right erect a 4-foot fence along their
front property 11ne, or they could set back 50 feet and erect the 6-foot fence
He said that he was surprised to learn that the fence was partially erected.
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Mr. Runyon stated that the fence seems to have caused a considerable amount
of controversy. He stated that he has looked at the club and Itls attractive
but he would like to meet with the greens keeper and see how this affects the
greens. He stated that it 1s difficult for him to see a lot of hardship
involved. He stated that he would hate to see a fence along there himself.
but that doesn't have anything to do with the law.

In application number 8-255-73. application by Court House CountrY'Club of
Fairfax. Inc., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit
Country Club use on property located at 5110 Ox Road. Springfield District.
also known as tax map 68-1((1»20 & 18, County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pupl!c by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to 'contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 20th
day of March 1974.

lrJ
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WHEREAS,
1.

2.
3.

the Board of Zoning AppealS has made the following rindings of faut:
That the owner of the SUbject property is Court House Country Club
of Fairfax, Inc.
That the present zoning is RE-1.
That the area of the lot is 151.3463 acres.

I

I

I

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APpeals has reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance wit
Standards for Special Use Per.mit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same
her.eby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval i~ granted to the applicant only and is not transferab
without further action of'this Board, and is for the location indicated in th
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 the
plans submitted with thia application. Any additional structures of any kind.
changes in use. additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Boar
of ,Zoning APpeals (other' than minor engineering details) whether < or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special, Use Permit, shall require appro v
of the Board'of Zoning Appeals. It.shall'be the duty of the Permittee to app
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineeringdetal1s) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. '1'he·",Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use ~ermitis obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conapiciouB place along with the Non~Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the Gounty of F.irtax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Membership limited to 500 full membership.
7. Operation to run Monday through Sunday, golf from sunrise to sunset.

Tennis from 1 A.M. ,toll P.M. Pool from 9 A;M. to 9 P.M. with 6 after hours
parties permitted per year upon approval of the Zoning Administrator. Buildi
operation hours are not limited, but as in the entire operation, this is sub
ject to "reevaluation if ·community objections arise.
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Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Kelley
abstained. Mr. Baker was absent.

Mr. Runyon moved to defer the variance application 1n order to allow the Boar
members to meet with the greens keeper and to view the property until May 8,
1974.

Mr. Smith stated that the plats should have shown the greens. It would have
been helpful. he stated.

II

10:20 - KATHRYN ANNE ,BRUCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of Ordlnanc
to permit continuance of hair dressers shop 1n residence, 4 1/2 days
per week, 3120 Chepstow Lane. Bel-Air SubdiVision, 50-4«20))409.
(7.322 square feet). Mason District, R-IO, 3-16-74. ii'

Mr •.Glangreco, attorney for the applicant, represented her'.before the Board.

Notices to PrQperty owners were in order. The contiguou~ owners were Michael
E. McKensie, owner of the property at 3121 Chepstow Lane, the house immediatel
next door to the subject property, and Patricia Morrison, 6819 Donahue.

/7'1
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Mr. Giangreco submitted 34 letters in favor of the application. He
that the applicant has been operating since 1971. She has no help.
operations 4 days a week. She does not operate on Saturday, Sunday
The hours of operation are from 8:00 A.M. to 8:00 P.M.

stated
She

or Monday.

There were 15 neighbors ,in the audience in support of the application.

There was no opposition to the application.

In application number S-16-74, application by Kathryn Anne Bruch under Sectio
30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit hair dressers shop in residenc
on property located at 3120 Chepstow Lane, also known as tax map 50-4«20))40
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 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
day of April 1974.

I

WHEREAS,
1
2.
3·

the Board of Zomtgg Appeals has made the follOWing findings of fact:
That the owner of the SUbject property is Howard H. & Kathryn A. Bruc
That the present zontng ~8 R-IO.
That the area of the lot is 7,322 square feet.

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Sect1gn
30-7.1.1 of the Zomi8S Ordinance.

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

1. This approval is graqted to,';tl.be applioant only and is not transferabl
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in the
application and is not transferable to other land.

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

I
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3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application; Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Boar
of zoning Appeals (other than minor englne~lng details) Whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Spe~lal Use Permit. shall require approv
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
applY to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, aha
constitute a vlo1atlonof the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. ~e granting or this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemPtion 'rrom the various legal and established procedural require~ents or
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible ror complying with
the~e requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use' Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED 1n aconspicioUB place along with the Certificate of Occupanc
on the property of the use and be made av'ilable to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The operation is run Tuesday through Friday, 8 A.M. to 8:00 P.M.

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

II

10:40 - CHR¥SLER, REALTY CORP.~ application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.8 of
Ordinance to permit new and used autos - sales room, full service
facilities appurtenant thereto and other normal ancillary activities,
7507 Leesburg Pike, 40-3((1))1, Providence District, 5.328 acres,
C-D, 8-9-74.

Mr. Richard Hobson, 4101 University Drive, Fairfax, attorney for the applican
represented the applicant before the Board.

l(~

J7$

Notices to property owners were in
property owner, that; was notified.
was not notified. He ethended the
Commission. He stated' that he had
a waiver, but they do not have it.

order. Mr. Al Holt was the only contiguou
Mr.Prochlse, the adjacent property owner"

meeting with the citizens and the Planning
been advised that Mr. Prochiee would sign

I

I

There w~re several peopleln the room in opposition to this application. One
of the gentleman spoke be£Qre the Board regarding this notification. He stat
that he felt the- Board' shOUld move ahead.'

Mr. Smith stated that if the Board was in agreement, they would move ahead
with the case. He asked Mr. Hobson to get the additional waiver of notice
to the Board as soon as possible.

Mr. Hobson stated that the proposed use isa neW''B.nd used car-sales operation.
The operation will be fUlly enclosed and will operate from 7~OOA.M. to
lO:aO P.M. They will have up to 75 employees if sales go well. There will
be no outside loud speakers and the lights will be cpnfined to the site. Thi
will serve the general public and the County at large. One· of the things tha
could go in by right on C-D property is an automobile supply store, an auto
mqblle sales fIWfIity with nu outside display or vehicles, grocery stores,
restaurants, bowling alleys, skating rinks. There are II variety of types of
uses in the zone which do not cater to a neighborhood facility. The starf
report address•• this po~nt. The property is located on Route 61, bordered
on the west by C-N zonir"g' and on 'one' side is an Esso Station operatinS" rdt;p a
Special Use Permit. Aero" the road lsthe Pimmit Hills Shopping 6enter wnic
is zoned C-D and oonta~n8 a number of uses, one of which ~s a 7-11 Store.
The south of ~he property is zoned C-N and is proposed for a convenience re
tail center. The site ,plan has been approved for ,that convenience- ,shopping
center. That 1s important, he stated, and he wanted the Board to realize tha
That C-N property is directly behind this subject property-. It-haa 25,,000
feet of retail space~ There is also a strip of land along Pimmit Hills Drive
that has now been zoned C.N and C-D. C-N adjacent to the other C-N and C-D
adjacent to the subject property.
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In the PDH-20 parcel of land, there is a development plan which allows for
a shopping center. This is an approved plan. So, there is planned a retail
shopping center of 70,000 square feet and 25,000 square feet. These uses
and these zonings have been adopted since the Jefferson Master Plan was
adopted!n 1965.

I

He submitted to the Board. a copy of the Jefferson Master Plan.

Dr. Charles B. Hall, 860t Burdett Road. Bethesda. Maryland', spoke before the I
Board in favor of this application. He stated that he was pushed out of Fair f x
Count~ by virtue of the:~equ~8t he made for commercial zoning 1n 1969. He
stated that he moved to Fadrrax County 1n 1940 when there was only about
five residences around hi•• His next door neighbor where the Esso station is
now was Flora Crater. He had a, commercial egg business. He stated that 'he
enjoyed 33 years of liVing at t~at location, but the increase in taxes which
went from$1,250 to $2,000 and tben after commercial zoning $6,000. It was
reassessed 3 years ago to $9,300 a year. Heatated that he is Justa dentist
and is more than 68 years old. He stated that he hoped that the property woul
be allowed to be used for this purpose.

He spoke for some length about the history of this parcel of land and the
surrounding area.

The Board recessed for lunch and returned to continue the hearing on this
case.

Mr. Amos. 9525 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland. engineer on this
project. spoke to the Board. He went into the details of different items
on the site plan. He stated that water could be retained on the site and
that planting could be provided as required by the parking Lot Ordinance.

Mr. Hobson stated the fence surrounding this would be 6 feet high and this
use could be baffled if the Board so desired. There are 173 parking spaces
shown on the aite plan for used car display, customer service and service
parking. He stated that in addition there is also a new car storage area
of apprOXimately 200.

Mr. Dolf R. Traver, Real Estate Regional Manager fOr Chrysler Realty, spoke
before the Board. His address is P. o. Box 809. Warrenton, Virginia, He
explained to the Board why their firm selected this site for a potential
dealership. He stated that it fronts a good arterial road. This~· an
area where thei can continue to serve the market that they have been serving
in Falls Church and known as the Falls Church Chrysler dealership. They wish
to move from that locatlonas their lease will expire soon. He stated that
this facility would b~oompatible with the service station that is next door
and would be e,ni"Hva.M{age .It would eliminate any need for gasoline service on
their property. They could utilize the service station for gas. In answer
to Mr. Hobson's question, if there is any requirement or necessity for a new
car dealershiP to be located in close proximity to another car dealership,
Mr. Traver stated that there was none at ~ll. It is presently located in
Palls Church in an area "disassociated with any other dealership. There was
a Dodge dealer within 12 blocks on the same h1ghway. It has now moved to
another area in Fairfax 'City. He stated that it is not an advantage to h.ve
both of their dealers too closely located in the same sales area because then
they become competitive within their·own company.

In answer to Mr. Hobson's question, Mr. Traver stated that the noise from the
operation, if any, and the lights could be restricted to the site.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Traver stated that the waste oil tank
is ugually Just 1nside the wall of the rear service area of the bUilding or ju
Qutside with a capaoity of 2 or 3 months' of waste oil which is drawn olit throu
a pipe by a trucking firm for "that purpose, periodically.

Mr. Smith stated that this is not indicated on the plats.

Mr. Smith asked if this use would be screened from the residential property
as shown on the eite: plan. Mr. Traver answered that it would.

I
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In answer to Mr. Kelley's question. Mr. Hobson stated that the building Would
be metal construction and would be one-story.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question as to whether or not there would be a free
standing sign, Mr. Hobson stated that the ordinance would not permit a free
standing sign.

Mr. Smith stated that only a bUilding sign would be permitted.

Mr. Hobson stated that he would like for Mr. Steve Peterson, traffic planning
engineer, 16628 South West Street, Gaithersburg, Maryland, to testify as an
expert witness before the Board'on traffic related to th1s use. Mr. Peterson
has appeared before this Board on previous occasions and also before the
Circuit Court a$ an expert witness on traffic.

Mr. Peterson stated that he did a site inspection where he observed the
property and the surrounding road system. He had a traffic count conducted
at Route #7 and Pimmit Drive. He also took a series of evaluations of the
proposed use and other potential uses of this C-D area.

Mr. Smith asked if these potential uses were uses by right or by Special
Use Permit.

1. I I

/77

I

I

I

Mr. Peterson stated that the uses he was referlng to were uses by rl~ht as
he understood the ordinance, possible ,office use limited to three stories 1n
height, shopping center uses which are permitted by right 1n a C-D zone. He
stabed that 1n comparison it appeared to him that this 1s one of few opportun lea
for a Board like this to help the traffic problem rather than create one. Th
comes about because an automobile dealership requires a large· parcel of land
to operate on, but 1s one of the lower generators of trafrlc at peak traffic
periods. He gave several examples such as Yorktown Shopping Center and a
three story office building.

Mr. Robert W. Terrltt, 2706 Cathedral Avenue, Washington. D.C. of Chrysler.
spoke before the Board. He stated that they pr.opose to move their location
at 357 South Washington St~eet, Falls Church to thiS area because they feel
this location will be to tb4ir advantage because they can serve the area that
they are serving now and ser~e Pimmit Hills area and also McLean area. They
have to move away from the Falls Church area because th~lr lease is expiring.

In answer to Mr. Hobson's question, Mr. Territt stated that the noise and
lights could be-\'confined to the site and there would be no proalem operating
this use adJacent, to a gasoline service station.

,Mr., ,Carl Z;f.mmer, Pi:m,m1t H.ills, spoke before the Boar~ inopposit1on to this
application.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Zimmer stated that he was not connecte
with any development in the area.

Mr. Carl Zimmer, ,2023 Maynard Drive, Falls Church, President of the Pimmit
Hills Citizens' Association, Inc., spoke in opposition to this application.
He presented a six-page statement to the Board which can be found in the file

After Mr. Zimmer's,stateme~t, Mr. Smith stated that this Board has to base it
dec1sion on standards set "forth in the Ordinance 'as far as Special Use Permit
are concerned.

Mr. Zimmer also pres~nted a petition to the Board from residents of the
Arrowhead, Idylwood and PorellLHills developments in opposition to this
application as it woul~ create an impact on their residential environment
with uncontrolled noise,d1splay lightB, sales banners, e~ternal loud speaker
open yard auto diaplay~ including wreoksor inoperable autos, and traffic. ;
They are of the opinion,that S-9.... 74 would be an inapproprlateuse of this
C-D parcel- of land according to the adopted Ma,ater Plan. There were 338
signatures presented.

Mr. Smith read a letter from the Draneeville District Councflof Civic
Associations, 1521 Forest Villa Lane. McLean, Virginia, stating that the
requested use appears to be an inappropriate use for the SUbject parcel.
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Mr. Smith then read a letter from J. M. Markovchick, President of the Idylwoo
Civic Association, setting forth their opposition to this use as they relt it
would destroy the character of the neighborhood. They requested that this
application be denied.

Mr. Runyon inquired of Mr.' Zimmer as to how this application does not meet
the requirements of Section 30-7.10.3.8.

Mr.I\mmer stated that the applicants have made no provision for housing
autdmobile wrecks so they are out of public view.

Mr. Smith 'seated' that ~he~·are prohibited by the Ordinance from storing them
outside.

Mr. Runyon stated that he was reading over the Ordinance as Mr. Zimmer ,was
talking and he would like ,a clarification as to how the applicants 'do not
meet the two sections Mr. Zimmer referred to, Section 30~7.2.l0.7 and 30-7.2.
10.8(a) .

Mr. Zimmer stated that this is not an appropriate use for this parcel. He
asked why the citizens have to be inconvenienced with this type of situation
when they basically have a residential area.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board has to determine whether or not the applican
meets the legal require~nts of the Ordinance.

Mr. Ben Aiken, President of the Lemon Road Citizens Association, 714~ Penquin
Plaoe, Falls Church, spoke in opposition to the application.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated that he was not connected with
any othel" development in the area. He -stated that he is involved in real
estate in Washingt0n, D.C. but nothing in Virginia.

Mr. Aiken spoke to the flooding problem in this area. He asked that the Boar
be cognizant of,this probiem.

Mr. Smith stated that if this is in connection w~th something Pub11c Works
is involved with, the applicant has indicated that they could provide re
tention of runoff ortthe premises, so in view of that, he stated that he did
not feel this particular application would have any effect on the flood
condition.

He showed the Board pictures he had taken on March 3, 1974.

Mr. Smith stated that the opposition has now had more time than the applicant
He, therefore. asked the fUture speakers to confine their remarks to Bomethin
that has not been said.

Mr. JameS C. Allen, 7400 Leesburg Pike, spoke in oppositioh to this applicati n.
He stated that he concurred with the statements made by Mr. Zimmer and Mr.
Aiken.

Mr. Jim Scott, 713 Kings' Crown Court, Supervisor from the Providence Distric
appeared before the Board. He stated that this is the first time he has
appeared before this Board and he did not really have a great deal to say.
He stated that he wanted to be sure the Board was in receipt of the letter
from the Idy1wood Citizens Association opposing this application.

Mr. Smith stateq that that letter was in the file and would be made part of t e
record.

Mr. Scott stated tha~ he has read the staff and Planning Commission recom
mendations, both of which are in opposition to this app1ioation. He asked
that Mr. Pamme1, Director of the Division of Zoning' ~d~nistration; be allowe
to speak to the Board. He stated that he would like'to point out that the
citizens who have been here today are not citizens who come before the Board
of Supervisors 4Qd Board of Zoning Appeals consistently oppoaing this type
of operation. He stated that he was sure some citizens associations seem
to do juat that, but not Pimmit Kills and Lemon Road Civic Associations. He
stated that the Board should note the lack of opposition to the zoning case
which resulted in C-D. He stated that he thOUght the original owner is nOw
before this Board. There has not been a change of ownership. At the time,
the original owner went before the Board of Supervisors for rezoning to C-D,
it was indicated that it would be a neighborhood shopping center. There is
a matter of faith with the Master Plan and the citizens. If it were a dif
ferent owner involved, I think maybe you would not find that the case. He
stated that he understood the dilemma this Board faces but he hoped that this
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Board would give a good deal ot weight to the fact that the County stafr is
strongly opposed to this application and the Plarining Commission has recommend
denial and the citizens, who did not oppose the rezoning are overwhelminglY
opposed to this appl!catlon. All the technical problems that could have been
raised have been raised and he stated that he would not dwell on that.

Mr. Runyon stated that he wanted to go back to the specific standards. This
Board's dilemma 1s nothing like the Board of Supervisors dilemma. This Board'
dilemma is not really a dilemma as much as Itla an interpretation of the
legal aspects of the Ordinance. All we really have to find 1s whether it
meets the standards or not. He told Mr. Scott that his Board has a lot more
involved than this Board does. He stated that he is still wrestling with a
lot,ot:vttl...,. particular standards .that the:opposi·ti,gnJ,hasstatedthe applicant

does no,t "-, meet. and. yet, he stated that· aaf'reads them, they do meet
them. He asked Mr. Scott if. maybe. he could shea some light on these
particular things or perhaps Mr. Pammel could do that. as to how they do not
meet the speciric standards for this particular use in this particular zone.

Mr. scot,tstated that he was in somewhat of a disadvantage to try and interpre
the Zoning Code. He stated that this is not an area of expertise as he was
not a lawyer. or a person who is activelY engaged in the real estate business.
or anything related to it. He stated that he would rely to a great extent on
the staff recommendation and the Planning Commission recommendation. He state
that they have reviewed the technical aspects of this application. Hestated
that his reason for being here was to point out to the Boar4.#1. that there
is an overwhelming technical recommendation by the staff 1n opposition and. #2
there is overwhelming citizen opposition. Where there is some discretion at
all. it seems that it would be a good idea to folloW to the extent possible,
their adv~ee. On the question on the order of develop~ent, he stated. that
he felt this use is not consistent with th~'p~ns. The applicant or at least
the owner is the same owner of the land that was involved in the original
zoning application for C-D and who made a commitment at the time with what was
in conformance with the plan and consistent with orderly development. He
stated that he wanted to talk also about the sewer question. which is a matter
a little bit aside. but someone made a point about 1977 when the lease runs
out, he stated that even'if this use was granted and the site plan was submitt d
for review, to think the sewer would be available by 1977 when the lease runs
out would be really dreaming. The capacity certainly is not there in the
Blue Plains Plant and any of ,the efforts to upgrade the plant will not be
completed in time for a mo~ from the Falls Church location to this location.
Therefore. it seems there will have to be an extension of the lease or another
location in the interim.

Mr. Smith told Mr. Scott that the Board just received the PlanningCQmmission
recommendation this morning so the Board has not had an opportunity to study
it. but the Board hsa read it. As Mr. Runyon pointed out. this Board has to
base its decision on the merits of the case as far as the ,standards and
criteria set forth in the Ordinanc~ passed by the legislative body.

Mr. James D. Pammel. Director of Zoning Administration, gave a few brief
comments to the Board. He stated that he felt very compelled tocBme before
the Board to draw the Boardls attention to Gne major aspect of the case and
that was the fact that .when this cage was brought before the Board of Super
visors, and, he stated that he realized that this is not one of this Boardls
specific criteria. but when it came before the Board of Supervisors in 1969.
it, was rezoned by the ~oardon the very basis that was represented to t~e

Board and that waa-, for a: neighbwh60d 'retail center. It stated, very clearly
in the applicant l sjustlfication that this would be a neighborhood retail
center. There was no opposition expressed by the community, no~e by the staff
none by the Commission. and none by the Board because this was on the Jefferso
Plan as a neighborhood ~etail center for this area of the County. It was to
be tied in wlth,anoth~ ne1ghborhoodretail center which was on the other side
of the street, the Pimmit Hill Shopping cente~, so' these two centers in concer
would provide the necessary nelghborhoddiretail shops for both sides of Route
#7 w,ithout the nece",'t):,r... iS'f' people having t'o cross the street from., saIY' the
south side to the north. side. It is an important "thing and he. asked the Boar s
earnest consideration or this matter that he brought before them. It is a
representation made by an applicant. He stated that he realized that the
appli,cants here today were not a party to~·that commitment. but it is a commit
ment. ·It was a.representation made before the Board, set forth in writlngas

l{~
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part of that case. He stated that he thought this was important. He felt it
is neaesaary to bring this Qut and let the citizens know that we are concerned
with the representation that was made. He stated that they cannot condit! n
zoning either, but he stated that he thought it is important and it 1s certain y
a moral issue involved when somebody says, !lI'm going to do something, this 1s
my proposal". And a few years later somebody else comes along and does some
thing 180 degrees different, or maybe a different concept. The people do rats
questions and they are ooncerned of what is going on, when somebody makes a
representation and that represehtation does not come true and this 1s why he
relt compelled to appear to this Board to let this Board know that these
representations were made. He stated that he was a member of the ~taff that
reviewed that zoning request and addressed it when it did come in~~andmade'thQ
presentation before the Board when the property was rezoned.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Pammel if the owner of the property has made an attempt
to develop it in the retail shopping center category.

Mr. Pammel said not to his knowledge. The most recent activity was the parcel
immediately to the rear which is indicated on the map as C-N.

Mr. Smith asked if that parcel is controlled by Mr. Hall.

Mr. Pammel answered No, that that is a free standing facility. The staff was
hopefUl that that parcel could be combined with the piece in front and develop d
as one center, but it was represented as a free standing, small scale shopping
center.

Mr. Smith stated that in other words, the owner of the property has, to the
best of Mr. Pammel's knowledge.' made no attempt to develop this parcel in
question.

Mr. Pammel stated that none as far as he was aware.

Mr. Barnes asked if the owner of the property at the time of the rezoning for
the:C-D~ stated definitely it was going to be a shopping center?

Mr. Pammel, stated that he has the Justification.

Mr. Hobson asked to see it.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Pammel if he had the minutes of the meeting of that case.
Mr. Pammel stated that he would read it. He stated that it i8 a Justification
that is included in every rezoning application that is submitted to the County
It is not under $ignature~ none of these are.

Mr. Smith asked if Mr. Hall made the statement or his agent.

Mr. Pammel stated that he would have to as,ume that it was made by his agent.

Mr. Smith asked who that agent was.

Mr. Pammel stated that the attorney of record was Mr. Hazel. He stated that
it states simply, "The SUbject property is ideally situated by a neighhorhood
~etail shopping use, and is planned for such use on the Jefferson Comprehensiv
Plan adopted October 27, 1965, by the Board of Supervisors ... " (Statement in
file) Mr. Pammel stated that it goes on to-say that the property is bounded
by several streets.

Mr. Smith stated that it also stateS that all utilities are available.
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Mr. Pammel stated that that was correct and they were available at that point
in time. They are not ava~lable now.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Mitchell to see that Mr. Hobson 'received a copy of the
justification they were discussing.

Mr. Runyon stated that getting back to his original ,uestion he asked Mr. Pa 1 I
if he felt that 30-7.1 is the one the applicant really does-nIt; meet. And "that
the applicant does not meet the general requirements of the character ._d
development in harmony with the purposes of the Comprehensive Plan~ etc.
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Mr. Pamme,l stated that--that 1s correct and.that there 1s no question in his
mind that this was derlnltely established on the plan and has been a8 long as
he haa been with the County 83 a neighborhood commercial center and an auto
mobile- dealership does not depend on thenelghborhooa for its support. It
depends on a much larger geographic area.

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Pammel if that 1a the criteria that he wanted the Board
to hang their hats on~

Mr. Pawnel answered "Yes".

USl
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Mr. Kellet thanked Mr. Scott and Mr. Pammel for coming forward and talk about
exactly' what he was going to ask about. March 18, 1969. this was zoned from
RE-l to C-D with the express purpose that was just read by Mr. Pammel. The
Board of Supervisors dtd,~his in good faith and Dr. and Mrs. Hallha.e owned
this for 35 or 40 years. He ',o$ta,ted that it was clear to him that this is not
the type of commercial center contemplated in 'that area. He stated that he
felt that we owe these people--the Board of Zoning Appeals, the Board of
Supervisors and the Planning Commission, as it was specifically' zoned for a
neighborhood commercial.center.

Mr. Hobson stated that he knew he couldn't persuade him otherwise and he
wouldn't even try, but he wanted to talk about it. He stated that he appreci
atedwhat Mr. Kelley says, but what he ~s saying to the Board 1s that that ~s
not 'what this Board is designed to do. He read the same sentence in Mr. Hazel s
justification that was turned in with the rezoning application" " ..• the
subject property is ideally. ,s,ituated for a neighborhood retail shopping center
use and is planned for au,cht ' use on the plan••• " That is not a commitment.
He. stated "~l.it is saying that "my plan· is within the scope of the plan". it
is not Dr. Hall saying. "I'm going, to ,build a ,shop-ping center on my property",
that. is just saying "I come within the scope of the plan" and tha,t is a
justif1caxion for zoning it for a new zone. The Board did not zone it PDC
zone. which isconditionalzonlng with a development plan for a shopping cente
They zoned it for C-D and any use permitted by right can go in that C-D zone.
There is a multitude of uses that can go into a shopping center and one of
them is an automobile sales facility.

Mr. Smith stated that that did not need a Use Permit.

Mr. Hobson stated that ~r this Board uses the standard of the representation
made by Dr. Hal;lts attorney- at the time. The Board granted C...D. this is, not
proper. He asked. if D,:-., Hall could come down and tell the Boa!d that he didn'
do that •

Mr. Smith said Mr. Hobson had stated the case well for Dr. Hall. He said the
Board haS spent enough ,time on that and he agreed with Mr. Hobson that the
Board should move on to the merits of the case ..

Mr; H-abson stated in answer- to some of the other points -that were raised by
the opposition, that they were not going to have wrecks outside the bUilding,
but with an automobllefacil1ty that might go in by right in a shopping cente
zoned C-D. one oaqld h&ve wrecked automobiles in there and the only control
one would have is the nuisance laws. If there is· a complaint about any
violations of the Ordinance. it can be brought up the attention of the Zoning
Administrator. There is_a facility for wrecked cars inside the bUilding and
that ia indicated on the pla,tinthe folder. The drainage is irrelevant.
We have, aaid tha'b onsite . drainage can be accommoda,ted the s~ as for, ashappi g
center or any other use permitted by right. There have been some figures on
traffic and he could have Mr. Peterson come back up to make Bome statements
on that. C

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Peterson had answered all the questions on traffic
and since he is a traffic expert and 1n view of nothing more than an opinion
from Mr. Zimmer. the Board wiLl accept Mr. Peterson's statement.

Mr. Hobson stated that the statements that have been made of the inappropriat ess
of this in this neighborhood, that this is a residential neighborhood and thi
use is intrUding into a residential neighborhood. This is zoned C-D in 1969.
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He again went into the zoning of the surrounding areas and they are not Intrudi g
into a residential situation. He stated that he respects Mr. Kelley's views,
but he does not feel that the zoning case is a proper basis for this Board to
deny this Special Use Pe~t which meets the standards specified in the Ordin ceo

Since 1969. PDH-20 has been located across the property which is in accoroance
with the residential density. PDH-20 includes 70,000 square feet of retail
space with direct access right out on Pimmit Drive right opposite this propert
He put that site plan in the record. Since that time the Boggs property just
off up to the left of, the site plan has been zoned C-OL under Court order.
That is not in accordance with the residential neighbOrhood in this plan. He
stated that there are many things that have happened and have been done by the
Board of Supervisors since 1969 that are against the comprehensive plan of
Fairfax County and that the plan as a general guide does not allow. The land
immediately to the west is zoned C-N and has a service station under a Special
Use Permit thereon. The evidence before the Board shows that there is no
necessary relationship between one dealership and another and there 1s no
problem with putting a dealership next to a service station. Now. that's what
the standards in the ordinance seem to speak about, the proximity of Group 10
uses to one another. Is there any problem? Are they consistent with one
another. or compatible? There is no evidence here that there is any incompat
ibility with the service station and this use. TheY respectfully submit that
Falls Church Chrysler Plymouth is in a location in Falls Church and they need
a new location in the County. They come to this Board in a C-D zone surrounde
by commercial except for 240 feet in the back of the property which is zoned
RM-lG, C-N'on the'back, C~D on the east, C-N to the left, and C-N across the
road, so it 1s entirely8urrounded by commercial ZOning except that portion
in the back. The BOar~cannot say that the application is intruding into a
residential situation. The property can~e screened along the boundaries of
the residential land. He pointed out that Dr. Hall made no sueh ,commitment,
but even if he did, he stated that he didn't think that that is a basis for
this Board's denying a use which meets the standards' of the Ordinance. I will
admit that if he made a commitment. there is a moral problem but he d1dn't mak
that commitment and we will have him, for the purposes of the record, come
forward and tell you that he didn't.

Dr. Hall said that Mr. Hazel got the property zoned commercial. He said that
~he only opportunity that he had had was Dr. Katzen who is the father and
mother and grandfa~r'of all of Id:ltwood Village and the shopping center to ,
be built right behind me, proceeded ,with Mr. Mozel into his living room'maybe
6 month'interva~s to. try to get him to go into cahoots with him with a 99 year
lease or 49 year lea:se.'andsa1d that the value of his property wasn't guite
as valuable as his (Dr._~~zen). He said that with his frontage on Route #7
he couldn't help but fe~!'~at his property was just as valuable as, with its
greater 'height and terrain, the property in back. He had not placed it in the
hands of any real estate man. He stabed that he is only a dentist and not a
real estate operator.

Mr. Hobson asked him if he made any commitment at the time of zoning?

Dr. Hall stated, "No, I didn't open my mouth at that particular appearance."

Mr. Hobson stated that a drive-in restaurant or an office building would be
more intense use than this use would be. He restated his position that (1)
no commitment was made by Dr. Hall. (2) if he did make a commitment that is
not a legal baslsfor some reason connected with the Master Plan,that the
Plan is a gene~al guide, not a specific guide, a more specific guide is the
zoning, which is C-D.

Mr. Runyon moved to defer this case until May 8.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and stated that since 1969. the County has ch ed
a lot and as Mr. Hobson pointedout.they have not stayed with the Jefferson P n_
at all. This County '1s growing sot:~re a:ee bound" to:",bEII;'changes'iin it.

The motion pass&d 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II
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11:00 - GOOD SHEPHERD CATHOLIC CHURCH, app~ under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of
Ordinance to permit addition to church facility, 8110 Mt. Vernon
Highway, 110-2«1»22A, (11.026 acres), Nt. Vernon District, RE-O.5,
Owner: Catholic Diocese of Richmond. 8-17-74.

Notices to property owners were 1n order. The contiguou@ property owners were
Lt. Col. Michael J. Myerll.,8n4Curtls·,Avenue, 'Alexandria and"Dana S; Kleratea
8720 Braddock Avenue". ~lexand:Ha.

Rev. Thomas Qul1an represented the applicant before the Board. He stated that
they wish to add an addition to each side of the existing church. The area
of the tract is 11.026 aores. The original site plan for the church was
9.1726 acres. This addition will~ be used for normal church activities. The
proposed number'of.seats for the church is 1,000. They are providing 411
parking spaces.

Mr. David Gallagher, 116 North St. Asaph Street, Alexandria, spoke to the Boar
regarding the architecture of the additions. He stated that the proposal 8S
it stands now is to use brick painted White, 'or use stucco.

In application number~S-l7-74, application by Good Shepherd Catholic Church
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition to
church facility on property located at 8710 Mt. Vernon Highway, Mt. Vernon
District, also known as tax map 110-2((1))22A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning AppealS adopt the following resolution:

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

WHE~EAS, follOWing proper notiue 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
day of' April 1974."

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact;
1. That the owner of the subject property is Catholic Diocese of Rich-

Blond.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5.
3. That the araa of the lot is 11.026 acres.
4. That compliance with all applicable County Codes is required.

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

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

NGW, THEREFORE, BE I~ RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with ~he folloWing limitations:

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans sUbmittedw1th th1sapplication. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, addit1enaluses, or chan~s in the plans approved by the
Board-of Zoning-Appeal$ (other than minor engineering details) whether or not
these'a~ditionalu.esorchanges require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of the Board of;~oning AppealS. It shall be the duty of the Permitte
to apply to the BQardc#'Zoning AppealS for such ,approval. Any cijanges (other
than minorenginee:ring-de,ealls) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, ahal
contJtitute a viola~,.ton"'of';t:he con.ditions of this Speoial Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exempti n
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee0s~all be responsible for complying with these
requirements. This permitcSHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Perm
is obtained.

Mr~ Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was abse t •
.""~ ;
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11: 40 - CENTRAL FAIRFAX SERVICES FOR RETARDED PERSONS, INC., application under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance, to permit school of general educati n
9019 Little River Turnpike, 58-4«(1»1, Annandale District, RE-l,
Providence Umited Presbyterian Church, 3-18-74.

I~'I

I'
Motices to property own~rs were in order. The contiguous property owners were
Vilimantas vaitas, 3615 Old Post Road, ~irfax, Virginia, Annandale Methodist
Church, c/o Vernon Lynen, 6935 Columbia Pike, Annandale, and E. Preston and
Rena K. Hunt, 9111 Little River Turnpike, Fairfax, Virginia.

Mr. Art Zieregg, attorney with Hazel, Beckhornand Hanes, 4084 University Driv ,
represenbed the applicants before the Board.

Mr. Zieregg stated that the applicants are expanding their program. Th~ now
have an operation at the Lutheran Church. The Special Use Permit for this
location was granted in ,September of 1969, to have aO children. They would
like to have 25 children. This iaa:private, non-profit school that provides
training, education and supervisdon for retarded adults who reside in Fairfax
County. The adults will be transported to and from the building by Fairfax
County school buses. The program will-be in session 5 days per week, 12 month
per year from 10:60 A.M. to 4:00 P.M. During the school year, all Fairfax Coun
public school closings will be observed.

Mr. Smith asked if there is an agreElIlent with the church.

Mr. Zieregg stated that there is a letter in the file regarding this.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would need a more formal lease agreement than
the letter is. It should set forth the details of how many rooms and the
definite or indefinite period of time that is involved.

Mr. Paul Dougherty, Director of Mental Retardation with the Fairfax-Falls Chur
Community Mental Health and Mental Retardation SerVices-Board, which is an
arm of the Fairfax County Government spoke in support of this appllcati,on.

Rev. Kenneth Holmstrup, Pastor of the Providence United Presbyterian Church,
spOke in support of the application.

It was the Board's decision to defer this case until April 24, for info~tion

on the agreement with the church.

II

12,:20 - TYSON REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTER INC AND ROTH ENTERPRISES, UfC •.-, app.
under Section 30-7.2.10.3.,4 of Ordinance to permit motion picture
theatres, TYsons Corner Regional Shopping Center, 29-4«(1»36, Drames_
ville District, C-D, 2229 Chain Bridge Road, S-19-7~.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguouSo~~Fs were Herbert
Spruill,1924 Dogwood Lane, Vienna, Virginia and Mrs. Isola g.Bloxton, 1928
Dogwood Lane, Vienna, Virginia.

Mr. Jeffrey B. Dierman, attorney for the ~pplicant, represented them before th
Board.

He stated that this is an application to permit operation of a motion picture
theatre with five (5) separate aUditoriums haVing a combined seating capacity
of 1,107, to be located in a port_'of the commercial floor area of TYsons _
Corner Regional Shopping Center .. ';He stated that the center furnishes Roth wit
a building and Roth does the rest. There will'be no outside structuaal change
TOisis located in the existing lower mall of Tysons, acr9ss the street from
Giant Food Store. Th~y have_submitted a revised parking plan to Preliminary
Engineering as per their request.

The Board then discussed the hours of operation.

Mr. Paal Roth, 6309 Havaland Drive, Bethesda, Maryland, spoke regarding the
hours. He asked that bh~~be allowed to open at 9 A.M. and they do a great
deal of work with the schO~ls and churches and PTA's where stUdents are brough
to see a film in the mornihg and they would not want to be prohibited from doi
that.

1

1

1
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DEFERRED CASES;

W. HOWARD ROOKS, application under ,Section 30-7.2.10.5.9 of Ordina~ce to permi
motel. 2908 Belvoir Drive, 93-3«2»1. 2, 3, 9. 10 & l~, Mount Vernon District
HyblaValley Farms, (168,804.66 square feet) C-G, S-263-73, (Deferred from
1-22-73 because of the Emergency Ordinance; March 27, 197~, for plats and
elevations of building and rendering showing color panels; April 10, 1974, for
change in rendering and change in plats;) Plats have been rece'1ved.

The applicant presented elevations of the building and a rendering as the
Board had requested. The plats had alSO been revised to show the Special Use
Permit limitation line outside the 22 faot travel lane.

In application number S-263-73, application by W. Howard Rooks, under Section
30-7.2.10.5.9 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit motel on property located at
2908 Belvoir Drive, Hybla Valley Farms, also known as tax map 93-3({2»1. 2.
3. 9. 10. & 14. Mount Vernon District. County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirementa of all app11cable State and County Codes aftd in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and

WHEREAS, ffollowing propep notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters' to contiguous and nearby prop'.l'ty
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th
day of March 1974 and deferred for further information to 4-10-7~ and again
to 4-11-74.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Lester and Leah Wilcox and

Dorson W. and Beatrice B. Wi~.o~.

2. That the present zoning is C-G.
3. That the area of the lot is 77.666 square feet.
~. That ccimpliaqce with all eounty and State Codes applicable thereto

is required.
5. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
6. That property is subject to Pro Rata Share for offsite drainage.

I
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AND~ WHEREAS, the Board' of Zoning Appeals has reached the follQwlng conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Per,mlt Uses in C or I Distriots as contained!n
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance. and

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the sUbject application be and the same
1s hereby granted with the following limitations:

1-. This approval Is granted to the applicant only and Is not transferabl
without further action of this Board. and Is for the location indicated in the
application and Is not tran8fe~able to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless con8t~uotlon

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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these I
additional uses or changes reqUire a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall ,be, the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Eoning Appeals for such approval. Any changea (G'he~than min
engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shal~ constitut
a violation of the oonditions ,of this Special Use Permit.

~. The granting;of this ,Special Use Permit 40es not constitute an exempt on
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complyiAg with these requir -
ments. This permit. SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit is I
obtained. '
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Mr. Smith stated that he "felt it should be no later than 2 A.M.

Hearing no one to apeak 1n favor or 1n opposition, the pu~llc hearing was clos

In application number S-19~74, application by Tysons Corner Regional Shopping
Center and Roth Enterprises, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.4 of the Zoning
Ordinance, to permit operation of a motion picture theatre with five separate
auditoriums on property located at 2229 Chain Bridge Road, also known as tax
map 29-4«1»36, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement ina local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, ,and a pu~lic hearing by the Board of ~oning Appeals held on the 17 th
day of April 1974. .

WHEREAS.
1.

nership.
2.
3.
4.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact,:
That the owner of the subject property is Tysons Triangle Ltd. Part-

That the present zoning is C-D.
That the area of the lot is 78.1103 acres.
Compliance with Site Plan Ordinance required.

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

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

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is nottransferab
withoutfurther~a&t1onof~this Board, and is for the location indicated in the
application and 'is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this apP.1ication. Any additional structures of any kind.
changes, in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by. the Board
of Zoning, Appeals (other than minor engineering detailS) whether or not the,se
additional uses or 6hanges require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals ror such approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering details) without Board or Zoning Appeals approval.
shall constitute a Violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting-of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural req~irements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying wit~

these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obta~ned.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicious place along with the Certificate of Occupanc
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax,during.:the hours of ope-ration of the peimdtted use.

6. The seatingcapaoity shall be 1107 seats.
7. Hours of operation'shall be 9:00 A.M. to 2:00 k.M.
8. A retabulation of ,parking will be submitted to County Development.
9. This permit will runcBdr 15'yearswith,the Zoning Administrator

empowered to extend with new lease.

Mr. Barnes seconded themotiort. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was abse t.

II
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED 1n a consplc!ous place along with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of motel units shall be 88.
7~ The minimum number of park1ng apace shall be 96.
8. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be as approved by the

Director of County Deve16pment. Standard Fairfax County screening 1s required
along the east property 11ne to screen proposed commercial use from abutting
residential propert.y.,

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

II

NO. VA. COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY WIVES CHILD CARE CENTER, application under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to permit renewal of existing SUP for child
care center, 60 childrel'l, ages 2-12; 7.:00 to 5:30 P.M.,. Monday through Friday
Mason District, R-12.5, S-12-74, 61-2((1»25A, Culmore Methodist Church.
(Deferred for formal agreement between day care center and church and for a
revised letter from the Health Department regarding the number of children.)

The Board was 1n receipt of both items.

In apPlication number S-12-74, application by Northern Virginia Community
College Faculty W1vesChild Care center, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the
Zoning Ordinance, to permit renewal of existing SUP for child care center,
60 children, ages 2-12, on property located at Culmore Methodist ChurCh, alao
known as tax map 6l-2((1»25A, Mason District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State $J1d 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 ftearb-y, property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the lOth.
day of April 1974, and dererred to the 17th of April, 1974, for letters from
church and Health Department.

.1l:.5 I

I%'7

WHEREAS,
l.
2.
3.
4.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOWing findings of fact:
That the owner ,of the subject property is Culmore Methodist Church.
That the present zoning is R-l2. 5.
That the area of the lot is 2.2626 acres.
That compllanoewlth all applicable County and State Codes is require

I
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AND., WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS, has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Per.mit uses in R Districts as contained in Section
3Q-7.I.l of the Zoning Ordinance, and

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

1. This approval is ,granted to the applicant only and is not transferabl
without further action at this Board, and is for the location indicated in the
application and lS'DOt transfera~le to other land.

2. This pertri1t 'shall expire one year from this date unless oonstruction
or operation has started orun1ees renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with thisspplication. Any additional structures of any kin4,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Board
of zoning AppealS (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Pemrlt, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning APpeals. It saall be the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering detailS) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.
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4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of th1~ County and St~te~ The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Re
sidential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a consplcioss place ~lQng with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of children shall be 65, ages 2-12.
7. The hours of operation shall be 7:00 A.M. to 5:30 P.M., Monday

through Friday.
8. The oper-&tion shall be subject to compliance with the inspection

report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department. the State
Department of Welfare and Institutions and obtaining of a Certificate of
occupancy.

9. This permit shall be limited to the termination of the agreement with
subject church.

Mr. Barnes seconded the mo~ion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was abse t.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

Request for out-of-turn hearing. Greenbriar Civic Association. S-39-74.
Mr. smith read the request.
Mr. Kelley moved that the request be granted.
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

Request for Extension to Special Use Permit for B. P. Oil Corp., S·50-13.
Granted April 18. 1973, located at Lee Jaokson Highway and Galesbury Lane.
Chantilly. Mr. Smith read the request.
Mr. Barnes moved that they be grsated a 6-month extension and that they be
reminped' that this is the only extension that they can be granted.
Mr. RUnyon seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was
absent.

II

The hearing adjourned at 6:10 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey,
lerk

Dana Brandt. Typist

DA'l'E APPROVED June 5. 1974

I

I

I

I



189
Page 189

I

I

I

The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, April 24, 1974, 1n the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith.
Chairman; George Barnes, and Charles Runyon. Mr.
Joseph Baker and Mr. Loy Kelley were absent.

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

10:00 - FAITH BAPTIST CHURCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of
Ordinance to permit use of office type trailer, 12' x 50' as an
office and Sunday School space on Sundays, 5723-5725 Telegraph
Road, 83-1((1))12, 23,756 square feet, Lee District, R-IO. 3-20-74.

Rev. Rakes, 5723 Telegraph Road, represented the applicant before the Board.

The notices to property owners were 1n order. The contiguous property owners
were Mabel Ridgeway, 5721 Telegraph Road, Clarence Ellsworth, 5717 Telegraph
Road and Rozier C. Bayly, B9x 136, Waterford, Virginia. Rev. Rakes stated
that they have submitted a photograph of the type of trailer they wish to
put on their church property. They wish to use this trailer as an office
and for Sunday School classrooms. They were not sure as to the length of
time they would need to use this trailer.

Mr. Smith stated that this Board only has authority to grant a 2_year
temporary use. He asked Mr. Covington to confijm this.

Mr. Covington stated that this is not in the Ordinance, it is just a policy
under Site plan.

The Board discussed the letter from the bank giving the church permission to
park on their lot.

The Board then discussed the letter from Mr. Bayly stating that they did not
have permission to park on the parking lot of his shopping center, which the
bank is a part. Mr. BaylY stated that the Church haS revivals there during
the week and causes a congested parking area where the merchants' customers do
not have room to park.

Rev. Rakes stated that they do have a parking area in the front of the Church,
but they were not able to put that on the plats because of the special re
quirements in the Ordinance that says they cannot park in the front setback.

Mr. Smith read the letters in support of the application into the record. One
was from the PUllmans who live directlY aeross the street and the Ridgeways
who live in the area.

I
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There was no one present in favor of this use. There was no one present in
opposition to this use.

Mr. Runyon moved that this application, S-20-74, be deferred until May 8, 1974
for clarification on parking location, and having those parking spaced indicat ~
on the plats, and information regarding the owner tenant relationship for the
parking.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motton passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and
Mr. Kelley were absent.

10:20 _ MERRIFIELD MONTESSORI PRESCHOOL, INC., application under Section 30-7.
2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to permit community center to be used for
Montessori preschool, 30 children, ages 2 1/2 to 7, five days per
week, 2722 Pleasantdale Road, Merrifield, 49~2((1))53, Merrifield
Village Apartments, Providence District, RM-2, S-21-74.

Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant requesting that the case be with
drawn as Merrifield Village Apartments have suddenly refused to rent to them f r
their school.

Mr. Barnes moved that the case be withdrawn.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and
Mr. Kelley were absent.

II
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10:40 - GREATER ANNANDALE RECREATION CENTER, INC., apPlication under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to permit addition to tennis courts to
existing facility, 7530 Little River Turnpike, 71-1 & 60-3«1))75.
approximately 8.146 acres, Annandale District, R-17. 8-22-74.

Mr. Ted Stark represented the applicants before the Board.

Notices to property owners were 1n order. The contiguous owners were McLeak,
4115 Woodland Road and Claude Breeden, Jr .• 3908 Malcomb Court, Annandale.
Virginia.

Mr. Stark stated that the applicant has been operating a recreation center on
property located on the north side of Little River Turnpike approximately 200
feet east or its intersection with Woodland Road in the Russell C. Wood Sub
division. The Special Use Permit was granted August 17~ 1954~ and was Number
4922. The purpose of this application is to add two tennis courts to the
eXisting facilities. The courts will setback from Route #236 100 yards and
will occupy a space of 120' x 156'. They will be enclosed with a chain link
fence, the sides of which will be 10' high and the ends will be 12' high.
There are no plans to light the courts.

Mr. Breeden, 7538 Livier Street, Annandale, Virginia, testified before the
Board in support of this application. He stated that he is one of the
contiguous property owners. He stated that he and Mr. Breeden own this proper
together and he wished to 'speak in favor of this applidation. He stated that
he feels this is a compatible use with the recreation center.

J'0
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Mr. Sm! th noted that there is a letter in the file from Carol Farley in suppor
of this application.

There was no opposition to this application. Mr. Smith inquired as to whether r
not this property was still being used for a Little League field.
Mr. Smith stated that it is not. It could still be used for that, however,
even after the courts are built as there is plenty of room.

Mr. Smith asked whether or not they are increasing their membership.

Mr. Stark stated that they are not. They now have 700 stockholders and they
average between 400 and 450 maintenance fee members, or people who use the
pool each year. It is possible that they may increase the number of people
who pay the maintenance fee.

In application number S-22-74~ application by Greater Annandale Recreation
Center~ Inc., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit
addition of tennis courts to existing facility on property located at 7530
Little River Turnpike~AnnandaleDistrict, also known as tax map 71-1 &
60-3«1))75~ County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n 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 April, 1974.

WHEREAS~ the Board of Zoni~g Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Greater Annandale Recreatio

Center, Inc.
2~ That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the lot is 8.146 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That the property is presentl, operating under SUP #4922) granted

August 17, 1954.

I
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AND, WHEREAS, the Boa~d of. Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating complianoe with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses1n R Districts as contained 1n Section
30-7.1-.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

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

'1. This approval 16 granted to' therappl1cant only and 1s not transferabl
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated 1n the
application and 1a not transferable to other land.

2. 'This permit 8ha~1 expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira
ti·on.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Bo,.rod of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permit-tee to appl
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering details) without eoard of Zoning APpeals approval, shall
constitute a violation- of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

~. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the variouS legal and established procedural requirements of
th~s County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible fDr complying with
these requirements. This, permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit'-is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a consplcious place along with the Nt>n-~en.ti·al'l1se'::P.
on the property of the, use and_be made available to all Departments or 'the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. This approval is for.,two (2) tennis courts.
7. All other provisions of the existing SUP shall remain in effect.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Kelley and Mr. Baker were absent.

II

IHOO _ WILLS & VAN METRE, INC., appl1qationunder section 30-7.2.6.1.1 o'f
O~dlnance to permit addition of tennis courtst(2) to e~isting

swimming pool facility, corner of Edinburgh Drive and Edinburgh Court,
98-2( (1) )part 13, 3.49596 acreS, Springfield' bistrict" ,RTC-10,
3-23-74,

Mr. Gene Wills, 5929 Woodley Road, McLaan, represented the applicants. He
stated that the notices w,re given to Carla Turner on the 7th floor and they
did not get to the 5th floor Zoning Office.

The hearln~" was:recesseduntl1he could get copies of the n9tices.

The Board took up 4 other cases and then recalled this case.

The contiguous property owners ,wezPe D. J. ,Cullen, 8107 St. David Court,
Saratoga Community Association and Wills & Van Metre.

The notices were ruled in order.

Mr. Wills stated that this is an ad~ition to an existin~Special Use Penmit.
They plan to use stucco with SpaniSh detail for the bath bouse they are
constructing under the original SUP. They plan to have a 24' x 10' kiddy
pool, the regular pool, and these tennis courts.

The Board discussed the location of these as there was a slight difference fro
the original plat~

Hearing no one to speak in favor, nor in opposition, the public hearing was
closed.

l~l
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In application number 8-23-74, application by Wills & Van Metre, Inc. under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition of tennis
courts (2) to existing swimming pool facility, on property located at corner
of Edinburgh Drive and EdlnburghCourt, also known as tax map ~8-2«1)) part
13. County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
therequ!rements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance
with the by-laws of the Falr~ax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEfl:£:AS', 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 April, 1974.

WHER~AS, the Board of ~oning AppealS has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the ~ubject'property is Wills & Van Metre, Inc.
2. That the present zoning is RTC-lO.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.49596 acres.
4. That comp~iance with Site Plan Ordinance ~B required.
5. That the property is presently operating unde~UP S-14l-72, granted

September 27, 1972.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APpeals has reached the following con~lusl0

of law:
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance wit

~tandards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section~

30-7.1.1 of the zoning Ordinance, an~

JNOW, THEREFOR~,BEIT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the ~ame
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferab
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in th
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 expira
tion.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind
changes in use ~ ,add1tional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by the Boar
of zoning,.,Appeals (other than minor ,engineering details) whether or not these
addi~l~al, uses or· c~~ges require a'Special Use Permit, shall require approv
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to app
to the Board of ZonirtgAppeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering'details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation bfthe' conditions of this special UsePerm1,t;

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitut~an

exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirem,nts or
this County ang state. The Permittee shall be responsible for complyih&with
these requirements. This permit "SHALL NOT be Jtal1d until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The reolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL 'BE FoamED in a conspicious place along with the SOn~~.td'~~;8ij..)
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted ~ae.

6. This approval is for the addit10n of two (2) tennis courts.
7. All other proviSions of the existing SUP shall remain in effect.

Hr. Barnes seconded the motion •. The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Baker and Mr. Ke~ley were absent.

II
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11:40 - D. B. JOHNSON, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permi
bUilding to be erected closer to front property line than allowed by
Ordinance, 2800 Juniper Street, 49-1(1»29, .476 acres, Providence
District J r-L, Y-2!1-74'.

Notices to property owners were 1n order. The contiguous property owners were
P. L. Walker, 2799 Merilee Drive, and Feee and Blasser~ 2810 Juniper Street.

Mr. Johnson stated that Seotion 30-2.2.2 of the Fairfax County zoning,Ordinano
requires that buildings on land zoned I-{" be setbaok 50 feet from, the street.
In this instanoe~ the County Staff has interpreted said requirement to applY
to the end of an undeveloped street right~of-way whioh has served no purpose
sinoe its inception over 20 years ago and which will not be extended in the
future because new construction has been approved that will block its eztensio
(Site Plan Number 378-2). He stated that he was appealing this interpretation
Which has the effect of confiscating la~nd that he purch~sed to build upon
while serving no public purpose. This area was a housing development laid au
in 1950 and this street went the other way. Someone vacated the oi:her part.
He stated that the original building and the addition now at issue are both in
harmony with current development in the area and have the approval of the
adjacent land owners. It is very unlikely that this right of way will ever be
an actual street.providing access.
He stated that the variance is necessary in order to afford him the reasonable
use of his land.

The proposed addition 1s 3<)' x 25'.

Mr. Runyon sta,ted that he. knows the site and this road and there 1s nothin.g
beyond there. The Boa~,has a Preliminary Engineering Branch comment of
~No connnentll • It, would have .been helpful for the Board to hllve bad a. comment
from them of whether-or not there 1s going to be a building at the end of
this road.

Mr. Covington stated that there is a site plan with the bUilding going right
in it. The number of the site plan is 378-2. It is now in bond which is the
last step. ,'I~i

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Montgomery whose land is adjacent saying that
he has no objection ,:_1;~Jl~~s application and that there is no ,need for an\y
screening or setback reqUirements.

There was no one pr.esent to speak in favor or in opposition to this applicatio

Mr. Steve Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering Branch spoke before the Board.

He stated tsat theirorrlee had no comment in that there is no present action
to vacate that road,that is not built there. It was their determination that
the setback requirement would have to be met because this is a dedicated publi
right-of~way.

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to get some additional information on thts
The applicant isnft being deprived the reasonable use of the land now.

Mr. Covington stated that this so-called street does not provide~principle

access to abutting prope~ty owners.

He sta-t:ed that the- BoardccilUld be a'Bsured that if" there,.t:;r. ~< ballding across
the road, there isn't going to be a road put in later.

Mr. Smith stated that there isnft a bUilding there yet. When they start
oOnstruotion on it~ it will be different.

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred until May 8 for additional inform
ation. Mr. Smith asked that the Board be provided with the status of the
acation and get clari~ication on the existing building variance requirement si e
t doesn"·~';ap-p.eal'-w JBee,&"the setback requirements.

,. Covington."stated that he sus:pec1:ed that it was an oversight aince this-is
uet a paper' street.

Barnes seconded Mr. Runyon's motion to defer.

be motion passed unanimously.

Iff,]
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GULF OIL CORP. application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of Ordinance to
permit gasoline service ~tatlonJ renewal of SUP 3-29-72, 8009 Lorton
Road, 107«1»77, 40,000 square feet, Springfield District. C-N. 3-25-7

Mr. O. G. Cramer, 95-5 Park Street. Manassas, Virginia, represented the
applicant.

The notices to property owners were in order. There was only one contiguous
property owner and that was the O'Neal Estate, c/o Emma o. Gasson and the
closest next property owner was Joseph Dunavan, c/o Shell Oil Company P. O.
Box 2237, Princeton, New Jersey.

Mr. Cramer stated that Gulf had a Special Use Permit and had all their permits
for construction, but theY failed to construct within the prescribed time limi
and their permits expired. This 1s a new application and what they hope to be
able to do is renew' their old permit. The s,ite plan has changed in that they
were going to have a three bay colonial style;i' building and now they are
planning a no-bay self service station.

Mr. Smith stated that theY would not be allowed a free standing sign then.

Mr. Cramer stated that they did not shOW a sign, however, the old application
was permitted a sign.

Mr. Smith stated that theY have a can9PY so they could put a sign on the
bUilding.

Mr. Cramer went over the plat and stated that it showed 2 pump islands with
4 dual pumps with 4 single di~pensing units on each island. These are con
trolled at the little building electronically. The cashier will be in that'
building and people would walk' up to the cashier's house and pay for the./
gasoline. The septic tank has been approved by the Health Department, The
little building will be faced with brick on the lower third and metal board
on t~e upper half.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition.

Mr. Covington stated that on the sign, .it was ruled previously by the Zoning
Administrator that this had direct acoess to a primary highway and therefore
were entitled to a free startding sign.

Mr. Smith state4that 8S far as he is concerned, theY are not. They can put
it on the b4~ldrhgand'thl~will give them the same advantage. There 1s no
proposed s1gn on the plats. The Boara has not allowed a free standing sign in
other O-N commercial areas.

Mr.C6vington stated that free standing signs are permitted in a C-N zoned
Qn any highway corridor.

Mr. Cramer stated that across from the proposed Gulf atation, there is the
entrance &n,d exit ramp to 1-95, to the west is another Shell station, and
immediatelT to the west is Route #95, to the east is the RF & P Railr~ad, to
the north is light industrial, ta. auto train. He therefore,_requested that
the same permi$s~Qn be granted on the sign as was previouslY granted.

Mr. Runyon stated that the sign should be handled by the signord1nance.

Mr. Smith $tated that the Board has been setting the r~q~rement8 for the
sign for service stations"">!.!'!'

Mr. Runyon read a resolution to grant.

I
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Mr. Smith asked that there be a condition to this granting that there will be
no free standing sign.

not
He stated that he woul.!Vsupport the application without '\Ulia'ldQdditiOll.

Mr. Runyon stated that he was looking at the previous minutes and that resolut n I
granting the use said that comp11ance with the sign ordinance would be require
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Mr. Barnes stated that that should take care of' it.

The vote on the resolution was 2 to 1 in favor of the application.

Mr. Smlthatated that he would not support the application unless it had as a
condition that no free standing sign would be permitted.

The resolution died as there needed to be a majority Board vote.

Mr. Runyon moved that they reconsider this application, 8-25-711.,

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Runyon theR moved that they grant the same resolution as he had previously
read with the condition that no free standing aign be permitted. The motion
then would read aa follows:

In application number 8-25-74, application by Gulf 011 Corp. under Section
30-7.2.10.2.1 of 'the Zoning Ordinance to permit gasoline service station
renewal 'o'f SUP S-29-72, on property located at 8009 Lorton Road, Springfield
District. also known as tax map 107«1))77 county of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned appli~ation 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. fo'llowingpropernotlce 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 April, 1974.

I WHEREAS,
l.
2.
'3.
4.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
That the owner of the sUbject property is Gulf Oil Corp.
That the present zoning is C-N.
That the area of the lot is 40,000 square feet.
That compliance'- with S-ite Plan Ordinance is required.

I

I

AND;. WHEREAS. the Board of I~ning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of laW:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.2.2 in the Zoning Ordinance. and

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject applica~ion be and the same
i,s hereby grant-ed, ':with the following limitations: I'

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not- transferabl
without further action of this Board, and'is for the location indicated in the
application and is not transferable to oth,e I' 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 ,'approva:lis granted, for the buildings and uses, indica.ted on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind.
changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by the
Board of Zoning Appeals ,,(other than minor engineering details) whethe:r or not
these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval af the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Perm1tte
to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals -for 'such, -approval. Amy changes (othe
than minor engineering detailS) without Boaad of Zoning Appeals approval,
shall constitute a violation of the conditions of tnis Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption>from the various legal and established pro0edural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these r~quirements. This permit ,SHALL NOT b~ valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED 1n a consplclous place along with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and-be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. There shall be no siorage, rental. sales or leasing of automobiles,
trucks, recreational equipment or trailers on the premises.

7. No free standing sign 1s permitted.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to 0 with Mr. Kelley and
Mr. Baker absent.

II

1:50 - JAMES & PHYLLIS EDWARDS, JR. application under Section 30-6.6 of
Ordinance to permit construction of residence on lot less than 2
acreS in RE-2 zone and lot with less than required width at
bUilding setback line, 11620 stuart Mill Road, Oakton, 36-2((1»)6,
62,998 square f~et. Centreville District, RE-2, V-26-74.

/1"

I

I

Mrs. Phyllis Edwards appeared before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Thomas
E. Frame. 11700 Stuart Mill Road, and Cox, 11701 Blue Smoke Trail, Reaton~

Mrs. Edwards stated that this parcel of land was or~giftally part of a ten-acre
tract owned by her parents. Before they divided the property, they consulted
the County about the requirements and were told that this wa's RE-l that the
requirement was a minimum of 1 acre and a minimum of 150 feet frontage. They
cut the property and deeded it to her and it was recorded in December, 1964.
Now, they are considerlngbuilding their house on this lot. They find that it I
is not zoned RE~l, but RE-2 and therefore does not meet the minimum acreage
requirement of two acres or the proper rrontage. They. therefore. are request ng
this variance. so they will be able to build their house. The aoreage origin ly
was approKimately 10 acres and it was divided and they were given 62,998
square feet. Later the remaining acreage was subdivided and sold. All of the
lots have been built on exeept one. The Dalton property is just about two
acres and the other five acres of the ten acres is built on and owned by one
person. This was the on~y one withlesB frontage then allowed by the Ordina e.

Mr. William A. Sincox, 11600 Stuart Mill Road. spoke in opposition to this
application. He stated that he was not notified.

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant haa satisfied the notification requirement

Mr. Sincox's main oppo~lt~enwas that this whole area is on wells and he was
afHaid that building on this lot would affect the existing wells in the area.
He also objected to bU~lding on lot with less than 2 acres.

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant should have the reasonable use of the Ian
She has owned this land for ten years, and her family owned this land for man
years before that.

There was no other person to speak in favor or in opposition.

Mr. Runyon stated that he hap gone over all the material in the f1le and the
doesn't seem to be much other relief that they Board could give except to gr
this variance.

Mr. Smith agreed.

I

I
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In, application number V-26-74. application by James and Phyllis Edwards, Jr.
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of reside oe
on lot less than 2 acres 1n RE-2 zone and lot with less than required width,
on property located at 11620 Stuart Mill Road, Oakton. Centreville District,
also known as tax map 36_2«1»6, County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n 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 April, 1974.

WHEREAS,
l.

Edwards.
2.
3.

the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings ,of fact:
That the owner of the subject property is James E. Jr. & Phyllis M.

That the present zoning is RE-2.
That the area of the lot is 62,998 square feet. •

I

I

I

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

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

~OW¥ THEREFORE~BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the. following limitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one.,j,year. from this date unless constructio
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to datepf ex
piration.

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and
Mr. Belley were absent.

II

DEFERRED CASES:

CENTRAL FAIRFAX SERVICES POR RETARDED PERSONS, INO., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to permit school of general education, 9019 Little
River Turnpike, 58-4((1»)1, Annandale District, RE-l, Providence United
Presbyterian Church,S-18-74, Deferred from April 17, 1974, for Agreement with
Church.

The applicant had submitted an Agreement between them and the Church for this
use.

In application number s-18-74, application by Central Fairfax Services for
Retarded Persons, Inc., ~nder Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to
permit a school of general education for ,25 retarded adults, on property
located at 9019 Little River Tunnpike, also known as tax map 58-4(1))1,
County of Fairfax, Mr, Runyon 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 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 17th
day of April, 1914, and continued to April 24. 1974.

WHEREAS,
l.
2.
3.
4.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fOllowing findings of fact.:
That the owner of the subject 'property is Trs. of Presbyterian Church
That the present zoning is HE-I.
That the area of the lot is 5.2019 acree.
That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.

I

I

•

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same
is'hereby grantedw1th the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant $Dly"u<t,:-1'8no"ttransferabl
without further action of this Board. a~d is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with thisapplicatidn. Any additional structures of any kind.
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whetner or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
apply to the Board otZoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shal
constitute a violation of the condit£ons of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and'established procedural requirements of
this count~~ State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requ. ' nts. This permit,-SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit 1s obtained.

5. The resolutibn pertaining to the granting.of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a consplcious place along with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax duripg the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The number of students is 25.
1. The ages are 16 years and older.
8. The school will' operate Monday through Friday. 8 A.M. to 5 P.M.
9. The permit shall run for 2 years with the lease with the Zoning

Administrator being empowered to extend the use for a period not to exceed
5 years upon presentation of a valid lease extension.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

II

CAPITAL CARS AND CAMPEkS, 8-259-73. deferred f~om 3-27-14 for new plats.

The applicant requested that this case be deferred until May 15. 1974.
Mr. R~yon moved that the case be deferred until May 15, 1971J, providing
the additional i~rormation is available by Friday prior to Wednesday's meeting
on the 15th.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Kelley and Mr.
Baker were absent.

II

I

I

I
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I'll

I
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Mr. Smith stated that the Board has received a communication from the McLean
Planning Commission indicating support of th~ application. They are concerned
thatthia case not, create a precedent for strip zoning along Dolley Madison
Boulevard. therefore, they want to emphasize that their support 1s baaed on
the following con81deratlonB~

"We recognize that Evans Farm Inn 1s a great asset to the community 1n many
way~ including the high calibre, low density development, and the well land
scaped open space made accessible to the public. We further recognize that thl
open space can only be preservedandmalntalned if economically feasible. The
use permit requested for the garden shop along Dolley Madison is for a commerc 1
activity permitted in residential zones. It is particularly appropriate here
where a farm has been operated for many years and some of the produce to be
sold will be raised on the premises.

Mr. Evans has indicated that he would consider ways to make the parking as
inconspicuous as possible through plantings or moving the parking away from
Dolley Madison Boulevard. The Committee endorses this goal."

In application number S-10-74, application by Evans Farm;Inn, Inc. under
Section 30-1.2.9.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit restaurant addition
and farm produc~a ;~ale,~~~~. on property located at 1696 Chain Bridge Road,
also known as -tax map '30-1((1))31.38.39, & 41, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the folloWing resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the Public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of th~ property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public, hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the lOth
day of ,April. 1914 and, deferred to April 24, 1914.

WHEREAS,
1.
2.
3.
4.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following,~indings

That the 9wner of the subject property is the applicant.
That the present· zoning 1ff R-12. 5.
That the area: ot, the. lot is 21.1613 acres.
That the property is presentlY operating under a SUP.

of :fact:

I

I

AND. WHEREAS. the 20ard of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indic.t~ng compliance with
Standards for Speo1&lUsePermit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-1.1.1 of theZon~ng Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE,BE>'Ill,RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted with t-. follOWing limitations:

1. This approval is ,granted to the applicant ,only and is not trana,ferabl
without further action at this Board, and is for the location indicaued on the
application and- is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit ,shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or .operat1on~:-"hasstal'.tedor unless renewed- by action of this Board prior to
da te of expiration.

3. This approval'is gran,ted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans SUbmitted with this application. Any additional structures' of any kllft:d.
changes in use, additlo~al uses, or changes in the pla~s approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals ''-( othe'l," than· minor engineering details) whether or not tlhese
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit,shal~'req~~re approva
of the Board of Zoning ,APpeals. It shall ~e the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approv.al. Any changes (other than
minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation otthe conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The grantingort~is Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the variOUS legal and established procedural requirements of
this county and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of th~ Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED 1n a conaplcious place along with the Non-Residential Use Perm
on-the property of the UBe and be made-available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6~ Sales from the stand will be only those products from Fairfax County.
'7. No further expansion ~f the restaurant facilities will be permitted.
8. Supplemental screening along Dolley Madison Boulevard parking area

shall be prOVided.
9. Architectural detal10f the addition shall conform to that of the

existing building.

Mr. Barnesaeconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr.
Kelley were absent.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, S-262-73

Granted March 13, 197i.

The Board discussed points of clarification on the motion granting this
application.

1. "Number 5. this was an application to make certain
amendments toSUPS~174-72 granted 12-13-72 as shown
on the plat filed herein."

This was marked out on the motion form, and in tee verbatim, Mr. Smith
asked Mr. Kelley to leave it out. Mr. Louk thought it should be in.

Tt was the Board's deoision to 'leave this out. Mr. Smith stated that this
was a separate action and the only amendment to the original Special Use
Permit on this property is the ohange in name from John W. Koons Jr. to
KoOhB Pla~aDevelopment;Company.

2. No.2 of the limitat1bns __ Mr. Louk feels that the worda noonstruct
or operation has started or"shoiild be added to read:

"This permit shall exPire unless construction or operation
has started orunles.reneW~dbYactionof thls aoArd Upofl
whichever of the folJ.ow:lM-~ev""tts;8ib:aJ.l"lu-tOl!JCur •.• "

The BO&:\:,d1-nd1cated ',that-this ;'.•hU1il';J)e '<:it&n,e4'to rea\4i' a.'Dove .~~
3~ Numbers8 i 9,a-rtd 10 lR. .:th'-P1i:lcm form, care :writt:en' atter- the

regular motion on,th1s case. However,' i'n',l1a.tening to the· verbatim, it
80urida-a&,if' this',might have been a aeparate'motion apart from the inotlon
grantlngS-262-73.

The Board's decision was that 8. 9. and 10 are a separate motion apart From
S-262-73artd should be so indicated.

4'. Item nurn,ber 9 -- Mr. Louk stated that, the parking should be added
as the Board allowed the-change in :pa,rklng tabulation- at'& -previous hearing.
A change in the parking was made from the time or the $rantlng of the
Chevrolet dealership'. becaUse th~y made the building smaller.

It was the Board I s decision that the woP. "parking,II should be left out as it
was not in the mo~ion that Mr. Kelley re.d and 'there was norefer$nce to this
1n the verbatim transcript.

II

).00
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GULF OIL COMPANY

Mr. Smith read a letter from Gulf 011 dated April 23. 1974, stating that
the Board granted a Special Use Permit on property located at 5520 Franconia
Road. Now, they would like the Board to consider granting a variance and
they are requesting an out-or-turn hearing.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not see any justification for granting an out-ar
turn hearing on this.

Mr. Cramer from Gulf 011 came before the Board and stated that originally
when this permit was granted they had a contract on the back portion of land.
Now,theY have lost that contract on the property to the rear. Theyw111 be
unable to have a car wash and now only wish to have a gasoline 8elr~servlce
station.

Mr; Smith stated that they need a new application. The plans that have been
submitted today are nothing similar to the plan that was granted. ThereCore,
they will have to file ror a new application for Special Use Permit~

Mr. Cramer stated that the building is in need of replacement. They can't
do that because oC the travel lane requirements. They are taking off46 feet.
The property to the rear is zoned C-N. There is no objection to the variance
Cram the owner oC the rear property.

Mr. Runyon moved that upon presentation oC the new application, the case be
advertised for June 5, 1974 hearing with the concurrent varian~e case heard
at the same time.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr.
Kelley were absent.

II

WESTGATE CHILD CARE CENTER, S-244'73, Granted March 13, 1974

Mr. Smith read a letter from the contiguous property ownerS to this use
requesting the Board to ~onsider an appropriate renewal date on the Special
Use Permit. It was sugg~stedthat the expiration date of the ourrentlease
as a suitable date~ The~.tated that there is great concern withintbe
neighbo~hood about ,the operation or the day,oare center. Thlswas signed by
Capt. & Mrs. Q.B. Morr1son"1710 Margie Drive, Mclean, Mra~Jones; 1712 Margie
Drive,. and Mr. &"MrI3. Pat1-1,t'!. Pitzpatrick, 1718 Margie ,Drlve,McLean.; Virginia

The Board discussed th1scase. Mr. Smith asked Mr. Runyon sinoe he was the
maker of ~he motion grantingthls, use iC he would consider a~endin.:the motion
to make the use run,concUrrltnt with the lease and that the Board re-evaluate
th.s use aCter aper10d of three years in deferenoe to the adjoin1ngproperty
owners. He stated that.later on there may be no objection.

It was the Boardls dec~B1on to amend the Special Use Permit to add Condition
Number 11 to state: "Th1sSpecial Use· Permit shall run concurrant with the
existing lease or any lease renewal and the Board will consider a Re-evaluatio
l!earing at the end. of three (3) years for the use. II

II

The hearing a4journed at 4:00 P.M.

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk
Dana Brandt, Typist

APPROVED'~_nJUi1n::i.1ri'5,,-,~1:;9!.!7-,4,- _
- (DATE)

cUl

;J.. 0 I
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ift1.e:_:R~gu1ar Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was'Ne1d on Wednesday, May 8~ 1974~ In the Board
Room of the Massey Building, Present: Daniel
Smith~ Chair~n;_Loy Kelley~ Vice-Chairman. George
Barn~s and Charles R~nYQn.Mr. Joseph Baker was

" abaent.'Mr. Ba~es- opened -the meetin<] with a prayer.
Mr. Covington and Mr. Mitchell were pr~s~tfram the Staff.
10:00 - CLAUDE A. WHEELER, T/A PROCTORHA~SELL PRIVATE SCHOO~, ~pplication

under Section 30~1.2.6~l~~.2 of Ordinance to permit change of owner
ship of existing private schoo11: 6;30 A.M. to 6:30 P.M. for 75
children. 7 employees~ 7150 Telegraph Road, 91-4((1))13~ Lee District,
2.81 acres, RE-1~ S-27-74.

I

I

I

Mr. Dexter Odin, 40414 University Drive, attorney for the applicant. represent d
the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order.

Mr. Odin stated that a Special Use Permit was issued to Glenn::;,and Mary Overlk
for the purpose of runnIng a day care school. There was a provision 1n the
permit that said it was issued to the applicants only~ Mr. Wheeler leased
the land from Mr. Overlk in 1971 and he and his wife have been'operating
this achool without comp~a1nt from anyone. Prior to the time he took poa
s~sslQn of the schoQ~J h~ was a minister 1n a church and had been operating
a'day care facility inconJunctlon with the church. ,Some time this-year,
Mr. Wheeler received word from the County that he was not operating 1n
compliance with all Fairfax County Zonlng14ws, primarily because the use
permitted h&d a provision ,that Baid Itdldnotrunw1t~ the land, but was
personal to Mr., and Mrs. OVerlk. Irl'HapOnlll!J,to the' Zoning Administrator's
request~ he stated that be wrote a letter to Mr. Lee Ruck, the County
Attorney, but no ap.SWer lqia,beeng1",en, to, the,legal points~ but he did
recieve a letter from thfJ'Zoninf AdminlBtrator l5,tating that he felt it would
be necessary to proceed,,~~'h tb sapPl:1cati<>n. The Zoning Administrator
and a Zoning Inspeotor .•p,proaefied Jih". Wtwe,ler and: 1ndleated to him that if
something wa's not done. ~J)", County would havet:o tak e action against him.
He ~ therefore, filed 'b.,,,,lloat~:on, fbI' aSpoecialUee PeJS1t. He stated
that he knew that it h•• ''tiflin 'lnte:rpreted inttt. paatand 1n Courtdecislons
as we11~ that Use Pe:rmlt,a~tm1'l1th t,he~al"ld,1 th!tJ are not .personlll1icenses.
Use Permits should' run ,w~~h~the'la~. Far aoh~oh or another·oommercial
bu11d1ng J should the, Bo.~i;l,I14.kelt peraol)al, .to ~he applicant, only and a, laree
con15truction loan wast'#t~'r'Qut,tl)l'"t~,':l1QPl'Qv~.ntBof the facl1i~Yi if they
are i!1 default and a trujlt:•• h..~totG:f'.Ol().e.,.•twouldthen te~ate the
Use Permit and. _the bUildln~,wOu,ld.'Pl!'>:$.n, vi,oU:"?n ,of-the Zoning Ordinance
and could not be used. 'l~"wotil<1:~"l~o;JUJte:"~~~if.iO.'lbleto get a lnnto con
struct a building. This ~\le.tioti>o·"·••toi'e~~ County when the- Industrial
Development Authorii;y was_~t~l);II't~:_'~(lIlQI't-d.1of ·the authority with a
lease provision from HazeltO:nL8b0r1lt;()d'.II'i.,.~':~•. t'ore it was possible, the
County was called upon to Inteltpret 'bhC!l' U/Se'~t to determine whether it
w~a personal or if It 'ran with th41an-cL It was ,the County's'pesltionthat
these Use Permits are not licenses :tolnd1Vl<1ualS~but are for the use of
land., This lease agr~eme:nt wi~hKazelton Laboratories never came about
anyway, but that question was raised.

There is a serious problem here because Glenn and Mary Overik have a Use
Permit and he 15tated-that he is not sure that it would be po,salbleto issue
a new use permit. He-suggested a better way would be to consider the original
permit and deteriIdlnEkwhether or not the irtdivil;lual can continue to operate
under the existing permit, as opposed to issuing a new permit.

This is a small faciltty of 45 youngsters at any one time and they have compli d I
with all the State re~uirements as far as the operatiDn of a day care facility
is concerned. There are 7 teachers.

Mr. Smith inquired as to whether or not this is a copporation.

Mr. Odin answereQ. that it is not a corporation. Mr. and Mrl!~ Overik own the
land. Mr. Wheeler leased the school and bought the assets otProcter Hatsell
School and the right to use the name.

Mr. Smith stated that th~ memo from the Health Department stated that the
building is only adequate for 45 children at anyone time. I
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The Board has no authority to grant a Use Permit for more children than is
authorized by the State and the County Health Department.

Mr. Odin stated that Mr. Overlk is not a.. party to this application before the
Board today. He haa a Use Permit.

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Overik relinquished his right to the Use Permit when
he leased it to Mr. Wheeler.

Mr. Odin asked him if the fact that he has leased the property. that this mean
the original permit 1s revoked.

Mr. Smith stated that that was right. The Use Permit applied to the applicant
only. The condition was to the number of students, the hours of operation,
and granted to the applicants only. The applicant is no longer operating
the school.

Mr. Odin stated that the Board would then be depriving Mr. Overik of a very
valuable asset without Mr. Overik having been a party to the application.

I

I

I

Mr. Odin asked Mr. Smith if he was saying that the Use Permit is not transfera Ie
but anytime Mr. Overik wants to come back and operate under that original Use
Permit~ he can.

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Overik relinqu1shed his right to the Use Permit when
he leased the property to a new operator.

They continued to discuss this point. Mr. Smith stated that this is the Board s
position.

Mr. Kelley agreed with Mr. Smith's position. He stated that he could not see
how the Board could grant to one person and have another person operate it.

Mr. Kelley inquired if the applicant had seen the staff comments on the parkin
that is shown on the plat within the required setback area and regarding the
widening of Telegraph Road.

Mr. Odin stated that he was familiar with it~ but as a leasee~ Mr. Wheeler has
no right to dedicate. They were not aware of the parking setback regulat10ns.

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Odin if it was hisdeaire to just notify the Board of
this change in aperator.

Mr. Odin stated that they were advised that they were going to be prosecuted
if they did not apply for this Special Use Permit.

Mr. Overik spoke in OPposition to this apPlication. He stated that he is the
owner of the property and the holder of the existing Special Use Permit. He
stated that there ,has been a aomedy of errors ~re~

Mr. Smith stated that there is no question of the owaership of the property.
The only question was who owns the school and who operates the school and
this has been cleared up.

Mr. Overik stated that there has apparently been some misunderstanding as this
property has been under lease ever since they obtained the original use permit
There was~tili~inthe resolution that prOhibited this. Mr. Wheeler is the
second tenant tnere. Proctor Hatsell School ope~aGed for many years under
the direction of Mrs. Hatsell and she decided that she would be better off if
she had a corporate status. Subsequently. she operated at two locations, th1s
property and t~f.~,Groveton property. Later she retired _Ad :~eGroveton
school· was 'CllQ~." .', i :.

He stated 1n ans.~:to Mr. Smith's question~ that at the time of the sal~of

the assets of Ppoctor Hat.ell School~ Inc.~he was the principal stockholder.
He stated that he atil1 controls the operation of the school thro~gh the lease
agreement. If there i8:8 problem, the Zoning Administrator can go against the
owner of the lant~ as well as the user of the land. He stated that he.has no
objection to the approval of Mr. Wheeler as the operator of the school under
the existing Special Use Permit.
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Mr. Runyon inquired about the parking Problem.

Mr. Overik stated that if it 1s a County regulation that there can be no park! g
within 25 feet of the property line; ~I is agreeable.

He stated that he is agreeable to a secondary Use Permit, if it acknowledges
the original Use Permit. This original Use Permit permitted him a greater
number of children as they had a plan for expansion to accommodate the
additional children at some future date.

Mr. Runyon stated that he had heard no testimony that spoke to the point of
the application. He"asked if Mr. Wheeler had SUbmitted for the file a letter
regard~ng the qualification of himself and his teachers or any other person
involved in the schooL

Mr. Odin stated that theY had not.

Mr. Runyon asked that Mr. Wheeler speak to that point.

_Mr. c~arles Wheeler~ stated that he is the owner and operator of Proctor
Hatsell School and he has been actively involved in community relations since
1964. He was the founder~ pastor and Director of the Open Bible Church and
College for a period from December, 1964 through August 1971. He founded and
directed Kiddie Cpllege from 1966 until 1971. They started with 26 students
and the enrollment grew to 105 by 1911. The staff of Proctor Hatsell School
is composed of qualified and certified teachers and does meet, the current
requirements o( the State Department of Welfare.

After further discussion regarding the hours of operation, etc;, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board defer this case until the meeting of May 15, 1975, for
final· decision.

Mr. Barnes seconded the ~tion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was
absent.

Mr. Smith stated that it would not be necessary for anyone to be present.

-I

I
II
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-JOHN o. HEMPERLY! application under3ection 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ordinanc
to permit increased enrollment from 50 to 94 children in the existing
school of general education, 8608 Pohiok Road, 98-1«1»22, 2.00082
acres, Springfield District, RE-l, s-28-74.

Mr. Hemperly repres~nted himself before the Boa~d.

Notices to property owners were'in order. TheJ'contiguous owners were Mr. Gree ,
1305 Key Drive, Alexandria, Virginia, and Rev. Fisher, 8615 Pohick Road.

Mr. HemperlY stated that on April 25, 1973, he was granted a Special Use Permi
for a school of general education for 50 children-,on property located on the
north side of Pohick Road approximatelY 2,500 .,feet east of Hooes Road in the
Springfield District. This application today seeks to amend that use permit
to allow an increa:ae 'in pupils to 94, 30, of which would attend all day and
64 for half day. The'Health Department reports that the facilities are adequa e
to accommodate the nbmber of children proposed, provided one additional commod
and hand basin are installed.

He stated that he wanted'the hours of the use permit to remain ,from 8:00 A.M.
to 4:00 P.M. 5 days per week with a regular sohool year, they will have 4
teachers and 4 bUB drivers with the maximum of 94 students. Tqey now have one
bus which is a Dodge van', which will carry 25 children. This bus meets the
requirements of the County and State and is equipped as a school bus with
seat belts and all the safety features. They only transport 15 ohildren now
and the'other children are transported by carpools. They plan to. hav~ 4 buse
which will all meet the State and County requiremen'8~

I

I
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In answer to Mr. Kelley's question as to whether or not he had read the Staff
Report; he stated that he had submitted a letter and had agreed to the dedica
tion ror the widentng of the road.

Mr. Steve Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering spoke to this question. He
stated that Mr. Hemperly had submitted a letter to his office stating his
intent to dedicate. Thlswas a condition of the previous Special Use Permit
and Site Plan, however, they would like to have certified plats prepared along
with an appropriate instrument of dedication.

There was no one present to speak 1n favor or in opposition and the public
hearing was closed.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred for ,a maximum of 30 da~8.togive

the applicant an opportunity to comply with the conditions previously set on
this Special Use Permit by SUbmitting a plat showing the dedication and
providing the instrument of dedication to the Site Plan Office.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Ba~er was
absent.

II

10:40 - HALLOWING POINT ASSOC.~ INC. application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1
of Ordinance to permit community park and recreation area, aDO familie
daylight hours, 5959 & 6001 River Drive, 122«(4))39 and «(3)')1,
151,54' ~are·reet, Springfield Di~trict, RE-2, S-29-74.

Mr. Paul Halazo~ 6012 Cha~lin Road, President of the Hallowing Point Associati n,
Inc., represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Mr. and
Mrs. Ra~ph Bricker, 2905 Rae Del Avenue and Mr. and Mrs. Wallace Watson, 5207
Queensbury Avenue, Springfield, Virginia.

He stated that their purpose of this application is to request permission to
build a recreation area on thi$ property which is owned by the applicant and
currently used for boat launching and fishing. This is a small community of
94. They have a ~x1mum development of 200 lots, but many of these lots may
be unbuildable. They are located in Mason's Neck. This plan haa been a
project for many years and approved by the majority of the members on three
different occasions. The"entire prOject will be financed by community funds
including $190 raised by the Juniors. This recreation area will provide one
tennis and one basketball oourt and the nets are removable in order to use
the area for ice skating in the winter. Most of the land is presently unased
partly becauaeof an unsightly drainage ditch. Their plan is to construct a
new drainage culvert which will eliminate the problem and improve the drainage
for the recreation area and also some of the residents. This area will be
filled and graded and landscaped. None of the residents of this community
live any more than 1/2 miles away, however, there is a parking araa av.ailable
which has been used in the past for those launching boats. Years and years
has compaoted the solI in the parking area. This area is adjacent to the
river and no more ,than 200 feet from the nearest residents. ~ey dQ wish,to
encourage walking. There are no tennis courts within 2 miles and no basketbal
courts within 6 miles. (

The Board members agreed this is an excellent use of the land.

In application number S-29-74, application by Hallowing Point Association, Inc
under Section 30-7.2.6;1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit community park
and recreation area, 200 families, daylight hours, on property located at
5959 and 6001 River Drive, Springfield District, also known as tax map 122«(4)
39 and ((3))l,'County of Fairfax, Mr. Rpnyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution: . .

WHEREAS, the ca~tioned ap~lication has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all 'applicable State and county Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

oS
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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 d
of May, 1974.

WHEREAS.
1.
2.
3.
4.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
That the owner ot the $ubject property is Hallowing Point Association
That the present zoning is RE-2.
That the area of the lot is 151~549 square feet.
That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. I

AND. WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the folloWing conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compl1snee with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in RDistricts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering ,details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of 'this Special Use Permit does not corist~tute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirem~nts of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permtt SHALL ,NOT be v~lid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

',: 5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicious place along with the Certifioate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departmenasof the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of th'e permitted use.

6. The site is for the use of the residents of Hallowing Point.

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

II

11:20 - ST. PAULtS EPISCOPAL CHURCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11
of Ordinance to permit increased parking ,for existing church, 3451
Payne Street, 61-2((17)fB)12~20, Courtland Park SubdiVision,
103,055 s,uare feet. Mason District, R-12.5. S-30-74.

Mr. Bruce Menne, 3463 Mildred Drive. represented the applicant before the Boar

Notices to property owners were in order; The contiguous pwnera were Stanley
Zombro. 3438 Payne Street, Falls Church, Virginia and Oliver Construction
Corporation, 4812 Columbia Pike.

I

I
Mr. Menne stated that the existing parking 1s inadequate for the parishioners
of their church. The additional lot along with the existing lot will accommod e I
all"of the parishioners of the church. Presently the seating capacity 1s 250,
but the average attendance 1s around 150 persons each Sunday. This plan does
meet all of the setback ,requirements.

Rev. George Fleming, 5850 Glen Forest Drive, Falls Church, Virginia, spoke be
fore the Board in support of this application. He stated that parking has
been a growing problem and it 1s especially bad when they have large groups
at the church. This addlttonal parking lot will help the church and also the
people in the community."

There was no opposition to this application.
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In application number 8-30-74, application by St. Paul's Episcopal Church
under Section 30-_7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit increased parki
for existing church, on property located at 3451 Payne Street, Mason District,
also known as tax map 61-2«17))(B)12-20, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th
day of May, 1974.

~UI

WHEREAS,
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
That the owner of the subject property 1s St. Paul's Episcopal Church
That the present zoning is R-12.5.
That the area of the lot is 103,055 square feet.
That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
That compliance with all applicable County Codes is required.

I

I

I

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE~ BE I~ RESOLVED, that the subject applicat~on be and the same
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations:

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless const:Nlc~lon

ot!' operation K,asfstarted or unless renewed by action of this Board prlticr to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved b,<Uhe Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes requIre a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Boand of ZOftt~g. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the
Board of Zoning A~peals fOr such approval. Any changes (other than minor
engineering detal~s) without Bo.~d of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitut
a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The grantingof~this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption fl'rom the various',ler;al and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

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

6. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 18.
1. Landscaping): screening and/or 'planting to the lIatisfac-t1ba of the

Director of County'"-Deve16pment. .

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was abse t.

II
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11: 40 - SCHOOL FOR CONTEMPORARY EDUCATION, INC. ,; application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance for renewal of Special Use Permit for
pre-sohool Rrogram, 2 to 5 years of age, 9 A.M. to 4':P.oiM., 8120
Leesburg Pike, 39-2«1))lA, Providence Baptist Church, Dranesville
District, RE-l, 8-31-74.

Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant requesting that this case be
withdrawn as 'they had lost their lease with the Church.

Mr. Barnes moved that this be withdrawn with prejudice.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was abBe

II

12:00 - MULFORD PRIVATE SCtlOOL; application under Section 30-7.2.6-.1.3.2 of
Ordinance to permit summer daycarnp and the extension of present
school program to 55 children,"9 A.M. tCi 4 P.M.; 6101 Old Centre
ville Road, 65 ({l))125A, Centreville District, RE-I, S-32-7~.

Mrs. Beverly Mulford, 6101 Old Centreville Road, testified before the Board.

N'G~tces to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners we're Dorothy
Roberson, 6200 Old Centreville Road and C. M. Stull, 14000 Stull Road.

Mrs. Mulford stated that she has been operating a private school pursuant to a
Special Use Permit granted August 3, 1971, on property located en the easterl¥
side of Old Centreville Road approximately 800 feet northeast of its in~er
section with Stull Road in Centreville Dlstrict~

Mrs. Mulford stated that she has 27 students now and would like to increase
the number -to 55. She would like to ,install a swimming pOOl and be allowed
to have a summer'day camp with a total of 65 children. This has been,approved
by the Health Department and there is a letter to that effect in the file.

I

I
She stated that the hours of operation are from 9 A.M. to 4 P.M.
sohool and summer day camp. This will be a 12-monthoparation.
the children in the Bchool are from 3 to 5 and in the 8-ummer day
4'-'miro'ugh 12.

for the
The ages of
camp from

Mr. Barnes inquired about the stables and asked how many horses or ponies she
has.

Mrs. M~lford stated that she has 2 horses, 3 large ponies and 3 amall pomhes.

Mr. Smith inquired i~ she has buses to transport the children.

She stated that the children are transported by carpool.

Th~rewas no one present to speak in favor ~r opposition.

In aPPlication number S-32-74, application by Mulford Private School under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit summer day camp
and the extension of present school program to 55 children on property located
at 6101 Old Centreville Road, Centreville District, also known as tax map I
65{{l))125A, County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appe Is
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 Pa1rfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, tollowing proper notice to the public by adver~isement in a local
newspaper, posting oftha property, letters to contiguous aad nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zon1ag Appeals held on the 8th
day of May, 1974. I
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WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fae
1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Preston and Beverly M.

Mulford.
2. That the present zoning 1s RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot 1s 6.103 acres.
4. That compliance'with Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes 1s require
6. The applicant haa been operating a private Bchool pursuant to SUP

8-152-71, granted August 3, 1971, for this site.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclus10n
of law:

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

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has etarted: or unless penewed by action of this Boardjprior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans s~itted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in' use, addlt10naluses, or changes in phe~Plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require approva
of,·the Board of Zoning- Appeals. It shall be the duty of, the Permittee to
apply to the Board of Zonig! Appeals'f9rsuch approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering details) Without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shal
c.onstitute a vio'lation: of',-,-, the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these reqUirements. Thispermdt SHALL NOT tie valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a oonepicious place along with the Certificate ofOccupanoy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax dUri~gthe hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of people shall be 60, ages 3 through 12 years.
7. The hours of operation shall be 9 A.M. to 4 P.M.

Mr.' Barnes seconded the.mot~on. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was abse t.

II

12:20 - GREENBRIAR CIVIC ASSOCIATION. INC. application under Section 30-7.2.6 •. 1
of Ordinance to~perm1t community recreation center 1 story frame
building. east side of Stringfellow Road, Route #645, Just north of
Melville Lane-, 4S"'3( (1))11, Centreville District. 1.5181 acres, R-12.5
3-39""'74', OTH.

Mr. William- C. Ru-s-sell,.' 1.1334 Majestic Lane, represented the applicant before
the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Robert
Kukler, 1330'3 Melv1lle,Lane and H.Cai-n, 13159 Madonna Lane.

Mr. Russell stated that· they appr-eciated the, out of ,turn hearing, and the
reason fOI"therush.;l-eto meet the reqUirements of the deed. Th'ey would like
to construct a commwnlty'oenter. There, 1s'a lack of community facilities in
their ,area. The uses of the building .ill be primarily for a meeting~~ouse

for the1p Board of Director~ and the Board of Directors ror other community
and service type organizations in the area, the ROCA, tbe Oarden Club, the
Boy Scouts. and in addition, the building will serve as~a center for sooial
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activities. The area surrounding the building will be used for family
recreation, picnicsj etc. This 1s located adjacent to Greenbriar Park which
1s operated by Fairfax County Park Authority and this has been approved by
them. They would also like to stress the use of this center tel' teenagers
and young people 1n the community' and they' hope' to have the Park Authority
condu?t programs during the summer.

The building will be constructed of brick veneer and plyboard. It will have I
2,000 square feet of apace~ It will contain a fully equipped kitchen, and
will be fully heated and air condi t,1aned. The bUilding will accommodate
100 persons at one time. The financing 1s strictly a comm~ity project and
in addition they have received contributions from several business organizatio s,
as well as other groups.

Mr. Kelley stated that he only noticed 12 parking spaces.

Mr. Russell stated that they want to retain the natural environment here.
They are hopeful that the users will walk or ride bikes and bike paths will
be constructed. The Park Authority has indicated that they can use the
parking area within the park. There is a letter in the file regarding: that.

Mr. Smith stated that if the parking becomes inadequate, they will have to
provide adequate parking. They would not be allowed to park on Stull Road,
or any other street.

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Russell stated that this building is
surrounded with shrubs and trees similar to that in the sketch.

Sara Blough, 13313' Melville Lane spoke regarding this application. She stated
that they are immediately adjoining this property and would be most affected
by it. They are Ooncerned about the loss of privacy and peace that this pro
ject can mean to them. They would l.1,ke to· keep' the shrubs and screen1ng~ She
asked why the center was being built on the front of this property rather than
the rear as had been· previously planned.

Mr. Russell, cou-ld not answe,r that.
I

Mrs. Blough stated that they were concerned about the increase in the traffic
around their home, and the parking on the street.

Mr. Smith reiterated that they would- not be allowed to park on the street·.

Mr. Runyon suggested that the Board establish some operating hours.

Mr. Smith stated that the usual hours for this type racility 1s from 9 A.M.
to 9 P.M. with certain exceptions. Small meetings of the various organization
would be conducted during the evening hours. The applicants would also have
the right to cmme in to the Zoning Administrator and request permission to use
the building for longer hours on' special occasions.

Mr. Russell stated that they do not intend to use this building as a meeting
place for their general meeting for the entire membership.

Mr. Russell sta~ed that the operations committee which Mrs. Blough referred
to will continue to function even after the building has been constructed.
They will make the decisions on the operat1pn of the policies of the center.
The Directors have voted. to permit one of the contiguous· property owners to .
be a representative on-this committee.

Mr. Smith asked if they would have any Objection to having a contiguous' proper y
owner selected by the Directors as a permanent member of this group.

Mr. Russell statedtbat he would have no objection. "The resolution made by
their Board of Dire'ctors said that when the bUilding is complete:d, a member
from the contiguous properties would be appointed to the committee.

Mrs. Blough stated that they are also concerned about light from this building
shining into their windows at night.

I

I
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Mr.Russell stated that there would be no outside lights.

Mr. Smith stated that lights are not shown on the plans and the plans are
approved as they are now 1n the file, if this application lsgranted, there
fore, any addition to this facility would cause it to have to come back
beforethls Board for re-evaluation and perhaps an enttre new application.

Mrs. Blough stated that their other neighborhood concern 1s about the loss
of value to their property. There are seven people on that· block who were
under the assumption that this would be undeveloped park land. They would
like to protect bheir privacy as much as possible.

eLi

;-';1

I

I

I

In answer to Mr. Kelley'squestion, Mr. Russell stated that they do not have
any plans for loudspeakers and they would try to make every effort to protect
the citizens who are living adJacent ,to this property.

In application number S-39-74, application by Greenbriar Civic Association, In
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit community recrea ion
center, 1 storyfra~e building, east side of Stringfellow Road on property
located at Route 1645 Just north of Melville Lane, Centreville District, also
known as tax map 45-3«1))11, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the~F,airfax 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 May, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fallowing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Greenbriar £ivic Associatio

Inc.
2. That the present zoning is ~12.5 Cluster.
3. That the area of the lot is 1.5181 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is, granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Board
of~Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or chaMSes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such apprQval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering detailS) without Board 6f Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation or the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit doeanot constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying, with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL 8E POSTED in a consploiollS place alopg witp the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available ,to all Departments of the
COunty of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. All parking shall be confined to offstreet facilities.
7. Hours of operation to be 9 A.M. to 9 P.M. except for after hours

parties, permission for Which can be obtained from the Zoning Administrator,
the number being 11mited~o 6 per year.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

II

DEFERRED CASES: May 8, 1974

FAITH BAPTIST CHURCH, 8-20-74 (Deferred from April 24, 1974, to clarify parkin
problems. )

The Board had received a· letter from Mr. Bayly, the owner of the shoppingca-nt
stating that the bank had no authority to grant the church Permission to use
the Shopping center parking lot and that he would not allow the church to use
it.

The Board also received a letter from the bank st~ting that the church could
no longer use the parking lot.

The Board deferred the case until June 19, 1974, to allow the applicant some
additional time to aome up with some t,pe of parking arrangement.

r. Smith told them after con8ui~tion with Mr. Covington that they would be
llowed to park the trailer on the property as long as they do not hook it up.

V-24'-74 (Deferred from April 24, 1974)

either the applicant nor his agent ware present. The Board felt that the
pplicant might have the dates of the deferral confused and, therefore,
eferred the case until June 19" 1974, to allow the applicant additional time

to work out the problems involved .ith the case and return before the Board.

ey advised the Clerk to so notify Mr. Johnson.

I

ay S, 1974
COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC. V-260-73 (Deferred from 3-20-74 and
gain 4-17-74)

In application number V-260-73, applicatiQn by Court House Country Club of
airfax, Inc., under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit varianc
f height limit o~fence to exceed 4 feet in front setback, on property locate
t 5110 Ox Road,. Springfield District, also known as tax map 68-1«1»18 and 2
ounty of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the

following resolution:

the capti9ned application has been properly filed 1n accordance
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordan
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

EREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
ewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pr.operty
wners~ and a publicheartftgby the Boa~d of Zoning Appeals held on the 20th
ay of March, 1974, and deferred to April 17, 1974, and May 8, 1974.

EREAS, the Board or Zoning Appeals ·has made the following findings of fact:

I

I

I

I

I
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1. That the owner of the subject property is Court House Country Club
of Fairfax, Inc.

2. That the present zoning 1s RE-l.
3. That the area of the tract 1s 151.3463 acres.

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

1. That the apPlicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
1n practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user
of the reasonable use of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE, BElT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
1s hereby granted 1n part with the followipg limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the fence along the :5,0 !righ:t-- o~w~~',;,
of-way only indicated in the plats included 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 constructio
has started or unless renewed by action 'of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

"3.
FVR~ERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thi
BOard does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
County. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy-and the like
through the established procedures.

*3. Further, ~f the 50-foot right-of-way is developed in the future, the
fence will be brought into conformance with the ordinance at the expense of
the Country Club.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Kelley
abstained and Mr. Baker was absent.
II

May 8, 1974
CHRYSLER REALTY CORP .• S-9-74 (Deferred from 4-17-74)

Mr. Smith oalled the case, but stated that the Board would p~ss over this case
until a motion could be formUlated.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:
May 1:1, 1974
CROWN- CENTRAL PE~OLEUM, S-199-73. Granted November 28, 1973.

Mr. Smith read a letter to the Board requesting that Crown be allowed to
install an ornamental' fountain at their location at Leesburg Pike and Magnolia
Avenae. A plan shOWing-where the:l~cation of the fountain was attached to the
letter.

Mr. Kelley moved that the request be granted to allow the fountain at this
location indicated on the plat. This is the only change.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O.

Mr. Runyon abstained.

II

The Board reeessed for 15 minutes.

II

IJ
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ay 8, 1974

The Board returned to take up CHRYSLER REALTY CORP.

CHRYSLER REALTY CORP, application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.8 of Ordinance to
permit new and used autos - sales room full service facilities appurtenant
thereto and other normal ancillary activities. 7505 Leesburg Pike. 40-3«1))1,
Providence District, 5.328 acres, C-D, 3-9-74, Deferred from 4-17-74.

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board had di,o~Bsed this several times and his
feelings are that this was zoned for a neighborhood shopping center and it 1s
his feelings that, this is not the prop_er place for this.

In application number S-9-74. application by Chrysler Realty Corp. under Sect!
30-7.2.10.3.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit sales of new and used autos
sales room full service facilities appurtenant thereto and oth6r normal
ancillary activities, on property located at 7507 Leesburg Pike~' also known as
tax -au 4O-J(,{1.).u.,. County of Fairfax,Mr. KelleY moved that the Board of Zoni g
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

-~EREAS, 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 17 day
of April and deferred to May 8, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fallowing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Charles B and Florence Hall
2. That the present zoning is C-D.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.328 acres.
4. That the '-Planning Commission at the meeting of April 9, 1974, recom

mended unanimously denial of the SUP.

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

1. That the applicant has not 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

I

I

I
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be'and the same i
hereby denied.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O.to deny the applicat on.
Mr. Baker was absent.

II
May 8, 1974
PINEWOOD DEVELOPMENT CORP, S-217-73, Granted 12-5-73. Mr. Smith read a letter
requesting an extension due to the sewer moratorium.

Mr. Smith stated that this was too early to consider this extension. He asked
the Clerk to reschedulethls for early October. The Board agreed to this.

Mr. Smith read a letter requesting an extension to their permit.

Mr. Barnes moved that the permit be extentad 180 days from May 16, 1974, and
that they be advised that this is the only extension that the Board can grant~

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II
May 8, 1974
GRACE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, 8-68-73, Granted May 16, 1973.

I

H I
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May 8, 1974
CARDINAL HILL SWIM AND RACQUET CLUB, S-104-71

Mr. Smith read a letter requesting that they be allowed to remove their wood
fence and replace it with a chain link fence.

Mr. Kelley stated that his only thought to this 1s that the chain link fence
should have an interlining.

Mr. Smith suggested that they put up the chain link fence and leave the wood
fence up also.

Mr. Covington stated that that makes a big mess.

Mr. Runyon moved that they put up the chain link fence and provide a metallie
earth c010red or wood colored strip woven into the fence.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

May 8, 1974
ROBERT E. STAFFORD. JR •• V-79-73. Granted May 23. 1973.

Mr. Smith read a letter requesting that they be granted an extension to this
variance as they had not been able to begin construction because of the sewer
moratorium.

Mr. Runyon moved that condition of the variance relating to the time limitatio
which is Condition #2 be changed to read:

2. This variance shall expire:

a. Twelve months from this date.
b. Three months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
c. Six montha after Fairfax County permits a Site Plan to be

filed thereon.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

May 8, 1974
DONALD F. JAMESON. V-76-73. Granted May 16. 1973.

Mr. Smith pead a request for an extension to the variance as they had not
been able to begin construction because they could not get sewer taps.

Mr. Kelley moved that Condition #2 be changed to read:

2. This variance shall expire:

a. Twelve months from this date.
b. Three months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
c. Six months after Fairfax County permits a Site Plan to be

filed thereon.

I

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was abse t.

II



~lb

Page 216
May 8, 1974

•
May 8, 1974

FOX-KELLER. INC. 5-91-69

Mr. Keller, Vice-President of Fox-Keller, Inc .• 9909 Main Street. Fairfax.
Virginia, appeared before the Board to request that they be allowed to re_
occupy the premises at 7129 Columbia Pike, Annandale, to be used as an
automobile agencyselilng both new and uaed cars. They originally occupied
these same premises as an automobile dealership under Special Use Permit

umber 91-69 issued to Fox-Keller, Inc. on June 17, 1969. They occupied the
building for 1 and 1/2 years after which they subleased the building to Daryl'
Stereo Center. After that it was occupied by Rugs Unlimited. Inc. Now. they
do not have a tenant and they would like to move back into the bUilding as soo
as possible.

r. Smith stated that they will need a new application, but in view of the
ardship that he just described, the Board would grant an out-of-turnhearing.

r. Barnes agreed that this would need a new application.

r. R~nyon moved that Fox-Keller, Inc. be granted an out-of-turn hearing for
une 19, 1974, if the applicant is able to get all the proper materials in by

the advertising deadline.

Barnes seconded the motion.

he motion passed unanimously. Mr. Baker was absent.

/

ay 8, 1974
ORN & ELEANOR ROACK" S-238-73, Granted March 27, 197~

he Board was in receipt of a letter signed by neighboring property owners
oncerning the heauing on this case. There was also a letter from Mr. and MPs.
opeland, 10915 Olm Drive, Fairfax Station, requesting that the case be re
pened because:

1. At the hearing we pointed out the fact that the Northern Virginia
ellow Pages, published months ago in 1973, carry an advertisement for the
nnandale Spri~gfield Country Day School with the statement "Sununer Day Camp 
chool Farm - Riding - SWimming," and asked if the applicants weren't being
resumptious in their certainty that the Board would approve their camp.
rs. Roach testified that this advertisement pertained to a farm she had
eased at Gainesville, Virginia. and not the Ox Road location. We have since
ocated a listing for the "Annandale-Springfield Country Day School Farm,
525 Ox Road, Fairfax" on page 22 of the current phone book published in 1973.
is pegates Mrs. Roach'S testimony at the hearing, as a misrepresentation of

he fact.

2. Mr. Smith gave great credence to a letter from Mrs. James A. Rave
tating Bhe had no objection ,to the camp. He ignored the fact that,both.Mr.
nd Mrs. Rave felt so strongly last summer against the proposed camp that each
f them wrote a letter complaining about the Roachs' actions. We have just
earned that the Rave property was placed for sale April 27, 1974, exactly
ne month after the hearing, whioh now makes her letter totally irrelevant and
trongly suspect for use at a hearing held such a short time ago. This is of
articular importance since the letter from Mrs. Rave was the only one from
his community in support of the camp.

e Board discussed these items and Mr. Runyon moved that the request for a
ehearingbe denied ,on the basis that-,no new information pertain.ing to the
tandards for Special Use Permit uses in R Districts were submitted that could
ot and were not presented at the original hearing.

Barnes seconded the motion.

passed 3 to 0 with Mr. Kelley voting "NO" and Mr. Baker was absent.

/
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I



before the Board. He apologiz d
He had been present earlier

He then was in a Commissione'r'
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JOHN & ELEANOR ROACH, 8-56-69

7152 Woodland Drive, Speoial Use Permit for school.

Mr. Kelley inquired of Mr. Covington if Mrs. Roach haa been cited for a
violation because she 15 using the garage on the property that she 1s not
supposed to use.

Mr. Covington answered that they had issued a violation just yesterday.

Mr. Smith stated that he had discuss~d this use with Mr. Covington last week
and it has been the Zoning Administrator's opinion that if there is a pending
application to let the violation ride. He stated that he received a letter
1n the mail that indicated that ahe was using the garage. He asked Mr. Coving
ton to send an Inspector out and that she be cited if she was, 1n fact, using
the garage.

Mr. Kelley stated that this was a very emotional hearing. He stated that he
feels that this is not the place to show your emotions. You have to stand on
the facts of the case. She had testified that she is operation a perfect
operation. He stated that he was going to make a motion that the Board have
a rehearing on the Ox Road property.

Mr. John Furnisen~ Zoning Inspector~ came before the Board to answer questions
regarding the Roach School at Woodland Drive. He told the Board that Mrs.
Roach told him that she had been using the garage since September. She said
that the motion granting the use only said she was not supposed to use the
garage at that time and that was in 1969. She has three regular classrooms
and an office in the garage. At the time of one of the earlier inspections~

he stated that he found she did not have a Non-Residential Use Permit for the
garage. She has now applied for that, but will not be able to actually get it
until and unless the Board approves the- use of the garage.

Mr. Covington stated that the inspectors usually give violators 30 days to
clear the violation. This is in accordance with the code. He stated that if
the Board wishes a shorter notice on Board of Zoning Appeals violation cases,
they will follow the Board's directive.

The Board agreed that the inspector should ase his discretion on these cases.

II

May 8, 1974
COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX

Mr. EIson~ attorney for the applicant~ appeared
for not being present when the case was called.
in the morning and the Board was running late.
hear.ing and was unable to leave earlier.

He stated that he has a letter to the Board that might be of some benefit to
the Board members.

elf

),17

I

I

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had already taken action on this case. It was
the Board's decision to gEant in part; to grant the fence along the 50-foot un sed
right-of-way only, the request for the fence along Route #123 and the portion
in back by Brookli~e Drive was denied.

Mr. Elson stated that this letter bears on the issue of Brookline Drive.
Members of the Club got together with the citizens and have arrived at a
Bolution. Mr. Kelley is not involved, but Mr. Kelley did mow about the
meeting. He stated that this is a letter of latent signed by the Count~y

Club.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would accept the letter, but the Board has
taken final action at this point.

He,stated that the Board would consider a letter requesting reconsideration
based on new evidence.

Mr. Elson stated that they are planning to file suit to vacate Brookline Drive
at the location where it affects the fence they would like to construct on
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the club property. This has been agreed to by the people on Brookline Drive
and the Board of Directors.

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Runyon made the motion and the Board could not
reconsider the case today as Mr. Runyon has already left the meeting.

He stated that after they received the resmlutlon pertaining to the appllcatio
if there are certain aspects that they would like to have reconsidered, the
Board will reconsider, the ~queet. This must be done within 30 days.

II

The meeting adjourned at 4:30 P.M.

I

I

Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk
Jean McCleery, Typist

APPROVED:

.rune 5, 1974
DATE
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday. May 15. 1974, 1n the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Charles Runyon,
Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes were absent. Mr. Covington,
Assistant Zoning Administrator and Harvey Mitchell,
Associate Planner were present from the County Staff.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Harvey Mitchell.

10:00 - BRUCE SCHULTHEIS, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permit recreation room addition closer to front lot line than allowed
by Ordinance, variance of 4 feet, 2310 Glasgow Road, Hollin Hilla,
Section II, 93-3«5))7, Mount Vernon District, 17.075 square feet.
R-17, V-33-74.

Mrs. Valeria Nemirow, attorney, 6045 Colchester Road, represented the applican

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Humphrey
2312 Glasgow, Evans, 2308 Glasgow, and Fullers, 7121 Devenshire Road.

Mrs. Nemirow stated that the reason they need the variance is because of the
extremely steep drop-~ff at the rear of the house. She submitted photographs
to substantiate this. She also stated that the existing dwelling is set on th
lot at an angle to the street, therefore, only one corner would go over the
45 foot setback line. The water and gas lines only exist at the front of the
house.

Mr. Covington stated that this is an old subdivision.

Mrs. Nem1row stated that this addition would be masked with trees and shrub~

and could not be seen from Glasgow Road. She then submitted photographs to
substantiate this .

She stated that they plan to use materials and architecture compatible with
the existing house.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition.

In application number V-33-74 application by Bruce Schultheis under Section
30-6.6 of the Zonl0g Ordinance, to permit recreation room addition on property
located at Glasgow Raad, Hollin Hills, Mount Vernon District, also known aa
tax map 93-3((5)7, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County;Codea 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 15 th
day of May, 1974, and

I

I

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Bruce E and Mary C. Schulth is.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the 'area of the lot is 17,075 square feet.
4. That the request is for a 4-foot variance to the minimum front setbac

requirement of the ordinance.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follOWing concluston
of law:

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

a. Exceptional topographic problems of the land.
b. Unusual location of existing buildings.

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

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

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

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

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes were absent.

II

10:20 - GEORGE & DORIS E. OPACIC. application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinanc
to permit addition closer to rear lot line than allowed by Ordinance.
variance of 1.17 feet, 4749 Springbrook Drive. 69-4«7))(5)14, 15.889
square feet. Annandale District. R-17. V-35-74. .

Mr. Opacic, 47~9 Springbrook Drive. represented himself before the Board.

I

'.

Notices to property owners were in order. The oontiguous owners were Ralph
Marks. 4757 Springbrook Drive and John Thompson. 4741 Springbrook Drive.

Mr. Opacic stated that they need a 1.17 foot variance lor a a~all portion of I
the proposed addition. They plan to add a dining room and a pomierroom and :.
bedroom. This is in the Springbrook Forest Subdivision. The shape of the 100
is extremely irregular and the location of the house on the lot is also
irregular. Most of their land is in the front. Their land also slopes to
each side of the house. They have a gully there caused by drainage. Practlca y
all of the addition is located within the zoning limitations. but because of
this irregular shape of the rear lot line, 1 foot 2 inches projects in-the
setback requirement.

Mr. Runyon asked if they have plans for this addition. There plans were
submitted to him.

Mr. Kelley inquired whether or not they .could make this addition shorter and
therefore eliminate the need for the variance.

He stated that their bedroom is only 8 by 11 1/2 feet now and 7 feet would
be too small.

Mr. Smith stated that this is a minimum variance that he could request to get
a reasonable addition.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition.

In application number V-35-74. application by George & Doris E. Opacic, under
Section 30-6.6 of ~he Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of storage room
dining room. powder room and bedroom addition to residence on property 'located
at Springbrook Drive. Springbrook Forest. Annandale Distriot, also known as ta

p 69-4«7»(5)14, County of Fafrfax) Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopp the following resolution:

i.i

I

I



the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
That the owner of the subject property Is George & Doris E. Opaclc.
That the present zoning is R~17.

That the area of the lot Is 15,889 square feet.

WHEREAS,
L
2.
3.
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WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requlre~ente 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 15th
day of May. 1974, and

I

1
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I

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

1. That the applicant has satisf'ied the Board that the f'ollowing physica
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

a. Exeeptionally irregular shape of the lot.
b. Exceptional topographic problems of the land.

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

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

2. This varlanee shall expire one year from this date unless constructio
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expirat on.

3. Architectural detail shall be compatible with that of the existing
stmicture.

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

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Barnes and Mr. Baker were absent.

II

10:40 - THE EXXON COMPANY, U.S.A. application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of
Ordinance to permit removal and rebuilding of existing service station
6149 Franconia Road, 81-3«(5))5. .5720 acres, Lee District, C-N.
S- 36-7 4. DC"f""'0C'~'-''':--::'""''-,~.·'-~.~~·''~-''·.

1

I.

Mr. Lee Fifer, 4085 University Dr~ve, Fairfax, attorney for the applicant.
represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices t9 property owner~ were in order. The contiguous owner was Chester.
Bowles, 521 8th Street, S.B., Washington, D.C.owner·,of 5A, tax map 81-)«5))
and he is the only property owner whose property touches this property.

Mr. Fifer stated that this property was acquired 19 years ago 'and they sold
off a small portion to Cooper Smith. This 1s a request to rebuild this statio
because of the condemnation ottheir prope~ty along Franconia Road and Rooseve t
Boulevard. They toolit:al)proximately 6200 squat'l3;. feet from this stationpropert
They only differenc~r&:t:IIll>;r the old station !is: the new station will be
slightly larger, the facade will be brick, the new building will have 3 bays
and 'will be 28 teet by 62 feet. There will be a relocation of the pump island
because of the condemnation of the land. but there will be no change in the
number of the pumps. This station will not g,enerate any additional traffic.
Public sewer and water is available to the site now. They plan to install a
vapor recovery system which will cut down on air pollution.
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Mr. Kelley inquired if they now have an existing free standing sign.

Mr. Smith stated that the free standing sign would not be permitted.

Mr. Kelley stated that they had the existing free standing sign prior to the
time the Highway Department condemned their land and they were forced into
this by the taking of the land. He stated that he felt it should be allowed
to continue.

The Board discussed this problem with Mr. Covington.

Mr. Covington stated that the sign ordinance does not prohibit the sign there
because it is a primary highway. The ordinance does not consider the C-N and
C-G with regard to signs anymore. It considers whether or not it is on a
primary highway.

Mr. Fifer stated that they have moved the sign back already and have the
County1s permission.

Mr. Smith stated that he could not vote on it until he has time to research
the case.

He also stated that the Board needs some more information on the corporation.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

Mr. Smith asked that the application furnish a Certificate of Good Standing
on the Exxon Corporation and an explanation of the arrangement between the
land entity and the operating entity. Mr. Runyon said if they have a title
succession certifioate, this would clear up the question and satisfy the
lega;L· requirements.

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board defer this application. S-36-74 for Exxon
Company. U.-S.A.- for decision only for the add:1;tional information; previously
indicated until June 5. 1974.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes were absent.

II

11:00 - HAMLET SWIM CLUB, INC. application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of
Ordinance to permit addition of 2 tennis courts to existing facility
of 3 courts, Dunsinane Court~ 29-1' 29-2«3»AI and Bl~ 4.57071 acre
Dranesville District. R-17. S-37-1~.

Mr. Nellis represented the aPPlicant.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contl~uouS owners were R.B.
Light. 8210 Dunsinane Court. Fairfax County Park Authority~ P. O. Box 236,
Annandale, Virginia and C.O Verrill~ Jr.~ 8205 Dunsinane Court. -

Mr. Nellis stated that they wish to add two tennis courts. They will not
light these courts and wish to use them from 8:00 A:M. to sunset. They are
authorized 325 memhersa»d it is estimated that 175 families use the tennis
facilities. Thls will not generate any additional need for parking. They
have never had over 305 members. TheDe tennis courts will adjoin a cemetery
site which is dormant.

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. John Cooper. right of way agent~ Property
Management ;Division~ of County Development~ which stated that their office
has no objection to paving with asphalt the area of a sanitary sewer easement
stnce this is in accordance with their policy and is allowable according to
the standard Public WorkS sanitary sewer easement agreement.

There was no one to apeak in favor or in opposition to this application.

I

I

I

I
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In application number 3-37-74, application by Hamlet Swim Club, Inc. under
Section 30-7.2.6.1-. 1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit two additional tennis
courts, reduce membership to 325 maximum and parking spaces to 110, on propert
located at McLean Hamlet SUbdiVision, Dranesvilleeistrict, also known as tax
map 29-1 & 29-2((]»Al and Bl, County of Fairfax,\:Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed 1n aocordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local
newspaper, posting of the prop~rty, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 15 th
day of May, 1974.

WHEREAS,
1
2.
3.
4.
5.

November

the Boand of Zoning Appea~s has made the following ~ind~ng8 or f"act:
That the owner of the subject property is Hamlet Swim Club, Inc.
That the present zoning is R-17 Cluster.
That the area of" the lot is 4.57 acres.
That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
That the site is presently operating under SUP S-739-67 granted
28, 1967.

I

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

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

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

1. This J1Pproval is: ,granted to the applicant only and is not transferabl
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 'the
application and is not trans~erable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year ~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 the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses,or changes in the plans approved by the, Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering details} without Board of Zoning~ppeals approval, soall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this S~cial Use Permit.

4. The grantlngof,this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption' from the various legal and established prooedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resol,ut!on pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL· BE POSTED in a conspicious place along with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Deparmments of the Co ty
of-Fairfax during the hoUrS of operation of the permitted use.

6. Hours of operation are 8 A.M. to 9 P.M.
7. All other requirements: o~ the existing SUP shall remain in effect,

with the exception' of the membership and parking which shall be 385 maximum
membership and 110 maximum parking spaces.

Mr. Kelley seconded, the motion and the motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and
Mr. Barnes were absent.

II
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The Board took ~p a deferred item of CLAtDE WHEELER TIA PROCTOR HATSELL SCHOOL
S-259-73. deferred ' from May 8, 1974.

I
Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Overik. the owner of the property. indicating
that there waa a deacrepancy between the lease and the plata that were submitt d
to the Board. He asked that there bea deferral until this could be corrected
Mr. Dexter Odin. the attorney for Mr. Wheeler. also had indicated via the
telephone that he would like a deferral until May 22, 1974.

Mr. Runyon moved to defer this until May 22. 1974.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes were absent.

II

11:40 - BURKE STATION SWIM CLUB, INC •• application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1
of Ordinance to permit swimming pool, bath house and related parking.
1.e. community recreation center, north side of Ridge Ford Drive,
500 feet southeast of intersection with Burke Road. 78-2 & part of
78-4«1»8. 1.59911 acres. Springtie~d District, R-12~5, S-38-74.

Mr. Russell Rosenburger, attorney. 9401 Lee Highway, Fairfax, represented the
applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. Two of the contiguous owners were
Richard Banules, 5816 Banning Placel Burke. and Tony Tsitos. 5802 Banning
Place. Burke, Virginia.

Mr. Rosenberger stated that this request is for a community swimming pool,
wading pool and bath house on property located on the north side of Ridge
Bord Drive approximately 600 feet Boutheaat of its junction with Burke Road
in Burke Station Square Subdivision. The facility will serve 250 families
initiallY- and a maximum"of 300 for which parking spaces for 48 automobiles
and 32 bicycles are proposed. This is zoned R-12.5. This property is now
under contract to purchase from Howard Simon and Marshall E. Preeman and a
copy of that contract is in the file. At the time this property was zoned.
an additional parcel was zoned for townhouses. It was east of the Northern
Virginia Freeway and will be developed as a totally separate development. It
is not a part of this development that will have the ,right to u,se this pool.
400 familieS will beellgi~le for membership in this pool even though they do
not plan to have morethanJOO members. There are townhouses immediately
adj,ace'nt to the'pool site and in the area along Burke Road. The remainder
is R-12.5 single-family. Most of the people who will be using this pool
will be within walking distance of the pool. This site was indicated on
the preliminary plan approved by Fairfax County as being a future location
for a pool site. The pool contains 5,600 squ8.:Fe feet'of wat-er area and
400 square feet in the wading pool. The deck area is 6,200 square feet.

He submitted a sketch of the facade for the bath house and a floor plan showin
that an activities room would be part of that building. Part of this property
abuts an area that is zoned R-12.5, but is not projected for any development~

It is owned by the :homeowners association and will be deeded to them as part
of the open space. They are proposing 6 foot high evergreen trees on the
boundary of the adjacent townhouse units. Same concern arose with the adjacen
owners of lot 17~21 in the townhouse development. There was a clump of trees
and bV virtue of site coverage. it will be necessary to remove-some of them.
They have met with the citizens and have entered into an agreement that they
would like to.make ~art of the record. The agreement basically said:
" ... 1. Upon final· s'iteplan engineering, the Swim Club w111 -attempt to shift
the location of tuepool away from the adjoining residential units toward
Ridge Ford Drive>within:the limL'tions imposed by site engineering conditions
and necessary features of pool layout and,design.

2. Upon completion of preliminary site plan drawings, which shall include
the location of existing trees on the pool Site, representatives of the Swim
Club and its engineerswll1 present these plans to the affected adjointng
property owners for their review and comment.
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3. The Swim Club will attempt to aaveas many of the existing trees on th
site as is englneerlngly possible, whioh instruction will be given to the
engineers prior to commenclngaite plan work.

4. The Swim Club will plant shade trees, satisfactory to the adjoining
property owners and the Swim ClUb, 1n that area located, between the swimming
pool and the immediately adjacent residential units,,!n addition to the
screening shown on the plat presented to the Board of Zoning Appeals, whioh
shade trees shall compensate, as best as 1s possible, for the existing trees
which must be removed by virtue of the pool construction ... 11

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question Mr. Rosenberger stated that the build~ng

would be brick all the way around.

Mr. Smith told him that because of the limited parking. they would not be able
to hold swim metes.

Mr. Rosenberger stated that he was aware of that.

Mr. WesleY Hayden. 5842 Kara Place. Burke. Virginia. spoke in favor of the
application.

Col.. William Heslup. President of the Burke Station Townhouse Homeowners
Assooiation. spoke in favor of the application.

Mr. Richard Daniels. 5816 Banning Place, contiguous to the site in question.
spoke to the aoard regarding the screening and stated that they had reaohed
an agreement on this.

Mr. Smith stated that if they plan to make any substantial changes. they will
have to come back to the Board. They can only make minor engineering chan~es .

•Mr. Rosenberger stated that these would be minor engineering Changes.

In application number S-38-74. application by Burke Station Swim Club, Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit. swimming pool.
bath house and community recreation center. on propevty located at north ,side
of Ridge Ford Road. 500 feet southeastof'in1::BrE:c:tt:ion with Burke Road. also
known as tax map 78-2.and part of 78-4{{l»)8, County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of ZonlngAppeals adopt the follOWing resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in ac~ordance 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 andbearby property
owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on t~e 15th
day of May, 1974.

WHEREAS,
l.
2.
3.
4.
5.

the Board of Zon~ng·App,a~s h~~ made the following findings of fact:
That the owner· of the' subject 'property is Simon and Freedman, Trs.
That the present zoning is R-12.5.
That the area of the lot is 1.59911 acres.
That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is requ1red.
That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is require

I
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AND. WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

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

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

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

2. This perm~t ~hall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unles8 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 the
lans'submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,

changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Board
f Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or no~ these

additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
apply "to the Board of Zon2ng Appeals for such approval. Any changes {other
than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shal
onstitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various" legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicious place along with the Certificate of .Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available tc all Departments of the"
County of Fairfax during the hours ot operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of family memberships shall be 250.
7. The hours of operation shall be 11:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M. Any after

hours party will require a written permit from the Zoning Administrator and
such parties shall be limited to six (6) per year.

8. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 48 for automobiles and
a rack to accommodate 32 bicycles. All parking related to this use shall be
on site.

9. Landscaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfaction of th
irector of County Development.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr. Bawnes were absent.

The hearing ended at "12:15 P;M.

II

I

I

I
12:00 - MR & MRS. JEROME F. CLIMER, application under:Section 30-6.6 of Ordin e

to permit encloaare of carport 2.6 feet closer to side property line
than allowed',by :6rdinance, 7208 Racepotnt Way, 91-4 ((6) L:J5, 11,555 squ e
feet, Lee District, R-12.5. V-40-7#.

Climer represented h~self before the Board.

otiees to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were D.T.
rby, Jr., 5519 Dunsmore Road, Alexandria, and Wills and Plank of Wellfleet,

Inc., 410 Pine Street, S,X. Vienna, Virginia.

Mr. Climer stated that they purchased their hOme thinking they could enclose
the carport, but they later discovered the setback problem. The rear of their
lot has a storm drainage easement which would make construction or a garage
impractical. In addition, he stated that they have an unusually narrow lot.

The carport has a gable roof on it, therefore, all they nave to do is put up
the 7 foot wall. The materials will be compatible with the existing dwelling.

ere was no one to speak in favor or in .opposition to the applicant.

In application number v-40-74, application by Mr & Mrs Jerome F. Climer under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit enclosure of existing carpor
to convert it into a garage, located 9.4 feet from side line, on property
located at 7208 Raeepoint~ay, Wellfleet ,Subdivision, Lee District, also known
as tax map 91-4((6)35, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board Of Zonii1gAppeals adopt the following resolutioi1:-

WHEREAS, the c~ptioned 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

I

I
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I WHEREAS, followtng ·proper notice to the public by 'adve~tlsement 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 May. 1974, and

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following Physica
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practiaaldifficulty or unneces8a~y hardship that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use o~ the land and buildings involved:

a. Except1onally,narrewlot.

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

1. This appTovalls :granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats inclUded with this application only, and is not trans
ferable to other land ~rto other structures on the same land.

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

3. Architectural detail to conform to that of the existing structure.

I
WHEREAS.

1.
2.
3.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
That the owner of the 3ubject property 1s Jerome F. and Mary Ann CItm
That the present 'zoning 1s R-12.5.
That the area of the lot is 11.555,;square feetl

I

I
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'FURTHERMORE, the app~icant should be aware that granting of this8otionby
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this County. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fUltillinghis
Obligation to obtain building permits, 'certificates of occupancy ,and the like
th~ough the estabI18hQd~procedures.

Mr. Kelley seconded the 'motion.

The motion passed 3'to O. Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes were absent.

Hearing concluded at 12:e5 P.M.

II

12:20 _ LOYAL ORDER: OF MOOSE, ARLINGTON LODGE, #1315, application under'Sectio
30-7.2.5.1.4 to permit addition of storage room to existing facility,
5710 Scoville Street, 6l-4«l})1l8, Plason Distriot'j R...12:t5, S...44-74,
OTH.

Mr. Cheatham represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property, owners were in order. ,

Mr. John Zakeni aryhlteot, 6269 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, Virginia, stated
that there has been an inspection of this storage room that they inadvertently
started without first getting approval. The construction will be concrete
block faced with brick to match the existing building.

In application number s-44-74, application by Loyal Order of Moose, Arlington
Lodge #1315 under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit stora e
room addition to the existing facilities, on property located at Sunset Manor
Subdivision, Bailey's Crossroads, Mason District, also known as tax map 61-4
({l}}l18, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been proper~, filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordanee
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, :iand
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WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advert1se~ent 1n a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 15th
day of May, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the sUbject property is Loyal Order of Moose,

Arlington Lodge 11315.
2. That the present zoning 1s R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.0001 acres.
4. Thatcomplianoe with Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.
5. That the site is presently operating under SUP or1g1nal1y granted May

16, 1961 and amended.
AND, WHEREAS, the BaQrd·of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind.
changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by the Beard
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses .or changes require a Special Use Pe1'm1t, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Zonign Appeals tor 5uch~approval. Any changes (pther than
minor engineering details)wlthout Board of Zoni~g Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation-of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complYing with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a con~plcious place along with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of-the use.and be made available to all Departments of the
County or' Fairfax<duringthe hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Allotherrequf~ementsof the amended SUP shall remain in effect.
7. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing building.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes were absent.

Hearing ended at 12:40 P.M.

II

The Board recessed for lunch.

II
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DEFERRED CASES:

CAPITOL CARS & CAMPERS, 8-259-73. Deferred from April 24, 1974.

Mr. Lainor, attorney, represented the applicant before the Board.

The revised plata had been submitted earllerand had been approved as far as
the Site Plan Office were concerned by Mr. Hendrickson.

Mr. Lainor submitted a sketch of how the building would look. The sketch
stated that the building would be TIl exterior aiding with stained light
walnut. The new plats showlng o 15 parking spaces for recreational vehicles
and 18 parking spaces for customers and employees.

In application number 8-259-73, application by Capitol Cars and Campers, Inc.
Robert and Nancy Pever under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance
to permit new franchtse ~ealer for recreational vehicles an~ boat sales on
property located at 8142 Richmond Highway, Lee District, also known as tax
map 101-2((5))(2)3 and 4, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nea~by'property

owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th
day of Ma~ch, 1974, and deferred to April 24, 1974 and then to May 15, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is John T. & Carole A. Getgood

Robert and Nancy Pever-cont~act purchaser.
2. That the present,zonlng is C-G.
3. That the area of the lot is 40,000 square feet.
4. That compliance with all County and State Codes applicable thereto is

required.
5. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
6. That property is SUbject to pro,·rata share for offsite drainage.

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating complian'ce with
Standards for Sp~cial Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated an the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Board
o£ Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes r,quire a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the 'Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to appl
to thi Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor: engineerina;:·details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, saall
constitute a Violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and establi~hed procedural requirements of
this County and S,tate. The-·Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicious place along with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the psrmitted use.

6. The hours of operation to be 9A.M .. to 9 P.M., Monday through Friday,
Saturdays 9 A.M. to 5 P.M. and Sundays 11 A.M. to 4 P.M.

7~ There is to be no mechanical or repatr work permitted on said site.
8. Landscaping, soreeningj and/or fencing shall be to the satisfaotion

of the Director of County Development.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes were absent.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

ELDON MERRITTj S-665-67, special Use Permit granted May 14. 1968, for four
classrooms in the Calvary Hill Baptist Church, located at the corner of
Route #236 and Olley Lane for a period of 3 years from July 25. 1968.

Robert Lawrence, attorney. represented the applicant before the Board.

Mr. Smith inquired as towne'ther or not Mr. Merritt had painted all his school
buses ihaceGrdance with the State and County COd~s.

Mr. Lawrence stated that he had. Mr. Merritt. who was also present, -confirmed
this.

Mr, Merritt, in 'answer to Mr. Smith's question, stated that he could not say
exactly how long he would continue to use thi~ church location but conSidering
his age, not too ,many more years. This is an overflow from the other Talent
House School on Arli~gton'Boulevard.

Mr. Lawrence stated that the ages of the children are 4 and 5.

He read the minutes of the meeting of the church giving Mr; Merritt permission
to continue operating at that location. He stated that the Reverend of the
Church is present. The Church has had no complaints in the last 7 years that
this school has operated here. The plan to keep the school there indefinitelY

Mr. Lawrence stated,that Mr. Merritt has about 80 students at this location.

Mr. Runyon moved that in the case of Eilldon Merritt. S-665-67. that this Specia
Use Permit be exten4ed' for a period or one· year with the Zoning Administrator
being empowered to grant three additional one-year extensions upon presentatio
of the "proper lease with the church 30 days prior to the expiration of the
permit"

Mr. Kelley seconded' the· motion. The'-motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and. Mr.
Barnes were absent.

II

LUCK QUARRIES,

Mr. Jack Maize. Zoning Inspector Specialist, brought this matter before the
Beard.

Mr. Maize presented a summary to the Board members. He stated that there
exists two sets of blasting criteria relAting to restrictions imposed on
Fairfax Quarry.

I
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I
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"0ne set. approximately 15 years old. relate to quarry operations on the south
side of Lee Highway. The second set, ~pproxlmately 8 years old, relate to qua ry
operations on the north side of Lee Highway. An extract of the Board of Zonin
AppealS m1n~tes reveal the following:

A. Permit (Old Quarry) Granted by BZA on 10-27-59.
"Blasting to take place between 12: 00 noon and
1:00 P.M. one 1n two- weeks" on south side of
Lee Highway. west of Route #621, on 42.1618
acres of land, Centreville District.

B. Permit (NW corner of Lee Highway & Route #621)
Granted by BZA on 6-28-66.

Conclusion - Better control can be exerciSed over blasting activities if
operatIng personnel are granted more latitude in selecting the time to blast
'as well as the number of blasts per week. Uniformity is desirable when con
ducting activities in various sections of the same quarry. Further, it is
believed that the adverse affects of blasting (shock, noise, dust) can be
mitigated by detonating several small charges in lieu of one large oharge.
With the monitoring equipment now possessed by the County, it is possible
to exercise better control over blasting than was possible a decade ago.

Recommendation - It is recommended that favorable consideration be granted to
permit blasting in any section of the Fairfax Quarry, once per day, between
the hours of 10:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. when atmospheric condit~ons are favorabl
Blasting to be limited to weekd~ys, Monday through Friday, with no blasting
on State or Federal holidays."

Mr. Smith asked whether be had had trouble with flying rock, and Mr. Maise
answered that they had had flying rock fairly close to the road. It was very
upusual circumstances and the roek was thrown quite high and did gO beyond
the boundary of Fairfax Quarry land. He then directed that all of the blastin
be conducted in a faah~on to preclude any stone from going beyond the boundary
Procedures are now being established by the Fairfax Quarry officials to
institute controls to produce results desired by that order.

Mr. Smith stated that the thing that bothers him about changing the blasting
limitations is many' people in the area would hot' be aware of these .changes.
He stated that he did not 'believe that the original ,permit stating 12:00 noon
to 1:00 P.M. is realistio and he would feel that aotua11y the change in hours
under B Which was the permit on the northwest oorner of Lee Highway and Route
#621 which was granted June 28. 1966, was a lessening of this requirement and
could be used for both sides of the Quarry. This would give them a little
more ,latitude. Any ohahge other than this, there should be a public hearing.

Mr. Cov~ngton asked if the Board did not say that the last issuance superoeded
the first one.

Mr. Smith agreed.

Mr. Smith inquired if they could reduce the size of the b~ast and still work
within that limitation that was last granted to the Quarry.

Mr. Maize stated that they could reduce lout of every three.

The Fairfax Quarry representatives and Mr. Spence, their attorney, indicated
they could live with this limitation.
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Mr. Covington stated that there would be another· hearing in October on the
south area or the Quarry so maybe the Board could then give some consideration
to what they might wish to do at that time.

Mr. Smith commented that the trees that they planted were very small.

Mr. Maize stated that he would suggest to the Quarry that they feed the trees.

It was the Board's decision to interpret the- "B" in the memo to cover the
entire operation, both north and south.

II

May 15, 1974
CAPITOL CARS &. CAMPERS

Mr. Lainof came forward with a question on clarification of the resolution
granting the permit. He asked-whether or not the limitation stating 'no
Iilechanical wl1,lrk on said site' would mean they could--not do minor adjustments
on the trailers they sell that might come back in with a minor problem, such
as the refrigerator not functioning properly, etc. They give a year warranty
on all their recreational vehicles and they would like to be able to service
them.

It was the Board's decision ,that they could do the dealer preparation and
warranty work on the vehicles they sell. This is permitted in a dealership as
part of the sales operation.

Mr. Kelley stated that he put that limitation in there so they could not do
repairs on__ vehicles that, people might like to bring in that had no connection
with the sales of those vehicles.

II

May 15, 1974
DOMINICAN RETREAT, 7103 Old Dominion Drive.

Mr. Smith read a letter from the Dominican Retreat expressing their appreciatl n
for the Boardls granting the Permit for their addition, and for the Boardls
understanding and- cooperation.

II

May 15, 1974
COURTHOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX

Mr. Steve ·Best, attorney, appeared before the Board to apologize for having
allowed thetennl~ court-s to being at the Country Club,. He explained that it
had been his intent to -amend the appll'cation originally to request the tennis
cO~rts and he had requested the engineer to prepare the plats showiag the
tennis court. He then went on vacation and when he came back it was time ror
the he.atng. He did not'realize that the application had never been amended
and the new plats substituted. Therefore, he thought the tennis courts had
been approved.

Ted Britt had a contract with a company to construct the courts and he thought
that a permit would not berequired because they built one at International
Country Club and they did not get a permit.

Mr. covtmgton stated that International Country Club has been issued a
violation notice and ~on~truction has ceased.

Mr. Best stated that they did not intend to go ahead and build the courts in
violation. He stated that they do have an application in now for the tennis
courts.

The Board stated that the earliest date they could hear the application would
be June 19, 1974.

I
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Mr. Kelley moved that the meeting adjourn.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed unan1mouely and the meeting adjourned at 3:13 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk
Jean McCleery. Typist

APPROVED June 5 I 1974
DATE
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning A~pea18

Was Held on Wednesday, May',22, 1974, in the.-oard
Room of theM218se..YJ3uilding., ,Present: Daniel smith,
Chairman; '~'1.'J'".",:V'Ua.,qft.bi-.n;Charles Runyon.
George Barnes and Joseph Baker were absent.

JMr.CQvington opened the meeting with a prayer.

10:00 - JEFFREY SNEIDER AND COMPANY, app. under Section 30-2.2.2 Col. 2 SUP
uses in PAD zone, to permit shopping center per PAD zoning previously
approved by Board of Supervisors, Jermantown Road and Blake Lane,
47-2«14»E & J, (8.9055 acres), Providence District (PAD), 5-41-74

Mr. Harold Miller, attorney, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were ruled in order. The Board was in receipt of
a waiver of notice from William B. Newton, 10315 Blake Lane, Oakton, Virginia,
who is the only contiguous property owner.

Mr. Miller submitted to the Board oil copy of a Cerll,ficate of P.ppreciation
from the County of Fairfax for Excellence in Land Conservatioll<.: and a copy
of a letter of appreciation from the Environmental Quality Advisory council
on the superior jou of landscaping the first section of the Oakton Village
project.

Mr. Miller stated that last year they came before this Board for a Special
Use Pexmit for a service station on part of this site. The Board said=..' should not proceed piece-meal and questioned whether a Bervice station
WO'll' " be suitable for this site. They are now returning for oil Special Use

'it for the entire shopping center, 8.9 acres, and they have replaced
the service station with. A c;onvenience store. This commercial site is
divided at Blake Lane at the County's request. The original road went
around the perimeter of the site. This was approved as oil location for the
shopping center when, the Board of Supervt.ors approved.the rezoning of the
overall PAD area. This commercial area is surrounded a1mQst entir&l:r, by
Sneider I s project. The only other landowner who touches, ,thi.s property
is William Newton. There are over 1400 residen:tial units and all these
units are within walking distance of the center. The retail_space is
65,790 square feet and over part of 'the retail ~pace is office space of
23,800 square .:feet making the total square footage of 87.,5.90.

Mr. smith inquired as to how much square footage is allowed for oil commercial
area in a PAD zone.

Mr. Covington stated tha'the had checked that out before he came to the Baaed
etingand this is well'within the confines"of the Ordinance, but. he

did not remeinber the exact amount.

Mr. smith asked the applicant to submit a justification on the amount of
commercial space ·that they are requ••tin9~

Mr. SII1ith a_ked if there, would 'be any free standing signs connected with
the individual uses.

r. Miller answered "no" • $fe stated that in view of theordinanc~ithey

find they Can only have one\ sign. They origihallyplanned to have three,
one at each entrance. TheY,have directed the architect to redu'ot 'the
sign to lower the.peak£rOllL.14 to 10 and put the ,sign ,at the entrance
of Je.rmant~ Road. 1'heywill oonform to thesiqn ordinance. there will
be indivi~ signs on the buildings the~elves•

. Kelley c01Q1Dendedthe JeffreySneicier Company on this developlilent.
stated th~t he ha,dfo~l.ow8d<tkiS"de-v.elopment'very closely and"'.... glad
see that they' cAan:qed :t~e u,e from a· guoline, .tation. He lI:tated that
are to be commended on the-entire development.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to this it/PPlicati

r. Runyon stated that he felt the Board had sufficient inf~~Oft to~e
a deci.ioh based on ~e quality of the application as ..11 aa ~ q~liflcatio
of the applicant.

I

I

I
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I
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May 22, 1974
JEFFREY SNEIDER AND COMPANY

In application No. 8-41-74, application by JEFFREY SNEIDER AND CO. under
Section 30-2.2.2, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit shopping center per,
PAD zoning previously approved by the Board of Supervisors, on property
located at Jermantown Road and Blake Lane, Providence District, also known
as tax map 47-2(C14»E S J, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

35

the owner of the sU§ject property is Jeffrey Sneider and Co.
the present zoning is PAD.
the area of the lot is 8.9055 acr~s.
compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is req~ired.

That
That
That
That

WHEREAS. the
fact:

l.
2.
3.
O.

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 22nd day'of May 197~.

Board qf zoning App~als has made tp~ fo~lowing !inp~g8 of

AND, WHEREAS, the Board af Zoning Appeals has reached the fol~owing

conclusions of law:
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance

with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in RDistricts as qontained
in Section 30-7.1.10'£ the Zoning Ordinance; and

I

I

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

1. This approval is grante~ to the applicant only and is not trans
ferable withoutfu~ther action of this Board, and is for the location
indicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.,

2. This permit shall expire unless renewed by action of this Board
upon whicheve~!ofthe following events shall last occur:

a. Twelve months from this date.
b. Three months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
c. Six months after Fairfax County permits a Site Plan to be

filed thereon.
3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on

the plans submitted with this application. Arty additional structures
of any 'kind, changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans
approved by the Board ofZaning Appeals (other than minor engineering details
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Speqial Use
Permit. shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It
shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details)
without Board of Zoning Appeals ppproval, shall constitut~ a violation
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

q. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not co~stitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedvral~~ ,requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible' for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be v~lid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pe~aining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a_oon.picious placeealong with toe eD~~J&~~~a&ntial Use
Permit on the property of the .use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted
use.

Mr. Kelly seconded the motion.

I
The motion passed 3 to 0 with Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes absent.

II
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10:20,- ELIZJ\lSETH S. COLLINS', app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ord. to
pexmit rOOlR addition and to increase enrollment from 43 to 78
children inexistinq Bchool, ~396'Lincolnia Road, 72-1(7»3, 4,
& 19 (3~,825 sq. ft.), Mason Dist+ict, Lincolnia Heights, (R-l2.5)
S-42-74

Mrs. Elizabeth Collins, 520 South Carlyn Springs Road, Arlington, V~rginia,

appeared before the Board•.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous ownexa were
H5mpton E. McGhee, 6361 Hillcrest Place, Alexandria and Edward A. Landees,
6392 Lincolnia Road, Alexandria, virgini~.

Mr. Smith inquired as to whether or not, this school is now a corporation.
There was a letter in the file. from the. State Corporation Commission
indicating that this is a corporation called Lincolnia Private Day School
Inc. which was incorporated on January 31, 1974.

Mrs. Collins stated that that was correct. Two of the officers in the
corporation are Charles W. Leeapole., 123.96 Menebill, Road, Woodbridge and
Jacqueline Leeapole of the same address. Shes.tated, that she is still
the Director of the School. She also" .till owns the. property , but they
are in the proceas, of transferrin'g th~tQver. to the corporation. as soon
as this addition is finblhed. 'Nl.isreqllest is to extend the enrollment
from 40 to 78 children and ladd a smalla4dition to the.e~i8ting building.
Ttle ages of the children,will be fran 2 to 6. She would like to open.te
from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. There will be no bus service.

Mr. Kelley asked to see a sketch of the addition and Mrs. Collins submitted
~e building plans fo~ the addition to the Board. _She stated that the
addition will be constructed of cinderblopk with stucco.

Mr. Smith stated th~ the size on the building plans do not conform with the
plats showing the proposed addition.

Mr. Kelley commented that the plats do not indicate suffLcient parking for
this increased .use. The parking area d0813 not meet. tha 25' setback
fequirement. 'the plats are supposed. 'to,,1-ndicate the existing parking plus
-.ny additiona!. parking that will be required for this use.

Mn,,'Collins stated that the parents co~~d use the circular drive in front of
Uhebuilding.

Mr. Smith stated that they could not use that drive to park as the ordinance
does not permit parkinq in the front 8etback nor within 25' of any property
line.

Mr. Kelley read the Staff Report from Pr.f3iliminary Engineering Branch which
stated:

"This usew111 be under site plan conero1. On ,June.21~ 1973, this
office granted a sitep1~waiverto"Mr8. Collins_ to pumit the use
of thes1ibjectproperty as a nursery '~~ool for 43 children without
the~eatent tosubll\it a site plan. '!'his appJ:;'~a1wa. granted
on cert«in conditions" one of which required that a .. 4-, foot sidewalk be
provided onS'l-llereat Road to the s"nool. If this _walk has. been
constructed it'hould be shown on th, p~at submitted with this new
applioation. ~,f the wa'lk has not been -consitructed then the applioant
is technicallf~~Olationofthe .i~e\plan ordinance in that all
conditions of,~ the site plan waiver h.ve not been met."

Mrs. ColI. stat.ed that she di8cu8sed.~$is at length ,with the peopfe ,in
the ~limin'ary~qineeringBranch lA.~:y.ar.and.theyto~her they would
take this matter under -adVisement ... ~'-;.h.etherorl1Ot:,.h._40tU4llydid have
to put intbe:,.si.dewa:lk.-.: This will .~..te~a hazardfoll' the children who
play in thiiJarea~ She.',:raceived ... notice.:Monday .of ,thi8week about it.
She then talked' with Mr. ;,Reynold. in that office and thEln she wrote a letter
requestinq another waiver of the site plan.

Mr. Steve. Reynolds from preliminary EngineeripgBrancb,a.ppeared before the
Board and..•tated,that..t:ha~.iteplan~-JR8':weJ.ved .for the use under. the original
Special Ua. Permit but that wai,ver cOl'utLt1on.-was as in the pre,sent Staff
Deport. That sidewalk is not shown 'on<the present plat with this application
for the expansion and it can only beAa.~ed that it was not built. She will

I
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COLLINS (contlnued)
be required to comply wit:b-Sitepl.llIl.., but without de:tailed.review he stated ~ J ?
that he could_not Bay whe.ther it will ,be waived thia.time.. Mrs ... Collins r
has submitted the request for the waiver, but he did nat know if they are goin
to consider the approval of the waiver of the sidewalk requirement.

Mr. Smith suggested that Mrs. Collins have her engineer. talk wi-th .. the Staff
before he prepares the' new plats to be sure that they conform as to what she
is actually going to do.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until June 5. to provide the
applicant additional time -to have proper plats prepared.....-to show at least 10
parking_. spaces and .• setback of 25' from the property line and to show the
sidewalk if one is going tabe required by the site"planoffiee and the
proper setback of the addition to the property line.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. MessrS. Baker
and Barnes absent.

II

10:40 - JOHN E. & ELEANOR E. ROACH~ app. under Section 30~7.2.6.l.3 of Ord
to permit increased enrollment to 125 students, and change, hours of
operation to 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.,inexisti.ngschool, 7152
Woodland Drive, 7l-3((7»24A & 25A, Leewood Subdivision,
Springfield District (1.836273 acres), RE-0;5, 6-43-74

Mr. smith stated that in view ,of the typoqraphical ..error in ,the advertising,
the fact that this WBe advertised inthe:Springfi.el.cL-Dis.tri.ct"and it
should ha,ve, been the Annandale District, the Board would_reschedule and
readvertise this case for June 12, 1974 at 2:00P.~.

He asked if there was anyone in the room interested in this case.

There was no one tn the roam who indicated that they were interested in this
case.

Mr. smith stated that the Planning Commission has indicated that they wish
to hear this case andhave,BcheduLed it fo~ June 11, 1914 at8~15 P~M.

which would be prior to the Board's hearing' of it. The BZA therefore will
have their recommendation.

Mr. smith stated that there is a question on the applicant's use of the
existing building thatwa.a garage and according to~ the advertisement
there 18 no ment'ionthatthey would like permisBionto ,use this additional
building. ,lfthe. applicant so desires to'use this building , it should have
been included in theapplioation.
The Board agreed to this reschedUling.

II
11:20 - ARCHlBALI) ,30Hti]('cl!:WAN, app. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit

encl08ure,ofci~tclosertoside lot line ..than, allowed by Ord.
(16.4' frOlil,p:eoperty_line., 3.'" va:t:iance~", lBOS White oaks O~ive,

93-4«6)-)558~BQl;linda-leSubdivision, 27,58'6 square teet, M't. Vern'on
Distriat(RE·O~S),V-45-74

Mr. MoEwan repreBen~ed,hlmself before the Board.

Notices to property owners, were in order. The conti.guous owners were
Fred & Mary Everett, 1804 White Oaks Drive,Alexandria an~ Thomas and Martha
Mustain, 1812 White oaks Drive, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. McEwan gave the,reason for needing this variance as the use of the
carport is the only lQ,toal step to use for additional living space in
view of thetinique fe.turea of the lot. This lot ,is very long and narrow
and in addition, the relatively steep slope precludes use of the back
area.

There was no one present. to speak in favor or in opposition to the application

Mr. McEwan stated that thematerialB that he plans to· use and the architecture
will be compatible with the existing house.
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McEWAN (continued)
May 22,1974

In application No. V-4S-7J,.applicationby ARchibald John McEwan, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to, permit enclosure._of. carport closer
to side lo.t line .than.allowed.by Ordinance, on pmperty.located.at 1808
White Oaks Drive, Hollindale.Subdivision, also known as tax map 93-4«6»
558, M~. Vernon Districti.CountyofFai~fax,Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved
that the Board of Zoning'Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned ~application has been properly' filed in accordance
with the requireIUents of all applicable State .and Co.unty 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
newspapeJ:f- postirul.O£. the property, letters to. contiguous' and",nearby
property owners.,. ,and s, public hearinq by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 22nd day of May, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made ' the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Archibald & Maria McEwan.
2. That the, present zoning is BE-0.5.
3. That the area of ~", lotis:·27 ,.586_ square feet..
4. That the request 111 for a minimum variance of 3.6 feet to the side

yard requirement of 20 feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board ofZoninq, Appeals has reache~ the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has sati.sfied the Board that the foll.owing pbY.8ical
condi.tions .exist "which ... undeI a strict. inter:pr.etation of the Zoning Ordinance
would reBul t inpraatical.diffic.ultyorunnacessary .,hardship.. that would
deprive the usee of.the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptional.ly ll.urOW lot >

(bl exceptional topographic problems of the land

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RE!ilOLVED,. that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with::t;h&.. following. lim:!tationa:

1. This approval i.~~tedfor the loaation and ,the, specific structure
or structures indicated in,the plats incl.u4ed .with this application only, and
is not tfansferable tootherlapd Q~ to other structures on the same land.

2. Thi.-s. varUnee shall expire one yea'x ·from"thi.s.dat~ unle.ss· construction
haa started or unl.... renewed by action of this Board.,.. pr,ior to elate of
expiration.

3. Architecture and ma,terials to be used in proposed enclos~e shall be
compa~ible with ~e .~8ting dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the applicut should be aware thatg:ranting: of this action by
this Board· does. ·no,t ,constitute _exemption from" the .var:i..ou&..requiremen tl'l .. of
this count1,~ ~., appl;cant shall be respoDsthle for. f.u.l£i,lllnq his
obligation 'to obtainbu:Udin.9' permits, residential use peQlitf- and the
like through the ••tablished procedures.

Mr. Runyon secOnded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes were absent.

II

11:40 - EDUCOf-INC.t app .. under Section 30.,...7.2.• 6.1.3 of Ord... to permit change
of owne-rahi-p and,:,.cmange.,.of"hours of. opera:tion-. to, hOC A.M. tp 6:00
P.M. and oontihUaAQe of operation for. eight weeks in the summer in
existing .school', 6349 Lincolnia.lload, 12-1 ((1» SOA, (3 acres),
Mason District, (REO.5), 8-46-74

I
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May 22, 1974
EDUCO, INC.

Mr. Tom Lawson, attorney for the applicant, appeared before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order~ The contiguous owners were
Beverly T. Hummer, Jr., 6341 Lincolnia Road and Grace Baptist Church
6355 Lincolnia Road.

Mr. Lawson stated that he had just been handed "two documents, one from the
State Fire Mar.hall and a.copy of a report from the building,inspection
office. These repor~8 both suggest changes that.must be made in order
to extend this operation, therefore, they have an entirely different
ballgame. The details' o£the contract are net a concern of the Board
but these suggested-changes will c~ll for a reev.aluation of the existing
contract. His clients are still interested,in_taki~overthis school,
but they would like to have the case continued for approximatel.y one or
two months in order to work out the problems that these reports have
brought out.

Mrs. Beverly Hummer spoke :to .the application and.stated tha.t She was
not interested.in.-..ha:v:inq..a. day .care.center next .. door,... but she would like
to have a f.ence, 'put "up .between the properties should...:the operation
continue. She asked if the school would be closed on Saturday and Sunday.

Mr. Lawson in answer to her question stated that,,:he was not ready to answer
that, and he would' be' glad to sit down. with the neighbors and go over the
problems and try ·to a11eviate them.

The Board disoussed a d~ferral date. The case' was deferred to July 24,
1974 at 10:00 A.M. at the applicant's request.

Mr. Smith suggested that they implement··the screeninq to lessen the impact
on the surroundinq:nei.gbborhood.. He inquired about.whether or not the
busses were p~nted, lettered and had the proper lights in accordance with
the State Code.

Mr. Lawson stated that the busses were painted red.

Mr. Smi.th stated that they would have to change the school bus colors and
conform with the 8tate-eo-de'.

II

12:00 - THE NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRFAX, app. under: Section ,30-6.6 of Ord. to
appeal the Zon:inq Administrator's deci-sion.to .. refuse to issue a
sign pe-rmtt-;unae:r'Section 30..,.1:6.2.3.2 of, the Ordinanc.e,2928 Chain
BrLdqa Road, Oakton, 47-2(1»99 and 101, Centreville District,
(1.3603 acres), (COL), V-34-74

Mr. Tom Lawson, attorney fOr the applioant, represented the applicant before
the Board.

Notices to property owners' were in. order.
were Appalachian OUtfitters, Box 248; ~30

Paul J. and Helen R."'Lal,'- 9504 Wallingford

(SEE TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING)

The contiquoua:property owners
Chain,'Br.idge.. Road~' Oakton and
Drive, Burke, Virginia.

I

I

The dec~sion was deferred for rev~ew of the Ordinance. There was a discusslo
as to the deferral date. The applicant's attorney suggested that it be
deferred to July 24, 1974, as he had a Court case on July 17, 1974.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred for decision only in order for
the·Board to reviawthe.Ordinance and to get a memo from. the, Zoning
Administrator 'on h~ainterpretation of, this· section of the Ordinance.
(Section 30-l6l2.3.2).

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion paaSiBd unanimously with the members present. Mr. Barnes and
Mr. Baker wereabaent~

II
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DEFERRED CASES;

CLAUDE A.-WHEELER T/A PROCf()a'HAT~:,PMVAU-SCHOOL, app •. underSea.
30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ord.to permit chanqe of ownership. of existing private
schOol, 6:30 ,A.M. to &:30 P.M. for 75 children; 7 employees, 715~

Telegraph Road, 91-4«U)13, Lh District" (2~al acres) RE-l, 8-27-74
(Deferred from 5-15-74 and S-B~74)

Mr. Smith reminded the Board that the Health Department memo.indicated that
the ~umnumber of students allowed within-,the exiatingfacility was
45 at any one time with a total of 90. Mr. Smith stated..that. Mr. Overik,
the owner of the property,"and the original ,applicant when, this, was
granted some years 'ago, was in earlier_and had indicated that he did not
wish to be includedaa,.,oo-applicant. The Board will have to cOnsider
this case on the merit o~ the application.

In application 'No. 'S-27-74, application by Claude.A. Whee1~.T/A Pro~~or

Batsell Private School under Sec. 30~1.2.6.1.3.2 of tha Zoning, Ordinance,
to permit change of oWnership of existingpcivate, school, 6:30 A.M. to
6:30 P.M., on property located at 7150 Telegraph Road, Lee· District, also
known as tax map 91';"4 ( (1» 13, Clj)W1ty of Fairfax, Mr. Runycm moved that the
Board 'of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly f!ledinaccQrdaace
with the requirements 'of all applicable State'and County Codes and in
accordanoe wit~ ~ br-Iaws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoninq Appeal8'
and

WJeftBS, fol'low,in9 proper notice tot;pe public by advertisement in l!l local
new8,paper" PQ8~of' the ~property, ,lette;rsto' contiquolls;and.. nearby property
owners, and a:pUblichearing by the Board of' Zoning Appeals held on the 8th
day of May, 1914, ~dd.f.rred to May 22, 1974.

WBEREAs.,the_mofZoning' Appea1s_.ha8."made the following findings of fMlt:
1. ~t t!:w ,,~~<»:ttheaubj.ect property is Glenn S. and Mary R. overik.
2. ~ t:h";'.~.~zoning is RE-l.
3. '1'Jlat.,,*,:i~_•• 'O;f the lot is 2.81 acres.

AND, WHBRBAS('the Board o'f Zon(ng .Appeals has reached ·the followinq :concluai
of law I

1. 'l'lul,t "'~.•.·.'~oant.:-:hJ.S presented'testimony indic&tinq, ,capl,i,2Ulce, with
Standardllf <, " it'l.. ' Us. Permit Usesir\,R Districts aaooDta;aed,cin
Section30 7a.l o~ the ,Zoning Ordinance:"and !

!{OW, ~.,BB %'tRESOLVED, that the subj-ect application. be and -the same
i8'be~:,tJZatl,a.a'wttJ\~.,follotdng,limitat:1ons:

1. Thi.".app~l·t.'qr.ntedto the applicant onl-y and ia .not ,trlmeferable
.,.i~out fur,'the.ri .a~lon'o+ this Board ,'iqld iefor the loc.~ indtca.~e4.
.Lh titie:'~-,i~~t4.on :': I41iCl ,3;:11' not ,t~ansferable,to-:':otherland.' " ',', '

2.'RtJ.t:.'i~JlIIit"~1~:,~,,1reone Year from't-his da.te, ualesa·.ope-%:atH.:on
ha••,~'~r._l.\••:'.....d by action of this 'Board· prior:tc clatecf
expirat;'1on~,. ': ",;', " , " ','" .

3. 'ft;tr. approval iBfJ::'uted for the"builcl':i;ngs and, u•••"J,ndicilited -on 'the.
plans submitted with ,this application~ ~y,additionalat+uctur.s:ofany

kind", ,chanqq ,in, Wle, additional ,uses t',o-rch-.n,ges: inthepl:an:8..appr:oved
by 'the",Board of"I.riinq'App*al.(c¢her".tb...::at1norcenqine~rtnq:,,"d8.tai18)
whe~,O':r 'AG!t,t:b••• addit4,.onal .. usea ~ :~es,.r.quiJ:e ,a.,Sp6cial U8e Permit,
sh.ll~";::_l:'ov.lof the BoUdof Zonin9,~1a. , It; ."11))e the
duty Of ,;...;:'ftti)~t:tee;:toapply to the SOa'r!! Of~';~inq""Appaa1a. fQ suQh
apprC1""a1' •• ,.~a.,,(otb.r.thanminoE·.eng:ineerin9·chtaU.¥:'~~'~.Board
of ~0A1'RfJ,'.Afttla1saPJ'S.'VaL,.~laon.Ututea violaUon 01......t:Jrie .. conditionll
of thi. Sp.oi.ltJ.e~¢t.. . .' .:"". .

4. The gr.ant1nqof"tmJ,_ specialU.8PenUt~dQe•. no.ta~tt,1i.Ut4U1eXl!ll'aptio
trOll ,the v.rioq8··lq.~·and,..••·tabUahed .p;l'Oce.dural· ..re~t:. o~ th11jl" eoun'ty
and.tat.e. ThePe:rmi.ttee ..•hal-lber~8fl$n:81b:1e, for ooap1V£nf~with these
requirements. Thi.~t SHALL NOT',.. val~'until a 1Ion....1tpidential U.e
Pexmi t is obtained. .

5. The resolut.ion·pet:taining .. to ·~'l1rfUlt..tng.of,the. Special ..... Bendt
SHALL BE POSTED in aconapiciouspuee .•1QJ19..wi.thdte Non.,.Residential Use
Permi t on the proJN'rty of the uae and·be made available., ,to allJ)ep&rtments
of the County of Pairta.xduring the hou;r. of opetation ofth. permitted use.

I
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May 22, 1974
CLAUDE WHEELER T/APRQCTOR HATSELL SCHOOL, 8-27-74 (continued)

6. Hours of operation shall be 6:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m.
7. The maximum number of children shall be 45 at anyone time, ages

2 to 7 years.
8. The operation shall be subject to compliance w~th .the.inspection report

the requirements of the Pair£ax County Health Department and the-State
Department of Welfare and Institutions.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

REQUEST FOR om OF TURN HEARING -- PUBLIC STORAGE, INC., S"..7~"..74.

Mr. James Tate, a~torney for the applicant, was present to make the request.
for an out of turn, hearing for Mrs. Ruby Swain of 9927 Richmond Highway,
Lorton, Virginia cl1.i1er-application for a special use P$Il'JQJ:t. MJ:'s,. Swain
is the owner _of ,RubY,',1I _~a,taurant located on two plus acres on Route (be
near Prince Wifliam C9uqty line. Mr. Tate then went into the hardship
problem andsta~edUbat her property in issue constitutes her'entire
estate and her only ..mea.nAI._,of_.livelihood. They have been successful with
the County in gettinq':a"j:t1J.ingfrom,the.,.county Attorney's Office that a
site plan can properlybe... filed under the Interim Development Ordinance.
The intended use, however, does not fit exactly within the listed uses of
General C~ercial·Zon~.~ichis,thepresent zoning of the property,
and they are required to obtain.a special use permit from this 'Board.

There is an injunction to keep a foreclosure from taking place on this
property and this injunction expires on June 26th, therefore, they
do need this out of turn hearing for June 19, 1974.

Mr. smith asked Mr. Tate if he had received a copy of Mr. Knowlton's
letter to the BoardreqAlrding ,this application • Mr. Tate had' not and
was given a copy. Mr. Knowlton's letter stated that under Item 2,
Column 2, a£the CG di.trict, uaes which have a physical or functional
characteristic simllar to uses in Column 1 of that district.may be. permitted
by the Board of Zoning Appeals. The use requested involves the renting
of small storage encloa,ures, and is dQ:1gned t.o be a service for thQse
personsliving,!n ..all~t. without ~~ge areas for househOld effects,
campingequi.plli.ent,etc. ,.:In, this respect:I~e proposed use is notun1ike
a frozen food locker allowed by right in that zone.

As to the quesUon of persona living. on. tne ·premises, Mr. Know~'toJJ~'., l.tt.r
stated that thequarte,rll- ..of;, A.caretaker. or watchman serving 'the.,:,\1:Hla
permitted as a :caJ:f.'Y"'0VQ::,from ,the .CD. district. The pr:l.marydi,',I;i;.inction
between this us. and. a ,warehou.se .operation lies in the fact that",th'1s i.
a personal servi.ae d~r.ct:l.y·.t:o.the.popUlation. It is obvious,.that ..'the
character wo,uldqhaJ:tqe~_",cthe items, so stored becOme the properties of
commercial and i44u.8trlal establishments. He suggested that the Board
limit or condition :any approvaltoa major percentaqe of re.idential eLfeots
being stored.

Mr. Kelley moved to grant· the out of turn hearing for June 19, 1974.

Mr. Runyon seconded the mo:tion ...

Mr. Slni th inquired if the file was complete.

The Clerk stated .tha~e file was complete.

The motion passed· 3 'to ().. M-r. Barnes and Mr. Baker were absent.

II

c41.
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SCHOOL FOR CONTEMPORARY EDUCATION., 8-167-72

Mr. Smith read a letter from Donald Stevens, attorney for the applicant,
requesting an extension to the_permit based on several factors one of which
was the unavailability of sewer taps.

Mr. smith suggested that the Board grant an additional six months since
the problem is financial a8 well aaa sewer tap problem.

Mr. Kelley so moved.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to o. Mr. Barnes and
Mr. Baker were absent.

II

BERNIE COX -- Riding School

Mr. Smith read a letter from several of the citizens in the area regarding
violations thath_,.· occurred at this location.

Mr. Covington stated that his office had sent an inspector out to the
premises and Mr. Cox had cleared the violations.

II

The meeting adjourned at 2:43 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Keleey
Clerk
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that he did feel it J,.s compatible. They have ,more
The land is~currently wooded which provides good
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held on Wednesday, June S, 1974, in the Board
Room aftha Massey Building. Present: Daniel smith,
Chairman; Loy Relley, Vice~Chairman; Charles Runyon,
Joseph Bakar and George Barnes. Mr. Wallace 
Covington, Assistant.Zoning Administrator, and
Harvey Mitcbell~ As.ociate,Planner~ were present
from the County Staff.

The meeting was op~ed with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - ST. BARNABAS EPISCOPAL CHURCH, app. under Section 30~7.2.6.1.11 of
the Ordinance to permit.addition to church for expansion of
Sunday School facilities, 4801 Ravensworth Road, 71-1 & 71-3f(1))
1 and IB, (6.6525 acres), Annandale District, (RE-l), 8-47-74

Mr. Richa~dson, 4902 Regina Drive, Annandale, represented the applicant
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
John H. Watkins, 4715 Raven.worth Road and Sterling Lee, 4847
Ravensworth Road.

Mr. Richardson, stated that this ,expansion reqpeat is for a separate building
located to the rear of the existing church. '''"!'he s1::r:tx::ture is an ilL"
shaped building with a floor area of 4,089 square£eet. It witl start
out as one story, but as their funds permit(rl they will expand to a two
story building.

Mr. smith asked if they were planning to do this within the next five years.
would

Mr. Richardson stated that they probablJVnot be able to.

~~;.:~ii~:::lddn~~a~ei;e~:ia~~u~~.~~l~=~k~~i~h:~~~~~nb:~t~~n~;;e
could not, they would have to comeback. He inquired if theywuld have
to enlarge the parking area to accomodate this expansion.

Mr. Richardson stated thattheirparkinq is now more than twice the size to
accomodate their expan.Lon~ They are ,not enlarging the sanctuary
but they are enlarging their classroom capacity.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition.

Mr. Kelley read the report from Preliminary Engineering which stated that
llayenaworth.lload is proposed to be a 90' right of way and they suggested
thaiL,.the applicant dedicate 45' from the center line of the existing
right of way.

Mr. Richardson stated that this would cause no problem.

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Richardson if he felt this church is compatible with
the existing residential neighborhood.

Mr. Richardson stated
than 6 acres of land.
screening.

Mr. Runyan asked if the church serves that particular neighborhood.

Mr. Richardson stated that it does serve this neighborhood and al.ao they
have some. members from :Fairfax City and Falls Church, but most of the
members live within a 2 and 1/2 mile radius.

Mr. Runyon asked if they Berve theneiqhbarhood for other functions.

Mr. Richardson .,tat.ed that they have a Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, AA, and
other commwlity groups that meet at their church.

Mr. Richardsonatated,that the proposed_addition will be masonry with a
flat roof and brick facade. The existing buildings are frame construction
with redwood stained vertical siding.
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St. Barnabas Episcopal Church '(continued)

In application No. '8-47-74, application by St. Barnabas Episcopal Church
under Section 30-7.2.6.1~11, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition
to church for expansion of Sunday School· facilities, on p~perty located
at 4801 Ravensworth Road, Annandale District. also known as tax map 71-1
& 71-3«1»1 & IB, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper,_notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 5th ~day of June, 1974. -

WHEREAS, the Board of ZClf}ing" Appeals has made the followirig'findings of
fact: '"

1. That the owner of the s~bject property is Trs. of St. Barnabas
Episcopal Church.

2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 6.4413 acres.
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

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

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

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans
ferable without further~ction of this Board, and is for the location in
dica~ed in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. Th~s 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
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kin,d, chan,.i.~~~",l1se.. addi tional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Boai'd of:'Zoning;.4P:P:ea1s:-, (other tl).an minor engineering details)
whether or not these,-:additlonal uses or changes require a Special Use
Permit, shall require approval of the Bo~rd of Zoning Appeals. It shall
be the duty of the Permi~tee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation Gf the condi-
tions of this Special. Use Permit. '

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and est~lished procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permitte~ shall be responsible for complying
with·these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

;;. 0/ 'f
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Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with

II

All fhe members present.

I
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TECTONICS, INC., app. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to request variance 80 roa
can be constructed closer than 50 feet from existing building, 8419 Terminal
Road, 99-3(1», parcel B (35,396 sq. ft.) Lee District (I-G), V-4S-74

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Be~kley Equipment Company, 5320 Rockville Road in Maryland and Terminal
Qne, Ltd., 600 D Stevenson Avenue, Suite 101, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. Darrock represented the applicant before the Board. He is with the
engineering firm of Patton, Harris and Rust, 10523 Main Street, Fairfax,
Virginia,

Mr. Darrock stated that the industrial complex at this location is presently
serviced by a private road with a 50 foot ingress - egress easement. The
complex is primarily warehouses and a concrete plant. In view of the heavy
trucking activitYbthe owner of the existing easement desires to,rebuild
this road toVirginia~artment.ofHighwayspecification and.dedicate the
right-of-way. The proposed industrial road construction as shown on the
drawings in the file has been approved by the Virginia Department of
Highways. A 38 foot turnaround for use by snow removal and maintenance
equipment was requested. and .is,,,8hown.on the drawing with a 5 foot __ buffer
median. The a4d~tional.,,_:r:ight~of.,.way necessary for the turnaround. is
agreeable to the'ownersinvolved. The installation.of a modified Cul-de-sac
was necessary to provide ,access to"the various buildings and will.result
in a triangular shaped encroachment. into the 50 foot building restriction
line at the corner of one warehouse. At this closest poin~the building
restriction line will be 32 feet.

Mr. smith inquired if this road would service anything beyond the
building at 8419 Terminal Road.

Mr. Darrock stated that it would not.

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Darrock if this will serve the public as well.

Mr. Darrock,answered ,that ,it would because, in dedicatin9l,the Highway
Department felt that they would, have more control and there would be
an adequate turning radius.

Mr. Jay Lamb, Air Pollution Control Engineer responsible for en£orcement
in Air pollution Control Area ... IV which includes Terminal ROad, spoke
before the Board in favor. of this. application. He stated that they had
had complaints since 1972 about the excessive dust that was being
generated by concrete trucks and_o~er through traffic. Therehave
been several delays which has brought them up to this point. If these
plans are approved, they will require the owners to s'ubmit a comple-tion
schedule on_the road work.to_be_performed_and insist they oontinue the
temporary dust controls until constmuction is finished.

Mr. Lamb submitted his statement to the Board which was signed by both he
and D. G. Helms, Director, Air Pollution Control.

Mr. Barnes inquired what type of road this would be.

Mr. Darrock stated that it would be black-topped.

There was no opposition to this application.

In applioation No. V~~8·7~, application by Tectonics, Inc., under Section
30-6.6 of the· Zoning Ordinance, to permit road to be constructed clos~r

than 50' from existing puildirrg, on property located at 8419 Terminal Road,
Lee District, also known as tax map 99-3«I»parcel B, County of Fairfax,
Virginia Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of ,.11 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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TECTONICS, INC. (continued)

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local ,newspaper, postinaof the property, letters to contiguous and
nearby property owners,'and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on the 5th day of June, 1974, and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is I-G.
3. That the area of the lot is 34,396 sq. ft.

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

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

(a) unusual looatiqn:,of existing buildingla.

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

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

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements
of this county. The ap~licant shall be himself_responsib~e f.or f~lfilling
his obligation to obtain' bullding permits, non~.e-B~tTal'i}q~j:~it
and the like through' the establilihed procedures. '

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The~tion passed unanimously.

II

10:40 COMMUNITY COVENANT .CHURCK OF SPRINGFIE~, app. under Section
30~7~2.6.l.ll ofOrd. to permit construction of church for worship,
Sunday school andotherreliqious,qatherinqs, 7000 Sydenstricker
Road, 89-3{(l»3A, 5 acres, Springfield District (RE-l), S-49-74

Rev. Lake, 6624 8ernardDrive, Springfield, represented the applicant
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in, order. The contiguous property'owners
were HlUltValleySWila."Clu!;l-, c/o Mr. Joseph Shreve, president, 7304 LaJi:qsford,
Court, Spd6~~:Ueld"andE.~te of Nellie zell, c/o Mr. Charles Zell, 6914
Sydenstricker Ro.a, Sprinvfield, Virginia.

I
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COMMUNITY COVENANT CHURCH OF SPRINGFIELD (continued)

Rev. Lake stated that they have from 50 to 60 people to attend church on
Sunday. They have been .meeting in the Hunt Valley School neuby. They
have held this proper.ty for four years. There is only one other church
that serves this area and that is the Sydenstricker Methodist Church which
is a small church. They plan to use this building for church worship and
Sunday School classes, choir rehear.als, prayer and Bible study, vacation
church school and other -religious convocations. The maximum,numherof
users is proposed to be lOa at anyone time. They plan to have 20 parking
spaces.

Rev. Lake statedthatthis_structure.would consist of two square_one
story, wood_frame_struc..tureswith a connecting entry. It will have_stained
plywood __ sidinq exterior walls with pyramid pitch shingle roofa. Each
of the structures will be 40 ' x40 ' • Public sewer has been ~e8si,ble in
the back of the church and they' plan to hook up to that.

Mr. Runyon asked if this ~8 as far back as they could set the church
structure. He stated that Sydenstricker is proposed to be widened.

Rev. Lake stated that their architect infoDmed them that in order to keep
the grading at a minim;wn.this.. would be the best location. The land
falls away from the road and in order to use the existing grade, they

set the church at this location.

Mr. Kelley asked if they ,propose to dedicate the required width for the
widening of Sydenstrick. Road.

Rev. Lake stated that they do, but they hope they will be given a little
time before they have to improve the road.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board. should note Preliminary Engineering
comments so the Resolution to grant could be worded in such a way 80 a8
to eliminate the need for a variance on the property when the road is
widened.

There was DO one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.•

Mr. Smith inquired if there was a Certificate of Good Standing on this
corporationT

Mr. Covington stated that in Virginia churches are not incorporated.

Mr. smith stated that· the church. could lease property from a corporation
and .the file indicateui that a corporation owns the property. '1'he.aoard
needs some info~tion as to what type of contract or agreement or lease
is involved.

Mr. Runyon moved that this casabe.deferred in order for the applicant to
submit a leaseagre--.nt or contract to purchase from the property owner
to the church and bring this case up again when this has been received.

Mr. Baker seconded the 1l\Otion.

Mr. smith added that t-b-o Boar.d-needed to have the Certificate of Good
standing on the co~rat~on also.

The motion passed unanimously.

II
11:00 - GALEN·K. BENJAMIN, ap~. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit garag

35.4' from~ront property line (50' is required), 3324 Parkside
Tellrace, 58-3,&('.»186, Mantua Bills Subd., (20,000 sq.ft.) Providenc
District, (RE'-'O,.5), V-SO-74

Mr. Banj.-tnti8pr••ente4himself before the Board.

Notices to property own.rs were in oreIer. The contiguous owners were
R. P. Gawon, 9126 Santayana Drive and R. P. Holf, 3222 Parkside Terrace.

The main reason Mr. Benjamin gave for needing this variance was the fact tha
his property fronts on twa streets which causes him to have to set back
50' from each street.

L4f
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BENJAMIN (continued)

Mr. Runyon indicated that_ i£this.: variance is granted the garage would not
be any closer to the front property l!ne than it would be if this were
developed under the cluster concept. I
Mr. Kelley asked if there was any other house in this subdivision that
has this same situation.

Mr. Runyon stated that the other side of this property is very g,teep and
the land falls from the first story to the basement all the way around
the house.

Mr. Benjamin stated that there is no objection in the neighborhood to
the variance.

I
Mr. Benjamin stated that there is.a.letter in the_file indicating no
objection from Mr. McGalan,one of the contiguous property owners.

Mr. Smith stated that this would. not_ be a, precedent setting variance if
this is 9ranted as no other house ~~ this area fronts on two streets.

The Board continued to discuss the location of the other houses in the
neighborhood.

Mr. smith stated that normally he would not vote for any protrusion into
the front yard, but becAuse.o.f __the unUB,ual circumstances here and an
entrance to the house frtimwhat is not .ctually a front, it seemed to
him that it is a reasonable request as long as there is no site distance
problem

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

In application No. V-SO-7~, application by Galen K. Benjamin under Section
30-6.6 of ~he Zoning Ordinance, to permit garage 35.~ ft. from front
property line (50 ft. required), on property located at 332~ Parkside
Terrace, Mant.ua Hills Subd., also known,'las tax map 58-3«9»186, Providence
District, eounty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelleymovdd that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, tfte~captioned,application has been properly filed in accordance
with the reqqirementsofall applicab~e State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laNS of the F~trfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and

I

WHEREAS, followina ,poper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local newspaper,,:posting of the property, letters to contiguous' and
nearby iPpo-peFty owners,,ud a public hearing by the Board' of Zoning
Appeals held on the Sthday of June, 1974, and

sq. ft.
variance to the reqqired 50 ft.

zoning is RE-0.5.
the lot is 20,000
is for a 1~.6 ft.

present
area of
request

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Galen K. i Valerie J.
Benjamin.

2. That the
3. That the
~. That the

front setback.
5. 'That the property is a corner lot.

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

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

(a) exception~l1:opographicpro~le!llS of the land.

I

I
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BENJAMIN (continued)

NOW, ~EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same ~s 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 stnuctures on the aame 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. Architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall
be compatible 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 thie county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling
his obligation to obtain building permits, reeidential use permits and
the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The mo~ion passed unanimously.

I

I

11:40 - MT. VEBNON - LEE DAY CARE CENTER, INC., app. Wlder Section 30...7.2.6.1 3
of the Ordinance to permit renewal of SUP for commWlity day care
center with increase in number of children from 50 to 60, 7;00 a.m.
to 6:00 p.m., 6120 North Kings Highway, 83-3(4» 1, 2, 3 at Calvary
Presbyterian Church, (27,906 sq. ft.), Lee District, (R-lO)S-5l-74

Mrs. Caldwell, Director of the center, testified before the Board on ·behalf
of the applicant.

Mrs. White, Chairman of the Board of Directors for the school, also appeared
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
James S. Lang, 2712 School Street and the Fairfax County School Board.

Mrs. Caldwell stated that this center has been in operation since October
of 1971.and they wish to increase their enrollment to 60. This center
offers services to children whose.mothers are working or are in a training
program. This ,care ia,available on the basis of a sliding scale fee,
The center isapen from 7:00 a.m. Wlti1 6:00 p.m.,Monday through Friday,
52 weeks per year.

The emphasis of the cente~ is to. provide services to the children of low
income mothers who are .working • .The funds for operatio~ of the center are
provided by parents .on~a :Sliding' scale .and by contributions from-churches
organizations and counby,qO-verrunent subsidy payments. The minimum fee
is $2.50 per week per child and the maximum is $30.00 per week per child.

The center has 2 full time teachers" 4 . full time teacher aides, 3 part time
teacher aides, I Social Worker and I Director who fills in as a teacher as
needed.
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MT. VERNON LEE DAY CARE CENTER, INC. (continued)

Mr. Smith told her that parking cannot be on the street.

The Board
on site.
there are

then
Mrs.
only

discussed the parking pr~lem. The church has no parking
Caldwell stated.that most of the teachers ride a bus and
about three cars that have to park on the street. I

Mrs. Caldwell stated that the children are dropped off at the school by the
mothers.

Mr. Smith told her that something.wo.uld .have to be done about the parking .. _
He suggested that they contact the nea+br school to see if they can work
out some type of arr~gement on the park,ng.

Mr. Smith also checked the lease. He stated that the lease that is in the
file has not been signed and is not sufficient.

Mr. Runyon moved that this be deferred.until June 12 for parking provisions
as required by the Ordinance. TheywoQJ.d like to have an agreement of
parking provisions for 15 vehicles.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

12:00 - PATRICK BRIAN HALEY, app. under_~ection 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit
addition to house closer to accessory building than allowed by Ord.
6931 Kenfig Drive, Annalee Heights, Mason District (R-lO), 60-2((2»
(J)21, (7,205 sq. ft.), V-52-74

Mr. Haley represented himself before tPe Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners. were
Ken Adams, 6933 Kenfig Drive and Mr. AamQnt, 6929 Kenfig Drive, Falls Church.

Mr. Haley stated that he would like. to put an addition to the rear of his
house. Because of the fact that.his lot.is amall.and narrow and there is
a garage in the rear yard .thatwas therewben he purchased the house,
there is no other place on the lot to build, this addition. The addition
will be too close. to the garage according to the Ordinance. He stated that
he had owned the property for S .. years and plans to continue to live there.
The addition is for the use of his. £Ulily and is not ~or resaJ.e. pm:poses.
He plans to use redwood siding for the .4dition and have a brick fireplace.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

Mr. Raley stated that the house is 22 years old.

In application No. V-52-74, application by Patrick Brian Haley, under
Section 30-6.6 of ~he Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition to house closer
to accessory building than allowed by Ord., on property located at 6931
Ken~ig Drive, Annalee Heights, Mason District, also known as tax map
60-2(2»(J)21, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all appl~bable 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
proPB~y owners, and a Public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 5th day of June,. 1974, and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Patrick Brian G Nancy
L. Haley.

2. Tba:tthe present zoning is R-IO.
3. That the area of the lot is 7,205 Sq. ft.

I

I

I

I
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HALEY (continued)

AND, WHEREAS, the Boa~d- of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

2100 - GULF OIL CORP., app. under. Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of Ord. to,pexmit
change in plansfor_gas_station~erexisting SUP, 5520 Franconia
Road, 81-4,( (1»,70, Franconia, Lee District (21,314 sq. ft.) (C-D),
5-53-74, OTH

GULF OIL CORP. app.. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit structure
closer to rear property line than allowed by Ord., (20' to 6 1 from
rear property line, 5520 Franconia Road, 81-4«1)70, 21,314 sq.ft.
Lee District, V-54-74, OTH

Mr. O. G. Cramer, ,real,.&4tate,.repreaentative, 9505 Park Street, Manassas,
Virginia, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were.inorder. The contiguous owners were
J. A. Puglisi, 3261 N.Ohio Street, Arlington, Virginia and Franchise
Realty, P. O. Box 66351, Chicago, Illinois.
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Mr. Cramer stated that this application is to change the gas station that
was granted by the Board previously from a full service gas station _to a
full self-service gas station. This is a computerized operation. There
is only one small structure on the property which contains the cashier's
booth, a storage room and one restroom.

T~e Board questioned ,the one restroom and felt that they should have two.

Mr. Cramer stated that for a full service station, it is required, but
not for this self-service type operation.

Mr. Cramer stated that th~need a variance to the rea~ setback because the
State has requested them to give some land for the widening ofrranoonia
ltDad and the County has_requested .. a travel lane which takes up 26', therefore,
they do not have enough land without the variance.

The permit was originally for a.gas station and a car wash, however, they
were Wlable to get the land in the rear _of the property and now will not
be able to put in the car wash. He stated that this is Gulf's first
self service station in $1s area.

Mr. Kelley stated that the sidewalk does not show in the plans. He a~ked

if they plan to construct one in the front.

Mr. Cramer stated that they would construct th~ travel lane and sidewalk
as set forth by the County.

Mr. Smith asked if they plan to have a free standing sign.

I

I

They
road and

Mr. Cramer stated that they do plan to have a free standing sign.
had one before the taking oftheprope.rty for the widening of the
the service drive. There is a free standing sign there~

He stated that they have signed a stann sewer easement agreement with the Coun.,~·

and it was the County's deci.si.on_.that they would permit them, because ..this I
widening and cOl)8tructlon of the travel lane is at their request, to
keep their sign ~

Mr. smith stated that itsbould shaw on the plans, then there will be no
question about it when it comes to site plan.

Mr. crameratated .that there.aaon. i.t waan't on the plans. iB~ .~y. ,had
anticdl"pated that 1;bestorm;.sewer... easement would be filiished before. their
plans w~ldbe approved and the:siqn would be moved to the new location
with the ble,uings of the county.

Mr. Smith stated that all the Board could consider is what is before them
at the present time.

Mr. John Donovan, IOlNox-th Columbus Street, Alexandria, Virginia, spoke
in opposition to .. the appliP8tion. for. a variance • He stated that he 'is
Truatee for _,roup of people wh9 0Wllthe land to the rear of this station.
He stated that:.houl~ they decide to build they will have to set back
20' beeause they have thestorrn sewer running along the boundary.
r. Donphain stated that tHe County has previously required them to put

in a 6 t in diaaeter storm sewer line in order for them to be allowed to
carry out the Special Use <Permit and building permit for the Crown Station

n old Rolling Road.) Thiss~orm sewer line will run from the east of
Crown under Old Rolling Road'and connect up with McDonalds. This was worked
ut be'tween the County 8Jld.' the State. The County promised inwriting
hat each person along'h.~as they develop their property or use the
roperty, will reimburse' them for the cost of putting the storm sewer in.

ey have ~he easement from- the Kelley cleanerS people now and Gulf
iI's easement has be~n signed, so he is told,and will be delivered
hortlY, They are meeting with Standard Oil on Friday morning to work
ut their part sf the easement. They have three easements and the easement
n their property makes ~ easements which will run about 300 ft.

I

I
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Mr. Smith asked if the Gulf Company would deliver the signed eaSement
without delay to Crown.

Mr. Cramer stated that he did not have the easement in his hands, but
they would deliver it.

Mr. Smith asked if they gave Crown the easement without cost.

Mr. Cramer stated that they did.

Mr. Donphain stated that Gulf is the only one that gave them the easement
without cost.

Mr. Smith stated that this applicant certainly should be afforded some
relief from the setback requirement of the Ordinance because the Highway
Department took a considerable amount off their property. They have an
existing two pump island station with a large building and three bays
in it. Certainly they should be allowed to continue. If the granting
of this variance produces a hardship on the adjacent property to the rear,
then that property should be entitled to a variance also. He told Mr.
Donphai•• that if it does in fact produce a hardship, then they should
come in and requ est a variance.

Mr. Donphain stated that his group wanted to be on record because some
day they might need to ask for a variance.

Mr. Smith stated that they could park right up to the property line
in a commercial zone.

There Nas no 0pher opposition to this application.

Mr. Smith asked if they could move the little building any closer to
the front.

Mr. Cramer stated that it would be difficult because they need as much
turning radius as they could get.

In application No~ S-Sa-7~, OTH, application by Gulf Oil Corp. under
Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of tbe.Zoning Ordinance to permit change in
plans for gas station under existing Special Use Permit, S-168-73,
granted Oc'tlober' ]:7.,....--1973 ,on property located at 5520 Franconia Road,
Lee District, also known as tax map 81-4«1))70, County of Fairfax,
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Bo~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 and nearby
property owners, and a public hearoing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 5th day of June 19'74.

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 CD.
3. That the area of the lot is 21,314 sq. ft.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That the applicant was granted SUP * 8-168-70 on Ocbober 17, 1973,

for a gasoline station and car wash on 42,791 sq. ft. ob land lOcated on
north side of Franconia Rd~, This development was contingent upon applicant 1

acquiring the rear portion of the site from other owners which failed
to materialize.

6. That total tal£:1ng-Bof 46 feet across front of peoperty for
road widening~travel lame"and sewer easement.

7. That compliance with all applicable county codes is required.
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.2.1 in the Zoning Ordinance), and

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the lOcation in
dicated in th~ application and is not tr~sferable 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 approv,al is "[panted for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineoring details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use
Permit, shall require 'approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals~ It
shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of ZOning Appeals
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details)
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a viOlation of
the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

1+. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
~ith these requirements •. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

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

7. Construction of a standard sidewalk for the full frontage of the
property along Franconia Road is required.

8. There shall be no storage, rent.l or leasing of automobiles,
trucks, recreational equipment or trai~ers on the premises.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to 0 with Mr. Runyon
abstaining. Mr. Baker had left the meeting earlier in the day.

In application No. V-51+-71+, application by Gulf Oil Corp., under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit structure closer to rear
property line than allowed by Ord., on property located',at 5520 Franconia
Road, Lee District, also know as tax map 81-1+((1»70, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 5th day of Junej 1971+, and

I

I

I

I
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WHEREAS,
fact:

1.
2.
3.
4.

(Continued)

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

That the OWner of the subject property is Gulf Oil Corp.
That the present zoning is CD.
That the area of the lot is 21,3H sq. ft.
Compliance with Site Plan Ordinance required.

I

I

I

I

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

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

(a). exceptionally shallow lot.

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

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

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the variaus requiremen~s

of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling
his Obligation to obtain building permits, non-residential use permits
and the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 6 with Mr. Runyon abstaining. Mr. Bak.r had left
the meeting earlier in the day.

II
DEFERRED CASES:
JOHN O. HEMPERLY, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ord. to permit
increased enrollment from 50 to 94 children in existing school of general
education, 8608 Pohick,Road, 98-1«1»22, (2.00012 acres), Springfield
District, (RE-l), 5-28-74. (Deferred from May 8, 1974 for new plats
shOWing dedication. Plats are in Steve Reynolds Office, Preliminary
Engineering Department. They have not yet completed the details of the
dedication and need a couple more weeks).

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred until June 19, 1974.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion,

The motion passed unanimously.

II

ELIZABETH S. COLLINS, S-42-74. (Deferred from May 8, 1974 for new plats
shOWing parking for 10 cars~and showing proper setback for parking
since the Ordinance requires that there be no parking in any front setback
area nor within 25' from any property line}.

Mr. Runyon stated that they did not have a report from Preliminary
Engineering as to whether or not Mr. Garman, Landscape Architect, had
cheeked the plats to determine whether or not screening would be required,
therefore, he moved that the case be deferred until June 19, 1974 to
obtain this information.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

Mr. Covington stated that the plats did not come in until this morning.

The motiopassed unanimously with all members present.

II
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THE EXXON COMPANY, U.S.A., application. under Section 30-1.2.10.2.1 to
permit removal and rebuilding of existing service station, 6149 Franconia
Road, 81-3«5»5, (.5720· acres), Lee District, (eN), 8-36-74. (Deferred
from May 15, 1971+ for decision only).

Mr. Smith stated that the Sign Ordinance would not allow a sign at this
location because it is not on a primary highway.

Mr. Kelley stated that the sign has been there 18 years.

Mr. Barnes stated that it seemed to him that if the man had had the sign
for 18 years, he should be allowed to keep it. Mr. Barnes stated that he
had read all the minutes on this case and he wished to vote on it and
is prepared to vote on it.

Mr. Smith stated that he would support a Resolution granting this if
it includes a condition that this use must confoI'm to all State and
County Codes and to the Sign Ordinance. He stated that since it is not
on a primary road, the sign would not oe allowed by right.

After further discussion, Mr. Kelley moved to grant the application with
the following re60Iut~on.

In application No. S-36~74, application by The Exxon Company, U. S. A.
under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to pBrmit. removal of
the existing building and construction of a new three-bay service station
on property located at Lee District, southeast corner of Franconia Rd. &
Grovedale Dr., alsoknown-'aB tax map 81-3«5»5, County of FUrfax, Mr.
Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State:~and County Codes and in accord
ance 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 aea.I'by
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals
held on the 15th day of May, 1974 and deferred to June 5, 1974 for additional
information and vie~ing.

I

I
WHEREAS,
fact:

l.
2.
3.
4.
5.
5.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following, findings of

That the owner of the Subject property is Esso Standard Oil Co.
That the pres~t zoning is CN.
That the area of the lot ~s 0.40 aCres.
That compliance with Site Plan Ordi.nanJe is required.
That compliaocewith all applicable county codesle required.
That a portion of said property has been taken for road widening.

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as
contained in Section 30~~.l.2 in the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby grante~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 mar tuansferable to other land.

2. This permitsnall expire one year from this date unless
.construction or ope~ationhas sta~ed or unless rea.wed by action of
this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This app~valis granted for the buildings and uses indicated
on the plans submitted with this a~plication. Any additionald structures
of any kind, changes in use. addit~onal uses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Board of ZOning Appeals (other than minor engineering
details) whether or not1hese additional uses or changes require a Special
Use Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals .
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to tQaSoard of Zoning
Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit dOes not constitute
anr;exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

I

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 1 with Mr. Smith voting No. Mr. Baker was out of
the room.

II

FAI~H BAPTIST CHURCH,application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of Ordinance
to permit use of office-type trailer, 12 ft. x 50 ft. as an office
and Sunday School space on Sundays, 5723-5725 Teiegraph Road, 83-1«1»
12, (23,756 sq. ft.), Lee District, (R-10), S-20-71+, (Deferred from
1+-21+-74 ,to. allow, applican:t.tim~..to work out parking problem).

The case was deferred to allow the applicant to obtain an agreement from
a nearby property owner that would provide the necessary parking for the
use.

The applicant submitted statements from Mr. Glenn. Barnhill, Manager,
Safeway Stores, 'Inc., 5695 Telegraph Road, Alexandioia, Virginia,
Mr. William Neitzey, Manager, Burgundy Texaco Service Station, 561+4
Telegr\1i:ph Road, Alexandria, and Mr. Rex Markley", Jr., Manager, Telegraph
Americ~ Service Center, 5700 Telegraph Road, Alexandria,

Mr. Smith stated that the':only oppositicm.:,to this application was from
the adjoining property owner of the shopping center who objected to
the church's use of his parking lot. These letters should take care of
the parking problem.

Mr. Runyon moved to grant.

In application No. S-20-74, application by FaArh Baptist, Church under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.11, of the Zoning Ordinanc~, to permit temporary
use of office type trailer as an office and Sunday School space on Sundays,
on property located at 5723-5725 Telegraph Road, Lee District, also
known as tax map 83-1«1»12, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and
in accor.ance 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 April, 1974 and deferred to allow applicant time
to work out parking problem.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Trs. of Happy Valley
Community Hall.

2. That the present zoning is R-IO.
3. That the; areao! the lot is 23,756 sq. ft.
1+. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.

cOl
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follOwing conclusio
of law:

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated
on _~he plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures
of any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Board Of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering
details), whether or not these additional uses or changes require a
Special Use Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals.
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning
Appeals fOr such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for
complying with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until
a Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

6. The permit is to run for 2 years.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

AFTER AGEflDA IWEMS:

HELL ,OIL COMPANY, 6136 Franconia Road, 8l-3«4»4A, originally granted
to Jack Coopersmith in 1955, granted to Shell Oil Company under SUP
NO. S-35-70.

Mr. Smith read a memo from D. W. Beaver, Zoning Inspector, dated June 3,
1974, asking the Board to institu~e a show cause hearing as the above appli
cant, Shell Oil Company, has failed to comply with the provisions of the
granting of. the Special. Use Permit "To erect a chain link fence and provide
standard plahting-s as required."

The Board reviewed the letters and violations that had been sent to
Shell Oil Company. Mr. Covington stated that Shell Oil has acknowledged
receipt of the correspondence as it had been sent by certified mail.

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board issue a Show-Cause notice to Shell Oil
Company to show cause why their Special Use Permit should not be revoked
for violations of the conditions of the ReSOlution granting the Special
Use Permit No. 8-35-70 I Le. "To erect a chain link fence and provide
standard plantings as required."

II

I

I

I

I
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Mr.: Baker moved that the March 13 through May 15 minutes be approved.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

I
II

The hearing adjourned at 2:45.

II

By:
Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

Dana Brandt. Typist

July 2lj.. 1971+
Date
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held on Wednesday, June 12, 197~, in the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice~Chairman; Charles Runyon,
Joseph Bake» and George Barnes. Mr. Wallace S.
Covington, ABeis*ant Zoning Administrator, and
Harvey Mitchell, Associate Planner, were present
from the County Staff.

The meeting opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - FOXVALE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, application under Section 30-6.6.5.~

of Ord. to permit existing detached garage to remain closer
to front property line than allowed by Ord., (46.8' from
front propertylin.e, 3'2" variance), 11805 Vale Rd., q6-2«1l»
9, Foxvale Subd., Sec.,,4, (41,862 sq. ft.), Centreville District,
(RE-l), V-55-74.

)~O

I

•
r. Smith stated that Mr. Harold Miller, the attorney for the applican~,

ad called in to ask that this case be deferred until July as he was ill
today and could not be present.

Baker moved that the case be deferred until July 10, 1974.

r. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

I

property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were H.
Gainesville Road and Leslie Jelacic, 5414 Gainesville

re. Kerester stated that they have 105 children. They have a Hea&th
epartment permit for 119. They have 25 children in each classroom and
hey have 4 classrooms,; They have :been operating in this location since

September 1966. She stated that they neglected to file the letter that
hey were supposed to file in NOYemPer to requ'~~EanextenBionof their

Special Use Permit. When they went to file this new application in January,
they were told that they could not fill! at that time because of the Interim
evelopment Ordinance tl1.at'had jus-'t been passed by the Board of Supervisors.

ey received a viola:tion.,notioe on April 18, 1974. They filed the applicatio
immediately thereafter. The i/lges ,.of the children are 2 1/2 to 9. They
do not transport the children by bus. The hours of operation are from
8: 30 A.M. to 3:00 Po-M.,5 d.ays per Week} for a regular sohool year.

In application no. S-56~74, applioation by The Springs, Inc., under Section '.
30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit continueq operation

f existing Montessori school, 119 children, on property located at Annandale . strict ,
1407 Backlick Road, Springfield Christian Church, also kn9wn as tax map
80-2«1»4, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning
ppeals adopt the fallowing resolution:

EREAS, the captioned~pplicationhas been properly filed in accordance
ith the requirements of.ll applicable State and County Codes and in
ccordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, •

and

10:20 - THE SPRINGS, INC. app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ord. to
permit continued operation of existing Montessori school, 119
children, ages 21/2 to 9 years, 5 days a week, 8:30 to 3:00,
S407 Backliek Road, Springfield Christian Church, 80-2«1»4,
(147,559.5 sq. ft.), Mason District, eRE-O.S), S-56-74.

The application was amended as to land area to 147,559.5 sq. ft. instead
of 15,000 sq. ft.

r. Tom Kere6ter,~8le.dHooe6 Road, Springfield, Virginia, ~resident of the
sebool presented the School application before the Board.
is Wife, Beverly was also present.
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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 June 197~.

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

That the owner of the subject property is Springfield Christian

the present zoning is RE-0.5.
the area of the lot is 147,559.5 sq. ft.
compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
compliance with all applioable state and county codes is

That
That
That
That

L
ChurCh.

2.
3.

••5.
required.

6. That the applicant has been operating a private day school,
pursuant to special Use 'permit (8-210-70) granted December B, 1970,
in the Springfield Christian Church, which is located on the east side
of Backlick Road approximately 700 feet south of its junction with
Edaal Road in Annandale' District. That use permit was limited to a maximum
term of three years, and expired Deoember 8, 1973. This application to
renew the use permit was delayed in filing beyond the effective period of
the Emergency Ordinance of January 7, 1974. during which it could not
be acoepted, and a Notice of Violation was issued on April 18, 1974.

I

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicatingoompliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R, Distr±cts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning ordinance; and

I

I

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

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

2. This permit shall expire One year from this date unless construction
or operation hasatartedor 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 plans suhm1tted, with this applioation. Any addit~onal structures
of any kind, ch~nges in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of zoni~g Appeals (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these"additional uses or ehanges require aSpeQial USe
Permit. shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be
the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals ~r

such approval. Any changes (other than mdnor engineering det~ils) without
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the
conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not oonstitute Ian
exemption from the various legal and establiShed procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Per~ttee shall be res,ponsible for oomplying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL »OT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non~Residential

Use Permit on the pDOperty of the USe and be made available to all
Departments of the County of Eairfax du~ing the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of ohildren shall be 119, ages 2 1/2 to
9 years, 5 days a week, during regular school year, and the hours of
operation shall be 8:30 A.M. to 3:00 P.M.

7. The operation-shall be subject to compliance with the inspection
report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the
State Department of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non
Residential Use Permit.

I
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8. This Special Use Permit is granted for a period of 3 years
ith the Zoning Administrator being empowered to extend for two I-year

periods.

r. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

10:40 - VIRGINIA DEVELOPMENTAL SCHOOL OF READING, app. under section 30-7.
2.6.1.3.4 of Ord. to permit continuance of four week summer
reading school each July for next five years, 6215 Rolling Road,
Messiah United Methodist Church, 79-3«8))6, Springfield
District, (RE-l)~ S-57-74.

Raymond Benzinger, 5509 Ivoe Street, Springfield, Virginia represented
Matta before the Board.

The Board amended the application to read Michael Matta, TIA Virginia
evelopment School of Reading.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Nancy and Robert DeAngela, 6159 Roxbury Avenue, Springfield and
Jacqueline F. ,and,'lWilliam Betzold, 6157 Roxbury Lane, Springfield.

r. Benzinger stated that'· Mr. Matta had run this summer Bess.ion last
ear and wished to have it again this summer. The school operated four
eeks of reading school in the Messiah United Methodist Church last summer.
is application is for the same type operation this summer. This school

is for children who have reading problems. The hours vary from a minimum
f two hours on Fridays to six hours mid-weekday.~ No classes will start

sooner than 8:45 A.M., and none run later than 3:30 P.M .. Each student will
ttend three, two-hour sessions per week. With children only coming in
hree times per week for a two hour session, there would be a maximum
f thirty-five to forty in the building at one time. The maximum enrollment
ould be,15. There will be one fully certified teacher for every five
tudents in a session. All teachers are fairfax County Public School
aading spec~al~ste or classroom teachers. All students will provide
heir own transportation. The area to be serviced will be tha Greater

Springfield area, but all: students from all of Fairfax County are eligible.

e submitted a statement from Robert L. Gleason, Chairman of the Board
f Trustees ~~ the Church, stating that theyapplicant does have permission
o use their classrooms during the 1974 term.

r. Runyon moved to grant the following motion.

In application No. S-57-7~, application by Michael Matta T/A Virginia
evelopmental School of Reading, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.4 of the

Zoning Ordinance, ~o permit continuance mf four week summer reading school
ach July for the next five years, on property located at 6215 ROlling Road,
essiah United Methodist Church, also know as tax map 79-3«(8»)6,

Springfield District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
f Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

HEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
ith the require.ents of all applicable State and Coun'y Codes and in
ccordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zaping Appeals,

d

EREAs, following proper notice to the puplic by advertisement in a
ocal newspaper, posting of the proper,y, letters to contiguous and
earby property owne»s, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
ppeals held on the 12th day of June 1974.

I

I

I

I

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Messiah United Methodist
Church, Trs.

2. That the present zoning is RPC.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.927 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable state and county codes is

required.
6. That pursuant to a special use permit (8-98-74) granted on

June 13, 1973, Michael Matta T/A Virginia Developmental School of Reading
operated a four-week Bummer reading school in the Messiah United Methodist
Church. '

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated
on the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other xhan minor engineering details) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval.
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of th~s County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these.· requir.ements. This permit SHALL NOT be· valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

6. Hours·of operation 8:45 A.M. to 3:30 P.M. Monday thru Friday
during July.

7. Maximum number of chiidren enrolled at anyone time shall be
75. ages 5 to 13 years.

8. This permit shall run for the month of July, 1974.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Baker was out of the room.

II

).(,J
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DIFFERENT DRUM, INC. & MT. VERNON UNITARIAN CHURCH, app. under Section 30-7.
2.5.1.3.1l. of Qrd. to permit counseling and learning sessions on first floor
area of Thorpe Mansion for 25 students, 1909 Windmill La., 93-3«1»108,
(10.571l.1l. acres), Mt. Vernon District, (&-17), S-58-71l..

Mr. Robert Simon, 12770 Cara Drive, Woodbridge, Virginia represented
the applicant before the Board.

Notices to -property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Jane
Crawford, 7521 Leith Place and TQelma Latel, 1907 Windmill Lane,

lexandria.

Simon stated that Different Drum, Inc. is an alternative counseling
learning program designed to meet the needs of troubled young people

ho have left the public school. It offers a maximum of 25 children and
their families a comprehensive progr&m that includes counseling, teaching
asic life skills, a vocational adjustment phase, and creative recreation.

e objectives will center around helping the individual develope the
ppropriate skills and self concept that would allow him/her to obtain
mployment and/or return to school. The hours of operation will be

from 9:00 A.M. to 1l.:00 P.M., Monday through~Friday~ A parents' counseling
session will be held on Monday evenings from 7:00 P.M. to 8:30 P.M ••
There will be a minimum of four staffp~r~ons, the Direc~or bearning
pecialist, Counselor, and part-time secretary. The maximum staff will
e 8.

e Director will be himself. He has a Masters Degree in Education with
major in Rehabilitation Counseling. He has 21 hours toward his Doctorate

egree in Education at George Washington University. He was the
irector of the Counseling and Evaluation Program at the National Orthopedic;

d Rehabilitation Haspital in :Arlington -for 2 and 1/2 years. He has 2
ears of counseling and career development with the U. S. Army and
raduate practicum experience at the Lorton Youth Center and Lorton
eformatory.

e gave the other qualifications of the other counsellors. This information
an be found in the file.

r. Simon stated that there would be no bus service. The children would
e brought to school by parents, or some might drive.

e facility will serve primarily children in the Mt. Vernon - Lee
reas of Fairfax County and the City of Alexandria, but is open for all
ersons in Nbrthern Virginia with ease of transportation being the only
imiting factor.

r. Allen D. Searle, 7221 Stafford Road, Alexandria, representative of the
ount Vernon Unitarian Church, read a communication from the Board of
rustees of their church giving the applicant permission to have a sChool
or up to 25 students on their property. The statement expressed the need
or this type of facility in Fairfax· County. It also indicated that Different
rum has been holding school at the church on an experimental basis with
our students for the past nine months. They have every in4ication that
he school will be run competently and that the behavior of the students
ill be no cause of coneern to the neighbbr.~

e statement was signed by David E. Bumbaugh, Minister of the church.

ere were 19 people in the room in favor of the application.

r. Arthur Crawford, 7621 Leith Place, spo~e to this application. He
tated that they have lived at this location for three years and they
ave had problems in the past with teenagers on the church property. The

I

I

I

I
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church has realized· the problem and tried to cope with it. The church I s
only access is through Mason Hills which means that all the t'raffic goes
past their homes. Two years ago there was a child struck by a car
returning from the church property. They will cause additional traffic
on their streets. There have been a couple of incidents within the
past year with problems with teenagers, but it is better than what it
was previously.

Mr. John Papajohn, 1807 Windmill La., stated that he had made an informal
survey of as many people as he could contact in the eitizen's association
and not one indicated support of this proposal. Mr. Crawford has voiced
the basic problem. Even with everyone's good intentions. the people
who are running the school have little cont~l over the children once
they leave school.

Mr. Donald L. Miller. 7618 Leith Place spoke in opposition to this
application. He stated that his property backs directly onto the
church property including the access road to the church. They have
lived at this location for 6 years. During this time, except for the
past year. they have been continually harassed by the people coming and
going at all hours of the day from this church property. The church
has been completely uncooperative as far as controlling the use of
their property by young people. They were uncooperative acco~ding

to the policy and there have been numerous complaints filed with the
police department that have culmin ated in a number of drug arrests.
Singe that time the property has been relatively quiet. Mr. Miller
stated that if the~e students have dropped out of school. they must
have dropped out by choice. If they did, he s_ated that he felt there
is a substantial question as to whether or not Federal funds should be
submitted for this type of use. As a taxpayer, he stated that he has
serious objections to in any way supporting this type of activity and
if the Board does grant -this use he will again request the Department of
Real Estate Assessments to reduce his taxes as he had done in the past.
As far as need is concerned, anyone of these children could avail
themselves of the public school resources if they so desire.

Mr. Simon, in rebuttal stated that they are not a program of the church
nor are they associated with any church organization. He ,is applying
for Federal funds through the law resources program. He has applied
thrOUgh the County Executive's office. 'I'heydraw support from other
aoupces, private foundations, direct contributions and to a very small
degree, members of the program i tael!. The requirement for enrollment
is that the student be completely out of the public school system.
There is no fee charged these children. No one will be tuvned away
because of lack of funds.

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not think there has been enough activity
from this particular applicant for this operation to have been responsible
for the vandalism; however, he could appreciate the feelings about
this and he would think that it would be the responsibility of the
Director to see that there is none of these students hanging around
after classes. Retold the people who were present that" they could
report any problems to the Zoning Admini6trato~'s~office.

Mr. Simon stated that they do have rules and one of those rules is
that there can be absolutely no visitors on the p~operty without staff
permission, no parents or friends. This has been successful during
hhe experimental period. The property is completely surrounded by trees
and it is a quiet area.

Mr. Smith stated that it has been the Board's opinion that schools
that are properly operated do not devalue property.
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In Mr. Searle's statement, he mentioned that the church has a day care
facility and Mr. Smith inquired as to whether or not they have a
Special Use Permit.

Mr. Searle stated that this day care facility is run for the mothers
of the church and is run directly by the church. The do not have
a Special Use Permit. They have an enrollment of 30 to ~O children.
These children are transported by carpools. It is a cooperative pre
school ~ich begins at 9:15 A.M. and ends at 12:00 noon.

Smith inquired of Hr. Covington as to why they do not have a Special
Permit.

r. Covington stated that Mr. Knowlton had taken the position on these
churchls motherS day out programs that if there is no more than 60
children, they do not need a Special Use Permit.

r. Kelley moved that 5-58-74 be deferred for a lease agreement and
information regarding the preschool that is operated in the church.
r. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.
is case was deferred until July 10, 1974.

II

11:40 - SPRINGWOOD LEARNING CENTER, INC. app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.4
of Ord. to permit operation of a special summer session school
for 25 students, ages 10 to 14,6 weeks session, 1301 Trap Rd.,
19-4«1))47, (5.96 acres), Centreville District, (RE-l), 5-59-74.

r. Andrew Goodman, 11800 Sunrise Valley Drive, Reston, Virginia
poke before the Board.

otices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
atholic Traditionalist Movement, Inc., Pan Am Building, Sutte 303E,
00 Park Avenue, New York, N. Y. and William R. and Constance Pullman,
105 Leesburg Pike, Vienna, Virginia.

r. Goodman stated that this will be the same type special school for the
earning disabled as was the school they operated last year. This school

's designed to serve approximately 25 children, ages 10 to 14, who are
ing less than n~rmalprogress in regular school. The program will

nly run for approximately 6 weeks, beginning on or about July I, 1974
d will be located in sev.eral classrooms in the school building area

f Andrew Chapel United Methodist Church. The sessions will begin at
:00 A.M. and end around'12:00 P.M.. The school will serve the McLean
eston-Vienna area and will be staffed by four teachers, in addition
o Ms. Kercher.

ere was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

r. Runyon moved to grant the following motion:

n application No. 5-59-74, application by Springwood Learning Center, Inc.
nder Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit operation
f a special summer session school for 25 stUdents, on property located
t 1301 Trap Road, Dranesville District, also know as tax map 19-4«1))47
ounty of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
dopt the following resolution:

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

d

I

I

I

I
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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 June 1974.

t:!.bf

That the owner of the subject property is Andrew ChapeLUnited
Church.
That the present zoning is RE-l.
That the area of the lot is 5.96 aCres.
That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
That compliance with all applicable state and county codes is

I
WHEREAS, the Board
of fact:

L
Methodist

2.
3.
4.
5.

required.

of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings

I

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

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

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

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

a. 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 the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures
of any kind, changes in1.;use, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering
details) whether or not these additLonal uses or changes require a
Special Use ,Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals.
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning
Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute
a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

~. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and establiShed procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be re~ponsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Pemmit is obtained.

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

6. Maximum number of students shall be 25, ages 10 to 1~ years.
7. Permit to run from July 1, 1974 to August 16, 1974.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

I

I

II

12:00 PAUL GONZALES. ,.a.p~der Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit
enclosure of screened carpQrt closer to side property line
than allowed byard,., (11.05 feet from side property line,
variance of .95 f~et), 3127 Shadeland Dr., 51-3((11»150,
Sleepy Hollow Manor, (14,501 sq. ft.), Mason District,
(R-12.5), V-60-74.
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location of existing buildings.
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Mr. Gonzalez represented,himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Henry Cox, 3129 Shadeland Drive and Paul Roberts, 3125 Shadeland Drive.

Mr. Gonzalez stated that they had owned the property for one year
and plan to continue to reside there. This, is for the use of his
family and is not for resale purposes. TOey plan to enclose the already
40\ enclosed carport with a red brick wall. This will require almost no
structural change. The architectural appearance of the existing roof
line will facilitate converting the space to a family room without any
change to the roof. The remaining existing screening, visible from the
street and adjacent properties, will be replaced by part brick and aluminum
siding compatible with the original structure.

He stated that. the need for this variance is caused by the unusual nature
of the existing building development on the lot which would ~esult in
difficulties that would deprive him of the reasonable use of the
dwelling and land. There is about 15 I tIc 18 I between his dwelling and Lot
151.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

Mr. Gonalez submitted a petition from the neighbors concurring with the
requested variance to enclose the carport.

In application No. V-60-74, application by Paul Gonzalez, under Section 30-6.
6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit enclosure of screened carport closer
to side lot line than. allowed by Ordinance, on property located at 3127
Shadeland Drive, Sleepy Hollaw Manor, also known as tax map 51-3«11»150,
Mason District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the
Boardiof Zoning Appeals adopt the f9110wing 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 newsp~per, posting of the prop~rty, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a .public .hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 12th day of June,' 1974, and

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

1. That the owner of' the subject property is Paul and Wilman Gonzalez.
2. That the present zoning is R-l2.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 1~,501 sq. ft.
4. That the request is for a minimum variance of 0.95 feet.to the

requirement.

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

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

(a)
(b)

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

I

I

I

I

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

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

12:20 - EARL R. & MARY R. DIXON, app. under Section 30-7.2.10.5.19,
of Ord. to permit dance hall in existing restaurant, 10001
Richmond Hwy., Lorton, 113«1»123A, (1.25 acres), Springfield
District, (CG), $-61-74.

Mr. Alton G. Hancock, attorney for the applicant, reppesented the
applicant before the Board.

Mr. Hancock stated that this application is a required. to operate -a dance
hall under Section 30-7~2.10.5.19 of Ordinance. Mr. and Mrs. Dixon are
both present should the Board have any questions of them. The proposed
restaurant will be open from 13.:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M." dancing will begin at
8:00 P.M.. This restaurant will be open 6 days a week and .ill be closed
on Sunday. The zoning on this property is CG. The area of the property is
1.25 acres. The seating capacity is 150. There will be 6 employees. Under
the ordinance, 44 parking spaces would be required. There will be 96
provided. The building and the use is on septic field, therefore, there
will be no impact on the sewerage facilities of Fairfax County. They will
be on public water. The applicant has spent $20,000 to bring public water
from the opposite side of the road to this property. There was a dance
hall operated on thiaproperty prior to the applicant's purchase. It was
purchased in 1969. They. applied for a license and were informed that
he needed a public p~rformanoe license and health certificate. Sincehe
had been closed fora period pf time. tthis was acquired. They were
notified thereafter bY the Zoning Department that he did not have a permit
to operate this restaurant an'd dance hall. Mr. and Mrs. Dixon felt
that if would not be profitable to operate without the dance hall.
Therefore, they closed until they could get this Special Use Permit. Because
of the emergency adoption of the Interim Development Ordinance in January
7, 197~, they are just now getting before this Board.

I
Notices to property owners were in order.
Rainwater Concrete Company, P. O. Box 200,
Swain Restaurant.

The contiguous owners were
Lorton, Virginia and Ruby

I

I

Other than general commercial use, Mr. Hancock stated that there is no
real development in the area. He submitted pictures to the Board of the
surrounding area. The property immediatelY in front of the applicant's
property is zoned I-G. The property is surrounded by C-G uses on three
sides. There is a concrete company to the rear and two other restaurants
to the north which are<a considerable distance away, over 1,000 yards.
The only residential property is the RE-l property which is lot 122 to
the south of the prop,rty. It is undeveloped since it was zoned to RE-l
in 1970. The current plan was adopted in 1967 and the Planning Office
feels that it will remain RE-l in the future. As far to the south as you
can see there is no development. Access to the property is from Route 1,
which is a four lane highway immediately in front of the restaurant.
Traffic will not be more hazardous with this use permit than for the
restaurant which is there by right.
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Mr. Smith s,ated that there has been a dance hall there for as long as
he can remember.

Mr. Covington stated that it was once a grocery store.

There was no one present in favor or in opposition to the use.

In application No. 8-61-74, application by Earl R. & Mary R. Dixon or
survivor, under Section 30-7.2.10.5.19 of the Zoning Ordinance, to
permit dance hall in existing restaurant, on property located at 10001
Richmond Highway, Lorton, also know as tax map 113«1»123A, Springfield
District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, followi~g 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 June, 197~.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Earl R. & Mary R. Dixon.
2. That the present zoning is C-G.
3. That the area' of the lot is 1.25 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable state and county codes is

required.

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

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

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESO~~FD. that the subject application be and the
same is hereby grantedwitb,::the following limitatiofl.S:

1. This appro~l is granted to the applicant only and is not
transferable withoutfurtper action of this Bo&rd, and is for the location
indicated in the applioation and is not transferable to other land.

2. This p,ex:-mit shall expire one year from this date unleSS operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This approval is ,granted for the buildings and uses indicated
on the plans submitted:with this application. Any additional structures
of any kind. changes in USe, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these addi~ional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit,
shall require approval otthe Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the
duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of ,Zoning Appe.ls for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detail.> without
Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute a violation of the
conditions of the Special Use Permit.

4. The granting ofth!s Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Per,utiso~tained.

5. The resolut:ion:upert.aining to the granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTED ina conspiciouB place along with the Non-Residential
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all
Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the
permitted use.
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6. Hours of operation are 11 A.M. to 1 A.M., Monday through Saturday,
or as per the prevailing- state regulation regar ding hours of operation.

Mr. Baker seconded the -motion. The motion passed uanimously.

The Board discussed the time limit. Mr. Smith stated that the way the
motion was worded, the prevailing State regulations would rule.

II

2:00 - JOHN E. & ELEANOR E. ROACH, app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of Ord. to permit increased enrollment to 125 students and
change hows of operation to'7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., in existing
school and the additional use of another existing building on
the property, 7152 Woodland Dr., 7l-3«7»24A & 25A, Leewood
Subdivision, Annandale District. (1,836273 acres), (RE-0.5),
S-1j.3-71j..

Mr. Donald Stevens, attorney for the applicant, Ij.081j. University Drive,
represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owner~ were in order. The contigoous owners were
William Backman, 7125 Braddock Road and Mr. Branberry, 711j.8 Braddock
Road.

Mr. Stevens sRated that this Special Use Permit was granted in 1969.
They would like to increase the number of children from 68 to 125. The
facility has been inspected and will accamodate 125 children. They would
like to change the hours from 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. and ask that they
be allowed to use another existing building on the property. These buildings
have been inspected. He stated that there were questions regarding the
traffic in 1969 and there have been questions since that time. He stat.d
that testimony will indicate that this traffic is not prodaced by this
school, but by people who use the road as _a convenieht short· cut ,thl:"ougb II
to avoid the traffic 14ght on Braddock Road. He stated that he has used
that short-cut himself in the past before he even knew Mrs. Roacih.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Stevens stated that the present
enrollment in the school is 80 or 81. He stated that there ian ft any
question but that this figure does exceed the allowable number. Mrs.
Roach has violated the Use Permit in terms of enrollment and by usiag
the garage. The hours have always been from 7:00 until 6:00 P.M. This
is the normal hours for this type of operation. This operation started
as a Kindergartepand the parents whose Bhildren were there wanted
them to stay ,and,. therefore, the school has grown. Mrs. Roach is a
specialist in thefieldo~ teaching handicapped and disabled children.
The oldest child is 13 years old and the earliest age of any of the
children is 5.

Mr. ~~ady, 7~09 Braddock Road, directly across the street from the school,
spoke in favor of the application. He stated that in 1969, he waS one of
the ones to lea:(t,:tJle:~.ition to the school. He feared the safety of
the childil'en of the scbbOl because of the use that WooiUand Drive
had eventh~n. Heatat.d that he had lived at this location for 32
years and it has been a short-cut for people who want to avoid the corner
at Braddock. However, the operation of the school and the way the
children are cared for hushown him that there was no reason to worry
about the safety of the children. He stated that Mrs. Roach has been a
delightfUl neighbor and 'he endorses the application for the enlargement
of the operation. He 'stated that Hr. Backman was present, but he had to
leave. He is a contiguous :property owner"and he is in favor of this appli
cation. Mr. Granberry another contiguous property owner is also in
favor of this application_

i-7/
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Mr . Woodberry, 7140 Woodland Drive, next 400r to the subject property,
which is the corner home on Woodland and Larrlyn Drive. She stated
thatdle was one of the original opposers of this school in 1969. Since
that time she and other neighbors have, found this school to be a ·good
neighbor. The aesthetics have not been affected. The school property
is carefully maintained and improved. The neighborhood has not been
adversely affected. Traffic has not appreciably increased. She. too.
stated that the tEaff1c is caused by the fact that people use Woodland
Drive as a shortcut. She stated that she. knew· that oomplaints that come
1n directly to the school are acted upon. She stated that she had
complained on occasions and she has received a copy of the letter which
was sent to the parents to rectify the complaint. She stated that she
resented the fact that Someone from the other end of the County was
ringing doorbells in their neighborhood to try to get detrimental in
formation about a good neighbor.

Mr. Thomas Fink. 5404 Ives Place. North Springfield, spoke in favor of
the school. He stated that he is a member of the North Spri~gfield

Citizens Association and to his knowledge Mr. Wagner. who spoke last
night at the Planning Commission meeting. does not represent the North
Springfield Citizens Association. This matter has never been discussed
at an open meeting of.that association.

Mr. Foster. Lincolnia Pa~k. near Wayne Oak School. stated that he was
not a neighbor. but a parent of one of the children in the sahool. He
spoke in favor of the application.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is well a~are of the fact that the school
prOVides an excellent service and that it; is very much needed in this
area, but there is a limit to what should be allowed in certain areas.

Mr. R. Harman. resident of the West Springfield area. spoke in favor
of the application. He ,is a parent of one of the children in the school.

Mrs. Ann Wirrell. 7025 Woodland Drive. one of the nearby property owners
and a parent of one of the children in the sehool. spoke in favor of the
application.

OPPOSITION: Mr. Wagner. Co-Chairman of the Zoningc,Committee of the North
Springfield Citizens Association. spoke in ppposition to this application.
He stated that 8 people were present on that Committee at the time this
question was raised. These 8 people are the officers of the Board. They
asked him to speak before this Board as President of that Association in
opposition to thi~ applioation. He stated that this opposition has nothing
to do with the quality of the school, but with the record of Mrs. Roach
for having so many violations of the County Code and the traffic problem.

Mr. Runyon inquired if Mr. Wagner knew the number of vehicles per day that
actually use Woodland'Drive. Mr. Wagner did not know this.

Mr. John Dolan. 7727 Woodland Drive. spoke before the Board. He stated
that he had no objection to the school. but he lives 50 feet off the
blind curve and he is afraid someone was going to be killed on that curve.

Mrs. Dandow, 7018 LarrlYn Drive. stated that she did not oppose the use
or the school the way she bas been operating. but they do oppose an
increase because of the traffic and the fact that the parents of the
children in this school use Larrlyn Drive and the fact that the parents
speed down this road. The safety of the children is at stake. This
proposed increase is an increase of ·84 percent which means the traffic
will increase 84 pereent. She stated that there have been several
incidents of people passing school buses and the paper boy was run off
the street.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board recognizes the letters both in favor of
and in oppos. tion to this application. The Board received a let,ter tram
Bonnie Polk. Chairwoman. Commission on Women. requesting the Board to
give careful attention to the case and any other child care facility
cases that might come before the Board and from Mr. Sterling. Director
of the Department of Social Services in favor of her operation which he felt
is exoellent.

He stated that the Board also recognizes the lette~from all the children
in the school.

;;'7?-
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Mr. Donald Stevens spoke 1n rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that there
1s no question but that 'her enrollment has exceeded the stipulated number.
At the time of the application on Ox Road, they had already filed this appli
cation. The enrollment has crept up over the allotted amount through the
years. He stated that it has been his job to represent developers who are
out to make money. He stated that he would submit that Mrs. Roach 1s not one
of them. There was a number of people who spoke last night before the Plann!
Commission whose children go to this school, but do not reside 1n this neigh
borhood. They have not spoken today, but they are available to do 80 should
the Board desire. He suggested that the Board visit this school while it is
in session to see the fine way that it is operated. Mrs. Roach has 22 childr
from the Department of Social Services, most of whom have been sent there
because Mrs. Roach has been unable to say "No". They need a place to go and
the Department of Social SerVices, as indicated by the letter from Mr. Sterli S,
feels this 1s a worthwhile school that does a lot for the children.

Mr. Smith reminded Mr. Stevens that there was no question about the school
itself. The question is the expansion •. the traffic, etc.

Mr. Stevens stated that Mrs. Roach has learned that she must pay attention
to the land use regulations. Whatever this Board decides, ~heth.r it is ~ ~
increase the enrollment or expand the hours, she will operate fn accoraanc~
with that. He stated that with regard to the traffic count. he did not know
what the exact count is. Woodland Drive is a collector street and under the
ordinance, the gUidelines are that there can be a school with up to 660
students on.a collector road.

The adjacent property owners have written letters saylng that they had pro
tested when this school was going to open originally, but they no longer
object. There is a petition from 18 residents 'on Woodland Drive saying the
same thing. There are several letters from residents on Larrlyn Drive saying
that they have no objection. Therefore, the greater number of people in the
immediate vicinity are saying that they have no objection. Mrs. Roach tells
him that there are 32 students in the school who are in the boundaries of the
North Springfield Citizens Association. You have to balance all these agains
the e1ght members of the Board of Directors of that Association.

He stated that he wonld submit that there is no adverse affect of this school
on the neighborhood.

Mr. Kelley asked: if when they cited Mrs. Roach for having more than 68 childr n,
did they think that filing an application to amend that number would take car
of the violation.

Mr. Smith stated that this wouldn't relieve her obligation until such time as
this was passed on,by the Board.

Mr. Stevens stated that it is not uncommon to attempt to correct that kind
of a problem by requesting to amend the Special Use Permit.

Mr. Smith inquired of Mr. Stevens the present enrollment of the school.

Mr. Stevens stated that the present enrollment is 81.

Mr. Runyon stated that whether the street is·15 feet wide of 20 or 50, one
cannot keep people off of it. He stated that he. has heard the/26 people for
the school and four people that were against it and even the ones that were
against it said nothing detrimental about the operation Mrs. Roach is ·runnigg

Mr. Kelley stated that thiais not the point. There is no question but that
she is qualified, but when the County has gone to the trouble to·,estabH.'sh
these ordinances and regulations and she has been cited for being in violatio
and this has been admitted by her. he could not condone it regardless of the
fine opemtion.

Mr. Stevens stated that it would have been much easier to just get rid of the
extra students than to go through all this, but she 4ust could not do that to
the students andtp the parents this late in the school year, even if she has
to suffer for it. She did not do that out of any desire to have any addition 1
revenue from those additional kids.
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Mr. Smith stated that he wondered if she would be able to enforce the 81 if
that many is granted, and instead of having 89 or 09.

Mr. Stevens stated that after what she has gone through in the last couple of
months, he felt she would now live in strict accordance with the rules.

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not think that any of the Board members questio
the need for this operation, but he still goes back to the fact tbat he could
not recommend that ahe be given 100 students when he wonders if she would liv
with the terms and conditions. He stated that if she can't bring herself to
live by what she has now, he would be reluctant to increase the number to
even 73.

Mr. Stevens assured the Board that she would live by whatever the Board
decides.

Mr. Smith asked how many children the house would accommodate.

Mr. Stevens said the house would accommodate 88 children.

Mr. Smith asked why she moved into the garage.

Mr. Stevens stated that she moved into the garage because she haa had as many
as 102 children.

Mr. Kelley stated that last night at the Planning Commission, Mrs. Becker
brought out that this is not a collector street.

Mr. Mitchell stated that Mrs. Becker indicated that it is a terrible Master
Plan. It is an adopted plan and on th~t plan it is delineated as a collector
street.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt everyone would agree that this street has not
been developed as a collector street.

Mr. Runyon stated that he had just'BPUEnihe latest traffic count information
from VDH on Woodland Drive and the count from VUH was 651 ve~icles that
travel this road between Larrlyn Drive and Braddock Road and between Larrlyn
Drive and Route '13225 to Route *2893, 540 vehicles. From that, it indioates
that this traffic oount that comes up Braddock Road would indicate that III
vehicles apparently do not make it to Larrlyn Drive from Braddock Road. They
go to the school. If you go from Larrlyn Drive to Route '2893, it drops down
to 540 and up again to 588 between Route #3223 and BackllekRoad. There is
an incaease of 48 vehicles generated within that local community. He stated
that he felt that under the definition that the Board is -operating under, thi
would be a collector street. He stated that he did not see that the traffic
that is generated by this school really creates all this volume of traffic
that he had just referred to. Most of the traffic from the school does use
Braddock Road. These traffic counts were taken on an average condition on a
weekday. These are the facts; and, he stated that, in his opinion, that
much traffic is coming around that collector. "If the road is there, people
are going to use it and apparently they do use it; not just this school and
residents of this community. The school is pretty adequately covered by thes
figures that show that at least III do go direQtlyto the school because
between La~rlyn Drive and Braddock Road, there are not that many residences
to generate a difference of. that magnitude. It is interesting to know that
with that much vol~, I don't believe the school would be the prime cause
of these aocidents of 'paper boys being run ,off the street as one lady aaid
and people running through the school bus lights. If someone runs through
school bus lights) I would like to catch him myself. That is a cardinal sin.
It is a beautiful shortcut, if you are going from springfield. I have looked
at it. I do not see that the traffic generated on that road by this
school aD· a big problem, whether the Board increases the number of children
or not. Traffic is a problem on every street in Fairfax County.
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Mr. Smith inquired how many children are transported by school bus from
this school.

Mr. Stevens stated that none were. The only purpose of the bus is to take
children on field trips from this location to the farm~ etc. The two buses
are both painted and the proper lights are now being put on them. They are
in the garage now. Summer camp opens JUne 25. All of, the children are
brought to the school by carpools.

Mr. Runyon requested a 5 minute recess.

In application number S~43-74, application by John E and Eleanor Roach under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance ~ ,to permit increase enrollment
to 125 students and ,change hours of operation to 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. on
property located at 7152 Woodland Drive, Leewood Subdivision~ also known as
tax map 71-3((7»24A & 25A, Annandale District~ County ot Fairfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
neWBpaper~ 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 June. 1914.

WHEREAS~ the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the sUbject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 1.836273 acres.

I 4. That compl1anee with Site Vian Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County eodes is requir d.
6. That the Plann~ng Commission on June ll~ 1974, recommended approval

of the applioation.
7. That the school is presentlY operating under SUP - 3-56-69. granted

March 25. 1969.
B. That many violations of the existing SUP have occurred.

I

I

AND. WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio s
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating complianoe ,wit
Standards for Special Use,'Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance~ and

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transterab e
without further action of this Board~ and is for the location in~icated in th
applioation and i$ 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 aoard prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional struotures'of any kind
changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the piahs appr9ved by the Boar
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes reqUire a Special Use Permit. shall require approv 1
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering details) without Board of ,Zoning Appeals approval~
shall oonstitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The grantingo~ this Spec~AI Use Permit does not constitute,an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for oomplying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Re$idential
Use Permit is obtained.
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting o~the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED 1n a consplciou8 place' along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property ot-the use and be made available to all Departmenta
of the County of Falrt"ax du:rlngthe hours of .operation of the permitted use.

6. The ma~lmum_number of students shall be 81, with ages of 5 PI" 13
years, gPades Kthrough 6th.

7. The hours of operation shall be 7:00 A.M. to 6:'00 P.M.
8. All buses and/or other vehicles used for transporting children shall

comply with County and State standards for color and light requirements.
, 9. This permit shall run for a period of one yea!", at whl,ch time the

permft s~al1 be reevaluated.

Mr~ Barnes seconded the motion.

Mr. Barne~ stated that he is concerned about the violations that this applica t
has received in the past. It seems that the applicant has ignored the re
strictiol').s that were place~:l. on this Special Use Per/l1it., He state4 that he
would second the motion~ but he would hope that Mr. Stevens will look after
this and see that thesev1olations are not permitted again.

Mr. Smith inquired of Mr. Runyon whether or not this included the use of the
garage.

Mr. Runyon stated that this.ls where the better part of the equipment ls.

Mr. Smith stated that the house is adequate to take care of the 81 students
and the Board prohibited the use of the garage originally.

Mr. Runyon stated that propably at that time the garage was in pretty bad
condi tion.

Mr. Barnes a~ated that at that time the citizens were, not concerned about the
use of the garage. He st~ted that 'he would support the motion with the use
of the garage. It is not'a garage anymore. It is an additional small build
ings with all of the ~quipment in it. It would be a shame if they could not
use it. '

Mr. Smith stated' that be could not support the apPlicaiion with the use of th
~rage bel?g allowed.

Mr. R.unyonstated that,:h1s ,feeling is that the use of the garage,gives a litt e
~ore"opennessapd the claSsrooms will not be as crowded.

Mr. Kelley stated that to get this off dead~center~ he would support this
motion;'however, he felt there 1s room in the house to accommodate 88 peo~le
and the Board i~ granting 81. This was a garage and she went and improved it
to the state whereshe>Qould use it as a school againat the rules and terms
set forth in her Sp~cial Use Pe~t. He stated that he agreed with Mr. Smith
but to get it offdead,_oenterne':1fould support Mr. Runyon's motion and the ot er
reason he would sl;lpJjIi()rt the mot:::tCit'\1s bfH:aus,e it will be reevaluated 1n one
year.

The motion oarried 3 to 1, with Mr. Smitn voting "No". Mr. Baker was absent.
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DEFERRED CASES:

COMMUNITY COVENANT CHURCH.,OF SPRINGFIELD, app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11
of Ord. to permit construction of church for worship, Sunday school and other
religious gatherings, 7000 Sydenstrioker Road, 89-3«1»3A, 5 aores, Spring
field District, HE-I, 8-49-74, Deferred from June 5, 1974, for lease agreemen
between applicant and property owner and statement regarding status of cor
poration. Defer for By-Laws and Constitution.

The Board reviewed the lease agreement and the statement regarding the
status of the corporation. In their letter, the East Coast Conference of
the Evangelical Covenant Church of America, Inc., stated that it had granted
unlimited use of the property they own located at 89-3{{l»3A to the Com~
munity Covenant Church ofSpringf1eld~ Virginia, without fee or lease, pro
vided that the Community Covenant Church abides by its present Constitution
and By-Laws and until such time as the property is deeded to the Community
Covenant Church or to a third party. They also submitted a copy of the
contract of sale between the Community Covenant Church of Springfield, Vir
ginia, Purchaser, and the East Coast Conference of the Evangelical Covenant
Church of America, Inc., a Connecticut non-stock, non-profit corporation~

Seller.

Mr. Lake left a message that Mr. George Bryant~ Jr., First Assistant Clerk
of the State Corporation Commission had told him that the East Coast Con
ference of the Evangelical Covenant Church of America~ Inc., could not
receive any kind of stand~ng by the State Corporation Commission because of
its status as an ecclesiastical body. This is under Article IV, Section 14
of the Constitution of Vi~ginia.

Mr. Smith suggested that this be again deferred in order for the applicant
to submit a copy of their Constitution and By-Laws.

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred until June 19, 1974, for final
action and alkedthe applicant·· to submit a copy of thelr By-Laweand Constitu
tion.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. Th~ motion passed unanimously.

II

MOUNT VERNON - LEE DAY CARE CENTER, INC., Appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 0
Ordinance to pe~mit renewal of SUP for community daY care center with increas
in number of children from 50 to 60 children, 7:00 A.M. to 6:,00 P.M. ~ 6120
North Kings Highway, 83-3{(4»1, 2, and 3, at Calvary Presbyterian Church,
27,906 square feet, Lee District, R-10, 3-51-74, Deferred from June 5, 1974~
for applicant to work out parking arrangement - Re: Lease - letter giving
them permission to use another year. To June 19, 1974. .

Mrs .. Caldwell had submitted a letter from the Principal of the school ne!X.t i'

door, Mr. Talbox, stating that the school had permission to use their parkin
lot~

Mr. Smith then ohecked the lease. The lease had not been signed.

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board defer this case for a signed lease giving
them permission to use the church building for the school for another year.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

GIANT FOORS, INC., Request for out-or-turn hearing.

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Lee Fifer, attorney for theappllcant, re
questing an out-of-turn hearing because of the financial situation and
problems being experienced by GEM that has caused the takeover by Giant to
be quite rapid. The renovation of the service station facility also must
proceed rapidlY and this hardship which goes beyond the normal buslnessrisk,
occasions the'request for the out-or-turn hearing. The second basis for the
request 1s that the opening of the maih facility by Giant 1s planned for the
very near future and it 1s quite important that the service station be opened
at the same time as the store opening.

The Board granted the out-of-turn hearing for July 17, 1974.

II

MILDRED FRAZER -niscussion

Mr. Smith stated that this school has been inspected by the Zoning Inspectors
and records indicate that Mrs. Brazer is operating as Grasshopper Green Schoo
Inc., and the permit was issued to Mildred Frazer.

Mr. Smith stated that she should come in and discuss this and see if the Boar
can find out why she misrepresented herself and misinformed the Board as ta
who was operating the school.

~r. Runyon stated that it did not seem to be a big thing.

~. Kelley stated that all the other people have to come in when they change
ownership of an operation and he did not think the Board should overlook this

Mr. Runyon then stated that perhaps she should come in to explain the owner
sh1por the school that she operates under Special Use Permit 8·192-73 on the
lOth or July, 1974.

Mr. Bannes seconded the motion.

Mr. Kelley stated that it should be straightened out.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

The hearing adjourned at 5:20 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey~C~~k

Jean McCleery and ,~,Iz'andt, Typists
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held on Wednesday June 19. 1974. in the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Charles Runyon,
Joseph Baker and George Barn~s.~. Wallace
Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, and
Harvey Mitchell, Associate Planner, were present
from the County Stafr.

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

10:00 - HOURLY CHILD CARE, INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the
Ord. to permit child care center or nursery school for 135 children
at anyone time, 10811 Kelley Drive, 68-1«2»20 & 21, (11,636 sq.
ft.) HE-I, Springfield Dist., 3-62-74

Mr. John Karcha, Ford Building, 3977 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, attorney
for the applicant, represented the -applicant before the Board.

Notices to the property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Claude Mahoney, 4708 Ox Road; Morris Jones, 10801 Kelley Drive; Robert
Wright, Trustee, 10312 Monroe Court.

Mr. Karcha stated that this is a private, non-profit corporation formed
three and one-half years ago. It has been granted its exempt status from
IRS. This center provides early childhood education. Rev. Roger Verley
is the Executive Director of the corporation and is present to speak as
is Mr. Bosserman, the engineer who prepared the plats. This corporation
is the contract purchaser of the subject property and the contract is
contingent upon the granting of this permit. The center has been in
operation for some time at 4510 Ox Road; however, that is George Mason
University property and the college has indicated that they have need
of it and the child care center must be out by July 11, 1974. The
present operation consists of 96 students,maximum, and the details
regarding this are in the file. If this Special Use Permit is grante~

the maximum number of children at the new location wou~d be 135 in
attendance at anyone time. The general enrollment age is 2 to 6. He
stated that there are 51 letters in support of the application in the file.
He then submitted 11 additional letters to the Board. The letters, he
stated, were from working people in the community who need this service;
lawyers~ teachers, students •. The center provides care for the child on
a flexible time basis. The development of the child is important to the
staff and the center has a well qualifiedjcompetent staff. He also
submitted a Petition containing 169 names requesting favorable action on
this application.

Mr. Karcha indicated that the subject property is located on the corner
of Kelley Drive and Rose Lane. The green area on the map indicates that
it is surrounded by the George Mason University property. There are 16
subdivision lots in that vacinity; however, only 7 of them are improved.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Karcha stated that 50 percent of
the children are the parents directly connected with the University
and 50 percent are from the community in general.

Mr. Roger Verley, Executive Director of the corporation, spoke before
the Board and stated that the children are transported by parents or
carpools. About 15 percent of the enrollment have either 2 in the family
that use this facility or are carpooled.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Verley if he was aware that the ordinance relating to
this use limits the number of children to 75 as this is not on a
collector road, but is ona subdivision street.

I
Mr. Verley stated
collector street.
Both Kelley Drive

that they had not been able to find a definition for
This is a state secondary road and is state maintained.

and Rose Lane come out onto an arterial road.

'I

Mr. Smith read a letter from the Health Department stating that the sewage
disposal system was·adequate for a maximum of 135 children for toilet
waste only. Mr. Smith inquired if they had a kitchen to serve the
children who stay all day.

Mr. Verley stated that they do not have a kitchen. The children bring
their own lunch if they stay all day.

Mr. Kelley questioned their statement made earlier that they had a Special
Use Permit for their location on Ox Road and ~sked the Zoning Administrator
to check this out.
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Mr. Verley stated that they must have some type of permission as they have
been in operation since 1971. 'He assumed the University took care of
whatever they had to have since it is their property.

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board still does not have any indication from
the Health Department that the building itself would serve the number
of children that they have requested.

Mr. Raymond Freezon, 6361 Black Oak Drive, Fairfax, spoke in favor of the
application. He st~ted that he does not live in the immediate neighborhood
but is a parent of a child in the center. He submitted petitions from
the people in his neighborhood that were in favor of the center. He
stated that there is a child care center in their neighborhood that
originally the neighbors were against, but these neighbors have now
signed this petition. They have found that the day care center has not
affected the traffic nor caused undue noise nor caused the property
values to decrease.

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt each school and each individual location
must stand on its own merits and the facts surrounding the case.
He stated that sometimes there are 12 to 15 cars backed up to get out
on Braddock Road from this street. George Mason owns the property
across the street and this i~a thoroughfare through the area. Sometimes
cars have been parked on both sides of the street and one could hardly
get through. There is also a bad curve on this street and this
applicant is proposing approximately 270 trips per day and trhis certainly
will affect traffic. He further stated that he felt that few people
will use carpools particularly when this particular child care center
is catering to people who need varied hours for the care of their children.

Mr. Verley stated that because of the staggered hours, all of the cars
would not be coming in and going out at once. The maximum number of cars
would be between 8:45 a.m. ~~d 9:15 a.m.

Mr. Kelley stated that most of the people who come up Braddock Road, turn
left on Rose Lane to miss the traffic light. He stated that he personally
had almost been hit headon. It is a dangerous street and this has to be
taken into consideration.

Mrs. Merle Hahn, across the street from the subject property, 4704 Rose Lane,
spoke in favor of this location as me would like to put her children
in this center in order that she can go back to teaching.

Tnere were 29 people' in the audience in favor of the application.

Mr. Tim McPherson, with the law firm of Farley and Harrington, 10560 Main
Street, Fairfax, spoke in opposition to the application representing
approximately 30 homes in the area outlined by Route 123, Braddock Road
Kelley Drive and Rose Lane. He submitted a Petition signed by 26 of those
30 families. Twenty-two people appeared before the Board and indicated
that they all live within two blocks of the subject property.

Mr. McPherson submitted a statement of his presentation to the Board. His
main points of objection were that it would change the residential character
of the neighborhood and would create a greater traffic safety problem and
hazard. One of his points was that George Mason University has its
Economics Department across the street frOm the subject property and does
not plan to move it until 1976. There are anq will be abopt six cars
parking on the street.

Mr. Smith inquired of Mr. Covington as to why this street parking was
allowed and asked that he check into this further as it should be stopped.

Mr. Morris Jones, 1080 Kelley Drive, who owns the lot directly east or the
SUbject property~ spoke in opposition to this application as he felt
it would set a precedent in this completely residential community, would
create a traffic safety problem, and would cause a hardship on him as he
has a swimming pool Inh1s yard with a 4' high fence around it which
could be easilY climbed.

Mr. Stan Shaner, 472'8 Rose Lane, spoke in opposition to the application
citing the traffic safety .problem as his reason for opPOSition. He stated
that as recently as a year and one-half ago, a child was hit by a car in
this subdivision.
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Mr. Smith stated that the Staff has checked the school referred to earlier
by Mr. Freezon. That school is on Zion Drive and Sldeburn Road and 1s
operated by Lois Skala. They made application for 130 children, but the
Board allowed only 40. There is 3 and 1/2 acres of land and Sldeburn Road
is a much larger street than Kelley Drive or Rose Lane and Sideburn Road
also has curb and gutter already in.

In rebuttal, Mr-, Karcha had Mr. Donald Bosserman, engineer, 5400 Bradford
Court, spoke,,,before the Board. He atated that the only visible improvements
to the property would be the modification of the doora on the back side of
the building and the parking lot. There will be screening on all sides of
the parking area. He challenged the figures presented by the opposition
as to the amount of water runoff.

Mr. Karcha stated that the plan meets all the zoning requirements with
respect to space per child, parking spaces, playground area and setback
lines. This is an orderly operation with the children being driven onto
the property, not dropped off. The children have adequate supervision.
There are 30 homes in the immediate area and 11 of the homeowners have
signed the Petition in favor of the application.

Mr. Smith inquired if they had considered any other sites for this center
and Mr. Karcha answered that they hadtrled to get this center on Roberts
Road in Fairfax City, but they were turned down.

In aPplication No. S-62-74, application by Hourly Child Care, Inc. under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit child care center
or nursery school for 135 children at anyone time, on property located
at 10811 Kelley Drive, springfield District, also known as tax map
68-1((2»20 & 21, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
a~cordance with the by_laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
ano

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous property owners
anft nearby property owners; and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on the 19th day of June, 1974". "

feet.

Carroll D. and KathleenThat the owner of the subject property is
P. McDonald.
That the present zoning is RE-l.
That the area of the lot is 71,636 square

2.
3.

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

1.

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

I

1. That the ap~licant haa not 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.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
s~e is hereby denied.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. He stated that he was secondinS the motion
because he feels this is not the proper place for this many children and
because of the traffic situation.

Mr. Smith stated that he would have liked to have seen a decrease in the
number of children requested, if this is the only location that can be
found in this area.

I
Mr. Runyon stated that they could talk a lot about the merits of the
organization, but basically what has been summarized is that the location
is not in keeping with the residential character of this neighborhood
and the quality of the roads in this area is not good enough to support
this intense use. The: roads could be upgraded, but under the proposal of
the master plan, this use does not meet the criteria of the gUidelines
of the Ordinance that the-Board has been holding in the past.
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Mr. Baker stated that:,he felt the maximum h.e could support 1n a condition
like this would be 75.

Mr. Smith agreed.

The motion passed 4 to 0 with Mr. Smith abstaining as he stated he felt
the Board should have considered a lesser number.

II

10:20 - THE TARA SCHOOL. INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2
of the Ordinance to permit school of general instruction for 55
children, 9 to 2:30, ages 4-6 years, 1130 Towlston Road, 19-2{{1»
66, (2.353 acres). Dranesvl11e District (RE-2), 3-63-74

Mr. Rogers with the Tara School represented the school before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Elahl Abbas Bashlr, 4408 Sleepy Hollow Road, Falla Church, Virginia and
Robert J. Silberberg, 1120 Towlston Road, Oakton, Virginia.

Mr. Rogers stated that Rev. David Johnson, minister of the Bethel Church
in which this school is proposed, is present to speak on behalf or the
church. Mr. Werner, one or the nearby property owners is present, as is
Mr. Jenson. There are three mothers present to speak who have had children
in the Tara School. The Health, Department has approved this school ror
40 children, ages 4 through 7. Fifteen of these children would be in the
First Grade and would be in school from 9:00 a.m. to 2:30, 25 more
would be in Kindergarten from 9:00 a.m. until 12:00 noon. In the Tara
School on Crowell Road. they have no more room ror these First Grade
students. They have a lot of parents who are looking to them to
provide the First Grade class for their children who were in Kindergarten
last year. The Health Department has said in their memo, a copy of which
is in the file, that they could have a total of 55 students if they modify
their plumbing. They have talked with some of the residents of the
community and one of the greatest co~,~s is traffic. They have one
small van-type bus and theY plan to get two of these in a year or so.
One is sufficient at the present time. There are also one or two carpools
at the Crowell Road location and they expect to have carpools at this
location. They have allowed for a turn-around area and off street'parking.
The new school 1s planned to serve the local residents. There is heavy
vegetation to the rear of the church property. This church is in a rural
atmosphere. He was present at the citizens association meeting and
explained the concepts of this school. He presented a Petition to the
Board of the signatures he had obtained at that meeting in support of
the application. He also submitted a Petition with 56 names representing
42 separate families supporting the new school. The Board of Zoning
Appeals at the time the Board denied an expansion to the Tara School on
Crowell Road told them to ,f'ind a more appropriate area- and they feel
this is an appropriate location. The church building is already there
and is not being used during the week.

Mr. Rogers stated that as to the citizen concern about expansion, there
are two septic fields on this property which is 2.3 acres, the property
would not have room for another septic field, therefore, they would not
be able to expand beyond the 55.

Rev. David Johnson, 1130 Towlton Road, pastor of the Bethel Church, spoke
before the Board in support of the application. He stated that the church
is not charging the Rogers rent because the church wants to feel that
it is having a v1talpart in this ministry. This church has existed for
107 years and its purpose is Christian e~ucation.

Mr. W. C. Werner, 1119 Towlston Road, spoke in favor of the application.

Mr. Stan McCormick, 1134 Towlston Road. spoke in oPPQ~ltion to the
application. He s:tated tha.t he would,have beep more agreeable if the church
had come to him and told him they wante4 to &tart a sChool, but Mr. Rogers
i-s from another community and the children will be from other communities.

Mr. Kelley asked him Ifhe did not think that since the cburoh facility is
already there with 2 and 1/2 acres that this is a good use of the property
as it does also take some of the burden off the County scpool system.
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Mr. McCormick stated that Towlston Road is a street with high banks and
no sidewalks and there is also a dangerouB curve there. The school
is also going to use 'hlief.enc.enthat 1s along his property line for
their playground. The playground is actually on someone else's land as
tbere is an easement between his property and the ch~rch property.
He stated that he also has<a horse and this would be a hazard to the
children and a worry to him to have their playground directly adjacent
to where the horse 1s pastured. He would also like some screening.

The Board checked the plats that showed the playground right up to the
McCormick's property line. The zoning section sheet showed an easement
directly up to Mr. McCormickts property line.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would need new plats- to show the playground
on church property. This fence should setback at least 25' from the
other property line. As to the screening, this would be taken care by the
Site Plan office. of the County.

Mrs. Stanley Richards, Land Use Chairman for the Rocky Run Citizens Assoc.,
spoke in opposition to this application.

Mr. Smith noted the letters that were in the file indicating both support
and opposition to this application.

Mr. Rogers spoke in rebuttal to the opposition stating that he was
sympathetic and would do ,what he could to alleviate any problems. He
would be glad to move the playground. He stated tha&he did not realize
there was an easement there.

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board deter the decision on this case until
12:35 P.M. on July la, 1974, for new plats and to give Mr. Rogers an
opportunity to meet with more people in the neighborhood to explain
the type operation he is proposing to have.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith stated thSi.,the record would be kept open for written information.

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

II

10:40 _ COMMERCIAL EQUITIES, INC., application under Sect~on 30-7.2.10.5.19
of the Ordinance to permit dance hall in existing pizza parlor
(Village Inrth5863 Columb1.a Pike, 61-2 ( (19 ))pt. of 2, 4, 6 & 12,
and all of 8& la, Mason District, (C-G & C-D), S-64-74

Mr. Walsh, attorn~'tor.the applicant, with the law firm of HARRELL,
CAMPBELL AND LAWSON, !MOO North Uhle Street, Arlington, Virginia,
appeared on behalf of the applicant.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
were United Services Investment Corporation, 3530 Moncure Avenue, Lot 14,
Baileys Crossroads, Virginia and William L. Peele, 6825 Clifton Road,
Clifton, Virginia.

Mr. Walsh stated that_ they would like to be allowed to have dancing at
their Village Inn Pizza Parlor during 1;he hours of 6: 00 P .M-. until 1: 00
I.M. 7 days a week. There would b~/B~her changes in the character or
appearance of the premises. They are not permitted to have danc~ng as
IDinnerDancing" because they are not considered a8 providing dinner
under the regulationBofPairfax County and thus not eligible for the
Dinner Dance License. Approximately sixty percent of their gross sales
1s derived from the sale ~f pizza. The Village Inn Pizza Parlor is located
two blocks from the intersection of Route 7 and Columbia Pike and the
entire character of the neighborhood is high density commeroial zoning.
Immediately adjacent to the Village Inn Pizza Parlor on its western and
rear boundary are two office buildings and on its eastern boundary. a
Seven-Eleven store. Across the street is a major shopping center
development. The pedestrian and vehi~~~ traffic would remain the same.
The dance floor area is 16xl2 a8 shown on the plans submitted with the
application.
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Mr. Smith read a letter in oppo~ition to this application from Rev. Pearson,
pastor of the Werner Baptist Ch~ch,because of continuing disturbances
at this location, requiring the services of ambulances and police. Rev.
Pearson stated that he felt the addition of a dance hall in this environment
would increase the difficulties.

The Manager of the Village Pizza Parlor appeared before the Board and
stated that there were no more difficulties at this location than any other
location.

Mr. Smith stated that if this permit is granted, the use would be under a
Special Use Permit and they would have to be very, very careful or the
permit would be revoked.

The Manager stated that this application was initiated by citizen interest
and the fact that there is no place to dance 1n the neighborhood and this
is a neighborhood facility.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to the
application.

Mr. Smith stated th~;all parking connected with the use would have to be on
site. If this dancing permit causes an increase in patronage, they would
have to provide additional parking.

Mr. Lenn Koneczny, Zoning Inspector, stated that their office has no
problem with the issuance of -this permit. It is not a permit that the
Zoning Office could issue under "Dinner Dancing" and that is why they are
before this Board.

In application no. S-64-74, application by COMMERCIAL EQUITIES, INC. under
Section 30-7.2.10.5.19, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit dance kall in
existing pizza parlor (Village Inn). on property located at 5863 Columbia
Pike, Mason District. also known as tax map 61-2 «19') )pt of 2. 4, 6, &
12 and all of 8 & 10, County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper nmtice 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 June 1974.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is John D. Krooth i
Lawrence A. Freedman.

2. That the present zoning C-G.
3. That the area of the lot is 42.538 sq. ft.
~. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards forS~ecial Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as conEained
in Section 30-7.1.2 ~n the Zoning Ordinance. and

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

1. This approval is granted to the .pplicant 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 oneeyear from this date unless operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board priOr to date of
expiration.
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COMMERCIAL EQUITIES, INC. (continueda

3. This approval is granted for the buildirt.s and uses indicated
on the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures
of any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering
details) whether or not these additional uses or changes require a
Special Use Permit,shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals.
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning
Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board-of Zoning Appeals approval, hhall constitute a vio
lation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute
an exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The hours of dancing will be 6 P.M. to 1 A.M. daily.
6. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

!he motion passed unanimOusly.

II

11:00 -- COURTHOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC.-, app1. under Section
30-7.2.6.1.-3 of Ord. to permit construction of two tennis
courts, 5110 Ox R4~, 68-1«1»18-& 20, (151,3463 acres),
Springfield District, (RE-l), S-66-74.

Mr. Stephen Best, 4069 Chain Bridge Raad, Fairfax, Virginia, appeared
on behalf of the applicant.

Notices ~o property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Millie A; 'Jones, 4912 Ox Road and Arthur Glazier, 5300 Ox Road~

Mr. Best atated that these additional tennis courts are needed to meet
the demands of the"Club. The propesed hours are from 7:00 A.M. until
nightfall. They do not intend to light the courts.

Mr. RObert Graham, ~ennis pro and instructor of English at Robertson
High School, appeared before the Board. He stated that the courts will
be 70 1 from the right of way.

Mr. Smith asked if they were going to screen the Courts.

Mr. Graham stated that there will be a 10' fence adjacent to the courts
and that they are going'to put up ,a 4' fence and grow a hedge along the
4' fence.

Theee was no one to speak in favor or in oppoBition.

In application no. S~66-74, application by Courthouse Country Club of
Fairfax, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3, of the Zoning Ordinance, to
permit construction of two tennis courts, on property located at 5110 Ox
Road, Springfield District, also knom.as tax map 68-1«1»18 & 20,
County of Fairfax Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by~lawB of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and
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WHEREAS, fOllowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 19th day of JW1e, 1971f.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Courthouse Country
Club of Fairfax, Inc.

2. That the present zoning is REel.
3. That the area of the lot is 15l.31f63 acres.
If. That compliance with Site Plan ,Ordinance is required.
5. That the applicant is under S.U.P. #S-255-79.

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

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

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the Subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the followi~g 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 pe~t shall expire one year from this date unless
construction bas 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 plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures
of any kind. changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering
details).whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special
Use Permi~, shall require approval oft~e Board of Zoning Appeals. It
shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals
for such approval. Any changes (othe~ tl'lan minor engineering details)
wi~out Board of Zoning Appeals apPFOval, shall constitute a violation
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

If. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute
an exemption from the.various~ legaland.established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This per~t SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall
remain in effect.

6. The reSOlution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTED ,in a conspi~ous place along with the Non-Residential
Use Permit on the property'of the use ~Q be made available to all
Departments of the County ofFairfa~ during the hours of operation of
the permitted use.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed ,+,~ '0'. ·4'1r'~' K,lley. abstained.

II

11:20 - PUBLIC STORAGE~INC., appl. under Section 30-2.2.2 Col. i, SUP
usee for CG ,zone, for private storage lockers, 9927 Richmond
Hwy., 1l3«L}}124, (2.11f acres), Springfield District, (C-G),
S-71·-7'+, OTH~

Theee was no one in the room interested in this application other than
the ppplicants and their attorney.

Mr. Smith recognized the ,notices. He stated that there is a pending
variance application coming up on.JuneZ' and that these two ca... will
have to be heard concuY':r-ently.
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PUBLIC STORAGE, INC. (continued)

The Board then discussed the _variance problem briefly with the applicant's
attorney, Mr. Jim Tate.

The Board deferred this case until June 26 at 10:00 A.M. in order that it
could be heard concurrently with the variance application.

II

12:00 - A. C. OIL CO., INC., - V. T. WORTHINGTON, PRESIDENT, app. under
Section 30-6.6 of Drd. to permit building closer to side property
line than allowed by Ord. (15' from side property line, variance
of 85 1

), 7820 Ci~der Bed Road, 99-2«3»5, Happy Valley Subd.,
Lee District, (2.255 acres), I-G, V867-74.

Mr. Worthington appeared before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous proyerty owners
were A. K. Mohammad on :the south, and TeI'I'Y Lewis, 7813 Cinderbed
Road, on the north.

Mr. Worthi~gton stated that he'is requesting a variance of 85 1. If he
had to set back the required 100', it would deprive him of any use of his
property, as his' property is very narrow, 115 1• There are also topography
problems with the land. He was granted a Special Use Permit (SP-~9) by the
Board of Supervisors, and a variance to the setback requirement by the 8ZA
in 196~. The variance expired, and he is requesting to be allowed to
construct 2 buildings and 6 diagonal tanks above ground, 4 future round tanks
abovaeground, and g I'OlUldtanks above ground. The first building would be
515' from the front property line.

The plats showed that he had constructed a building 1001 from the residential
property line toward the front of the property. Therefore, he did not
use the variance that was granted him in 1965.

Mr. Worthington stated that the tanks would be depressed with a berm built
around them. This is ~der site plan. He stated that he had never
received a site plan waiver on this type of.installation.

Mr. Smith questioned the berm location oli the plats. He inquired as to
Why there were no comments from Preliminary Engineering on this.

Mr. Mitchell stated that Preliminary Engineering usually does not make
comments on variance applications.

Mr. Runyon stated that this will be under site plan and the contours
indicated on the plats do indicate a bank of both sides of the tanks.

In anSwer to Mr. Smith1s' question, Mr. Worthington stated that he was
going to build a ford type concrete, reinforced bridge between this proposed
construction and the street.

MrS.J"Baskin, 7717 Cinderbed Road, spoke before the Board. She stated that
she had been in opposition to this ever since it came up. Mr. Worthington
has done nothing in 10 years. There are trucks parked there. Cinderbed
Road is a 14' roadway and she does not want him to build closer to that
road than he already has.

Mr. Smith had her come up and look at the plats showing what Mr. Worthington
planned to do.

She stated that she was not opposed to his building in the back.

Mr. Worthington stated that he had three trucks, but he keeps them parked
in Arlington now.

Mr. Smith stated that~the' tanks would have to be back from the property
line so that if"they ever" fell, they would fallon his own property.
Mr. Smith also suggestedh~ move the location of the future building over
and get it away from the"r;esidentialproperty as much as possible.

Mr. Runyon stated that the reason the applicant has the building near the
residential property is he needs room to swing the trucks around. There
is a minimum turning radius of 30' for the trucks. The residential property
next door is slated to be industrial on the master plan. It has ,not
been applied for yet, but eventually this variance ~uld not be necessary.
What Mr. Worthington has to do is bring his trucks into the parking area
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and back into his oil storage area so that he will not have to turn around
on the street.

Mr. Kelley asked if the parking should be 2S' from the residential property.
The original motion granting a variance for this property stipulated that
the parking must be set back 2S 1 off the property line from the
residential property. He said that he did not like to write a motion where
the plans are not co~ect. The Board would also be granting a variance
when it is not known when he might build the building.

Mr. Covington stated that there is no restriction of setbacks on I-G
zoned property except when it abuts residential property.

Mr. Worthington stated that he intended to begin putting these tanks in
wi thin the year.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could have Mr. Worthington mark the future
tanks and future building off the plats.

Mr. Kelley stated that he could not support a motion without proper plats.
,-1
Mr. Worthington stated that if the Board could grant the variance for the
building to be within ,IS' Q& the residential property line, he would not
argue about the f~ture building.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until July 10, 1971j. for new
plats removing the future oil tanks and the future building and moving the
tanks BO that their fall area would be on Mr. Worthington's own property.

Mr. Barnes seconded tha motion.

The motion passed unanimOUSly with all members present.

II

DEFERRED CASES:

D. B. JOHNSON, app. under Section 30-6.6. of Ord. to permit building to be
erected closer to front property line than allowed'by Ord., 2800 Juniper
Street, lj.,9"'1«1»29, (.476 acres), Providence District, (I-L), V-2lj.-7ll-,
(Deferred from lj.-2ll--74 and S-8-7ll- for ad4itional information).

Mr. Johnson, 1301 Randlee Road, MeLean, appeared _before the Board on his
own behalf. Mr. Johnson stated that the preliminary site plan has been
finall' approved on the other parcel at the end of the street. He had not
been able to reaCh- Mr-. MOCue, the owner .of that paroel. Therefore, he does
not know what the- proBlems' are wi"th thaitproject. .

Mr. Runyon stated that he had checked with the County and the plans are
ready for final approval. It is a question of getting the bond put
together. It will be done~ The buildinl will be in the location where the
street would go, therefore, the road will not go in there. Therefore, he
does not see the necessi,ty for making Mr. Johnson set back from a non
exis1:Jl.nt street.

Mr. Smith stated that the fact that the plans are ready to be approved is
not enough. Mr. McCue had a marina that he never did build.

Mr. Runyon stated t~at this is in an industrial area and he has been working
on this for some time. It is currently upder oonstruction. Mr. McCue
probably still has a bond on the other'sectmonhe has construc~ed. He
stated that he could not see any reason for holding Mr. Johnson
up any longer.

Mr. Smith stated that the only thing the Board has to base the variance on
is the fact that the roa~i8 not going'to be developed. He stated that he
would like to support theapplication,but he could not unless he could
be assured that the road would never be built.

•
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Mr. Covington stated that Mr. McCue has been building in that area and has
pursued it diligently.

Mr. Runyon stated that there is no extension of that road throllght Mr. McCue'
property so there is no place for the road to go. He 'stated that he looked
into this as he wanted to find out the circumstances himself.

Mr. Kelley stated that he had listened to the record and read the minutes of
the meeting as he was absent on the 24th. He asked how long the applicant ha
owned this property and if, when he purchased the property, the plans showed
50' right of way.

Mr. Johnson stated that he had owned the property for two years. He stated
that the plans have shown the right-or-way since January 1948. That was when
the residential subdivision was laid out. The houses are being torn down now

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Johnson has since built a building there and adhere
to the setback. This request is for an addition to the existing bUilding.

Mr. Covington stated that Mr. Johnson did not meet the setback on the existin
building that he built as the easement was not shown on some of the maps.
There is no street there and it does not serve any abutting property. There
fore it was not picked up from the maps that he had to set back from a street.

Mr. Smith suggested that this case be deferred until final approval of Mr.
McCue1s bond and, at that time, the case would be put back on the Agenda for
decision at the following meeting.

Mr. Barnes so moved that this be done. Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The
motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was not present as he left the meeting aroune
1:00 P.M.

II

ELIZABETH COLLINS, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ord. to permit room
addition and to increase enrollment from 43 to 78 children in existing school
6396 Lincolnia Road,~ 72-1«7»)3,4, & 19, (33,825 sq. ft.), Mason District,
Lincolnia Heights, (R-12.5), S-42-74, (Deferred from May 22, 1974 for new
plats showing proper setback for parking -- Deferred from June 5, 1974 as the
plats did not arrive until the last minute and had not been reviewed by: the
Landscape Architect for Fairfax County to determine if they met the screening
requirements. The plata have now been reviewed by Mr. Garman, Landscape Arch
teet, and they do meet the requirements).

In application No. S-42-74, application by Lincolnla Private Day School, Inc.
(amended), under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit room
addition and to increase enrollment from 43 to 78 children, on property locat
at 6396 Lincoln1a Road" Mason District, also known as tax map 72-1«7))3, 4 &
19, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following prop.er"cnotice 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
day of May 1974, and deferred to June 19, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 33,825 sq. ft.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable county and state codes is

required.
6. That the applicant has been operating a nursery school for a maximum

of 43 children on said site, pursuant to S. U. P. #8-43-73, granted April 18,
1973·
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conalusion
of law:

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation of the Conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various ~egal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit 1s obtained.

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

6. The maximum number of childrenahall be 78, ages 2 to 6 yeara.
7. The hours of operation shall be 7 A.M. to 6 P.M., five days per week,

Monday through Friday, during regular school year.
8. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection re

port, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Dept., the State Dept. of
Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non-Residential Use Permit.

9. All buses and/or vehicles used by the applicant for transporting
children",to and from the school shall meet the standards of the county and
state (for schools) in color and light requirements.

10. Tne.minimum number of parking spaces shall be 11.

Mr. Banres seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was
absent.

II

JOHN O. HEMPERLY, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ord. to permit increas d
enrollment from 50 to 94 children in existing sooool of general education fron
50 to 94 children in existing school of E8neral education, 8608 Pohick Road,
98-1(1»22, (2.00082 aores), Springfield District, (RE-l), S-28-74, (Deferred
from May 8, 1974 for new plats showing dedioation -- Plats are now in Steve
Reynolds office showing the dedication along with an executed Deed of Dedica
tion - copy attached). Applicant is anxious to have a decision in order that
he ·can be prepared to begin operating with increased enrollment in September.

In application No. S-28-74, applic~tion by John O. Hemperly under Section 30-7
2.6.1.3.2, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit increased enrollment from 50 to
94 children in existing school of general education, on property located at
8608 Pohick Road, Springfield District, also known as tax map 98-1«(1»)22,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley 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 the by-laweof the Fai~fax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to ~he public by advertisement in aloca1
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 6th
day of May 197~ and deferred to June 19, 1974.

findings of fact:
& Bess M. Hemperl

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following
That the owner.of the subject property is John O.
That the present zoning is RE-l.
That the area of the lot is 2.00082 acres.
That compliance with the Site Plan ,Ordinance is required.
The complian78 with all applicable county and state codes is

WHEREAS,
1
2.
3.
4.
5.

required.
6. That on April 25, 1973, the applicant was granted a Speoial

Use Permit IS-53-73, for a school of general_education for 50 children
on this site.

I

I
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of zonfng Appeals has reaohed the following con
clusions of law:

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT _ReSOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted ~ith the following limitations:

1. This apprOval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans
ferable without furthera.otiori of this Board, and is for the location
indicated in the apf1ioat-ion and. ienot transferable to other land.

2. This perm1tspall expire Qneyear from this date unless constructio
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approva~is ~ranted for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans submittedwith thJ.S application. Any addi'ti.onal s'tructures of
any kind, ohanges inUS8-ii:additional US8., or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning'APpeals (6therthan min~r engineering details) whether
or not these adtlitional :Uliles or chanseS.Dequ!re ill Special· Use 'Permit, shall
require approval of the BOard of ZoninaAp~~••, . It shall be the duty of
the Permittee to apply_"t'o the Board of Zoning, Appeals fOr such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval, shall oonstitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
eXfflaPtion from the various legal and established proceduI'al requirements of
this County and .Sta'te.. The Permittee sh'al:\;be res_ponslble fo:[' complying
with theserequiremenu.. This permit SHALL NOT be valid un'til i!l""Nen
Residential UsePermit'!s'obtained.

5. The res9lution:~ertaining·tothe granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL,BE PO.STED'i;n-a:- conspiciousplace alon-g with the Non-Residential
Use Per.mit on thep~erty of the USe and be made available to all
Departments of the Cotthty -of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the
permitted use.

6. The maxim\1lll aUJllber of students shaJiUbe 94, as•• '" "8 8 years.
7~ The hours of operation shall be 8:00 A.M. to4 P.M., 5 days per wee

Monday thFOUgh Friday.
8. The oper~tion Shall be subjeot to compliance with the insp.c~ion

report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, an.'
State Department of Welfare and Institutions and obtaining of a Non-
Residential Use Permit. .

9. All buses and/or other vehicles used by the applicant for transport
ing students shall meet the requirements of the county and state in color
and light standards.

10. Outside ligh~ing and lOUdspeakers are not to be used.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion: passed 4 to o. Mr, Baker was
absent.

II
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COMMUNITY COVENANT CHURCH OF SPRINGF~~LD, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11
of Ord. to permit construction of church for worship, Sunday School and
other religious gatherings, 7000 Sydenstricker Road, 89-3«l»3A, (5 acres),
Springfield District, (RE-I), S-~9-74, (Deferred from June 5, 197~ for lease
agreement between applicant and property owner -- Deferred again June 12,
197~ for Constitution and By-Laws otchurch -- These have been received).

In application No. S-49-7~, application by Community Covenant Church of
Springfield under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
construction of church,'for worship ~ Sund4Y School & other religious
gatherings, on property located at 7000 Syd'enstricker Road. Springfield
District, also know as tax map 89-3«I»3A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following reSOlution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with, the by-laws of the rairfax County 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, ~e~ters to contiguous and nearby
property oWRers, and a 'public hearing3by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 5th day of June,. 197~ and deferred to June 19, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Covenant Church of

America, Inc.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.00 acres.
4. That compliaQce with Site Plan Ordinance is required.

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

1. That the applicant has presenteg testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for ,~pec~~ Use Permitqses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of .the 'zoning Ordi'nanqe, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT 'RESOLVED, thatth.,s~bject application be and the
same is herebY granted with the followi~.'limit.rioDa:

1. This approval. is ,granted to the applicant only and is not transfer
able without ,furthera.oti,oll of· this Board,' and is for the location indicated
in ~he application and is' not transferable to other land.

2. This permit ah.ll expire one 'year from this date unless construction
or operation hassta~'or unless renewed by action of this Board prior
to date of expiration.

3. This approval'is ,groanted for tllepuildings and uses indicated
on the plans submitted with this aPi'lio~tion; Any additional structures
of any kind', dhanges in use, addit10nal u~es, or ch~ges in the plans
approved by the Board~ofZoningAppea1s(othe~than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or ohartges require a Special Use
Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall
be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditi s
of this Special Use Permit.

~. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constit~te an
exemption from th~ various legal anQea~ab11&hed procedural requirements of
this County and. State. The Permitte."h-:J,ll.be r,el!l;ponsible for Qomplying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a
Non-Residential Use' Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertainingtothe\cranting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTEDin,a cc:m$:P'~cU'ous pl"ce 4l0n:iwiththe Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of":;4be use and be,_de available to all Departments
of the County oft~rfax44ring the ho~rs of operation of the permitted use.

Mr. Barnes seconded the·,~ion.

The motion passed ~ toO'. Mr. Baker was absent.

II I
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MT. VERNON-LEE DAY CARE CENTER, INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of Ord. to permit renewal of SUP for community day care center with
increase in number of children fram 50 to 60, 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.,
6120 North Kings Highway, 83-3«4»1, 2, & 3, at Calvery Presbyterian
Church, (27,906 sq. ft.), Lee District, (R-IO), 8-51-74, (Deferred from
June 5, 1974 for applicant to work out parking arrangement -- This was done
on June 12, 1974 -- Deferred again June 12, 1974 for renewal of lease -
Letter in file).
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Mr. Smith read a letter in the file from the principal of Mt. Eagle School
giving the day care center permission to park on the school property.
He also read a letter from the church giving the school permission to
continue to use the chur~h for their day care center.

In application No. S-51-73, application by Mt. Vernon-Lee Day Care Center, Inc
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit renewal of
Special Use Permit and increase in number of children from 50 to 60, on proper y
located at 6120 N. Kings Highway, Lee District, also known as tax map 83-3«ij)
1, 2 & 3, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters ~o contiguous and nearby property
owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the
5th day of June, 1974 and deferred to June 19. 1974.

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trs. of Calvary Presbyteriar

Church.
2. That the present zoning is R-lO.
3. That the area of the lot is 27. 906 sq. ft.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable county and state codeS is require
6. That the applicant has been operating a day care center for 50

children. pursuant to Special Use Permit 18-64-71. granted May 11. 1971.

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additonal structures of any kind.
changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by the
Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not
these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permitt
to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (othe
then minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval.
shall constitu~ a violation of the conditons of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of tais Special Use Permit does not constitute an e~
tion from the various legal and established prOcedural requirements of this
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County and State. The Permittee shall lJe responsible for complying with
these requiraments. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

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

6. The maximum number of children shall be 60, ages 2 to B years.
7. The hours of operation shall be 7100 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., 5 days per

week, Monday through Friday, during normal school year.
B. The operation shall be SUbject to compliance with the inspection repor

the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the State
Department of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non-Residential
Use Permit.

9. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be to the satisfaction
of the Director of County De¥&l9~nt.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

I

I

~FTER AGENDA ITEMS:

MURRAY WEINBERG, V-III-73 Letter requesting extension.

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Hansbarger, attorney for the applicant,
requesting that they be granted an extension to their variance as they
were having a problem getting a sewer hookup.

Mr. Runyon moved that in Application V-Ill-~. application by Murray
Weinberg that Item 2 of the conditions be revised to read as follows:

2. This permit shall expire unless renewed by action of this Board upon~
whichever of the following events shall last occur:

a. Twelve months from this date.
b. Three months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
c. Six months after Fairfax County permits a Site Plan to be filed

thereon.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to o. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

IVAN L. REIDll.GTON, v-96-74 -- Letter requesting an out of turn hearing.

Mr. Smith read the letter of request. It was the Board's decision that the
request be denied as Mr. Reddington gave insuffieient grounds for an
out of turn hearing.

II

PARKMONT SCHOOL, 8-97-74 -- Letter requesting an out of turn hearing.

Mr. Smith read the letter requesting the out of turn hearing. This is a
school that wanted to begin at another location. However, the plans at
that location fell through and they obtained this location at the last
minute. They wish to have this new location ready tiy.the first of September.

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt that this case has a hardship and he moved
that the out of turn hearing be granted for August 1 in view of the circumstm ces.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The mation passed 4 to o. Mr Baker was
absent.

II
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The hearing adjourned at 3:50 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
Jean McCleery, Typist

APPROVED: / ~_-September 11, 1974
bate



for the variance
Ruby Swain, who is the applican~~
Mr. Sydney Corrie~ Eastern
Mr. Ray Rainwater,. owner of the

A Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning
Appeals was held on Tuesday, June 25~ 197~,

in_~h.. J3,Q:q,rd ROOBl"Qft04Massay Buildillg.
Present: Dani.$l Smith_Cllairman; Loy Kelley,
Vice Chairman; Charle~ Runyon, Joseph Baker
and George Barnes. Mr. Gilbert R. Knowlton,
Zoning AdministratoriMr. Lenn Koneczny,
Senior zoning Inspector; and Mr. Harvey Mitchel~,

Associate Planner were present from the
County Staff.

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

10:00 - PUBLIC STORAGE, INC., appl. under Section 30~2.2.2 Col. 2, SUP
uses for C-G zone~ to permit private storage lockers, 113«1»
124, 9927 Richmond Highway, Springfield District, (2.1~ acres),
(C-~) ,S-71-7~.

PUBLIC STORAGE, INC., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit
buildings to be constructed on property line to rear and within 2 ft.
of side property line (25 ft. required), according to siteplan on
file in Zoning Office at ~lOO Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax. Virginia,
property located at 9927 Richmond Highway, 113«1»124, Springfield
District, (C-G), V-86-74, OTR.

Mr. James Tate, 10560 Main Street, Fairfax, represented the applicant
before the Beard.

At this time, Mr. Tate offered an amen¢ment to the application for the
variance application to read Ruby P. Swain as the property owner and
Public Storage as co-applicant.

Mr. Runyon moved that the amendment be approved and Mr. Baker seconded
the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Smith stated that the Special Use Permi~which was deferred from June
19, 1974, and the variance application would be heard together.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Mr.
S Mrs. Earl R. Dixon, 3107 Clayborne Avenue and Mr. and Mrs. Ray Rainwater,
127 Washington Street, Occoquan, Virginia.

Mr. Tate introduced to the Board Members
John Schiller, enaineerfor the project;
Regional Manager for PUblic Storage; and
contiguous property.

Mr. Tate introd-ueedinto the records a letter 'from Mason's Neck Citizens
Association giving support of the proposed use on the subject property
and a letter from Supervisor Herrity stating his attendance at the Mason~'s

Neck Citizens Association meeting giving support for the facility and that
it would be an improvement for that section of the Route 1 corridor.

Mr. Tate also read into the record ~ letter from the Zoning Administrator
to the aaBirman and Members of the Board of Zoning Appeals concerning this
use in the C-G zone. (A copy of this letter is in the file).

Mr. Smith asked what pe~centage of the storage wou14be for residential
purposed and what percentage would be for commercial purposes.

Mr. Tate stated ,that he had consulted with Mr. Corrie, Eastern Regional
Manager for the project and the type of commercial storage would be the small
businessmen or indi~idual, such as a shoe store, who may have a seasonal
inventory of shoes, or-a Christmas inveptory. He also stated that this type
of storage could run up to 40\ and 60' residential with no more than 4 to
5 cars on the site at anyone time.
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June 25, 1974
PUBLIC STORAGE, INC. (continued)

Mr. Smith asked if, he,wQ_ua."<be'~~cme·'buildiR.gto one ,storage outfit
or as individual units.

At this point, Mr. Tate introduced Mr. Corrie to further elaborate on the
sUbject.

Hr. Sydney Corrie, Regional Manager for Public Storage, 5004 Gunpowder Road,
Fairfax County. Hr. Corrie stated that the size spaces they are anticipatin
would be as Baal1 as· S I x 10 I and the largest would be 10 I X 30 I • He also
stated that there is probably 20% of the total area of this particular
facility that consists of the 10' x 30' size and the balance would be
la' x 20', 10' X la' and 5' x 10', with the 5' x la' size amounting
to the greater per~entage .of the entire facility.

Mr. Smith asked what material the building would be constructed,of.

Mr. Corrie stated it would be Jlasonry and ,concrete block, and painted
with latex paint, the standard sand beige color.

Mr. Smith asked if the building would have an architectural front.

Mr. Corrie stated that they would like to think the whole building has
an architectural front.

Mr. Baker asked where the 6ffices would be located in this building.

Mr. Corrie stated that the offices would be located in one of the storage
facilities.

Mr. Kelley asked if any overnight parking would be allowed.
overniglrt

Mr. Corrie stated that there would be no/ . parking, however, the
manager would have his own personal vehIcle.

Mr. Corrie also stated that the manager/caretaker would live at the
project and they would be one and the same person. After hours, the
caretaker would look up the project and tenants who desire to get in
after hours would have to make arrangements with the caretaker.

Mr. Smith asked if Mr. Corrie has had an opportunity to go over the ,site
plan with the Planning Engineer's Office of County Development and if
they have provided the information that they have required.

Mr. Corrie stated he had, and that they gave him recommendations and
they have complied. He alao stated that Mr. Tate stated that it was
approximately 60' to 40', 60' individual, 40' commercial. He stated
that these were the figures approximately 5 weeks ago and he has found
in his new breakdowns that ,it is heavier on the individual apartment .
house dwellers. He S~ated that they have designed it so that 'it has
a greater number of smaller stalls, 5' x 10', etc.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Corrie what the percentage is for residential as opposed
to the commercial.

Mr. Corrie stated that at,this point it is approximately 70 to 73%
residential and 27% commercial.

Mr. Smith stated that this was what concerned both the Zoning Administrator
and the Board of Zoning Appeals as to what percentage is residential
storage as opposed to oommercial uses.

Mr. Smith asked if there were any other questions from the members.

There was no one to speak in favor of the Special Use Permit application.

There was no~ one to speak'in opposition to the Special Use Permit applicatio
before the Board.
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June 25. 1974
PUBLIC STORAGE, INC. (continued)

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would move on and discuss the variance
portion of this request.

Mr. Tate stated that this application comes under Section 30-6.6 of the
Code and that they are requesting the variance based on the topography
of this particular lot. Also he pointed out that under Section 30-6.6.
5.3. the variance does not do any violation to the neighborhood or
to the long range comprehensive plan for the area. He stated that there
wa9~ some discussion of this issue at the last meeting when this matter
was deferred. Mr. Tate stated that the land that immediately surrounds
the subject property on the south side is commercial now. On the side
fronting Route *1 is Hillbilly Heaven and behind that is property owned
by Mr. Ray Rainwater. He owns all the land behind the subject property,
which is RE-l,as is Parcel 119. Lot 119 is now non-conforming as it is
the Rainwater Concrete Company. He stated that Parcel 126, which is to
the north of the subject property, is the only piece of ground affected
by this variance. Parcel 126 is wooded wi~nothing on it but a boarded
up house. Parcel 132, next to a filling station and a Seven Eleven store,
has an occupied dwelling on it. He stated that the master plan that was
adopted in 1967.shows RE-I and that this is questionable and after a
conference with the Office of Comprehensive Plannini,he could not get
a memorandum from them, --the ~eason being that it is a bit prem4ture.
But from the indications given him, it was obvious that they intend this
area to be commercial and industrial in conformance with uses surrounding
the area. The;,\1b.ilding itself will only be 12 feet high. They are going to
leave 2 feet on' the side adjacent to parcel 126. He stated,in accordance
with 30-6.6, the topography of the back of the lot and the fact that
they are going to balance out the neighborhood make this a proper case for
a variance.

Mr. Smith stated that a better case can be made for the development of
the adjacent land because they are developing the land to its fullest
capacity as far as zoning is concerned. They may have a topography,
problem; but, under the Ordinance, the Board should consider the development
on the adjacent land and the use of land which is basically industrial
and nonconforming. The nonconforming uses would be allowed to continue
under their present state for an indefinite periOd of time ualess new
legislat~on prohi~ited it.

Mr. Tate stated that, on the back part of this land next to Mr. Rainwater,
there would be no problem. Any dwellings built would overlook
substantially the 12 1 high building that they propose to build.

Mr. Smith stated that the,height of abuilding certainly has a great
bearin~ on this request. Certainly this -is less than approximately the
1/3 heJ.ght alloWable for a dwelling. The height of the building is
certainly a big factor.

Mr. Smith asked if the 8Q«rd had any more questions.

~ere was no one to speak in favor of the variance request.

There was no one to speak in opposition to the varianoerequest.

In applicationNo~ S-71-74, application by Public Storage, Inc. under
Section 30-2.2.2, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit private storage
lockers, on property located at 9927 Richmond Highway, Springfield District,
also know as tax map1l3«l»)l2~, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resmlution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letterS to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals
held on the 19th day of June 197~ i deferred to June 25, 1974 to be heard
concurrently with the varianee application.
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June 25, 1971j.
PUBLIC STORAGE, INC.

I
WHEREAS,
of fact:

l.
2.
3.

••

the Boa~d of zoning Appeals has made the following findings

That the owner of the subject property is Ruby P. Swain.
That the present zoning is C-G.
That the area of the lot is 2.14 acres.
That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required •

I

I

I

I

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

1. That that applicant haa presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C Or I Districts as
contained in Section 30~7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans submitted with this application~ Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or'changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use
Permit,shall require·'approval. of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall
be the duty,of,the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detailS) without
Board of Zoning Appeals approNal, shall constitute a violation of the condi
tions of this Special Use Permit.

~. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State •. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Us~ Permit is obtained.

5. The re.Qlution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTED ina conspicious place along with the Non-'
Residential Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to
all Departments, of the county of Fairfax during the hours of operation
of the permitted use. .

6. Th~:storage facilities shall contain 73\ residential type
storage at all times.

7. Tha:faecade fronting along Route *1 will be:treated as the archi~, ~

tectural front, wi th IlI4nsard roof and buff brick to match color of the
proposed painted block~

v
Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed ,Unanimously.

In application No. V-86-7~~ application by Ruby P. Swain, applicant and
PUblic Storage, Inc. underSeotion 30-6.6 of the zoning Ordinance, to
permit buildings to be oonstruoted ort property line to rear and within
2 feet of side property~i&a, on property located at 9927 Riohmond Highway,
Springfield Distriot, alSO· kno~s tax map 113«1))12~, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following reSOlution:

WHEREAS, the captioned ~pplication.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 th~ 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 June, 1974, and
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June 25, 19H
RUBY P. SWAIN, APPLICANT & PUBLIC STORAGE, INC. (continued)

o,mer of the subject property
present zoning is C-G.
area of the lot is 2.14 'dcres.
adjacent property is developed

WHEREAS, the Bo~d of' Zoning
fact:

1. That the
2. That the
3. That the
4. That the

industrial use.

Appeals. -.l1.c:s JDdde the f91l0wing findings of

is Ruby 'P. ·Swain.

in a non-conforming
I

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

1. That the applicant~,s satisfied the: Board that the conditions exist
which uader a strhct_:inte:~ta"t~_O!Il:)'g,f t1\e Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the
user of the reasonable use of the buildings involved~

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUb~ect application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following 11mitations:

1. This approval is' granted for the location and the specific
structures indicated in the plats included with this application only,
and is not transferable to: .other- land or to other sturcuures 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.

I

BURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Board does-not constitute exe~ption from the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be himself-responsible for fulfilling
his obligation to obtain building permits, Non-Residential Use Permits
and the like through the established proaedurea.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

/I

Hr. Baker moved that the,minutes of May 22, 197~ be approved as noted.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimous1y.
I

II

Mp. Smith read a letter requesting an out of turn hearing for Irtternational
IfOWn and Country Club: for tennis courts.

Mr. Smith stated that the earliest time the Board could hear this case
is the last meeting, o.f~,s_er, August 1, 1974.

Mr. Runyon moved,tbat the request be granted.

Mr. Barnes seconded· the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

/I

Mr. Runyon moved that the meeting be adjourned.

The meeting adjourned at 11:25 A.M.

/I

By: Wanda Thorpe, Acting Clerk I

I
Date

September 11, 1974
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, July 10, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Bui1ding. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chair:man; Charles Runyon; and Joseph Bakel'.;'~. Barnes
jmd -Mrt.Kelley were absent. Mr ..Harvey Mitchell,
~soci4te Planner, and Wallac.e S. Covington., Aast.
Zoning Administrator, were present from the Staff.

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

10:00 - FRANK B. HENNION, a~plication under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit construct~on of two car garage, utility room, bedroom
and bath closer to front propertY;l~e than allowed by Ordinance.
4028 Elizabeth Lane, 58-4«8»93, Lee Forest SUbdivision,
(28,480 ~q. ft.), Annandale District, (RE-I), V-68-74.

Mr. Hennion represented himself before 'the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
were Walter M. Lewis, ~200 Elizab~ Lane, Fairfax, owner of Lot #1;
and Elva Hall, 1021 Littletmn Lane, Fairfax, owner of Lot *7.

Mr. Hennion stated that the lot is a substandard lot and it is supposed
to have 175' frontage on the street. His lot is approximately 1~0'

on Elizabeth Lane. They also have a drainage problem to the rear of
the lot. There is an approximately 3 1/2' drop from the front of the
proposed garage to 75' back from that point. It also slopes down from
the Lewis property which is just south. He has a drainage ditch along
his property line that runs back on his lot. It overflows during
heavy rains and runs back to his lot. He stated that he is now in a
position to build if this variance is granted.

The applicant was granted a variance (V-2ll-69) on December 9, 1969, to
permit construction of aa addition to his residence at the corner ot
Elizabeth Lane 'and Littleton Street in Lee Forest Subdivision,J.8"fiH't' ""', ,,~,
closer to the front lot line along Littleton Street than the 50 foot
minimum required front setback. The applicafttnever constructed the
addition and this application seeks the same variance to the same require
ment for the same purpOSe, although the proposed addition has been enlarged
and slightly rearr&nged td include a utility room increasing the amount
of the variance req~e~ted to 16.2 feet.

Mr. Smith asked if he could cut off that 2 inches in order that he could
be within the boundary of the original applioation.

Mr. Hennien stated that it is possible, but he would like to have a 20'
interior width on the garage. That is the minmmum for a 2 ca~ garage.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

Mr. Runyon inquired as to the type of material he plans to use for this
addition.

Mr. Hennion stated that he was going to try to match the brick with the
existing brick in the house. The architectural design will be the same
as is in the existing house.

In application No. V-6S-74, application by Frank B. Hennion, under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning ,Ordinance, to permit construction closer to front
property line th~.l~owed (33.8 1 minimum), on property located at
~028 Eli~eth Lana, also know as tax map 58-4«8»)93, County of Fairfax,
Virginia,'Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with th.~· by'~s of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and

0U.l
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July 10 ~ 1971f
FRANK B. HENNION (continued)

WHEREAS, following prope~ 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»d of Zoning Appeals
held on the lOth day of July, 1971f, and .

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has made the following findings of
fact~

1. That the owner of the Bubject property is Frank B. & Gladys H.
Hennion.

2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 28,480 sq. ft.

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

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

(a). exceptionally narrow lot,
(b). unusuaL.condition of the location of existing buildings.

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall be in conformance to that of the
existing dwelling.

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion pa~sed 3 to O. Mr. BarneS and Mr. Kelley were absent.

~. Hennion stated that he wished to commend the staff in the Zoning
Office for the efficient and courteous service theY provided.

II

10:15 - THE RIDGEMOijT MONTESSORI SCHOOL, INC., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ordi~to permit continued operation of
a Montessori School, 9:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M., 65 children maximum,
888 Dolley Madison Boulevard, 31-2((1»4A, (6 acres), Dranesville
District. (RE~l), S-69-7~.

The ~resident of the Ridgemont Montessori School, Mr. Joseph Duffy.
represented the applicant before the Board. .

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Stephen R. Ro~bicki. 1146 Basil Road and Dr. and Mrs. James Cooper, 6037
Crimson Court, McLean.

A Special Use Permit far this location (S-659-67) was granted August 1,
1967. and renewed (S-121-70) July 21, 1970. The applicant has been oper
ating a Montessori school for a maximum of 66 children Qn the site of Immanu
Presbyterian Church. The last permitted extension expi~e8 July 21, 197~~

The applicant seeks to continue the operation for the same number of
children.
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Page 303
July 10, 197~

RIDGEMONT MONTESSORI SCHOOL, INC. (continue4)

Mr. Duffy stated that they have a t~ree year lease with the church. The
ages of the children are from 3 to 6.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

In application no. S-69-7~, application by The Ridgemont Montessori
School, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2, of the Zoning Ordinance, to
permit continued operation of a Montessori School, 9:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M.
on property located at 888 Dolly Madison Boulevard, also knownas tax map
31-2«1»~A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHE~, following proper notice to.the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on
the 10th day of July, 197q.

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

1. That the owner of the Subject property is Trs. of' Presbytery of
Washington City.

2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 6.000 acres.
4. That the applicant has been operating under Special Use Permit,

S-l21"~O.

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for$pecial Use Permit Uses 'inR Districts as contained
in Section 30-1.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

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

1. This approval iSgI'ante-d to the applicant only and is not trans
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location in
dicated in the ap~lioation and is not transferable to other land.

2 • This permJ.t 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
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changesin',use, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering
details) whether or not these additional uses or changes requi~e a Special
Use Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning AppealS. It
shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning AppealS
for such approval. Anycihanges (other than minor engineering details)
without Board of'Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of
the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

.... The granting of this':Special, Use Pe:rmit doeH not constitute an
exemption from,the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Pe~itis obtained.

5. The resolu:tion. pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a:::oona-picUous, place.alongwith the Non-Residential Use
Permi t on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County cif Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

vUv
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July 10, 1971./.
RIDGEMONT MONTESSORI SCHOOL, INC. (continued)

6. The number of children shall be 66, ages 3 to 6 years.
7. Hours of operation shall beg A.M. to 3 P.M.
8. The permit is to run for a period of 1 year with the Zoning

Administrator being empowered to extend the permit upon presentation of
a proper lease.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Barnes and Kelley were absent.

II

The Board then brought up two deferred cases, Tara School and Different
Drum, Inc. Mr •. Runyon moved that the Board defer the Tara School case
until July 17, 1974, until there is a fUll Board.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the mo~ion passed 3 to O. Messrs.
Barnes and Kelley were absent.

II

Mr. Baker moved that the Board defer the Different Drum, Inc. case until
July 17, 1971f., until there is a full Board.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed 3 to O. Messrs.
Barnes and Kelley-were absent.

II

10:30 - ST. MARKS EPISCOPAL CHURCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of Ordinance to permit nursery school and/or day care center,
60 pupils, 671f.1f. Kings Highway, 92-2«l})2, Lee District,
(5.7 acres), (RE~l), S-70-71f..

Wm. Phillips Brown, member of the vestry of the Church and architect, 113 S.
represented the applicant before the Board. Patrick St., Alexandriar-

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
were Terry Short, 6736 South Kings Highway, Alexandria; and J. H. Stevens,
6752 South Kings Highway, Alexandria. All five owners who were notified
were contiguous property owners.

The Staff Report indicated that this application meets the specific and
general requirementsof~heOrdinance for the use proposed. The Health
Department reported that the facilities would be adequate for 60 children
at anyone time if one or two additional hand basins were installed
in the rest rooms, and the outside play area fenced.

Mr. Brown requested that the church be allowed to operate-::this
nursery school/day care program,_ for 60 children, 2 through 6 yearscof
age, Mondays through-Fridays, from 7 A.M. to 6 P.M. throughout the year.
There will be no new construction &nd they will install an adequate fence
to enclose the play area at the east end of the pariSh hall.

I

I

I

Mr. Brown stated that there will be no transportation furnished.

In answer to Mr~ Smith's question as to whether the church was operating
this nursery school_ itself, Mr. Brown stated that they-have a
group that is presently operating the Hourly Day Care Center here in
Fairfax City that- will provide the staff and the personnel for this
operation. The 6hurch will oversee the operation. The church is not
leasing anything to them. The church is responsible for its being and
its operation as a church project for community serviee.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

~n application No. S-70-71f., application by St. Marks Episcopal Church under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit nursery school
and/or day care center, on property located at 671f.~ Kings Highway, also
kno~as tax map ~2~2«1»2, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that~

the Board of Zon~ng Appeals adopt the following resolution:

I

I
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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 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 10th day of July, 1974.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Trs. of St. Mar~6

Episcopal Church.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.7 acres.

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating ~ompliance

with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

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

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

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

3. This approval is ~anted for the buildings and uses indica~ed on
the plans submitted with, this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use
Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall
be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning AppealS for
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details)
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit·

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this Countyand'-State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requi;remen,ts. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use P&rmitis, obtained.

5. The re.sol:9::~~onp.rtainingto the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED !n,_~.•-"con.'_.Picuous plaoe alo.. ng with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the propertyol:the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County OfFairfaX<,during the hours of operation of the permitted
use. '-.

6. Hours of op.~atiQn shall be 7 A.M. to 6 P.M., 5 days per week.
7. The maximum ntimber ofs-tudents shall be 60, ages 2 through 6 years.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Baker:

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Barnes and Kelley were absent.

Hr. Runyon pointed out-that if someone comes in to take over this school,
they would have to come back to the Board. This use will run continuouslY
as long as the church-its-elf operates the school, but if th~ property is
leased, or the operation is leased, or ~~h_c:t':!ease;~in;-,thenumber
of students, then it will have to come back to this Board.

II
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lO:~5 - MERRIFIELD MONTESSORI PRESCHOOL~,application under Section 30-7.2.
6.1.3.20t Ordinance to permit ~ontes$ori School for 30 children,
2709 Hunter Mill Road, Qakton, Fairfax Unitarian Church, 37-4((1»
23, Centr>eville District., (RE-I), 8-72-74.

Mrs. Sheila Morgan, 10231 Raider4&ne~Fair.fax,President of the Me~ifield

Montessori School, testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous ownerS were
Church of the Latter Day Saints, 10 South Main Street, Salt Lake City,
Utah and Harold Thomas, 4000 Cathedral Avenue, N. W. Washington, D.C.

Mrs. Morgan stated that they will.operate out of the Fairfax Unitarian
Church, at 2709 Hunter Mill Road, Oakton, Virginia. They have a one
year lease with the option to renew. They wish to have 30 children ages
2 1/2 to 6, five days a week, 3 hours a day for the younger children and
5 hours a day for the 5 to 6 year"olds.

There was no. one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

In application No. 8-72-74, application by Merrifield Montessori Preschool
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit Montessori
school for 30 children, on property located at 2709 Hunter Mill Road, Oakton
also known as tax map 37-4«1»23, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning AppealS adopt the following r~solution:

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

I

I

That the present zoning is RE-l.
That the area of the lot is 11.121 acres.

That the owner of the subject property is Trs. of Fairfax Unitarian

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement ina local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to con~iguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals ReId
on the 10th day of July, 1974.

WHEREAS, the
fact:

1
Church.

2.
3.

Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

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

1. That the applic~t has presented testimony indicating compliance
wi th StandardS, for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 ,of the Zoning Ordinance, and

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

1. This approval, is granted to 'the applicant only and is no;t trans
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location in
dicated in the application and i8nott~ansferable to othe~ land.

2. This permit ehall expi~e one year from this date unless operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This approval is granted 'for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of,
any kind, changes in use, addiUonal uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals Cother than, minor engineering details)
whether or not. __tlle&'fJc•.,ad4it.iDnaL..uses-_, or chAllges require a Special Use Permit
shall require approval of the' 'Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the
duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board
of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute~a violation of the conditions
of this Special Use Permit.

I
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4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and S~ate. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit;SKALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

6. The number of students shall be 30, ages 2 1/2 to 6 years.
7. The hours of operation shall be 9 A.M. to 3 P.M., 5 days per week.
8. This permit shall run for 1 year with the Zoning Administrator

being empowered to extend the permit upon presentation of a proper lease.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Barnes and Kelley were absent.

II

11:00 - ACCOTINK ACADEMY, application underSection'30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of
Ordinance to permit classrooms for learning disability children in
existing church, &200 KeeneMill Road, 79-~((6»2A, (~.926 acres),
Springfield District, (RPC), S-73-7~.

Mrs. Corler, 9302 Annapolis Road, Fairfax, virginia, represented the
operator of the school, Mrs. McCormick.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
were Irene Gill, '8347Carrleigh Parkway, Springfield and Robert Vines,
83~9 Carrleigh Parkway.

Mrs. Corler stated that Mrs. McCormick wishes to operate from 8:00 A.M.
to ij:OO P.M. with three classrooms with 8 children in each classroom.
There will be bus transportation or carpools.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, she stated that she waS not sure if
this is a corporation or not, but_she thought it was just a trade name.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mrs. Corler stated that the busses were
painted, lighted and marked in accordance with the State code.

Mr. Mitchell stated that he had talked 'with the applicant and the lease
was to be forthcomin,. They were expected to execute the lease tonight
after the Board meet~ng. He stated that he had exp.ained to them that,they
would have a problem, as the Board requires the lease before theY make
a decision.

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred until July 17, fQr a lease
agreement.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Barnes and Kelley were absent.

II

11:30 - LAKEVALE ESTATES COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, application under Section
30-7.2~6.1.1 of Ordinance to permit construction of two tennis
oourts and repaving of parking lot, additions to existin, facilities
2556 Oak Valley-Drive, 37-4( (5.) )A,LaJcev~le Estates Subd.1.vision,
(11.276 acres), centreville District, (RE-0.5), S-74-7ij.

Mrs. Kathleen Clemente, 2511 Lakevale Drive, represented the applicant
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners"were ltD.
Batchelder, 2558 Oak .Valley Drive, and Mr. Philip Guglielmo, 2552 Oak
Valley DlIive.

;jUt
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Mr. Smith asked Mrs. Clemente if she was aware that there are only three
members of the Board ~resent, therefore, the Board would have to have
a unanimous decision ~n order to grant, the application. He told hert
that they could ask for a deferral to a date when 4 or 5 members would
be present.

Mrs. Clemente stated that, under these circumstance~, they would ask for
a deferral until such time as there are .4 or 5 Board members present.

Mr. Smith asked if there was any opposition to the request for a deferral.

Mr. Philip'Guglielmo, 2552 Oak VaHey Drive, stated that he had several
complaints about the use of the area right noW. He submitted to the
Board a copy of the statement that hewds prepa~ed to make.

M~. Smith stated that the Boa~d would consider the complaints based on
the present operation and turn them over to the Zoning Administrator.
This should be resolved prior to the hearing. If there are existing violatio s
on the existing use permit, this puts the p~esent operation in jeopardy.

Mr. Amoroso, 2500 Rocky Branch Road. President of the Lakevale Court Communit
Association which adjoins the subject property, stated that he is on a
day of annual leave and might not be able to attend the meeting August 1,
1974. He stated that he is in opposition to this application.

Mr. James Pammel, 2517 Rocky Branch Road, spoke in favor of the deferral,
and stated that he felt at least 4 members of the Board should be present
when this case is hea~d.

Mr. Swortzel, 2519 Rocky Branch Road, ,adjoining the subject pl'9perty stated
that he hoped the applicants would be able to get thei~ ducks in line and
when they come back, perhaps some of the people who are present in objection
today will be in a status of approval then. Mr. Swortzel stated that they
represent another citizens association called Lakevale Court which adjoins
their property. It is anad~oiningsubdivisionof which Mr. Amoroso, who
spoke earlier, is president and of which Mr. GUglielmo is a resident.
He stated that they do have a recreational association 'of their own and
that he had served three years on the Fairfax City Park and Advisory
Co~ttee and he is interested in recreation; however, the organization
has an Obligation to take care of what they presently have before starting
anything new. An ,inspection of, the site will show the erosion that is taking
place, the height. of ,the weeds and other things that need ,taking care Qf.
If they will take, care of these problems, then the adjoin~g residents will
come back and support them in their efforts.

I

I

I

Mrs. Diana Zamarra, 2566 Oak Valley Drive,~spoke before the Board.
stated that on August 1, they would be on vacation and asked if she
submit a letter to th~ Board prior to that date for the record.

Mr. Smith advised her0that she could.

The Board deferred the caSe until August 1, 1974, at 12:15 P.M.

II

She
could

11:50 - CLAUDE A WHEELER AND BETTY J. WHEELER, application under Section
30-6.5 of Ordinance to appeal Zoning Administrator's decision
that SUP 18-166-65 was granted to the applicant only and does not
run with the land,. 7150 Telegraph Road,91 ..4((1»l3, (2.81 acres),
Lee District, (RE-l), V-65-74.

Mr. Smith read a letter requesting that this case be withdrawn.

Mr. Runyon moved that the request be granted.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed 3 to O. Messrs.
Barnes and Kelley were abeent.

II

I

I
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DEFERRED CASES:

12:10 - FOXVALE CONSTRUeTION COMPANY -- Recessed until later as the
applicants were not in the room.

II

DIFFERENT DRUM, INC. AND MT. VERNON UNITARIAN CHURCH, application under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.4 of Ordinance to permit counseling and learning
sessions on first floor area of Thorpe Mansion: fOr 25 students, 1909
Windmill La., 93-3«1»108, (10.5744 acres), Mt. Vernon District, (R-17>,
8-58-74, (Deferred from June 12, 1974 fOr decision only for lease
agreement and to check on the church's preschool).

This case was deferred earlier in the day until July 17,1974 until there
is a full Board.

II

THE TARA SCHOOL, INC~, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ordinance
to permit school of general instruction for 55 children, 9 to 2:30 P.M.
ages Ij.,·to 7 years, 1130, Towlston Rd., 19-2{{1»66, (2.353 acres), Dranes
ville District, (RE-2), S-,63-71j., (Deferred from June 19, 1971j. for new
plats and to allow applicant to meet with his neighbors).

This case was deferred earlier in the day until July 17, 1971j.,_ until
there is a full Board.

II

A. C. OIL CO., INC., ,- V~ T. WORTHINGTON, PRESIDENT, application under
Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit building closer to side property line
than allowed by Ordinance (IS -ft. from side property liBe, variance of
85 ft.), 7820 Cimler Bed<Road, 99-2{{3»5, Happy Valley, Lee District,
(2.255 acres), I-G. V-67-71j., (Deferred from June 19, 1971j. for neW plats).

New plats had been submitted ,as the Board had requested June 19, 1971j..

In application No. V-67-7!j., application by A. C. Oil Co., V. T. Worthington,
President, under ,Section,30-6.S of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit building
closer to side propel'ty, line than allowed_~by Ordinance ,( 85 I variance),
on property located. at.7-820Cinder Bed Road, Happy Valley Subdivision,
also knownas tax ..p9~-2({3»5, Lee District, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board, of Zoning Appeals adopt Ilhe 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 ~y-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'i'the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 19th day of June, 1971j. and deferred to July 10, 1971j..

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Vernald T. i Virginia T.
Worthington.

2. That the present zoning is I-G.
3. That the a~eaofthe lot is 2.255 acres.
4. That the applicant was granted a Special Use Permit (SP_49) by

the Board of Supervisors, and a variance to the setbaclc requirement by
the Board of Zoning Appeals, in 1964. The variance expired, and a new
application {V-2~9-70),wasgrantedMarch, 23, 1971. That variance also
expired, and this application seele to renew it.
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5. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is requi~d.

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

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

Ca) exceptionally _nar~w lot,
Ch) exceptional topographic p~blemsof the land.

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

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific
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. TAis va~iance shall expire one yea~ from this date unless const~ucti
has sta~ted O~ unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expi~ation.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Boa~d does not 'constitute exemption from the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling
his obligation to obtainbuild!ng permits, non-residential use, pe~tB and
the like through the established procedu~es.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0. Messrs. Barnes and Kelley were absent.

II

FOXVALE CONSTRUCTION CO., application under Section 30-8.6.5.~ of'Ordinance
to permit existing attached garage to remain closeI' to front property line
than allowed by Ord., (46'.8 1 from front property line, 3 1 2" variance);
11805 Vale Road, 46_2«11»9, Foxvale Subd., Sec. 4, (41,862 sq. ft.),
Centreville District~(RE-l), V-S5-74, (Deferred from June 12, 1974).

Mr. Spiro Anthony from the law firm of Miller, Gattsek, and Schultz,
5205 Leesburg Pike, Bailey's Crossroads, Virginia, represented the applicant
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in'order. The contiguous owners were
David Lipp, 11802 Cobb Hill Court and ,Joseph Robertson, 3707 Cobb Hill
Road.

Mr. Anthony stated that Foxvale Construction Company constructed a house
and garage on a lot located at the southeast corner of Vale Road and
Cobb Hill Lane in' the new Fox Vale Subaivision and subsequently discovered
that the garage was 46;8 feet from the/ront lot line along Cobb Hill
Lane. Since the minimum required front setback is 50 f"eet, the applicant
is requesting a variance of 3.2 feet to' the requirement pursuant to the
"mistake" section of the Ordinance.

They have attempted to determine the sou~ce·of the error and can only say
that the professional engineering firm of Hatthews and Wheatly originally
staked the house andg~rage location and certified it to be correct.
The builder affirms that the house and ~aragewere built preciselY as the
engineers staked the sturctures. At·th1sstas. with construction completed
it is exceedingly difficult to asce~t.in who was responsible for this error.
It was an honest error, an error which would benefit no one. This,type
of error has never before been made.;by Foxvale Construction Company.
Without the requestedvariaoce,itwQuld cost in excess of $6,OOoto move
the subject garase. The mistake was made' even though no one will admit
responsibility£orthe mistake.

Mr. Smith noted that on the building permit plat, the curb cut was off
Vale Road.

Mr. Anthony stated that the Highway Department preferred the curb cut off
Cobb Hill Lane.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

.JIb
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TheY have attempted to determine the source of the error and can only
say that the professional engineering firm of Matthews and Wheatly
originally staked the house and garage location and certified it to
be correct. The builder affirms that the house and garage were built
precisely as the engineers staked the structures. At this stage, with
construction completed, it 1s exceedingly difficult to ascertain who
was responsible for this error. It was an honest error, an error
which would benefit no qne. This type of error has never before been
made by Foxvale Construc~lon Company. Without the requested variance,
it would cost 1n excess of $6,000 to move the sUbject garage and they
would be required· to install significant landscaping and regrading of
the affected area. However~ the mistake was made even though nO one
will admit responsibility for the mistake.

Mr. Smith noted that on the building permit, the curb cut was off
Vale Road.

Mr. Anthony stated!~~t the Highway Department preferred the curb off
Cobb Hill Lane.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

In application No. V-55~7~~ application by Foxvale Construction Co.,
under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit existing
garage to remain closer to front PIL than allowed by Ord. on property
located at 11805 Vale Rd., Foxvale SID, Sect. 4, also known as Tax Map
46-2«11))9, Centerville, County of Fairfax, Virginia, moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly riled 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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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 day of JUly~ 1974, andI WHEREAS,
of fact:

l.
2.
3.
4.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings

That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant.
That the present zoning is HE-I.
That the area of the lot is 41~862 sq. ft.
That the..r:.e,guest is for a 3"o~t,p;;'variance.

I

I

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

1. That 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 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 immediate vicinity.

NOW~ THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same 1s hereby granted.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Barnes and Kelley were absent.

II

APTER AG ENDA ITEMS:
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MILDRED FRAZER, 4955 sunset Lane, for private school, 3-192-73 and
S-85-65.

Mr. Smith told Mrs. Frazer that the Board granted a Special Use Permit
to her as an individual and then discovered that she was operating as
a corporation.

Mrs. Frazer stated that she owns the property and the two schools.
These two schools are on the same property at 4955 Sunset Lane. One
school with the younger children is called Grasshopper Green School,
and the other is called Kenwood School. There is one office and one
kitchen for the two schools. It is one operation. She stated that it
didn't make any difference, whether she has one or five schools as long
as she owns the property and operates the school.

Mr. Smith disagreed. He inquired if these schools are incorporated?

. I

I
Mrs. Frazer stated
not operating it.
Green School is on

that there is a corporation operation, but she 1s
She owns the property feme sale. Grasshopper
the p~operty.

Mr. Smith stated t~~t"she had failed to instruct the Board and the
Board did not know·e~gt there were two schools there.

He asked why she uses the name Grasshopper Green School, Inc.?

Mrs. Frazer stated that it is because it was a school she owned 100
percent when she first applied for a Special Use Permit.

Mr. Smith stated that she couldn't have two schools at the same
location without two separate Special Use Permits.

Mrs. Frazer stated that she operates as an individual and she also
operates Grasshopper Green School.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board should have had a Certificate of
Good Standing from the State Corporation Commission.

Mrs. Frazer stated that the corporation might be someplace else very
shortly, but she is still staying there.

Mr. Smith told Mrs. Frazer that she indicated when she came to the
Board that she owned the land and operated the school and there was
no indication that there was a corporation involved in it. This
came about through an inspection. If there are two schools, there
needs to be another Permit.

Mrs. Frazer stated that she did not want it as Grasshopper Green
School, Inc.

Mr. Smith stated that she also needed an Agreement between she as
owner of the property and the corporation which operates the sohool.

MrS. Frazer repeated that she operates the school.

Mr. Smith stated that the Zoning Inspector has gone to the trouble of
establishing that she is operating Grasshopper Green School, Inc. at
this location and the Board has no record of it. He told her that it
was up to her to resolve it. Grasshopper Green School, Inc. is now
operating without a Special Use Permit.

Mrs. Frazer stated that Grasshopper Green School, InC. is there at
her pleasure.

Mr. Smith stated that she is operating it without a proper permit.

MrS. Frazer stated that she has given Grasshopper Green School, Inc.
notice to vacate the property by September 1, 1974. She stated that
they have a summer day camp.

I

I

I
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Mr. Smith asked if she had received a violation for operating a
school without a Special Use Permit.

Mrs. Frazer stated that she had not.

Mrs. Frazer inquired whether or not the 3 year limit could be lifted
from her permit as some of the other schools were granted for a
longer period of time.

Mr. Smith stated that she has given the County a lot of trouble 1n
the last few years. The fact that she is operating Grasshopper
Green without a Special Use Permit is the item under discussion and
1n light of this information it seems that there are other problems
of whether there is a proper permit at all at the present time.

Mr. Runyon inquired what the purpose is for requiring another
Special Use Permit for a corporation.

Mr. Smith stated that she could operate as an indiv~dual, but this is
a corporation. A corporation is perpetual.

Mr. Runyon asked if she changed the name to Grasshopper Green School J
Inc. is that all she needs.

Mr. Smith stated that she needs a new application.

This actually is just two age groups.

Mr. Runyon stated that Bomet1mes there are two schools operating 1n
a church.

Mr. Smith stated that both those schools have separate Special Use
Permits.

Mrs. Frazer stated that they would be out by the first of September.
She asked if there is any way she could have an amendment to her
Special Use Permit.

Mr. Smith stated that September is 2 months away. It 1s up to the
Zoning Administrator and the Board whether they want to allow t'he
continued operation without a Use Permit.

Mrs. Frazer stated that in no way does she want Grasshopper Green
on the Perm1tbecause it will muddy the waters.

Mr. Frazer spoke before the Board. He stated that he 1s Director and
stockholder _of Grasshopper Green. About August 1957, he talked with
the former owner and discussed the purchase terms with her. Sub
sequently, they gave her money and agreed to purchase on January 13 J
1958. At that time Mrs. Frazer and he purchased the property under
the name of Grasshopper Green School J Inc. The corpDration owned
the sohool, land, b~11d1ng and everything known as Kenwood School in
Alexandria. They operated that w~. At that time, she held all the
stock. It was subsequently agreed that she would sign 50 percent of
the stock over to h1m~'

He stated that they sold the property and the s.ohool and went into
rented headquar~ers in Fairfax CountYJ but she moved 1n her name.

Kenwood School operated in Mount Vernon, but that has ceased to exist.

Now, she has revised it and calls it a separate operation. He
stated that he is still a stockholder and half owner of the corporation.

Mr. Smith inquired if there are any other stockholders.

Mr. Frazer stated that there is not. There are just two directors.
Mrs. Frazer undertook to take in another director, but it has never
been done in writing.

dId

3/3



Page 314
July 10, 1974
AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

Mr. Smith stated that there is a violation here and since Mr.
Frazer is party to the violation as stockholder in the corporation,
both parties have the same responsibility as far as the violation
is concerned.

Mr. Smith informed Mr. and Mrs. Frazer that they were to be notified
of the results of the Board's decision.

II

FOX HUNT SWIM CLUB, INC., S-110-72 -- Request for further expansion
of geographical area surrounding the swim club by removing the
geographical restrictions presently imposed on them by the BZA.
In their letter,which Mr. Smith read, they stated that there was
no geographical limitation imposed on the Hunt Valley Swim Club, nor
Orange Hunt.

Mr. Smith stated that the reason the applicant gave the Board for
reducing the number of parking spaces was becuase the pool only
serves the immediate area. The permit was granted based on the
membership being from that immediate area in the immediate subdivision.

Mr. Runyon suggested that the Board request a representative from Fox
Hunt to come before the Board and explain what they plan to do and
see if they will need any additional parking apaces.

This case was deferred until July 24, 1974.

II

ORANGE HUNT SWIM CLUB. S-98-72

Mr. Covington stated that Orange Hunt Swim Club had requested to have
a Teen Party on JUly 18 and an Adult Party on July 27, 1974. However,
there had been complaints from several of the neighbors regarding
noise from previous parties and a Petition had been presented to
him complaining about the noise. Therefore, he cancelled the party
for the 18th and is bringing this matter before the Board aa to
whether or not to allow any additional parties.

Mrs. Bradforllappeared before the Board and stated that she had spoken
with Mrs. Middleton who was the lady who had complained and initiated
the Petition and Mrs. "iddleton wishes to withdraw her complaint.
Mrs. Middleton has submitted a'letter requesting that withdrawal on
behalf of the Petitioners.

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board resolve this Gn July 24, 1974, with
a clarification from the other signers of the Petition.

Mr. Baker seconded the moti~n.

Mr. Runyon stated that he would like to change his motion to read that
the signers on the Petition should clarify their intent to the sat
isfaction of the Zoning Administrator by July 24, 1974.

Mr. Baker accepted this. This motion passed.

II

OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST -- THE AQUINAS SCHOOL, MR. &MRS. ALAN
FUTRELL, S-110-74 Application Complete

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Futrell requesting an out of turn
hearing based on the fact that they would like to begin the operation
of their school at the beginning of the sbhool year.

Mr. Runyon moved that the request be granted for an August 1, 1974,
hearing.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Barnes and Kelley absent.

J/~
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OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST -- ROGER A. YOUNG, Contract Purchaser.
Applicant haa application in, but plats need several small changes.
The Youngs I also must amend the application 1n order to have the
owner of the land as the applicant.

Their letter of request indicated that they needed an out of turn
hearing in order to get the house underway before bad weather.

Mr. Runyon moved that the hearing be granted for August 1, 1974,
provided they are able to get the information in by tomorrow,
July 11, 1974, in order for the Clerk to meet the advertising
deadline.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Barnes and Kelley absent.

II

OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST -- LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION ASSOCIATION, INC.

Mr. Hobson in his letter to the Board stated that Mr. Yaremchuk, Director
of County Development, revoked the subdivision approval for the
Cloisters Subdivision adjacent to the Recreation Center. On June 24,
1974, the Board of Supervisors reversed Mr. Yaremchuk's decision and
granted a stay in the revocation of the subdivision permit fOIl 60 days
to permit Lake BaI'croft to bring before the Board of Zoning Appeals its
:request fOIl the amended peI'mit for the RecI'eation CenteI'. '

MI'. Hobson went into the list of requested amendments to the Special
Use Permit that was originally granted. He stated in his letter that
his clients were in serious financial difficulty. Because of this and the
60 day stay granted by the Board of SupeI'visors, he requested an early
hearing in JUly.

The Clerk indicated that there was no way the case could be heard at a
Regular Meeting in July because of the advertising deamline.

MI'. Runyon moved that the Lake Barcroft case be scheduled for a
Special Meeting,on JulY 31, or August 2, whichever time the BZA could get
the Board Room and the Clerk could meet the deadline.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Kelley and BaI'nes absent.

II

FRANCES W. CHINN, S~118-73 ~- SUP for pI'eschool at 1860 Beulah Road,
granted July 18, 1974.

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mrs. Chinn requesting an extension to the
Special Use Pe~t because she has had problems with the church and could
not get started. These problems have now been resolved, but she needs
to make the requested modification to the building and get a Non
Residential Use Permit Which will require some additional time·

The Board granted her an extension as requested, until October 21, 1974.

II

The meeting adjouI'ned at 1:35 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

APPROVED_2S.'!el!l!:Et.'!embi1ll\e:.r~'!o14,~1!:9,-7'.:.4L__B
DATt
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held on
Wednesday, July 17, 1974, in the Board Room of the Massey
Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley,
Vice-Chairman; Charles Runyon; Joseph Baker; and George Barnes.

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

II

10:00 - PRESLEY COMPANY EAST, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit reduction of lot frontage, 2251,
2253 and 2255 Richelieu Drive, 39-3«l»Parcel 12A and «28»
121, 122 and 123, Tysons Woods Subdivision, Section 5 (2.39232 acres)
Providence District (R-12.5 and R~lO), V-75-74

Bob Lawrence, attorney for the applicant, P.O. Box 547, Fairfax, Virginia,
represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Thomas
Beyer, 8437 Idlewood Road, Vienna, Virginia and Michael Sullivan, 7911
Ashland Avenue, Manassas, Virginia.

Mr. Lawrence stated that 1.7 acres are involved in this request for a variance
for street frontage. The reaSon for the request is the applicant would like
to develop four lots with pipestem access through two existing lots to
Richelieu Drive at its junction with Minerva Court in Tysons Wood'Subdivision.
He stated that the lots are all above the minimum requirement for lot size
in an R-IO zone. TYsons Woods consists principally of a tract that was
originally planned for industrial use and. at the request of citizens and
County Officials, reconsidered and zoned for residential use in the R-IO
category. The topography, existing tree cover and adjacent development
necessitates'utilization of the·development plan before the Board. Develop
ment under conventional layout with the extension of a public street would
severely and adversely impact the existing tree cover and topography.

There was no one to speak in favor oftha applic~tion.

Mr. Tom Cuserath, Tysons Woods Subdivision, Lot 130, Section 3, 8517
Idlewood Road, spoke in opposition to the application because he is opposed
to increasing the density of the lots inthat area.

Mr. Smith stated that the proper density is being maintained. The lots
actually could have been smaller. They are increasing the open space by
this arrangement.

Mr. Cuserath stated that they still raise objection to this method. He
also questioned the posting of the property.

Mr. Smith stated that the Staff has indicated that the property was posted
in accordance with the Code.

Mr. Lawrence stated that the applicant has endeavored to follow th. County's
requirements regarding notification. This request is not for smaller lots,
but for less street frontage. Tysons Woods has smaller lots than what
they are proposing in this subdivision.

Mr. Runyon stated that ~he Board has had these type applications before and
they actually do serve the 'purpose of giving more open space and also
providing a savings to the taxpayers I as the taxpayer doesn't have to
maintain the streets in the subdivision.

~~-:;;~~~~~~~~-;~~-;:;~:;~:-~~~rg~f~~-~;-p;;;~;;-;~;;~;-E;;;~-~~~~-~d;r
Sect10n 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit reduction of lot frontage
on property 10catedatZ2S1, 2253, 2255 Richelieu Drive, also known as tax
map 39-3«l»Parcel 12Aand «28»121, 122 S 123, County of Fairfax,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application h~& been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of ,.a1 applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by_laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
Md
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WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the p.roperty , letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 17th day of July, 1'7'+; and

WHEREAS, the Boa~ of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Duane W~ Beckham, Tr.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5
3. That the area of the lot is 1.7 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Ap~s has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicantthas satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist Which ~der 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 land and/or buildings
involved:

Ca) exeeptionally irregular shape of the lot.

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

1. This approval 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 st~ures on the same
land. ".>

2. This variance shall expire one year fro_.this date unless construc~ton
has started Or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant SHALL BE responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, . _-residential use permits and
the like through the established proced~.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimOUSly with all members present.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
II

10:15 - SUNSE1~RILLS RACQUET CLUB, application under Section 30-6.6 of
the Ordinance to permit proposed structure closer to front lot
line than allowed by Ordinance, Michael Faraday Drive,
18-3CC5»part of parcel 99, Reston, C~.90392 acres), Centreville
District, I-L, V-76-74

Mr. Charles Kent, 3~16 Country Club Drive, Fairfax, Virginia, with Gulf
Reston testified before the Board.

Mr. Kelley questioned who the landowner and applicant should be. He stated
that the Staff Report indicates that the owner of the land is John Hancock

utual Life Insurance Company.

Mr. Kent stated that the site is now inthe'owner8hi~~f John Hancock Mutual
Life Insurance Company with Gulf Reston being the les~ and the future
owner under an existing repurchase agreement. Actually both Gulf Reston
and John Hancock Mutual Life Insurancy Company should be listed as owners.
He requested the application be amended to reflect this.

It,.,

Mr. Smith so ordered.

0lf

/7

Notices to property owners were in order.
11133 West Main Street, Fairfax, and Gulf
Vice-President, ll~~O Issac Newton Square

The contiguous owners were VEPCO,
Reston, c/o Fran Steinbauer,
North, Reston, Virginia.

I
r. Kent stated that this request is for a variance on the northwest corner

of the proposed stnucture,(a total of approximately 128 square feet:) that
will be within the required 50 foot setback requirement. The closest point
of the proposed building will be 36 feet from the right of way of Michael
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Faraday Court and will have no more than 16 lineal feet of the west facade
and no more than 16 lineal feet of the north facade within the 50 foot
setback. The reason for the need for this variance is because of the shape
of Parcel 99. It is an irregular polygon. A cul-de-sac from Sunset Hills
Road is required to render developable parcels of the eastern portion of
Parcel 99. The parcel configuration is' further aggravated by the fact that
existing topography reasonably dictates the location of the cul-de~sac

needed to serve Block 9 and other parcels in the section. Building
loca~ions are not as flexible as they Would be if sanitary sewer ~reatment

capacity were available. This is an ~q~strial zone and this use does not
have heavy truok traffic, noise, odor,_Klare, etc. that make many of the
I-L uses "bad neighbors".

In answer to Mr. Smith'S question, Mr. kent stated that they intend to
begin construction within three years. Mr. Smith then informed him that
the construction where a varianoe is ooncerned must begin within one year
from the date the variance is granted.

Mr. Kent stated that they were going to build all the other buildings now
except this future building where the va~ianoe is needed, but they need to
know if they can put that building there in order to plan the other buildings.
The over-all building plans must be pr~pared now.

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt they need some direction now. If they do not
get the variance, they will have to move the other buildings back. They
have the 100' setback r~quirement from the residential property to the
north of their property.

The Board discussed this question at length.

Mr. Smith que~tioned the setback on the parking and Mr. Covington stated
that there are no requirements on the parking setback in an industrial
zone.

"In answer to Mr. Smith'S question,"Mt'; Kent stated that they plan to
oonstruct a steel framed 'structure ,'2"5" in height. There is an eve in the
roof.

RESOW'r{OI!
In application No. V-76-7q, 4ppilca~lon by Sunset Hills Racquet Club,
Gulf Reston, Inc. and John HancOCk Mutual Life Insurance Company, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinanoe, to permit proposed st~ucture

closer to front lot line than allowed· by Ordinance (within 36 1 ) on
property located at Michael Faraday Drive, Centreville District, also
known as tax map IB~3(5»part of parcel 99, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the aoarq 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 ow~ers, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 17th day of July, 1974; and

3/'6

I

I

I

the owneISof the subject proP$;o1=y'an,.,the
the present ~Qning ieI-L.
the' area of the lot is 4.90392 acres.

That
That
That

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haS
fact:

1.
2.
3.

made the following findings of

applicants. I
AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions8xist which under astrict interpretation of the Zoning
Ordinance would result in practical difficulty ornn~ecessary hardship
that would deprive the uaer of the reasonable use of th.' land involved: I
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a. exceptional topographic problems of the land,
b. a proposed septic field.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the followinl'1.imitations :

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 teether 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.

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimoUSly with all the members present.

Mr. Runyon disclosed that he does work for Gulf Reston occasionally.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
II

10:30 - CENTRAL FAIRFAX SERVICES FOR RETARDED PERSONS, INC., application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ordinance to permit school of
general education in existing church facility, 8922 Little
River Turnpike, 58-4«1))61, Bethlehem Lutheran Church, (5.65
acres), ~vidence District (RE-l), S-77-74

Mrs. Marea Alexander, 6322 King Lewis Drive, Alexandria, Virginia,
Director of Central Fairfax Services for Retarded Persons, Inc " ,
appeared before the Beard on the corporation's behalf.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property OWneT&
were Annandale Volunteer Fire Department, 7128 Columbia Pike, Annandale,
and Associated Builders, 8515 Arlington Blvd.

Mrs. Alexander stated that they wish to have 25 persons, ages 16 and up.
They received their existing Special Use Permi't, S-157-70, on September
15, 1970, which was granted to the Northern Virginia Association fmr
Retarded Children, Inc. This request is for a continuation of
that permit with a name ohange. They do have an agreement with the
Bethlehem Lutheran Church and a letter to that effect is in the file.
The permit that was originally granted was for 3 years and that permit has
expired.

Mr. Smith stated that the Health Department indicates that the facilities are
adequate for 25 persons.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
RESOLUTION

In application No. S-77'-74, applicat10n by Central Fairfax Services for
Retarded Persons, Inc., under Section 30-7 •2.6.1. 3.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, to permit school of general education in existing church facility,
on property located at 8922 Little River Turnpike, also known as tax map 58-4
«1))61, County of F.irfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the fo110wing 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 Appeals,
and

3/7
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WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, le~ters to contiguouS and nearby property
owners, and a ppblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the
17th day of July, 1974.

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

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

I

I
Bethlehem Lutheran Church.

under Special Use Permit

Appeals has made the following findings of

That the owner of the subject property is
That the present zoning is R.E~L.
That the area of the lot is 3.8351 acres.
That the applicant is presently operating
No. 5-157-70.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning
fact:

1.,.
3.

••

NOW, THEREFORE, BElT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations.

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

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

3. This approval i.:s ,ranted. for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with th~s application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Speoial Use Permit, shall require
approval of the Board of ZOning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the
Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval, shall constitute a viOlation of the conditions of-this
Special Use Permit.

4. The iranting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from tbe various legal and established procedurairequirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non:
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolutiOn pertaining to the i~antingof the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in aoonspic'f'us place along with the Non-Residential
Use Permit on the property 0 the use and be made available to all
Depa~Ements of the County of Fairfax during the boursof operation of the
permitted use·

6. Hours are from 9:00 a.m. to 4:3D p.m., 5 days per week.
7. All conditions of the existing permit are to remain in effect.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

I

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
II

10:45 _ CLARENDON BANK AND TRUST COMPANY g GEORGE H. RUCKER REALTY
CORPORATION, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance
to permit temporary structure closer to front property line than
allowed by the Ordinance, 3090 Williams Drive, 49-3((22»4',
(31,043 square-feet), Providence District (C-O), V-78-74

Mr. Thomas Mays, attorney for the applicants, testified before the Board.

N:lJtices to property ownel;'s were in order.

I
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The Board amended the 'application to include the name of the owner of
the land as Mr. Mays I'epresents both Clarendon Bank and TI'ust Company ,~

the lessee and the landowner, George H. Rucker Realty Corporation.,
Mr. Mays state4that the applicant proposed to place a portable banking
structure for temporary use as a branch hank .on property located at
the northwest corner of Arlington Boulevard and Williams Drive in the
Merrifield vicinity of Providence District. It is proposed to locate
the structure 1 foot fro~the front property line along Arlington Blvd.
established by a V.D.H.'taking for eventual road widening, and since
the minimumrequirect f~t setback is 50 feet, the applicant needs a
variance of ~5 feet to the requirement.

The reaSon for the need for this variance is they need to avoid
interference with construction of the permanent building to the
rear of this site. .

The proposed location of the temporary bank structure is in alignment
with the other buildings on sites to the east and west of the bank site
and presents no detriment to the alignment of the other building$
referred to.

The permanent building will be located in accordance with the setback
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

The problems presented herein_.,e in part attributable to unusual
topographical conditions brought about by a leap-fI'O-.~·system of
con4emnation of strips of land along Arlington BouleVArd for future
widening which (if at'all) will occur long afte~ the temporary banking
structure is removed.

Mr. Runyon stated that"aa far as the frontage, this would be no further
toward the front than-the structure that is next door.

The Board -discussed the length of time they could grant a variance for
a temporary building.

Mr. Smith felt that the Board could only grant a variance for a temporary
building for two years. Mr. Covington stated that there was nothing in
the 6rdinance regarding a time limit. He stated that the Board had
granted a temporarybank-st~ucture in Centreville that has been there
12 years, -but Mr. Smith stated that there was a permanent building.

Mr. Runyon stated that he didn't think this was a problem. If it~ there
longer than t~o years, they can request an extension.

Mr. Kelley asked Mr. Smith if, in view of the fact that th~y have a three
year lease, if he would go along with a three year variance. Mr. Smith
indicated that he Would not.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

---------------------------------------------------~---------------------

RESOLUTION

In application No_. V-78-7~, application by Clarendon Bank & Trust 
George H. Rucker Realty Corp. , under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance, to_pe~t temporary structure closer to front, property line
than allowed by Ord. on property located at 3090 Williams Drive,
Providence District, also known as tax map ~9-3«22»~, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr~ Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the foll~wirig resolution:

WHERtAS, 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 17thday of July, 197~ and

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

3~1
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L. That the owner of the subject property is George H. Rucker Real~y
Corporation.

2. That the present zoning is co.
3. That the area of the lot is 31. O~3 sq. ft.
~. That the request is for a Temporary Variance of 3 years.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the f9110wing
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant'has satisfied the Board that this variance will
facilitate construction of a permanent building on said 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 specifio structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only,
and is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same
land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has s~ed or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

FURTHERMORE. the applicant sho_uld be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption f~m the various ~equirements of
this county. The applicant $hall be hi!DSel.f responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain, building permits ,'~d-R8.aidentialUse Permit and the
like through the est~lished procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The Motion passed 4 to 0 with Mr. Smith abstaining.
----------------------------------._---------------------------------------
II

11:00 - SLEEPY HOLLOW BATH S RACQUET CLUB, INC., applicatio~ under
Section3~-7~2.6.1.lof Ordinance to permit additional
construction "of' 3 tennis courts to existing facility,
increase in membership fro~~OO to 425 and, decrease in
parking from 160 to 1l.j.0, 3516 S~eepy Hollow ,'Road , 60-2
(UnSS, (7,7813 acres), Mason District, (RE..O.5), S-79-7l.j.

Mr. Joseph Cannata, PresidBRt,of the Sleepy Hollow Bath and Racquet
Club, repr~sented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owne~were in order. The contiguous owners WBDe
Senator and Mrs. Robert,Stafford, 3541 Devon Drive and Col. and Mrs.
Gielman, 3545 Devon Drive, Falls Church.

Mr. Cannata submitted a statement for the record from four property
owners adjoining the subject prope%'ty statingtheiI' sUPPOI't.

Mr. Cannata stated that the applicant seeks to increase the membership'
from !.JOO to 1+25 and to deorease their plilrking. They have three bike
racks. They have only experienced overflow in parking one time and
that was foI' a Regional Swim Meet" .. '1'hey have an excelll&1'l~ ,relationship
wi th the Sleepy- Hollew ReoreationAssooiation aCrQee: a:I~~.:'" Run and
they can use their parking lot if there is an ove~Gww:,This is a
verbal agreement betWeen the two associations.

There was no one t08JH!a:k in favor'of the application.

Mrs. Gielaan, 351+5 Devon Drive, spOKe- in opposition to the application.
She stated that sh~i. the most affected of all ,the adjoining p~perty
owners as the three tennis courts will oe just outside her garden. They
now have the bop-bop of the tennis balls from d(Jlm until dust. They
start at 7:00 am in the morning.

Mr. Smith stated that their original permit was granted in 1962.
were originallY reil_~iIl8d to have 220 'parlcing spaces and that was
to 160. Therewas:~o8tipulation·onthe hours of operation.

Mrs. Gielman stated that they now have 1+ tennis courts and this will make
a total of 7.

Mr. Smith after going. through ,the old file stated that they were
originally permitted 2. tennis courts, then the BoaI'd of Supervisors
permitted them to build 2 more tennis courts in flood plain but they

I
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never came back to this Board for approval. They had to have Board
of Supervisors approv41, in order to construct in flood plain, but
they should have come'hack. to this Board for the use of the~1and as
this was an additional use.

Mr. Roger Jonee, 3549 Devon Drive, inquired if the courts would be
lighted. He stated that the P.A. System is quite offensive now.
They also can hear the amplified phone ringing and then they page
someone and that can be heard all around the neighborhood.

Mr. Smith stated that those factors will have to be changed as all
the noise should .be confined to the property. They cannot have lights
on the courts wi thout first coming back to this Board for permission.

In rebuttal, Mr. Cannata stated that Mrs. Geilman 'an'd Mr. Jones nave
some'valid points: and they will certainly do something to reduce-~he'

noise. He stated that they did construct 2 courts in 1962 and 2 ,more
in 1971. It was the~r understanding that the Board of Supervisors did
give them permission to" build courts 3 and 4 when they approved the
construction in the flood plain. They ~ook away from the parking area
in 1964 when courts 3 and 4 were constructed. They now have 140
parking spaces. They have had a membership of 425 since 1972. They
have not found any' overcrowrl:tng:t:, of the facilities.

Mr. Smith stated that: they actually need a Board action to cover the
existing courts that were not granted earlier in order to bring them
into conformity. There should also be some additional screening ~o

buffer the noise from the existing courts.

Mr. Cannata stated that they are ina position to put in extra screening.
The land has been cleaved for the additional tennis courts before they

'found they were in error. They'didremove the frll dirt with the
approval of the' Zoning Administrator in order that it would not wash into
the Holmes Run area.

Mr. Runyon stated that there is a lot of stUdying being done on the
7th floor of the. Tower with sound buffering screening.

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-79-74, application by Sleepy Hollow Bath g Raqquet
Club, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
additional construction of 3 tennis courts to existing" facility, ,on
property located at 3516 Sleepy Hollow Road, also known as Tax Map
60-2«1»55, County of Fairfax, 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'~ 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
neaPby property owners, and a public hearing by the.Board of Zoning
AppealS held on the 17th day of July, 1974.

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

1. That the owners of the subject property is Sleepy Hollow Bath g
Racquet Club, Inc.

2. That the present zoning is RE-O~5.

3. That the area of the lot is 7.7813 Acres.
4. That the applicant is presently operatin~under S.U.P. '6315,

granted March 13, ~962.

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

1. That the applicant has p,resented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special U&e Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of 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. Th~s, approval is grantedtq:the ~pplicant only and is not trans
ferable without further' Rction of this Board, and is for the location
indicated in~he application and ianat transferable, to other land.

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

3. This approval ia granted for the buildings and uaes indicated on
the plans submitted .ith~this ,application. Any additional structures of
any kind ~ changes in use, additional \l.ses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Board of Zoning Al'peals (other than minor engineering
detailS) wh~ther or not these addtional uses or changes require a
Special Use Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning
Appeals, It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board
of Zoning ,Appeals forauch approv~l. Apy changes (other than minor
engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of,this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of,this, Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the varibUslegal and e.tablished procedural requirements
of this County and,State. The Permittee shall be responsible for
complying with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until
a Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained.

S. The resolution pertai~ing·'to the granting of "the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTEDinaconspiqtousplacealong with the Non
Residential Use Permit on thepropenty of the use and be made
available to all Departments of the co~ty of Fairfax during the
hours of operation' of the permitted use.

6. Hours of operation shall be 8 am to 9 pm.
7. Membership shall' be for~ 425 families.
8. Parking shall be provided for 140 spaces with all parking being

confined on si"te and any overflow for swim meets shall be provided on the
adjacent ree,> site

9. supp~ntal sound buffer of evergreens shall be provided be"tween
the tennis courts 4nd the residential area to the north.
10. All noise from loudspeakers, etc. shalibe confined to the site.
11. Any after ho~rparties will require special permission of the

zoning Administration and such parties shall be limited to 6 per year.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

Mr. Runyon sta"ted that he would not want to see the tennis courts open
at 6 am in this particular ar~a and he felt "the applicant is agreeable
to this time limitation. They might even modify ·them further.

The motion was passed unanimously.
--------------------------._-----------------------------------------------
II

1l:15 - LANGLEY SCHOOL~ -INC., applioation under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of Ordinance to permit additio~aloonstructionof hev multi
purpose building-to existing facility, 1411 Balls Hill Road,
30-H<l»1J2A &43 & «ll»)l& 2, (7.2584 acres), Dranesville
District, (R-12.5), S-80-74

Mr. Blaine Friedlander, at"torney for tbe applicant, tes"tified before
the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous pro~er"ty owners
were AmericanL.gion, Post 270~ c/o Mr. Poli~ano, 7114 Church1l1 Road,
McLean, and Fairfax County Board of Supervisors. 4100 Chain Bridge
Road~ Fairfax~

Mr. Friedlander stated that they seek to amend their exis"ting Special
Use Permit to permit'oonstruction of this new mUlti-purpose building
as an addition to'the existing facilities. They have been operating
this private school on""propertylocate4 on the east side of Balls Hill
Road approximately 600, feet northeast of its junction with Lewinsville
Road pursuant'to a speoial use perJlli"t No,. 5631 granted or~ginally

November 16, "1954 and amended se.eral times since. '

He stated that they do not plan to increase the number of students.

The Board discussed the comments from P~eliminary Engineering regarding
the s~ggested dedication. MF. Smith stated that this Board has no
jurisdiction over site plan. This is under site plan control.
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Mr. Friedlander stated that they transport the cJ;1ildren to and from
the school partially by bus and partially by carpool. They have 31
parking spaces. Th~.~phool is from Kindergarten to 8th grade and their
hours of operatioTIa.te, from 8:30 aJl'I'to 3:00 pm Monday through Frid.a-y
during the school Yaar. The busses met the County and State reqUire
ments as to lighting, lettering and coloring.

Mr. Charles Beardsley, 5315 Manning Place, N. W. Washington, D. C.
stated that the size Of the proposed structure is 50 feet wide and 114
feet long with a height of 2... feet to the top of the roof. This is a
story building with a raised platform at one end. Inside the major
room in the building-is an elementary"sized basketball Court. The
exterior of the-building"will be brick to 10' off the ground and metal
wall panels from there'to the eves. It will have an "A" roof, but it
is hidden behind. th~_ ;f8,cade. All of the buildings at ~he .present
school have a -flat roor'."}Uld this will conform arch,j.te~a:l:Iy,with the
existing buildings. '

He went into

INC.
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Friedlander stated this school serves~children.
meri ts of the exis:ting school.

Mr.
the

I

I

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-80~1~, application by Langley School, Inc. under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3,Q£ the Zonins.Ordinance, to permit additional
construction of multi~purposebuilding,toexistin¥ fa~ility, on
property located at 1411 Balls Hill Road, Dranesv~lle District, also
known as Tax Map 30-1«1»42A & 43, S «11»1 G 2, County of Fairfax,
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

I
WHEREAS, the captioned·application has been properly filed in accordance
wi th the requirements _of'all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance withthe',by...lawso'£ the Fairfax County Board of Zoning
Appeals, and "

WHEREAS, following pro." ...rr._ notice to the public by advertisement in
a local newspaper, POS~8"of the property, letters to contiguous
and nearby property ow~, and a public hearing by the Board of
Zoning Appeals held on the 17th day of JulY 1974.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area' of the lot is 7.2584 acres.
4. That the compliance with" Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That the compliance with all county and state codes is required.

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

1. That~·the applico!Ult has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in the Zoning" Ordinance.

I

I

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

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

2. This permit shall expire,one year from this date unless construction
has stated 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 planssubmi~tedwiththisapplication. Any additional structures
of any kind, changes, in' 'qse, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Board ,of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering
details) whether or not' these additional uses or changes require a
Special Use Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning
AppealS. It shall be'the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board
of Zoning Appeals for .such approval. Any changes (other than minor
engineering details)without Board of' Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violati~of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.
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4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of th s I
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use
Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicubus place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the'use and be made available to all Departments
of the county of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted
use. at'~ II-..." .. ISIII

6. That the maximum number of students shall be ~" ages 3 to 14 years. I
7. That the hours ot operation shall be 8:3~.m. to 3:00 p.m., 5 days

per week, -Monday through Friday, during normal school year.
8. That the operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection

report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the State
Department of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining A, Non-Residential
Use Permit. '

9. All busses and/or other vehicles used by the applicant for
transporting students to and from the school shall comply with county and
state standards in color and light requirements.

10. Landscaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfaction of
the Director of County Development.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously with all the members present.

11:30 - GIANT FOOD, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of
Ordinance to permit renewal of special use permit for existing
service station with change of ownership, 8353 Leesburg Pike,
29-3( (l»part of 32, (.607 acres), Centreville District, (C-D
and Highway Corridor District), 3-91-74, OTH

Mr. Lee Fifer, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order.

Mr. Fifer stated that the size of the parcel has been reduced and is n6t
6.09 acres, but 6.4953 acres. This is reflected on the plats that are
now before the Board. (These revised plats were submitted for the file
two days prior to the hearing~

The Board then discussed the sign that they planned to put on the canopy.

Mr. Fifer stated that Giant Food, Inc. is taking over the old GEM operation.
The store 1s anticipated to open in August and they want to open the
gasoline station at the ~ame time.

Mr. Smith stated that based on C-D zoning, they cOdld not put up an
additional sign for the gas station in conjunction with the store.

Mr. COVington stated that they do not plan to have a free standing sign.

Mr. Smith stated that this sign on the canopy amounts to the same thing
as a free standing sign. This is a planned,,:shoppingcenter and Giant
Food and the Gasoline Station are one retail complex. They have one
free standing sign for Giant which is dominant in the shopping center.

There are three existing building sides there now and the canopy is in
addition to that. They have the right to put the sign on the existing buildi
To allow signs on three sides of the canopy is not in keeping with
the Board'S record for signs for gasoline'ser,vice stations. The Board did
not allow it for Crown recently. The existing facility does not have this
type arrangement.

Mr. Runyon stated that tois is what he thought the Board was looking for,
a sign that is not a free standing sign. He stated that he assumed the sign
ordinance would speak to this.

I

I

I



3;).1

He questioned the underground storage and stated that the plats would have
to be revised to show this. He reoessed the hearing until after lunch
and stated that this case would be reopened if they had the plats revised
to show this underground storage area.

The hearing was reopened after lunch. Mr. Fifer had submitted a copy of
Site: Plan 238A submitted by ..OEM originallY showing the underground
storage area.

Mr. Smith stated that this 1s a Use Permit use and the Board could determine
the type of sign that would be appropriate. What this canopy amounts to
is a free standing sign.

Mr. Fifer stated that Giant 1s not known as a distributor of gasoline, there
fore, they need a ~ertaln amount of advertisement.

Mr. Smith stated that they shouldn't be given an advantage over other operata 8.
This canopy is a garish looking thing and not 1n keeping with what the
Board has done 1n the past.
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----------------------------------------------------------------------------
In application No. S-91-74, appliation by Giant Food, Inc. under Section
30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit renewal of special
use permit for existing service station wit~ change of owsership, on
property located at 8353 Leesburg Pike, also known as tax map 2~_3«1))
part of 32, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of zoning
AppealS adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following prope~ 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 day of JulY, 1974.

owner of the subject prope~ty is Trulie Investment Corp.

granted January 9, 1962.

made the follOWing findings of

present zoning is C-D (H-C).
area of the lot is 0.4953 acres.
site was operating under SUP'7251

That the
et al.
That the
That the
That the

2.
3.
4.

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has
fact:

1.

I

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

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

I

I

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and
the sarne is hereby granted with the following limitations;

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transfer
able Without further action of this Bo~,and is not transferable to
other land, and is for the location indicated in this application.

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
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Boardot Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering
detailS) whether or not these additional uses or changes require a
Special Use Permit, sh~ll require approval of the aoard of Zoning Appeals
It shall be the duty of~he Permittee to apply to the Board for such approva
Any changes (other than,minor engineering details) without Board of
Zoning Appeals aPprovalf shall constitute a violationQf the conditions
of this Special Use Permit.
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4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be res~onslble for
complying with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until
a Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

6. The sign area shall be reduced to a sign on two sides of the existing
bUilding.

Mr. Baker stated that he would second the motion as long as there would
be no sigfts on the canopy.

Mr. Smith inquired if everyone under$tood the amended Resolutionaa it is
stated above, as this means there will be no signs on the canopy. There
would be signs on the existing building only.

I

All Board members indicated that they understood the amended Resolution.

The motion passed unanimously. The original motion died as Mr. Bake~ withdrew
his second. Mr. Runyon revised Cond.No. 6 to -read as it is above, whioh carri

DEFERRED CASES:

DIFFERENT DRUM, INC. & MT. VERNON UNITARIAN CHURCH. appl. under Section
30-7.2.6.1.4 of the Ordinanoe to permit counseling and learning sessions
on first floor area of Thorpe Mansion for 25 stUdents. 1909 Windmill Lane.
93-3«l))10B. (10.5744 acres), Mt. Vernon District (R-17), 3-58-74
(Deferred from 6-12-74 for lease agreement and for Zoning Administrator
to check on pre-sohooloperated by churoh.

Lease agreement had been submitted for the file and the church's preschool
is permitted as a matter of right as it is a religiOUS activity directly
related to the ohuroh with less than 60 students.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
I

In application No. S-58-74, application by Differant Drum, Inc. and Mt.
Vernon Unitar~an Churchi under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.4, of the Zoning
Ordinance, to pe~m1t counseling and learning session on first floor area
of Thorpe Mansion on property located at 1909 Windmill Lane, also known
as tax map 93-3«(1))10B, Mt. Vernon District, County of Fairfax, Mr.
Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing
resolution:

WHEREAS, the oaptioned 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 12th day of June, 1974. ,and deferred to July 17, 1974.

IThat the owner of the subject property 1s Mt. Vernon Unitarian
Church, Trustees.
That the preeentzonlng 1s R-17.
That the area or the lot 1s lO,57~~ acres.
That compliance with Site Plan. Ordinance is required.
That compliance with all applicable State and Count7 Codes 1s required.

2.
3.
4.
5.

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

1.

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

1. That the applioant has presented testimony indicating compliance with I
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Standards for Special Use Permit Uses 1n R Districts a8 contained 1n 30< 1
Section 30-7.1.1 ot the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the· subject application be and the
same 1s herebY granted with the following limitations:

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

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

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures or
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or
not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of this Board. It shall be the duty or the Permittee
to apply to the Board or Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes
(other than minor engineering detailS) without Board or Zoning APpeals
approval, shall constitute a violation or the conditions or this Special
Use Permit.

4. The granting or this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption rrom the various legal and established procedural 'requirements
or this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for
complying with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until
a Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Us'e Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicupus place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted ~8e.

6. The maximum number of students shall be 25, ages 15 to 18 years.
7. The hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to ,11:00 ,p.m., Monday

through Friday, with'parents counseling sessions on Monday evenings frOm
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. during regular school year.

8. This permit is granted ror a period of 2 years with the Zoning
Administrator being ~owered to extend for three (3), one (1) year
periods.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------
THE TARA SCHOOL, INC., aPplication under Section 30-7.2.6.3.2 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit school of general instruction for 55 children,
9:00 a.m. to 2:30 p.m., ages four to six 1130 Towlston Road, 19-2«1»
66, (2.353 acres), Dranesville District {RE_2), S-63-74 (Deferred from
6-12-74 for applicant to talk further with residents of the area and
for him to revise PIa) area on plats to show it away from adjacent
property owner1s property) Plats are in rile along with letters from
some neighbors and letter from Mr. Rogers.

Mr. Runyanatated that some of the neighbors are in objection because they
felt this operation would be expanded into a larger operation. He said
he understood" the' aPPlicant to say that this was a temPorary use. He
asked Mr. Rogers to come forward and answer a few questions relating to
this use to re~s;hh18 memory,. He asked Mr. Rogers how long he planned
to operate this facility.

Mr. Rogers stated that he plans to operate this facility indefinitely.
He stated that they do not plan to expand a~ this time beyond the 55. The
Health Department haa8Pproved this facility for 40 children now and 55
i.f they add additional plumbing·.

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Rogers if he had canvassed the neighborhood to explain
to the neighbors what", his plans are.

Mr. Rogers stated that he started to canvas the neighborhood and went to
five or six neighbors and it was very awkward. They felt theY'did not have
a deciBion of the Board on which to speak, but they would be glad to try
agd.n.
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~Mr. Smith stated that the Board had directed Mr. Rogers to clear up the
wroblem with the outlet road and show the proper location of that road
-and the play area on the plats and that has been done.

Mr. Kelley stated that he could not support the application if it was for
an indefinite period of time.

Mr. Runyon stated that they could not do any expanding without first coming
back to this Board.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Rogers if all the students come from Fairfax County
and Mr. Rogers answered that they do.

--------------------------------~------------------------------------------

In application No. s-63-74. application by The Tara School) Inc. under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit school of general
instruction for 40 children. on property located at 1130 Towlston Road.
Dranesvile District. also known as tax map 19-2((1»)66. County of Fairfax.
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals.
and
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WHEREAS, following proper notioe to the pUblio by advertisement in a looal
newspaper. posting of the p~ope~ty. letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 19th day of June. 1974 and deferred to July 17. 1974.

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Trustees of Bethel
Regular Baptist Churoh. I

2. That the present zoning is RE-2.
3. That the area of the lot is 2.353 aores.
4. That oomplianoe with Site Plan Ordinanoe is required.
5. That oomplianoe wlth:~ll applioable County and State Codes is

required. ..
6. The applicant is operating a similar school on Crowell Road at

Westford Drive in Dranesville District pursuant to Special Use
Permit No. S-239-7l. granted January 18. 1972.

AND. WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reaohed the following
oonclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indioating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as oontained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of 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
the application and is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind. changes in use. additional uses. or changes in tle plans approved
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit) shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply
to the Board of Zoning APpeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

I
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED 1n a consplo~ous place along with the Non-Residential
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all
Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the
permitted use.

6. The maximum number ofchl1dren shall be 40, ages 4 to 7 years.
7. The hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 2:30 p.m., 5 days per

week, Monday through Friday, during regular school year.
8. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection

report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department. the
State Department of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Certificate
of Non-Residential Use.

9. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be to the satisfaction
of the Director of County Development.
10. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 24.
11. All buses and/or vehicles used by the applicant for transporting

students shall meet the standards of the Fairfax County School Board
in color and light requirements".

12. This permit is granted for a period of Two (2) years.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker left the meeting earlier.

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

DECISION -_ Request for rehearing on Annand~le-Springfield country Day
School on Woodland Drive in Springfield.

Mr. Runyon said that in 'the request for a rehearing, he would move that
the Board sustain the previous action and not reconsider the hearing.
The evidence that has since been submitted is not different from what
the Board had in the file prior and during the hearing.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

REQUEST FOR REHEARING ON COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX

Mr. Runyon said that the reason he made the motion was because so many
people in the immediate neighborhood were opposed to it.

Mr. Kelley said that actually what they are trying to do is vacate the
right of way.

Mr. Kelley said he would 'abstain. He said they had signed the papers to
vacate, but it Qad not been vacated yet.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not see any new evidence according to the
Ordinance.

Mr. Runyon said he felt the vacation of the land would be new evidence.

Mr. Smith said that it would be. at the time it comes a~out, but it
won't come about within the 45 day period.

Mr. Barnes said that after they have gotten the vacation, then if they
reapply~ but it would be too late for the 45 days.

Mr. Smith said thi't-he didn't se~, in view of the high embankment what they
want the 6' fence for~ He said that it seemed to him that a 4' high
fence would be very effective.

Mr. Barnes said that in view of the opposition from the citizens and in
view of the fact that the vacation has not been COmPleted, he would move that
the case be left like it is. There is not enough new evidence at this time
to give them another hearing. He made this his motion.
Mr. Baker seconded the motion and'the motion carried 3 to 1 with Mr. Runyon
voting No, and Mr. Kelley abstaining.

II

001.
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MULFORD PRIVATE SCHOOL -- Mr. Steve Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering
questioned whether or not the Board was aware when they granted the
amendment to Mrs. Mulford's Special Use Permit that.ahe was getting an
addition to her house. The Resolution did not mention this.

Mr. Runyon stated that it was shown on the plat and they were aware of it.

Mr. Smith stated that it was the intention of the Board to allow that
addition.

II

The hearing adjourned at 3:07 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

APPROVED,~_s"-e"p,,t:.:e::mb:n;e;i-r.;.l1,"","",..:1:.:9..:7..:" _
- (DATE)
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The~Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeala was Held
on Wednesday, July 24, 1974, 1n the Board Room of the Massey
BUilding. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley,
Vice-Chairman; Charles RUnYon; Joseph Baker; and George Barnes.

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

II

<10:00 - LEARY SCHOOL, INC. & LEARY EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATION, INC., application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ordinance to permit private school
of special education not to exceed 150 students, 9:00 a.m. to
3:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, September to mid July, 6349
L1000101a Road, 72-1«1»50A, (2.435 acres), Mason District,
(RE-O.5). 8-104-74

Mr. Hansbarger, attorney for the applicant, represented the applicant
be~e the Board.

3.33

Notices
Beverly
Church,

to property owners were in order.
T. Hummer, 6341 Lincolnia Road and
6325 Lincolnia Road.

The contiguous owners were
Trustees of Grace Baptist

I

I

I

Mr. Hansbarger stated that thla initially started as an application on
behalf of Educo, Inc. to take over the facilities that had been owned and
operated by Pixieland School. Educo has withdrawn 1ts applicat~on and
Leary Educational Foundation, Inc. is now the applicant. Leary is
the contract purchaser and lessee of the Pixieland School. During 1974
and 1975, it would continue to operate as it now operates with 160 students
going through the Third Grade and, in 1975 in J~e, Leary EducationalFounda~

tion, Inc. would operate the type of school it has operated for 10 years
in Fairfax County. Their facility is currently located 1n Falla Church
on Hdllwood Avenue. At th~ time this school becomes fully operational,
the school in Falls Church would be closed. Leary 1s licensed by the
State Board of Education. He made a part of the record, the license from
the State for the Falls Church School. He stated that there were some
things that will be required of Leary by the various inspection_
departments of Fairfax~County and they intend to comply with whatever
tho'se requirements ar.e.' The property has two adjc.lining neighbors. This
has been discussed withMr~ Hummer, one of the' contiguous owners, and
Mr. Hummer has authorize~'b~:(to advise the Board that he has'no objection
to the operation. The only imposition he would make is that he wants a
fence along the common property line. They have not discussed the type
of fence, except he does not want a stockade fence. Hr. Hummer's
daughter is present and perhaps can make a statement.

There is a need,tortnistype school in Fairfax County. This school takes
children with emQt~onAland learning disabilities that cannot cope in public
schools and prepares th.mso they can once again return to the pUblic
school.. Some of the letters from parents of children in that school
will show that this s¢hoolhas been very successful in their efforts.
There is a typical letter from Col. Tolby in the Marine Corps in support
of the., Qplication. CeiL -Tolby stateS that his two sons. attend this
school and he feels it is an excellent school. Hr. Kohlaas, attorney
in Falls Church, wpites that he has a daughter· that goes to Leary and he
feels they are ~oing an ,excellent job. He submitted these letters and
several others to the Board in support of the application.

Hr. Hansbarger stated that the maximum number of children would be 150,
hours from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., ages 12 through 19. Their school
year would be consistent with public schools, no summer school, no day care.
Leary does not plan td construct additional facilities on this property at
this time.

A representative fromctbe Grace Baptist Cburch spOke_before the Board and
requested that the school_erect the same kind of fenoe along their common
property line that they will erect along Mr. Hummer's line. He stated
that they have a good relationship with the present school.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that he was sure the school would have no Objection
to fencing the side contiguous with the church. "

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to the
application.
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RESOLUTION
In application No. S-104-74, appl~catlon by LEARY SCHOOL, INC. & LEARY
EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATION, INC., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, to permit school of general education for 150 students, on
property located at 6349 Lincoloia Road, also known as tax map 72-l«1))50A,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

33~

I
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 I
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on t e
24th day of July, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Anthony L. and Martha D.

Cermele. The applicant is the lessee with the option to purchase.
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 2.435 acres
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That the site has been operating as a school since 1958 under

Special Use Permit under Pixieland.

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

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

I

I

The maximum number of students shall be ISO, ages 12 to 19 years.
Hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., Monday through
Fridays.

8. All buses and/or vehicles used for transporting children shall comply
with County and State standards in color and light requirements.

9. Fencing shall be placed along the property lines to the satisfaction
of the property owners 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 to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the application and is not transferable to other land.

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. . Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by thi
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional useS or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply
to the Board of Zoning APpeals for such approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shal
constitute a viOlation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemptio~rom the various legal and established procedur.al requirements
of this County and State. The Pevmittee shall be resp9nsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit i.obtained.

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

6.
7.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all the members present.

II I
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ANDREW CHAPEL UNITED METHODIST PRESCHOOL, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1. ~ ~~~
.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit increase in enrollment from 40 children
to 75 children for I/. hours daily, 1301 Trap Road, 19-4«1»47, (5.96 acres)
Dranesville District (RE-I), 8-81-74

Wanda Beans, 965 Towlaton Road, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
William pullman, 9105 Leesburg Pike and Catholic Traditional Movement, 210
Maple Avenue, Westbury, New York.

Mrs. Bean stated that this church has been operating since 1970 with 40
children under Special Use Permit No. 8-116-70. They would like to
increase the number of children they can have to 75. The age group is
from 3 to 5.

I

I ~
Mr. Kelley stated that the plat shows 5.96 acres of land and the
application shows 7.344 acres of land.

Mrs. Bean stated that the 5.96 acres is correct as that is the parcel the
church is on, the remaining land area being that for the parsonage.

Mrs. Bean stated that this is the only service of this type west of Tyson's
Corner and convenioent.'~ to Route 7. There wrll be nO bus es and the
children are transported by carpool.

The:re was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

I

In application No. S-81-74, application by Andrew Chapel United Methodist
Preschool. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
increase in enrollment from 40 to 75 children fOr 4 hours dai~y, on
property located at 1301 Trap Road, Dranesvil1e District, also known as tax
map 19-4((1»47, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following propernotiqe to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, pastint 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 July, 1974.

owner of the subject property is Andrew Chapel Methodist

made the following findings of

That the
Church.

2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 5~96 acres.
4. That compiiance with all applicable County and State Codes is required.
5. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
6. That the applicant has been operating a preschool for a maximum of

40 children at this location pursuant to SUP No. S-116-70, granted 7-14-70.

WHEREAS, the Board of .36ning Appeals has
fact:

1.

I

I

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

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

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation haS started Or unless renewed by action of this Board p~ior to
date of expiration.

3. This approv~lis granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plats submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
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kind, changes in use, additional uses, O~ changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering details) without this Board'S approval, shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this _Special Use P~~it does not constitute an
exemption from the va~ious legal and estaPlished procedu~l requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

6. That the maximum number of children shall be, 75. ages 3 months to 5
years.

7. That the hours of operation shall be 9: 30 a.,m. to 2: 30 p.m •• 5 days
per week, Monday thrOUgh Friday, during the normal school year.

8. That the operation shall be SUbject to compliance with the
inspection report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department,
the State Department of Welfare and Institutions, and obt~i~ing a
Non-Residential Use Permit.

9. Landscaping and screening shall be to the satisfaction of the
Director of County Development.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimoUSly with all me~ers present.

10:40 - SAMUEL B. SCAGGS, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permit carport closer to side lot line than allowed by Ordinance.
(6' to side line. 9' variance), 9609 BelGlade Street, 48-3((17»6,
(22,768 square feet), Providence pistrict (RE-l), V~a2-74

Mr. Scaggs represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners Were in order. The.contiguous owners were
Edward E. Buckley, 9634 Blake Lane and Arpold Ryan, 9640 Bel Glade Lane.

Mr. Scaggs stated that he would like to enclose his carport and the only
feasible location would. be on the west side of his property. He stated
that he had discussed thiewith Mr.. Ryan and he has nOi~object.ion to this.
There is screening of hemlock hedge on that property line. In addition,
Mr. Ryan has a large lot and his house is located a cons~~erable distance
west of the Subject property line. This, therefore, wo~d not impact
him in any way. The addition would~b~ constructed qf the same architectural
design and by the samebuildin&con~ctorwho constructed the subdivision
15 years ago. ae stated that he has owned the property for 17 years, and
is the original purchaser. He plans 'to continue to live there.

He stated that he planned to have a tool shed in tqe back of the carport.

Mr. Smith stated that that was not shown on the plans and would have to be
shown.

Mr. Covington stated that this is a substandard lot and as such would be
allowed a 15 percent exception, so t~eside yard would be 14'anyway.
Therefore, the Zoning'Of£icewould allow him 14' by right. Technically,
he could have been granted this without a variance. He stated that he
had not seen this file, or he would have· done so.

~. B~ker m~ved th~t this case be deferred until the 2nd of August to see
~f th~s var~ance could ,be gnantedadministratively and if so it would not
be necessary to have the applicant return. '

33c'

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

I

I

I

Page 337
July 24, 1971+
SAMUEL B. SCAGGS

There was no one to speak either in favor or in opposition to this applica~

ticn.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. Later
in the day, Mr. Covington informed the Board that they were able to grant
this variance administratively. Mr. Runyon moved that the application
be withdrawn. Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed unani
mously.

II
11:00 -
FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of Ord.
to permit Sunday School and church services in mobile classroom, 9524
Braddook Road. 69-1 S 69-3«1»21, (5 acres), Annandale District,
(RE-I), 8-83-74.

Mr. Histand, 7111 Evanston Road, represented the applicant before the
Board., He stated that they had neglected to send out notices and
asked if the Board could reschedule this case for another date.

Hr. Smith inquired if they had outgrown the church already.

Mr. Histand stated that they have.

Mr. Smith asked if they have as-built approval on the existing church
as yet and Mr. Histand stated that they have not.

Mr. Tinney, President of Surrey Square, stated that the community has
not received':".,dequate notice.

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be rescheduled for September 11, 1974.

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

II

11:20 - FITZGERALD NN~GHTS OF COLUMBUS HOME ASSOCI~TION, INC., application
under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit waiver of paved
parking lot requirement, 7155 Telegraph Road, 91-4{{l»42,
(4 acres), Lee District, (RE-l), V-84-74.

Mr. Peter Arban, Jr., attorney for the applicant, represented the
applicant before the Board.

NoticeS~~p property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Paul Harvey, 5547 Dunemore Road, T. B. Berg, 7204 Racepoint Way and
J. Gregory, 7200 Racepoint Way.

Mr. Arban stated that this Board granted a Special Use Permit, S-163-72~

on December 13, 1972 for a meeting hall in an existing house located
on Tele,raph Road near Hayfield Farm Subdivision. They did not request
this wa~v_er at the time-~-rhey reque,t:ed the Special Use Permit because
they were under the impression that they did not have to pave tbe
parking lot. They were. notified by the Zoning Office that the lot had
to be paved and they tried to argue that it was not neeessary, but
Zoning said it was. zoning suggested that the only thing they could do
was come back before-this Board.

Mr. Covington stated that Site Plan cannot waive that requirement, it
is up to the Board of Zoning Appeals.

'""",,_ The Staff report indicated that on February 11, 1974, Notice of ViOlation
. was issued to the pe:J;imittee for failure to provide parking spaces (70)

as required by their Speoial Use Permit and for ocoupying a structure
without a Non-Residential Use Permit.

J37
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Thia application is fo~ a va~iance to waive the requi~ement that the
parking spaces be constructed and maintained with a dustless su~face, the
granting of which would make possible the clearing of the cited violations.

The report f~om Preliminary Engineering suggested that the d~iveway be
paved to 30' back from the edge of pavement on Telegraph Road to
prevent dust in dry weather and the- tracking of mud onto the highway in
wet weather.

Mr. Arban stated that they feel to pave this area for 70 cars would
destroy the beauty of their land. They have I./. acres of grassy land now.
They also use this field fOr baseball games, etc. The price of the
asphalting is also very prohibitive. Their membership is about 50
members. There are only 25 or 30 members who show up for a meeting. so
they really do not need a parking lot fOr 70 cars. They have submitted
an alternative plan that would only require 17 parking spaces Which is
more p~actical and would follow the existing driveway.

In answer to, Mr. Smith'S Question, Mr. A~ban stated that they do notallow
membership in addition to the family membership~

Mr. Arban stated that originally they expected membership of 250, but they
have not had that much growth. In addition, the building Would not hold
250 people.

M~. Don Beaver, Zoning Inspector, stat~d that there was a notice of viOlation
issued to Mr. Paul Kelley for occupy~,~;a structure without a Non
Residential Use Permit. The paving of 'the parking lot is whatjs holding
up the Non-RUP. '

Mr. Arban stated that all the inspector's requirements have been complied
with, but he had not seen a final report.

Mr. Baker moved that this case be deferred until the 2nd of August in order
for the applicants to get a final inspection report from all the inspection
agencies.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

There was no one in the room interested in this case.

/I

Ilt"O·":!i6ri.~.~B,INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1'.1 of
Ordinance "to permit construction of open shelter and extension0~f

fence at rear of pool for additional recreational facilities, 6125
HarJOOn Place, 79-l+((9»90, 91 & part of parcel ll+, (1.80950 acres),
Springfield District, (RPC) , S-86-7~.

Col. Joseph Dougherty, represented the applicant.

He did not have the notices. Thes case was deferred for an hour until he
could locate the notices.

This case was recalled at 2:15.

Mr. Dougherty appeared with the notices which were in order. The contiguous
property owners were Mr. Gunthrie and Col. Dougherty. Col. Dougherty stated
that this facility is now in operation pqrsuant to an approved development
plan for the CardinalfOr8st RPC. This application is to add an open pavrl~6
with a shed on tile back. They will then move the fence on the -end of the .
pool to enclose the added pavilion. There will be no water or sewerage
connections necessary for this pavilion.

Mr. Smith stated that according to the Staff and the plats, they are proposin
a snack bar wAich is 20' x 36'.

33~
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Mr. Smith stated that the Board would need new plats to reflect exactly what
theY propose to construct.

In answer to Mr. Kelley's questions, Mr. Dougherty stated that they have a 30
family membership with 103 parking spaces, bike racks sufficient for 40 hikes
their maximum hours of operation have been from about 11:00 until 9:00 P.M.
with occasional after· hours parties.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until August 1, 1974, until the
applicant could get proper plats.

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

II

12:00 - HELEN R. CARLSON, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.8 of Ord. to permit
nursing facility in existing single family dwelling, 7804 Lee Ave. ,
102-2«17»106, Wellington Subdivision, Section 2, (42,797 sq. ft.),
Mt. Vernon District, (~E-O.5), S-87-74.

Mr. John Harris, attorney for the applicant, 1500 Belleview Blvd., Alexandria
Virginia testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were John
Berterman, 1131 Alexandria Avenue, Alexandria, and William McClelland, 7813
Accotink Place.

"The applicant has been sha:r-ing:her home, located on the west side of Lee
Avenue approximately 200 feet south of its intersection with Alexandria
Avenue in the Wellington Subdivision, Mt. Vernon District, with four elderly
ladies, and providing them with special supervis~on and care required as
a consequence of their advanced years. A Notice of Violation was issued to
the.applicant on March 25, 1974 for operating a nursing home in a Residential
zone without.a special use permit, and the purpose of this application is
to clear the viOlation.

The application does> nQt comply with several of the specific requirements
for the use proposed, including access to an arterial highway and a minimum
setback of 100 feet for buildings, and the application has not been
submitted to the Health Care Advisory Board £or its recommendation as
required by the Zoning Ordinance.

There is a possibility that the applicant1s operation could be considered
a rooming house rather than a nursing home. A rooming house, under Graup IX
Special Permit Uses, maY be established only in a dw~11in, that was ',in" :,
existence Qn March 1, 1941, and the applicant IS dwelling ~s not thought to
be that old. The proposed new Zoning Ordinance changes the base date for
older structures to January 1, 1949, which would probably qualify applicant1s
dwelling for a rooming house special use permit.

As another alternative, if applicant IS dwelling is used for berself and no
more than three elderly persons, it would comply with the Ordinance
defini tion of "family", and would be permitted by right. II -- Exceppt from
Staff Report.

Mr. Ash, Zoning Inspector, stated that on March 25, 1974, his office gave him
a complaint notice to check at 7804 Lee Avenue for the operation of a
nursing home. He stated, that he spoke. with Mrs. Carlson outside her
home and advised her of this. She stated that she was not operating a
nursing home. On the 28th, he issued a violation notice for the operation
of a nursing home without a Special Use Permit. At a later date, Mr. Harris,
Mr. Covington, and he ,made an on;"the-spot check and at that time, they
observed 4 patients or residents of the home. They were either sitting in
a chair or in bed.

00::1
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HELEN CARLSON (continued) JYlJ
Mr. Harris stated that the people who live in Mrs. Carlson's home are
~bile. Mrs. Carlson is a widow and has a large 6 bedroom home with 5
baths. It is 1 story except for tne-,back portion and it is 80 1 <long.
It is well landscaped with a patio in'the rear. There are 6 exit doors.
All the other homes in the area are on Very large lots. One might call
Mrs. Carlson's operation a half-way house. Her guests are fully able to
take care of themselves. They are not the type to be put in a nursing
home. She has a maximum number of Ij. guests. They eat together, talk
together, and occasionally Mrs. Carlson takes them for a Sunday afternoon
ride. They are not under any doctor's care. If it becomes necessary for
them to have some kind of medical care, she has a doctor standing by.
There are no medical facilities on the premises. Mrs. Carlson is a
registered nurse. Each guest has a bathroom and each have private rooms.
There is no:~ 'traffic problem. A lot of these people t s relatives are no
longer in the area. These guests stay with Mrs. Carlson until such time as
they become incapacitated ~d then they must go to a nuriing home. This
type of guest home is very much needed. These people are not able to
maintain their own homes, but they are able to live in a home and this is
home to them.

Mrs. Carlson is present today to answer any questions the Board might have.
Several of the neighbors voluntarily came to testify on her behalf. Also,
there are numerous letters in the file that have been sent to the Board in
support of this operation.

, I

I

I

Mr. Smith stated that we all agree with the need, but there is an Ordinance
that we have to base decisions on. One of the problems is that this house
does not meet any of the Specific Requirements for a nursing home. He
asked when this operation started.

Mr. Harris stated that she started this ip 1962 shortly after her husband
died. Mr. Harris stated that he contacted the Health Department and was
told that they have no jurisdiction over" this type facility. He stated
that he felt this should be classified as a home for aged persons that
limits its facilities to a boarding house. In answer to Mr. Smith's
questions, Mr. Harris stated that the original house was constructed in 1949
and the addition was constructed in 1965. He stated that he had seen a copy
of the inspection report and they could correct the deficiencies.

Mr. Smith stated that the first thing, the Board should do is determine the
category this type of facility comes under. He asked Mr~ Covington for some
guidance.

Mr. Covington stated thati! you consider this a rooming house, they could
only have two roomer~drbGarders, unless it was a dwelling established
prior to 191j.1. This Board 'has no authority to grant this as a boarding
house. If Mrs. Carlson has Ij. fiueets and counting herself it is five; then
she exceeds the definition of Ifamily" by one.

Mrs. Helen R. Carlson, 7801j. Lee4venue, ~estified\before the Board. In
answer to Mr. Smith's qu.stions.'~.st~t.dthat besides herself, her son
lives in the home, plus the Ij. ladies. T,be services that she"provides the ladi s
is, she feeds them and makes them feel that they belong to a family. Many
of them who have been in a nursing home at~previous time, would do anythiAI
to stay. Once they come, they' never wantl:o leave. They must be able to
make meals by themselves and take care of their own basic needs. She
stated that she does provide transportation for them to get to and from the
doctor's office should they Reed to go. Their families who are in the
area also sometimes help in this. The age group is from 75 to 85. She
does not operate under medi-care as she is not ~ualified to do that as one
has to have a physical therapy facility and other complicate.4 things. The I
longest she has had a patient is 5 years. These guests do not work
around the house. These guests are refer~ed to her by word bf mouth and
sometimes by doctors,,' There is a waiting list. If they have to take any
kina cI-% medicatioR,' they'- take care of this themselves. Basically, she stated
that she furnishes these people with room and board and a loving family
enviromnent.

I
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CARLSON (continued)

Mrs. Elizabeth Gallows who haa lived in this neighborhood for 24 years spoke
before the Board to state that she feels it is admirable for a woman who is
left alone to 'find a means to,continue to live in her home and maintain it
and do something useful with her ability.

Mr. Smith stated that she might want to talk with her Supervisor to ask him
to amend the Ordinance to ,allow t~~ type of operation.

Mrs. Ross. 7805 Accotink Place, stated that she had known Mrs. Carlson
for 25 years and she is a wonderful neighbor and the neighbors are hopeful
that she will stay in her home. It is a beautiful home and very well kept
and well maintained.

There was no opposition to this application.

The Board discussed whether or not this might come under the definition of
"foster home II.

Mr. Baker stated that he felt this is a ,similar use.

JllI!.v. ~fui th stated that under the nursing home ordinance, this Board would
have to deny this application.

The Board discussed this problem and, similar'6ases with Mr. Knowlton,
Zoning Administrator, and asked him if the new Ordinance might cover this.

Mr. Knowlton stated that it would ,not cover this, but he would bring it
to the Board of Supervisors! attention.

Mr. Smith suggested that the Board defer this case until September to
give the applicant time to' pursue this with the Board of Supervisors and
discuss this with Mr~Knowlton to determine whether or not th,y could
reduce the number by 1 and call it a ;family. He stated that this would be
a broad interpretation however.

Mr. Baker moved that this case be deferred until september 18, 1974.

The motion was seconded and passed unanimously.

II

12:15 - SHOW-CAUSE HEARING,SHELL OIL CO., 6136 Franconia Road, 8l-.3«1f»IfA,
S-35-70, Show-cause Why Special Use Permit should not be ~voked for
failure to comply with conditions of SUP granted to Shell Oil Company,
Lee District

The Board received a report from the Zoning Administrator's' office
regarding:this case. Mr>. Donald Beaver, Zoning In!3pector, stated that
an inspection was made' by'him on February 11, 1971f, at whiqh time the
requirements as set forth in the Special Use Permit for the addition had
not been completed, that a' chain link fence, plantings and screening had
not been put in.: A notice of violation was issued to Shell on February
13, 1974.

Mr. Smith asked if Shell haq'made any effort to correct these deficiencies.

Mr. Beaver stated that Shell had made no effort to correct these defi
ciencies. He had 'made'both the owners anq operators aware of the
problem. He talked with Mr. Leon and also one of the engineers from
Shell at the site. The reason Mr. Leon gave as to why they had not complied
was because they felt the-plantings they had should suffice.

Mr. Hansbarger, att,orneY for Shell, stated that he wished to assure the
Board that Shell has not intentionally or purposelY attempted to avoid
any condition this Bbard may h'ave imposed in the past. Wha.tl1r, ..,.p~~~e:r:'
has related to the Board is correct as far as- it goes; how.~,ii" h."·
understands it, theU,e Permit wa~ granted for this storage shed in 1970
and one of the conditi.on. was that there be a chain link fence with
screening along the rear ,of the property. The problem arises insofar
as Shell is concerned in that when they went to get the building permit
for this addition, the representative that appeared for Shell at the
hearing, Mr. Langley,be ·it from lack of communication or whatever,
neglected to inform Mr. Phillips, the site engineer, of the conditions
of the granting, that being the chain link fence. Consequently, when the
plans were submitted, they didn't shoW the fence. That pl~ would have
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SHOW CAUSE -- SHELL OIL CO. (continued)

to have gone before the Zoning Administratorls Office for approval of zoning
and the Zoning Office.failed to pick it up at that point too. Since the
matter was brought to' the attention of those currently responsible for it,
they met with Mr. Beaver and indicated tIlat on advice from the County, the
thing to do was, to come before the Board and seek a waiver of the Use Permit
that was granted in 1970. They,havetri.d,in effect, to do this, but they
did not have the application totally oomptete and it was sent back to them
with a letter saying, what was missing. They filed in May and it has been
returned on two occas:ions~~, One of the iteJll!l missing was the Certificate
of Good Standing for Shell and the other, reason it was returned was 'beQause
some of the information was missing f~mthe plats. During the ,process
of ttv~rig to get thl.,before the Soard, this Show-Cause was issued. It
was alsd~uring this period that anotper change took place. The Highway
Department belan' negotiations and plans fp'r widening Franconia Road at its
intersection with Valley ,View Drive and has found that it will l>e necessary t
take part of the property that belongs to Shell. (He indicated/the amount on
a plan that he presented to the Board). The fence that was supposed to be
oonstructed 20' to the r~ar of the addition that was approved in 1970, will
have to be relocated. In addition, they ~robably will have to come baok to
the Board for ,therelooation of the pump J.slands. This fence was requ..;t.eQ.i;
originally because trucks had been parking to the rear of the ~tation and
one of the adjacent property ownaDS.""~.,,Plained about this at the time of
that public hearing. That ,sit1l.td;oJl~iWO':longerexists.

Mr. Hansbarger requested that the Show-Cause hearing be oontinued until
they can get in .the appropriate plans to show what the plans Will be when
the highway changes take place. This shQuld be done by the m1dd~.of

September or first of October.

Mr. Smith inquired of Mr. Beaver if there were any conditions existing at
that location that would be a hazard to anyone.

Mr. Beaver stated that he found no such hazardous ~tions.

There _as no one else in the room to speak regarding this case.

Mr. Runyon moved that the hearing be continu~duntil the 25th of Septe~er

in order to give the applicant time to submit a revised Special Use Permit
application.

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

II

DEFERRED CASES:

THE NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRFAX, appl. under Seotion 30-6.6 of Ordinan2e to
appeal from decision of, Zoning Admini.~~ator,to refuse to issue a sign
permit under Section 30 ..16.2.3.2, 29U:Cb.~ittBridge Road, Oakton, 47-2«1»99
and 101, <1.3603 acres), CentrevilleDJ;strlat,(C01.), V-34-74" (Defer1"I'O
from 5-22-74). ,~ , .....

In application' V-34-74, applic&tion by NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRFAX, 2928
Chain 8X'i?ae., Read, 1j.7-2«1)J99 and 101, an appeal 'from the decision of the
Zoning'Administrator ~ursuant to Section 30·6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance
refusing to' l,slilue a 8J.,nasapplied for under Seotion 3()·-16. 2,.3.2 ,Mr.
Baker moved that the aQa~of Zoning Appeals uphold the Zoning Administrator1s
decision not to allow a free standing sign at 2928 Chain Bridge Road.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the JQIOtiQn passed 4 to 1. Hr. Runyon
voted No.
MI'. Tom LaWStm,WtlS pJlesent repres-'8nting the applicant.
II

AeeeTINXAC~EHJ':,o\tP.:Pl.,under S.otion ~l)"'.,1.,2 • 6. 01. • 3. 2 of Ord. ,Ito permt
classrooms for learm~g cli~~Jlity child,'Jlle-9 in existing ohurch, 8200, Keene
Mill Road, 79-4«$'1'2'4, (~{9~$.creS)",.'~ingfieldDistrict, (RPC), 5-73-74,
(Deferred from 7-10-7~and'7-11-74for~per lease).

I
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July 24, 1974
ACCOTINK ACADEMY (continu~d)

The proper lease had been obtained and was in the file.

In application No. 5-73-14, application by Warren i Elaine McConnell T/A
Accotink Academy, under Section3a~7.2.6.1.3.2of the Zoning Ordinance, to
permit classrooms for learning disability children in existing church,
on property located at 8200 KeeneMill Road·, also knownas tax map 79-4«6»2A,
County of Fai~fax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following reSOlution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application-J,:liali' been' 'P1"Qp:e;>-ly' filed:in:j',ccordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and ~n 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 p~perty

ownerS, and a public hearing~y the Board of Zoning Appeals hQld on the
10th day of July, 1974 and deferred to July 24, 1974.

040
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WHEREAS,
1

Church.
2.
3.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
That the owner of the Subject property is Trs. of WestwQod Baptist

That the present zoning is RPC.
That the area of the .lot is 4.926 acres.

I

I

I

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Speoial Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the zoni~g Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that, the subject application be anEl the.
same is hereby granted w{th" the following limiations:

1. This 8fproval is granted to the applicant only and is not transfer
able without fu~her action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permitshall 'expire one year from this date unless operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration. .:

3. This approval is granted for the building-s and uses indicat&"d:,~
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of'
any kind, cnanges in use~ additional uses, or changes in the plans' approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other xaan minor engineering details) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall he the duty of
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals
approval, shall oonstitute a violation of the conditions of this Special
Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exempt~n from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this C;~y and State.· ,The' ..Permittee shall he responsible for complying
with these requirements, This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Pe~t is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting ,of the Special Use Permit
SHALL ,BE POSTED in'.,oQnspicuous place along with the Non-Resi4entialUse
Permit on the p~~of the use and be made available to allO,p4rtments of
the County'of Fairfax dUring the hours of operation of the pernt4:ttedus'e.

6. The numbe~,Of:chi~dren shall be 24, ages 6 to 12 years.
7. The HOU~BCfQperation shall be 8 A.M. to 4 P.M. ,
8. All buses and/oro~her vehicles used for transporting children shall

comply with County and State standards in color and light requirements.
9. This permit sha11run for 1 year with the Zoning Administrator being

empowered to extend the permit upon presentation of a proper lease 30 days
prior to expiration d&t

rMr. Baker seconded the ~ton. The motion passed unanimously.

II
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FOX HUNT SWIM CLUB

FOX HUNT SWIM CLUB, 8-110-72

A letter had been receiyed from Mr. Gregory N. Harney, attorney for the
applicant. The Executive'Building. Sprin,field. Virginia. The letter
requested that the geographical restrict10n presently on the Fox Hunt Swim
Club be removed.

The Board took this item up at an earlier hearing and requested that Mr.
Harney be present today to explain his position.

Mr. Harney, 69~~ Sp~i:lRo~d~ sp~ke t~f~~e;the Board. The stated that
they may have a total of 350 members. 'Associate members were taken b.yo the
club to support their membership and give financial assistance until they
could get permanent members. With the associate members, they have found that
there is no overcrowding or parking problems. They would like for these
90 associate members to become permanent members. Since this pool was
granted the Special Use Permit another pool facill~y has opened with their
authorized geographical boundary. There are three pools in the,,~authorized

geographical boundary., There are three pools in the immediate vacirtity
which provide: for, a total membership of 1100 and there are not that mapy
people around'there. They are surrounded on three sides by pools Which
severeJy limit the assessibility of members.

Mr. Smith stated that the~oard has amended the ReSOlution on two separate
occasions to give them additional geographical areas.

Mr. Runyon sugiested~h.t~they just delete the Condition that restricts the
geographical a:tiea-,and ~(-~SO moved that the Ccmdition No.6 should re.d:
liThe maximum nUJllber of Mllberships shell Pe 3-50, which shall be residents
within a 2 mile radius of the pool itself."

Mr. Bakrtr seconded the motion. The motion passed Wlanimously.

/I

Mr. Baker JOOved that the minutes for June 5. 1974 be approved as corrected.

Mr. Runyon seconded themo~ion. The motion passed unanimously.

/I

The hearing adjourned at 3~lO P. M.

II

By Jane C. kelsey, Clerk
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The~.B:e.&\Ilar Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was Herd on Wednesday, August 1, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel
smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Charles
Runyon; Joseph Baker; and George Barnes. Mr. Harvey
Mitchell was present from the Staff.

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

II

10:00 - RONALD M. & JANET S. HALYSHYN, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord.
to permit enclosing of existing carport to garage closer to side
lot line than allowed by Ordinance, 3315 Nevins Street, 61-2«7»
20, Aura Heights, (15,53~ sq. ft.), Mason District, (R-12.5),
V-88-7~.

Mr. Halyshyn represented himself bef~re the Board.

Notices to p~perty owners were in order, The contiguous owners were
Donald Thompson, CMR Box 6608, APO New Yo~k, 09012, and Anthony White,
6610 Aura Court. Falls Church, Vi~ginia.

Mr. Halyshyn stated that the carport; has existing columns and a roof.
The only things that have to be added are the walls and a door.
In answer to Mr. Smith's question, h,e.', has lived in this house for one
year and plans to continue to live there. The improvE!ments' are not
for resale purposes.

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, he stated that the materials to be
used in this enclosure will be brick and siding to match the existing
house.

The enclosed garage would be 10.1 feet from the side property line at the
nearest point. The minimum required is 12 feet, therefore, the applicants
need a 1.9 foot variance. Mr. Halyshyn cited the odd angle location of
the house on the lot as the condition justifying the variance.

Mr. Smith read a letter from Donald Thompson requesting that if the variance
is granted that several stipulations be included in the granting. One
condition was that this work be done by a professional person. Mr. Smith
stated" that" .tbeWCS'k,,,,,;:.' be. ,done in- conformance' w~ 'tb.";,Fairfax County
Building ~,,"aQ4., tlwlll;,,'tIle,aaterial.s used',should:-"e .~'1:o'the
existing structure, which, the applicant stated would be 'the case,,",,

In application No. V-88-1~, application by Ronald M. & Janet S. H~lyshyn,

under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit enclosing ~xisting
carport to garage closer to side lot than allowed~by Ord., on property
located at 3315 Nevi~sStreet. Mason District. also knownas ta~map
61-2«7))20. Aura Heights, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in Accordanoe
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes •.nd in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zonirtg:'~peals.

and

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
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 ::l.st";day of August. 1974, andI·

I

WHEREAS,
1
2.
3.
O.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings
That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
That the Present zoning is R-12.5.
That the area, of the lot is 15,534 sq. ft.
That the ~uest is for a minimum variance of 1.9 feet.

local

of fact:



exceptionally irregular shape of the lot,
unusual location of existing buildings.

u<-tU
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RONALD M. G JANET S. HALYSHYN (continued)

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board ~hat the following
physical conditions',exist which under B 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)
(b)

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

1 ... :This ,approval"is·,g»anted, for the location and the specific structure
or structures indicated in the-plats included with this application only,
and is not transferable to other land or to other structureS on the same
land.

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

3. Architecture and materials to be used in proposed structure shall
be compatible with existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fUlfilling
his obligation to Obtain building pe~~, residential use permit and the
like throUgh the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

2he motion passed unanimously.

II

10:10 - DONALD H. SPARKMAN, JR., application under Section 30-6.6 of Ord.
to permit construction of pool closer to front ,lot line than
allowed by Ordinanoe, 41f1f2 Flintstone Road, 92-1«10»5026, Vantage
Subdivision, (16,667 sq. ft.), Lee District, (R-12.5), V-89-74.

Mr. SpaIl:ktman'll'eJl"sel'lted.,hi~el~before the Board.

Notices to·:t:ha ',Pi>oP'iU:'ty;~~-s:,·~a:,40,m'il.r:~\, --:Dui:c~,n.'lttJguoU.L:oWn:U"S.
were Lawrrenu,_ Ol&rkt'~~·~1ii'its:t'cJieli~~,ift4_:.;10M'-'L.~::f.<ftrimidY.1'1f41f0.
Flintstone 'load. .' . ...'

Mr. Sparkman stated that they have an odd. shaped lot with no back yard.
Out of 16,600 square feet of property, the house oacupys 2,256 square
feet, whioh leaves them an entire yard of 14,000 square feet and the usable
space within that yard to build an is approximately 7 percent. They have
nothing but small triangles on each side of the house.

I

I

I

Mr. Runyon inquired
on Jackson Street.
it might someday be

if the pool could be shifted to the other property
Jackson is apparently just an old right of way and
deleted.

line

Mr. Sparkman stated that the engineer had indioated to them that in order
to stay away from 2 variances, he moved it toward South Kings Highway.
They would then only need a I' variance. They are bordered by trees all
around the house, and to move it toward Jackson Street would put the pool
in the shade all day.

Mr. fl;E..Dey-.. stated that it is possible that South Kings Highway will be
widened and that this pool would be in the way.

Mr. Runyon stated that this is a recent Subdivision and he felt that the
h~ghway has all the land it needs already. South Kings Highway is planned
to be a 60' road. There is 30' behind the fence to the road now.

I

I
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DONALD H. SPARKMAN, JR. (continued)

Mr. Smith inquired as to how the 6' fence could he allowed along a front
property line as this is not in accordance with the Ordinance.

Mr~. Sparkman stated that they got the permission from the Architectural
ControlLCommittee in their development.

Mr. Smith stated that it is not permitted in this area as it is a front
yard and that they were mislead by the Architectural Control Committee.
He suggested that they inform that committee to get some guidance from the
Zoning Administrator.

Mr. Runyon stated that as far as the variance for the pool, he did not see
a problem with granting it if the applicant would agree that if there is
additional widening, the applicant would not use this for compensation
for the removal of the fence.

The ~p'p~~-:E1anntn i,n.~~cated ;a~~nt.

In application No. V-89-74, application by Donald H. Sparkman, Jr., under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of pool
closer to front line than allowed by Ord., on property located at 4442
Flintstone Road, also known as tax map 92-l«lO»S026, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property ownerS, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals
held on the lstt day of August, 1974, and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Donald H. & Catherine
W. Sparkman.

2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 16,667 sq. ft.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeais has reached the following
conclusions ,~f )..";I.W:,, "",'

1. -'1h~t ~he appiiclant ~ssatlsfied 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 irregUlar shape of the lot.

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless constructi
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
~xpir~t;i.on.

, 3. The applicant will not use this pool for damage cost consideration
if additional right of way is required for Kings Highway.

.,
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DONALD H. SPARKMAN, JR. (continued)

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 1+ to 1. Mr. Kelley voting No.

II

10:20 - ORLO C. PACIULLI, TRUSTEE, application under Section 30-6.6 of
Ordinance to permit a street to be constructed closer to house
than the setback required for the house by Ordinance, (37.3 ft.
to the front property line, 7.7 ft. variance), 4123 Hunt Road,
58-4«!»27A, proposed Huntsville SUbdivision, (15,077 sq. ft.),
Annandale District, (R-l7), V-90-74. .

Mr. Paciulli represented himself before the Board. He gave his address
as 7708 Brooke Road, McLaan.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Richard L. Mudd, 4009 Hunt Road, Fairfax, and Mr. Mitchell, 4040 PopUlar
Street, Fairfax,

Mr. Paciulli stated that this property is located at the present terminus
of Hunt Road approximately 2100 feet south of its junction with Little
River Turnpike in Annandale. He plans to construct an extension of Hunt
Road9nt~ his prQperty in such a manner that the right-of-way line would
be 37.3 feet from an existing house, which he owns. Since the minimum
required front setback is 45 feet, he needs a 7.7 foot variance. Due to the
shape and configuration of these lots, the only way to move the road is
straight ahead as shown on the plats 'in the file. It would not be practical
to move the house. This land was recently rezoned by the Board of Supervisor
(C-332) in June of 1973. There would be no adverse impact on the public
or the future lot owners.

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Paciulli stated that he did not plan
to live in the house, that it is rented now and at the time the Subdivision
is created, it will be sOld. He stated that he does own Lot 5. All the lots
will have frontage as required by the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. He
stated tha~ a preliminary subdivision ~lat has been approved by Preliminary
Engineering subject to the setback var1ance being granted. The Staff
Report confirmed this.

I

I

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, Mr. Paciulli stated that if
subdivision had been cluster, the setback would have been 30'.
number of lots would have been the same.

this
The

Mr. Runyon stated that an 8' variance is all that is needed. The overall
impact would be very minimum.

Mr. Paciulli sta~ed that he would need no other zoning variance for
this subdivision.

:There;wa~ no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to the applicatio

In application No. V-90-74, appli~ation by Orlo C. Paciulli, Trustee, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit a street to be constructed
closer to house than allowed by setback Ordinance, on property located
at 4123 Hunt Road, Huntsville SUbd., also knownas tax map 58-4«l»27A,
Annandale District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

I

I
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ORLO C. PACIULLI, TRUSTEE (continued)

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance
with the requirements of a1.1:'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 1st day of August, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Bo.r~ 9f~~Q~ing Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the proposed lot is 15,077 sq. ft.
4. That the ~quest is for a variance of 7.7 feet to the requirement

of the Ord.

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

1. That the a~plicant has satisfied the Board that the following
conditions exist wh1ch under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user af the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) To allow alignment of Hunt Road to confO~ with development
plans and plat.

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

1. This approval i8&rarited for the location and the specific
structure or structures iftdlcated in the plats included with this application
only, and is not transf6rable to other land or to other structures on the
same land.

2. This permit shall expire unless renewed by action of this Board upon
whichever of the following events shall occur last:

(a) Twelve months from this date.
(b) Three months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
(c) Six months after Fairfax County permits a final plat to be

filed· thereon.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fUlfilling
his oblig~ion-toobtainbuilding permits, residential use permits and
the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

II

3 'Ii

I

10:30 _ J. MICHAEL P. WOOD, PRES. D. H. W. ASSOCIATION, INC. T/A POP SHOPPE,
INC. & MARGARET E.STOPHLET, property owner, application under
Section 30-2.2;2 Col. 2, SUP uses in CG zone, to permit retail
sal~ o'f" 'sO'ft - drinks,., which' are washed, filled, capped and packed
on site, 7226 Riohmond Highway, 92-4«1»79, (49,~15 sq. ft.), Lee
District, (CG), S-92-74.

J. MICHAEL P. WOOD, PRES. D. M. W. ASSOCIATION~ INC. T/A POP SHOPPE,
INC. & MARGARET E. STOPHLET, property owner, application under
Section 30-6.8 of Ordinance to permit building closer to Fordson
Road than allowed by Ord., 26 ft. from front property line, 7226
Riohmond Highway, 92-4«1»79, (49,415 sq. ft.), Lee District,
(CG), V-93-74.

I
John Berberick, engineer with Holland Engineering in Alexandria, ~presented

the applicant before the Board. He stated that both Mr. Wood and Mrs.
Stophlet were present should the Board have questions of them.
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J. MICHAEL P. WOOD, PRES. D.M.W. ASSOC., INC. T/A POP SHOPPE, INC. &
MARGARET E. STOPHLET (continued)

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Third C & W Property, 215 West Church Street, King of Prussia,
Pennsylvania and Sebarco Corporation, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Mr. Berberick showed a transparency of the boundary of the site plan that
illustrates the building on the property. The dark lines represented the
highway dedication that has already been dedicated. They proposed to construe
a m~ry and glass building on the site that is 101' x 101.33'. The
building will be devoted to retail sales, 1/4 to the processing of.t~e

bottles',' lI2,·to.. the manufacturing of the drinks. ,~~:~,,:~~~.,'

people. They will operate MondfY through Friday from 10:i}iA.M: to 9:00 P.M.
and on Saturday and Sunday from 9:00 A.M. to 10:OO>P.M. Pop Shoppes is
a national franchise. It is not well established on the east coaS_, but has
offices throughout the west and Canaga. The nearest Pop Shoppe is Richmond,
Virginia. He then showed some slides of the Richmond store. It will be
similar to a bakery. The operation is made public to the retail buyer.
They will sell only soft drinks, and related items such as ice, potato
ships and snacks, but 99 percent of their retail sales will be soft drinks.
There is no wholesale distribution of the moft drinks. The bottles will
be returnable.

If",i,':" '.,' ':'1,':1''-)
Mr. Smith inquired of Mr. Mitchell why they need a Special Use Permit.

Mr. Mitchell stated that the reason this case is before this BOdFd is
this type use is not permitted by right in a CG zone, but is under the
Special Use Permit section that states that any other use involving the
sale of goods similar to one of the uses by right must have a Special Use
Permit. This is similar to one of the uses by right, a bakery.

Mr. Smith stated that he believed that there is justification for allowing
it by right. but he agreed that the ordinance does not spell it out.

Mr. Berberick stated that it is just that technicality that brings them
before this Board today •.

The Board then discussed the var~ance part of the case.

Mr. Berberick stated that the problem with the prope~y is first of all,
there is no~ back o~ front yard. They have Fordson Road on one side and.
Richmond Highway on the other. Mrs. Stophlet has already dedicated part
of this land for highway purposes. Th~t leaves the triangle. Because this
is a franchise operation. the dimensions of the building are 101' x 101.33'
which causes a small part of the triangle to project into the setback
requirement. Sixty-three percent of the lot area is setback area, leaving
a very limited usable wedge. The little triangle that projects into the
setback area is about ;,7\ of the building area·.

The suggestions from Preliminary Engineering have been or will be satisfied.

The Board discussed the parking are~.

Mr. Steve Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering appeared before the Board.
He stated that the parking requirement is up to the Board to establish.
That is the reason he suggested the tabulation.

Mr. Berberick stated that in computing the amount of parking they will
need, they have attempted to interpret the ordinance as it applies to this
sized building for a commercial retail outlet·

Mr. Reynolds stated that they have to count the gross square footage of
the building and only take out that area that would be vequired for the walls.
bathrooms. etc. or that area that could not possibly be converted to retail
use.

350

I

I

I

I
Mr. Runyon stated that they have 9,000 sq.
area. Actually, they only need 47 sp~ees.

parking is adequate.

ft. after they take out the wall
He stated that he felt the

I
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J. MICHAEL P. WOOD. PRES. D. M. W. ASSOC., INC. rIA POP SHOPPE, INC. &
MARGARET E. STOPHLET (continued)

Mr. Berberick stated that this building would have a mansard roof and the
walls will be masonry. It is described as stucco over block.

Mr. Smith suggested they carry the architectural front to both roads.

Mr. Berberick stated that site plan control would require an architectural
facade on Richmond Highway and screening along Fordsen Road.

He stated that the existing buildings on the site would be removed.

There was no one else to speak in favor of the application.

Mrs. Heida Russell, 1205 Cedardale Lane, Mt. Vernon, stated that she was
present to Speak neither for or against, but to ask the Board to bear
in mind the concern they have about the development along Route 1. She
stated that she is concerned about the landscaping as it is not spelled
out. The people in that area would like to see the area improved but not
at the expense of the people who live adjacent t~ these sites.

Hr. McCarthy ,stated that they are concerned about the general character
of the area. He suggested that the screening for this site be comparable
to the Red Lobster Inn that is one of the few attractive enterprises along
RoutEi:"'l.

Mr. Jim Accron,.7114 Fairchester Drive from the South Manor Apartments
stated that their apartments face on Fordson Road and they will be facing
the back of this proposed building. They recommend that the arChitectural
design be such that their residents are not facing into a concrete block
wall and also that they have adequate screening. They have five buildings
that face this piece of property.

Mr. Smith stated that he agreed,that this should be done.

Hr. Accron inquired if there would be sales for cons~ption on the premises.

Mr. Berberick answered that there would not.

Mr. Accron also requested that there be no entrances and exits off Fordson
Road.

Mr. Runyon stated that there is one shown on the plats.

Mr. Berberick'stated that it should not be and he would stipulate that there
will not be an entrance to Fordson Road.

Mr. Smith stated that that change would have to be made on the plats.

Mr. Berberick sIated that Mr. Wood is conscious of the aesthetics of his
development. They do not want to impact negatively on the neighborhood.
They are aware of the existing growth along Fordson Road. Theroe a:re some
trees on some of the rest of the lot. All those trees that are on the
Fordson'·Road area that can be saved will be.

Mr. Berberick came forward and marked the plats to remove the entrance
on Fordson Road. Mr. S~th than initialed the plats.

Mr. Runyon stated 'that quite a few variances have been granted in the
upgrading of Route~overthe past few yearS. Sometimes the buildings are
set within 25 1 ofR-oute 1 and this.j.s~ back in the other direction.
Many of the buildings that are Qh'the,;~J.ot,·now·ar.einthe setback area.
This would be an"improvement and it" i's" le'ss than some of the other variances
granted along Route 1.

35/
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J. MICHAEL P. WOOD, PRES. D. M. W. ASSOC., INC. T/A POP SHOPPE, INC. &
MARGARET E. STOPHLET (continued)

In application no. S~92-74, application by J. Michael P. Wood, Pres. D. M. W.
Assoc., Inc. riA Pop Shoppe, Inc. & Margaret E. Stophlet, Property Owner,
under Section 30-2.2.2 Col. 2, SUP uses in CG zone, of the Zoning Ordinance,
to permit retail sale of soft drinks which are washed, filled, capped &
packed on property located. at 7226 Richmond Highway, also known as tax map
92-4«1»79, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the;by-Iaws 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
1st' day of August, 197q.

I

I

WHEREAS,
fact:

1
2.
3.
4.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

That the owner of the subject property is Marg~ret E. Stophlet.
That the present zoning is eG.
That the area of the lot is 49.Q15 sq. ft.
That compliance with site plan ordinance is required.

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

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

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

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

2. This permit shall expire unless renewed by action of this Board
upon whichever of the following events shall occur last:

(a) Twelve months from this date.
(b) Three months after Fairfax County permits connection with. the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
(c) Six months after Fairfax County permits a final plat to be filed

thereon.
3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on

the pl.us submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit,
shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty
of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval.
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoni~g

Appeals approval, shall constitute a viOlation of the condiUPns of this Specia
Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the variouS legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. The permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

6. Architectural fronts shall be provided on the east. north and west
sides of the building.

7. The landscaping along Fordson Road shall contain 10' - 12' evergreen
trees to screen the operational nature of the use. Further, landscaping
on the Route 1 side shall contain trees of the 10' - 12 t height that will not
interfere with the sight distance.

8. No entrance along Fordson Road will be used.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

I

I

I
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& MARGARET E. STOPHLET (continued)

In application No. V-93-71f, application by J. Michael P. Wood, Pres. D. M. W.
Asooe., Inc. rIA under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
building closer to Fordeon Road (26 feet from property line), on property
located at 7226 Richmond Highway, also known as tax'map 92-4«1»79, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, .Mr. ~on moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resol~ion:

WHEREAS, the captioned applica"tion" ,has ,been properly filed in accordance
wi th 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 ~st day of August, 1974, and

353

WHEREAS,
fact:

1
2.
3.
4.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

That the owner of the subject property is Margaret E. Stophlet.
That the present zoning is eG.
That the area of the lot is 49,415 sq. ft.
T1)at compliance with site plan ordinance is required.

I

I

I

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following
physical conditions exist ,which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning
Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship
tha,t"would'deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or
buildings involved~ t

(a) exceptionally irregUlar shape of the lot,
(b) exceptionally shallow lot·

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

1. This approval is granted for the loca"tion 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-shallexpire- unless renewed by action of this Board
upon whichever of the following events shall occur last:

(a) Twelve months from this date.
(b) Three months-after F,airfax County permits connection with the

e~isting sewerage facilities thereon.
(c) Six months after Fairfax County permits a final plat to be

filed thereon.

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion pas~ed'unanimously.

II

11:00 - ROSS A. HILL, ap~lication under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permit construct10n of attached garage closer to side lot line
than allowed by. Ord., (5.36 ft. from side lot line), 8~27 Sulky:
Court, 102-3((10»(8>33, (10,890 sq. ft.), Riverside Gardens Sub
division, Mt. Vernon District, (R-12.5), V-94-74.
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ROSS A. HILL (continued)

M~. Hill represented himself before the Board.

Notices to' property owners were in order. The cont'guous owners were Col.
C. M. Pack, 8429 SUlky Court and Col. W. Lee, 8425 SUlky Court.

garage
Mr. Ross stated that to build this~,/"efsew:he;r;eon, tlte lot would;require
the complete removal of all the ti%!e.efniJi:",f'"'~'-ofthe 'P!'OP'~'t'9,;':'·, He stated
that he has owned the property ~or 7 years and plans to continue to
live there.

Mr. Kelley stated that in his written justification he saates that this
hardship is that his lot is ,exceptionallY narrow and therefore will not
permit construction of a normal size double garage.

i:."'··

Mr. Smith stated that this does not seem to be an exceptionally narrow
lot for R-12.5 zoning. He asked the frontage of the lots on either'side.

Mr. Hill did not know. He stated that most of the lots are approximately
the same size as his. Mr. Hill stated that there are no basements in
these houses and the storage area is extremely limited. He stated that
there have been variances granted at 8514 Buckboard, 1802 Hackamore Lane,
8416 Masters Court, and at 1908 Bridle Lane, where garages were constructed
less than 12' from the side.

Mr. Kelley aSked is these were corner lots.

Mr. Hill stated that they were all inside lots.

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt the people neat door have to be taken into
consideration. He stated that he would support a~'car garage, but-not a
double car garage.

Mr. Hill sta~ed that one of the reasons he needs this size addition is
because he has an 18 1 win, on the other end and he would like this one
to match. This addition ~s 2' wider than the other wing. He stated that
he has a 17 1 boat that sits on a trailer and his intention was to sit the
trailer inside the garage so it would be less unsightly.

Mr. Runyon stated that it is also difficult for him to see that this is an
exceptionally narrow lot for R-12.5. He asked who lives qn lot 34.

Mr. Hill stated that it is Col. Pack.

Mr. Runyon stated that it would be diffiCUlt to have a 2 car garage even
with 20', ashe has a chimney sticking out 2 1

•

Mr. Runyon stated that the minimum requirement for frontage is 80' in
R-12.5 and he has 89'. He asked what makes this house or lot different
from 90r 10 other houses down the street. There are two long cul-de
sacs going into this section and they are all the same width. The Board
has to have a justification under the hardship section of the ordinance.
If' this were cluster zoning, he could go down to 8' on the narrowest side
as long as the total for both sides equalS 24' and he could not even meet
that requirement.

Col. Pack, 8429 Sulky Court, Alexandria, spoke in opposition to the
requested variance. He stated that the side lot line where the variance is
requested is between his property and Mr. Hill's. The only homes in
Riverside Gardens with attached 2 car garages are those on corner lots.
Further, the entrance to these ~arages is from a street other than the one
on which the homes faoe. Mr. H~ll' s lot is not a corner lot. He stated
that he considers that the fire hazard to his home would be increased if
this were granted and he feels that the ordinance exists for'the protection
of the majority of the homeowners not just a f~w. He stated that he had
no objection to a OQe car garage as long as the structure does not go
nearer than twelve feet to the side lot line.

There was no one else to speak either for or against the application.

I

I

I

I

I
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ROSS A. HILL (continued)

In application No. V-94-74, application by Ross A. Hill, under Section 30-6.6
of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of attached garage closer
to side lot line than&llowed by Ord., on prOperty located at 8427 Sulky
Court 1 Riverside ,Gardens Subdivision, also known as tax map 102-3 (00»)( 8) 33
Mt. Vernon District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that '
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in 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 ~lst day of August, 197J.l., and

WHEREAS,
of fact:

l.
2.
3.

••

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings

That the owner of the subject property is Ross A. S Rose E. Hill.
That the present zoning is R-12.5.
That the area of the lot is 10,890 sq. ft.
That the request is for a variance of 6. 61j. feet to the requirement •

I

I

I

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haS reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that any 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:

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion to deny passed llnanimously.

II

11:20 - HOMATERIA, INC. g RED LOBSTER INNS OF AMERICA, INC. application under
Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit 15 ft. variance from 25 ft.
setback requirement from zoning boundary, south side of US *1,
750 ft. east of its intersection with Frye Road, 101-3«1»29,
(2.12855 acres),Mt. Vernon District, (CG g R-17) , V-99-71j..

Mr. William Hansbarger, attorney in Fairfax, regpesented the applicants
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners 'were
Emanuel Vasilas, 1801 Collingwood Road, Alexandria, and House and Home
Real Estate Corp. t 8231 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church.

Hr. Hansbarger stated that this parcel is zoned partially CG and the other
part R-17. The Board of Supervisors on June 3, 1971j., granted an application
~r~a Special Use'Permitfor parking in a residential area. The Board
imposed as a condition: in granting that this permit would not be valid
until the applicant ~'t'" ,f....... • oard of Zoning Appeals a variance to
the building setback:requirement.

Not too long ago, the Zoning Ordinance was amended so that a building in a
commercial zone has tG- ••~-back from the zoning boundary line instead
of the property line. Homateria owns all the 'land and proposea to sell
it to Red LObster Inn.

Mr. Hansbarger submitted photographs of how the building would look and
stated that the material used would be brick and wood siding.
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HOMATERIA, INC. G RED LOBSTER INNS OF AMERICA (continued)

Mr. Ed McCafty, 4309 Agnew ARenae, spoke before the Board. He stated that
he wanted-to· speak about the 25 1 buffer zone question. He stated that he
has a copy of the latest site plan and has talked with the County Arborist
and there is going to be some input from his office as to t~e type trees
that will be planted. They are not particularly happy with the trees
which are to be planted in the buffer zone there. They are decidmous trees,
such as dogwood and maple and will not sufficiently buffer the commercial
operation. The arborist advises the .here are better suited planti~gsfor
this type of buffering. This is one point that has not yet been worked out.

Mr. Smith stated that that condi~ waS made a part of the Special Use Permit
granted by the Board of Supervisors and will have to be worked out.

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, Mr. McCaffy stated that he did not
have an objection to the aariance as long as the buffering problem is
worked out satisfactorily.

Mrs. Halda Russell, Planning and Zoning Chairman of the Mt. Vernon
Counsel of Citizens Associatio~s, supported Mr. Mccaffy'~ position.

In application No. V-99-74, application by Homateria, Inc. G Red Lobster
Inns of America~, Inc., under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to
permit variance from 25 foot setback from zoning boundary, on property
located at south side of Richmond Hwy., 750 ft. east of Frye Road, also
known as tax map 101-3«1»29, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon,
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable Sta£e and county Codesaand in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County "~oard of Zoning Appeals,
and

35t.
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I

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 1st
day of August, 1974, and

WHEREAS,
1-

",'2.'
3.••

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follqwing findings of fact:
That the owner of the subject property is Homateria, Inc.
That the present zoning is CG.
That the area of the lot is 2.12855 acres.
That the site was granted a SP-114 by the Board of Supervisors .

I

AND, WHEREAS, tae Board 'of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of lilW:

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

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot, zoning line.

NOW, THRREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the su~ject application be and the same
is hereby granted 'With the .following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
dmdicated'in the··plats included withltAi~ application only, and is not
transferable to other land or 1I1b other.•-tml.cture:s on,·tbesame land.

2. This variance shall expire unleSS renewed by action of this Board
upon whichever of the following events shall occur last:

(a) Twelve months from this date.
(b) Three months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
(c) Six months atter Fairfax County permits a final plat to be

filed thereon.
3. This variance is subject to the conditions and restrictions

of the Special Permit and parking permit granted prior to this hearing.

I

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

Hr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

II

11:45 - PARKMONT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2
.af.OI'dinance to permit private, non-profit schoiH, 80 children,
10-15 years of -age, 6624 Columbia Pike, 60-4«lO»C, Mason District.
eRE-D.5), S-97-74, Hearing date: 8-1-74,OTH.

The applicant wrote a letter to the Board requesting that this case be
withdrawn as. they were just a lessee of the property and the building
burned down.

Mr. Barnes moved that the request be granted.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The mbtion passed unanimously.

II

12:15 - LAKEVALE ESTATES ·COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, application under Seetion
30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to permit construction of two tennis courts
and repaving of, parking lot, additions to existing facilities,
2556 Oak Valley Drive, 37-~((5»A, Lakevale Estates Subdivision,
(11.276 acres), Centreville District, (RE-O.51, S-74-74, (Deferred
from July 10, 1974).

Mrs. Clemente, 2511 Lakevale Drive, spoke on behalf of the applicant.
She stated that· their purpose in coming before the Board. is to request an
amendment to their existing Special Use Permit granted April 12, 1966, to
permit them to put in tennis courts. In 1972, they engaged an architect
who.,prepared a master plan which has been approved by their community. On
May 1, 1979, the community voted to put in the tennis courts. The funds
for the construction ,have been collected and set aside subject only to
their amending the Special Use Per>mt. They have 283 famili.. in their>
community with 750 children. They selected this partiCUlar site because
they felt it would cause minimal impaet and would make a better facility.
They will provide 63 off.street parking spaces with 35 parking spaces on the
lover> levet for a totalo£ 98 spaces. The letter> to the Board from Mrs. Don e
was unfortunatelY in error in the aumberof spaces she stated tha, they would
provide.

They have just this summer hired a secur>ity service Om patrol the community
facility as well as the community stDeets. The proposed tennis courts will
control misuse of the property in as much as the fence across the parking lot
will be kept locked-at>night. In conganction with the master plan, the
property will be landGcaped to insure screening from the contiguous property
owner's view. '!'h-i:811ailds:caping"willbe in accordance with, the E1irector
of County Development.

Mr. Smith caecked the notices from the or>iginal hearing. The notices were
in order. The contiguous property owners w.ee Mrs. Rober>t Batchelder>,
2558 Oak Valley Drive and Mr. Guglielmo, 2552 Oak Valley Drive,

Mr. Kelley, stated that the parking area indicated that it a;iiUO I x 150'
however, they do not indicate-how manY· parking spaces there can be in
that configueation.

d'Ol
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stables certainly are connected with the
The stables are on the property of the
requesting an expansion to the Special Use
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LAKEVAhE ESTATES COMMUNITY ASSOC. (continued)

Mr. smith read a letter from Mr. Rohert Yost, 2520 E., Meredity Drive and
a letter from Lewis Zamero of Lake Valley Drive endorsing the application.

Leslie Thomas, 2909 Newton Street in Lake Valley Subdivision, spoke in
support of the tennis courts/stated that they have no other place to play
tennis. and

PeggyOshley, Meredith Street, spoke in support of the application. Lou Krise
past president of the Lake Vale Citizens Association, spoke in support of
the application.

He asked the people to stand that were in support. About SO people stood.

Mr. Richard Haskin, 2515 Babcock Road, Lake vale, father of 7 children,
spoke in support of the application.

Barbara Swaggerty stated that they let the children from Lake Vale Court
use their basketball courts unlees it gets overcrowded.

Mr. Robert Swart~el stated for the record that they are not opposed to
tennis.

Mr. Guglielmo, 2552 Oak Valley Drive, spoke to several problems they were
having; with this Association's lack of concern for their neighbors in
that they have not kept the trash cleaned up, cut their weeds, nor patrolled
their parking lot prior to this summer. He presented a huge bag of trash
that he stated that he had pi~ked up just this morning from the parking lot
of the Association.

He stated that there have been people in that parking lot at all times of the
night. He suggested a 10' to 12' cYclone fence with gates that would
be locked at 10:00 P'.M. He stated that he had notified the Zoning Office
of these problems previously in January, 1973 'and talked with Zoning
Inspector, Lenn Koneczny.

Carol Lady, 2~26 Rocky Branch Road, stated that there are only 47 parking
spaces and with a membership of 285, her concern.is that the parking will
pour onto the street and increase the traffic hazard.

Mr, Robe~ Swartzel, spoke regarding the weeds that the Association does not
keep cut, the erosion and drainage problem that they create when they drain
the pool once ,a 'year. He'stated that even though it is only once a year,
it does damage that remains all year mongo He stated that they also have
an abandoned stable with 7 stalls on the property that is left open for
vandalism. These have not been occupied for a year.

Don&1t1 G.,avin" Vice President of the Association, spoke. in rebut*-al to the
opposition. aestated-that'the last horse they had in that stable was
within the last year. They have attempted to lock the stables, but
the locks keep getting broken. The patrol checks the stables a couple of
times a day. The community plans to either upgrade the stables or remove
them. He stated that he did not believe the stables to be connected with
this request for tennis courts in any way.

Mr. 8mithinformed him that the
request for the tennis courts.
Special Use Permit and they are
Permit.

Mr. Kelley stated that on July 23~ 1974, he and Mr. Konec~ny,'Zoning
Inspector, visited the subject property. The seven stables may have been
used, but he did not know what they would call recently. He stated that
Mr. 8wartzel l s st.nt was the understatement of the year. The doors
were down, the"',.ere' 6 to 8 feet high •. He stated that it is inconceivable
to hi~, that the 'neighbors have n9tcomplained about this earlier from a
pollution standpoint. He stated that this was unbelievable.

Andrea House, 2609 Rocky Branch Road, subljlitted a statement from her and
her husband and also a petition fro~ Lakevale Court that the permit be
denied.

I

I

I

I

I
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Mr. Wilson, ,~25l5 Rocky Branch Road stated that on July 10, the Association
left with the Board the feelings of the Board of Directors
which do not.oppose tennis, but oppose the way the Association is taking
car>e of the use it has of the property.

Mr. Donald Gavin spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that they
would provide a,privacy fence above the tennis courts. They also would be
sure the contractor would not dump the water onto the ground causeng
erosion this year at the ,end of the season. They would take prompt action
on the stables.

Mr. Smith told him that they do not have a Special Use Permit for the
basketball courts and they will have to be taken down or moved to another
location. The basketball courts ar>e too close to the property line. The
Board will need new plats. The parking is not delineated at all on these
plats. He asked if any members had been parking on Oak Valley Drive.

Mr. Gayin stated that only on four occasions in the calendar year
had there been parking on.the street.

Mr. Smith stated that that is not peI'mitted.

MI'. Gavin stated that they have improved the guality of the gravel road to
comply with the countY's_requieaments. It was always a gravel I'Oad. MI'.
Barnes stated·that he noticed that one of the contiguous property owneI'S
spoke of the flooding frOm the parking lot. He asked what they plan to do
about that.

Mr. Gavin stated that there is no massive filiGoding. They do plan to
alleviate this by constructing the drainage of the altered facility to
I'un down the street and not to the neighboI"s land. This will be accomplishe
by the improvements now before the BoaI'd.

Mr. Barnes asked if when someone buys a house in that development, if they
automatically become a member of the Association.

Mr. Gavin stated that they automatically become a member. There is no
initiation fee but there is an annual assessment fee that is established
by an annual meeting of the community. That is the only charge. That
charge is currently $115.00 per year. In answer to Mr. Barnes question,
he stated that the matter of whether or not everyone has to pay the $115.00
whether arnot they wish to be a member of the facility is complicated.
If a majority of the 283 family me~erB approve a combined b~dget that
budget can be made to be ma~ditory to everyone in the community.

Mr. Kelley stated that he has looked at the photographs they have submitted
to the Board and there is only one picture that shows a slightly adverse
conditio~ and as many ,bad views as there-is on the property, they have not
showAbut one of them. He stated that before they go and amend the plats,
the" location of the tennis courts should .be worked out. There is plenty
of land back to the -rear of the property for the tennis courts.

Mr. Gavin stated that they have spent thousands of dollars in deciding where
the best place for the ~ennis court would be. They felt xhe courts would
be much easier to secure at this lQcation and the grade of the area in the
rear of the property is" so severe as to make it impractical to place them,.;-.-r._
back theee. He asked. the Board to allow,·,them to !??~forwaI'd as soon as
possible.

Mr. Kelley stated that fOIl all the deficiencies on the propeI'ty, he would
like to say that they do have the' cleanest pool of anyone that he has seen.

In answeI' to Mr. Barnes t question as to who is responsible fOIl the stables,
MI'. Gavin stated thathisundeI'standing is that the people who own the
horses are responsible f9r the stables.

Mr. Barnes stated that that was what he was afuaid of, because then no one
is responsi.ble.
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Mr. Gavin stated that those .tables were erected when the the Association was
in the hands of Mr. Broyhill in conjunction with individual property owners.

Mr. Smith asked if--he was aware that the Association is responsible for the
stables. Mr. Smith stated ,that the basketball courts should be properly
placed away from these property owners as they a~e in violation to the
setback requirements andtheUse~rmit. The new plats should· show what
you have and what is propeeed. He advised them to go back and come up
with something that will allow this additional use.

Mr. Sames so moved that this be done.

Mr. Smith advised them to get the plats to the Staff before September 11th
and move the courts in a desirable location.

Mr. Gavin inquired if there was any way they could get the permit today and
make it effective 'when they bring in the new plats.

I

I

Mr. Smith answered, "No", the
could make a final decision.
it would not be favorable and

Board needs the certified plats before they
He stated that if the Board took action today,
it may not be at the time it is made.

Mr. Barnes stated that he felt that the tennis courts should be somewhere
else. He stated that he is concerned about them being so close to the neigh
bors if there is any other suitAble place where they could be placed.
He stated that there is plenty of room on the property and he asked Why
they could not be moved more to the center of the property. He suggested
that the,basket~all courts be at least 100' from any of the neighbors.

Mr. Runyon stated that there is not any other place that they can put the
courts. They have a storm easement and a lake.

Mr. Kelley stated that' they could get a bulldozer.

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not hear anyone object ~o the proposed
placement of the tennis courts. He inquired of Mr. Covington the proper
setback for the fence around the tennis courts.

Mr. Covington stated that this is cluster zoning and the fence must be 30'
from the property line.

I
Mr. Smith
9:30 P.M.
plats.

II

stated that there should be no activity on the premises after
The Board deferred the case until September 11, 197~, for proper

12:00 - INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, INC., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to permit addition of ~ tennis 90urts to
existing club, 13200 Lee Jackson Highway, ~5-1 '~.5((1»l06 & 11,
(2~0.87 acres), Centreville District, (RE-I), S-100-7~, OTH.

Mr. William Batrus, 639~ Lake View Drive, Falls Church, Virginia, repr.eented
the applicant before tl1,e Board. He s~ated that Robert Koh1haas was unable
to be present o.~ be:h,a1for",the Country CIU:b :and it was his understanding that
notice was 'given and the,.-olication'was fil'ed. He stated that he could
not, however, supply the :1J3ard with proof of notification.

Mr. Smith stated that if he wished to check with Mr. Kohlhaas1;pffice, the
Board would recess the hearing until later in the day.

Mr. Batrus stated that he would like to check with Mr. Kohlhaas I office and
would pick up the notices and bring them back to the Board.

Mr. Kelley moved that the hearing be recessed until later in the day.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed uaanimously.

This case waS called later in the day, but Mr. Batrus was unable to come
up with the notices. He requested that the case be deferred.

Mr. Barnes so moved.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board could hear the case tomorrow, August 2, 197~,

if he did find the notices.

I

I
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The motion was seconded bY·:'Mr. Runyon and passed unanimously.

II

12:10 - THE MONTESSORI SCHOOL OF MT. VERNON, INC. T/A THE AQUINAS SCHOOL,
(Mr. & Mrs. Alvin F. Futrell, operators), application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ordinance to permit private Montessori School in
St. James Episcopal Church, 110-1«1»48, (5.1170 acres), Lee
District, (RE-D.S), 8-110-74, OTR.

Mr. Smith announced that the applicant had discovered that he left the notices
at home and had gone to get them. He stated that the case would be deferred
until later in the day.

A gentleman in the audience stated that he was present to speak in opposition.

,Mr. Smith asked him if he would return around 3:00 or 3:15 P.tr.

Mr. Kelley so moved that the case be recessed until later in the day.

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

The case waS rec.~led later in the day. Mr. Futrell stated that he still had
not found the notices.

Mr. Smith stated that if he could find the notices by tomorrow, the Board was
having a special meeting and would perhaps be able to take up this case also.

A gentleman from the St. James Church appeared on behalf of the applicant.

Mr. Davis, the gentleman who earlier had indicated he was present to
speak in opposition, stated that another deferral would be inconvenient
to him.

Mr. Smith stated that he could submit his objection in writing if he desided.

Mr. Davis submitted his statement o~ objection to the Board.

Mr. Baker moved that the case be deferred until tomorrow or Spptember
18th, Mhichever time ~. Futrell comes in with the proper notices.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimouslY·

II

12:20 - ROGER A. YOUNG, contract purchaser, & ALAN SHEPHARD, owner, applicatio
under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit front set back variance
of 20 ft. from front property line, 10535 Sunlit Road, Oakton,
37-3«5»5, Centreville District, (RE-l), (7.57 acves), V-114-74,
OTH.

Mrs. Carol Young represented she and her husband before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Charles W. Wright, 2903 Maple Lane, Vienna and Mr. Padget, 3009 Cyrandall
Valley Road. She stated that there is a letter in the file from Mr. and
Mrs. Sheppard, owners of the property, joining in the application.

The applicant wishes to construct a house and attached garage on this
property located on the northeast side of Sunlit Road approximately 700
feet northwest of its junction with Charlton Street in suah a way that
the garage would be 55 feet from the centerline of the Sunlit Road
easement. The minimum required setback from such centerline is, 75 feet,
the ~pplicant needs a variance of 20 feet to the requieement.

Mrs. Young stated that this is an extremely difficult site to buiilld on
due to the topography and perk holes. The engineer has told them that
this location is the best suited for this piece of property. The back
of the property is in flood plain and drops off.

-:5b.l
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Mr. Smith questioned the proposed barn's setback.~~r. Covington stated
that the Ordinance was amended to allow a barn within 20' of the rear
property line and 40' to the side property line on any two acre tract.

Mr. Kel!QY asked if. this is a general problem with all the lots in that
area.

Mrs. Young stated that where they want to put this house and the· way
this house sits is peculiar to this lot. They have an extreme problem
because of the extreme grade of the property and Rocky Branch rUnS through
the p~perty so they do have flood plain in the back.

Mrs. Young stated that the road at the front of the property is a private
gravel ingress and egress easement for the lots in their subdivision,
maintained solely by the property owners, with no taking for the easement
from the property on the oppostie side of the street. It provides access
only to the property abutting it, and in this subdivision.

Therewas no one present in favor or in opposition to this application.

In application No. V~114-74, application by Roger A. Young. contract
purchqser &Alan Shepard. owner, under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance. to permit 20 ft front setback variance from front property
line, on property located at 10535 Sunlit Road, also known as tax map 37-3
((5»5. County of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, fallowing 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 lrst day of August, 1974, and

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

1. That the owner of the subject ;troperty is Alan, J. G Martha
J. Sheppard.

2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 7.5767 acres.

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

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

(d) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

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

1. This approval is granted fOr tne loca~ion and the speCific
structure or structures indicated in the plats included with this application
only, and is not transferable to other land or to· other structures on the
same land.

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

FURTHERMORE, the 'Pplicant should be aware that granting of this action
y this· Board does not Constitute exemption :from the various requirements
f this county. The apPlicant shall be himself responsible for fUlfilling
is obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permits and the

like through the established procedures.

I
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Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all the members present.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:
MOHAMED KHALID RADWAN, 8-235-73
Mr. Rodway represented himself before the Board.

He requested thatJQe pe allowed to have an antique show inside the building
on the billiard tables during the day when there is no billiard business.

Mr. Smith stated that· this could be done by right and he felt it would
be alright.

Mr. Kelley suggested that the Board allow him to do this for 90 days.

It was the Board's decision to allow Mr. Radway to have an antique shew
during the day for 90 days to see how it was going to work out.

II

PARKMONT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, 8-125-74, 1341 Springfiill Road, Request for
an Out-of-Turn Hearing.

Mr. Smith read a letter from Ann W. Lewin. Treasurer of the schaal.
stating that they had been scheduled for a hearing on August 1, 1974.
However, the facility on which they were to be heard was burned and
damages were so great that the Fire Marshall recommended demolition of
the structure. They wish to open school in the Fall with a minimum of
delay, They have now found this building and have obtained a two year
lease on it and would aPPreciate being heard at the earliest possible
date.

Mr. BaMes moved that the: ~lIl~&t be granted to have the hearing on
September 11, 1974.

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

II

NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRFAX, V-129-74, 2928 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia.

Mr. Smith read a request from Mr. Tom Lawson, attorney for the applicant,
requesting an out-of-turn hearing on the above-captioned case. There
was an application before the Board previously on an appeal from the
decision of the Zoning Administrator which was denied by the Board. They
would now like to have the Board hear this on the basis of Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance whiah is the hardship section, as the bank is suffering
irreparable economic loss.

Mr. Barnes stated that coming from either direction, one cannot see the
bank from the road.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt they are entitled to a sign on the building.

Mr. Covington stated tha~ they do not want the sign on the building.
They say nobody can see it.

Mr. Smith stated that they could see it on the main part of the building.
Economic hardship is not a reason.

Mr. Barnes moved that they be granted an out-of-turn hearing-for September
18,1974.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed unamimously.

II

obLi



That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
The present zoning is RPC.
The area of the lot is 1.80950 acres.
That compliance with site plan ordinance is required.
That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.
That the applicant has been operating a swim club on said property
pursuant to approval of a development plan for the Cardinal Forest
RPC.

The max~mum number of family memberships shall be 300.
The hours of operation shall be trom 11:00 A.M. until 9:00 P.M.
Any r~ter hPurs parties shall require written permission from the
Zoning Administrator prior to the date of the function. The said
parties shall be limited to six (6) per year.

uu~

Page 36~
August 1, 1974

DEFERRED CASE: WALDEN GLEN SWIM CLUB, INC., S-85-7 4

The Chai~an stated that the plats were 1n and in order ror the Walden
Glen Swim Club. He asked if the Board was ready to make a decision.

In application No. S-85-74, application by Walden Glen Swim CJub under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of
open shelter and extension of fence in rear of the pool for recreational
facility, 6125 Harmon Place, 79-4((9»)90 &91 and part of parcel 14.
Section 7, Walden Glen -- Cardinal Forest Subdivision, Springfield Dist.,
(RPC) zoning, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the
follOWing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed 1n accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals
md

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 1st day of August,'1974, for decision. Public hearing July 24, 1974.
Deferred for corrected plats on July 24, 1974.
WHEREAS, the Board :of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1.
2.
3.
~.

5.
6.

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards eor Special Use Permit Uses in ~R~;- ' Districts as co~ta1ned

in section30-7.1.l of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same 1s hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approv~l is granted to the applicant only and 1s not transfe~able

without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started, or unless renewed by action of this Board prior
to the date ot e~pira~n.

3. This approval is granted fer the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
of any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering
details) whether or not these additional uses or changes require a
Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this Board. It shall be
the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning AppealS for
such approval. Any changes (other than ~nor engineering details) without
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the
conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption rrom the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State~ The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

6.
7.
8.

I
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WALDEN GLEN SWIM CLUB (continued)

9. The landscaping and screening shall be to the satisfaction of the
Director of County Development.

10. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 103 and racks to
accommodate 40 bicycles.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

The meeting adjourned at 4:22 P.M.

B~.~~.e:;:~
Clerk

APPROVED September 18, 1974
(DATE)



The contiguous owners were
Mrs. francis A. O~Malley, 6419

The Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was Held on Friday, August 2, 197ij, in the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman;
Charles Runyon; Joseph Balter; and f&eorge Barnes.
Mr. Harvey Mitchell, Associate Planner, and Wallace
S. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, were
present form the Staff.

The meeting was opened wi%h a prayer by Mr. Barn~s.

10:00 - LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER, INC., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to permit proposed changes in existing
SUP inclUding change in road status, fence, path, and land area.
Whispering Lane approximately 150 ft. south ofintereection with
Jay Miller Road, Lake Barcroft Subdivision, Section 3, 6l-3((14))AI
A & AI-B~ total land area 13,73931.\. acres, road dedicationl.2ll.\.l.\.1
acres, Mason District, (R~17), S-112-74, OTH, Special meeting.

I', ' .. "~ ....

Mr. Richard.ijQb~on, attorney for the applicant, r~ppesented toe applicant
before the Board.

Notices to pPOpevty owners were in order.
Rufus Brown, 6506 Oakwood-Drive, and Mr. i
Lakeview Drive, Falls Church.

Mr. Smith discussed with Mr. Hobson the length of time he would need for hie
presentation.

Mr. Hobson stated that it would take about one and one-fourths hours.

Mr. Smith asked him if he would agree to keep it to one hour. He stated that
the variance would be heard concurrently with ~he Special Use Permit.

Mr. HODson stated that ,the second item is a request of the Staff. They will
not need the variance until this Board grants the Permit. The need for the
fence came about because this Board specified that it be 6' in height. Should
this Board approve the public road, then the 6 1 fence would be in a front
setback.

I

I
Mr. HObson,presented some photographs to the Board of the site as it nQW
exists. He then went through the' proposed amendments that he was requesting
the Board make. He stated that he is aslcing for the amendment to include
the substitution of new pla.ts and in particular the relocation of a path
from the main parking lot ~o the pool complex, amendment of the area under
Special Use Permit to add an area to the north towards but not extending to
Lakeview Drive, the de,letion of the pt'¢posed public road., three additional
tennis courts as a temporary use to be built in place of the proposed indoor
swimming pool building whibh is not to be con$tructed at this time,
ut is approved in the original plan afProved by the Boa-cd, a change in the

fence height around the courts from 12 to 10' and an amendment olthe hou~s

o allow them to use the ,tennis CQurts from 6:00 A.M. to 9 :00 P.M.

e moat important amendment is the t'eq'4.&st for the acknowledgement of the
ease modification to shoW the p~poS.d dedication of Recreation Lane as a
uilic rather than a privat. road. If for any reason the Board does not see
it to grant it as a public road, the Board could acknowledge a change in
he hours so they c<\ttL uUilize. it as a private road to serve the 11+ lota in
he Subdivision next door. There is shown on the plan a change in the pari
eter fence.

r. Smith stated that he wanted to have a- clear understanding of the substi..tuti.. n I
f ~he plat and clear up the question of whether the plat was approved by
he Court. He stated that he did not think it was approved by the Court. He
efarred to page 5 of the transcript. He stated that the Court only I'ein
tated the Special USe Pe~it and found that the substituted plat had been
pproved, showing the road. but that the road wa~~ptill a private road, not

public road, and that the Board had not allowed, ~;f;he deletion of the land area

I
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Mr. Hobson and Mr. Smith continued to discuss'tfiese points, but agreed on the
above points. Mr. Hobsonnalne'forW:ard"ana~check-ed:'the plat that was submitte
with his letter dated July 24. He stated that it is the proper plat to be
before the Board today.

Mr. Hobson stated that there is a pr9posed lease modification. He submitted
a copy of a lease modification at the time they submitted the application.
Now there is a lease mOdification that would acknowledge the approval given
this plat. He submitted both leases to the Board for the Record. The lease
that was dated September 7, 1970 had been executed. The lease modification
dated October 30, 1973, has been executed, but the lease mOdification Undated
for the month of August was not executed.

Mr. Hobson stated-that the reason for the request for the public road instead
of a privat~ad is so that the landowner can develop the 14 lots and have
ingress and egress from them. The landowner can then sell the lots and the
proceeds from the sale of those lots will go to reduce the loan for the
financing of improvements of Lake Barcroft Recreation Center. The oonstructi
of the houses in the subdivision called the Cloisters is now underway. The
subdivision has been reduced in density from 22 houses to 14 h9uses. With
this reduction, there is no longer any need to reduce the land area in Lake
Barcroft Recreation Center. The subdivision will be developed under R-17
conventional zoning. The recreation center is now open and operational.
The subdivision work is going forward. Mr. Yaremchuk, Director of County
~evelopme~t, revoked the subdivision permits. On behalf of the corporation,
he.appea~ed to the Board of Supervisors and was granted a 60 day stay in
that "action, which had severe financial consequencies, in order for them to
come back to this Board. He stated that he appreciated the Board scheduling
this special hearing and enabling them to come back wi thin that 60 day period

He stated that he wanted to sUbmit the plat that is in front of the BoaDd
to be part of the record~

Mr. Smith stated that it is part of the record. This is the plat that the
application is based on. He stated that he noticed that it was just sub
mitted 6 days ago as a resubstitution.

Mr. Hobson called his first witness, Mrs. Fran Barnett.

Mrs. Fran Barnett stated that she is a member of the Recreation Center, a
member of the Board of Directors for that Center and lives in the Belvedere
Subdivision. Her property is 3856 Pinewood Terrace and abuts the proposed
Cloister development. She spoke to the need for the recreation are~ and
how the Cloister development would improve the neighborhood. In answe~·
to Mr. Smith's question, she stated that she did not live in the area in
1969 when the application first came before this Board and that she was
not aware of the proceedings of the meeting that took place during the
original application. In answer to Mr. Smith'S question, she stated that
she not only had considered the impact of the Cloister development on her
family but also on other contiguous property owners. She stated that ahe
had discussed this with some of her neighbors and they are in agreement
with her, that this will have a positive impact on their property values.
She stated that she was aware of the fact that the original permit had a
time limitation of 9:00a.m. to 9 :00 p.m. and that she did not think
this amended request. would have any additiona! impact that would be
undesirable.

Mr. Hobson called Mrs. Alice McClellan, 3715 Whispering Lane, corner of
Whispering Lane and Jay Miller Drive, to speak. She stated that they have
not noticed any increase in ~~~fic or noise since the Recreation Center
was built. She stated that they are within one-half block of that
entrance. They etmsider the Recrea"tion Center an asset to the"community
as they have four children who enjoy it in the summer and they have no
objection to the road serving 14 houses. '

Mr. Hobson called Mr. Shield McCandlish, attorney with the law firm of
Booth, Prichard and Dudley and on the Board of Directors of Lake Barcroft
Recreation Association, to speak. His address is 3806 Lakeview Terrace,
Falls Church, Virginia, in the Lake Barcroft Subdivision. He brought the
Board up-to-date on the financial problems they are having with the
Recreation Center and the Cloister development.

0bf
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In answer to Mr. Hobson's question, Mr. McCandlish stated that none of the
grantors or stockholders were going to make any profit from this community
project. He stated that all the money that comes from the sale of,the
Cloisters has to be applied directly to the indebtedness. The Recreation
Center would be able to carry the indebtedness if they could get it down
to $50,000, but they cannot when it is over $700,000.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question of whether or not in 1969 when the
Special Use Permit was first processed, this Cloister development was
:planned, Mr. McCandlish stated that it was not planned immediately, but ;j(', ,pt'
~t was shortly thereafter. At the time the Permit was granted, this
Cloister development was not a part of the development of the Recreation
Center.

Mr. Lecos, 6324 Beachway Drive, Falls Church, member of the Recreation
Corporation and member of the Board of Directors, spoke to the Board about
the requested change in the location of the perimeter fence. They are
currently required by the BZA to fence the entire perimeter of the land
area that is in the site plan dated JUly 3, 1974 and is presently before the
Beal'd. He stated that he believed' the original pUl'pose of the fence was to
provide secul'ity and safety for everyone connected with the Center. He
stated that he believed this could be accomplished by the revised fencing".
as shown on the plan before the Board. If the Boal'd will approve tfti.s' ,"':'
l'elocation, it will save the Recreation Corporation $5,000 or more which is
critical to them as testified to by Mr. McCandlish. He came forward and
referred to the photographs that were in front of the Board and showed the
Board where on the site plan the fence was to be relocated. He discussed
in detail where the location changes were to be made and Why.

Mr. Smith stated that the requirement of that perimeter fence came about after
many deliberations and because of the opposition that was generated in
the area by the application for the Recreation Center. It came about
also after considerable discussions with the contiguous property owners
both in Lake Barcroft and Belvedere SUbdivisions to prevent trespassers
going through individual properties to get to the Recreation Center,
for example.

Mr. Lecos stated that there is no reason for people to trespass through
there as a lot of the land area is actually nonaccessible for walking.
There is a deep ravine through part of the property. About 5 or 6
of the property owners already have a fence.

Mr. Runyo~ stated that it might be better to move the chain link fence
back about 51 or so from Recreation Lane because site distance might be
impaired.

Mr. Hobson stated that these are the kind of problems they can work out
i th the Staff.

Mr. Lecos then went into the financial problems that the Recreation Center
is having.

In answer to Mr. Hobsonls question, Mr. Lecos stated that none of the proceeds
rom the sale of the 14 houses will be a profit tq anyone, as the net
roceeds go entirely to reduce the trusts secured by the Recreation Center.

• Lecos stated that they also now propose to put in three outdOor tennis
courts in lieu of the proposed indoor pool building, so they would have
he option in the future when they were financially able to construct
hat building of doing so.

r. Smith stated that the approval of the outdoor tennis courts would delete
he proposed building. ~

r. Lecos stated that the way the application readS, it says eithel'/or.
ey have a per.mit~ for the building at that location and they are now

sking for a temporary USe that would allow them three tennis courts on the
ite until they get the money to build the building.
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Mr. Smith stated that there could be some question on that. The plans now
show tennis courts. These would ariard some more impact than the indoor
pool WOUld.

Mr. Leeos stated that there is an indoor pool now on Columbia Pike and
they would need to take a hard look at their plans before building another
indoor pool.

Mr. Hobson stated that they do not plan to build the indoor building at
the present time -and asked that the Board approve the tennis courts as a
temporary use now.

Mr. Smith reminded them that for any change, it Would be necessary to come
back to this Board.

Mr. Hobson stated that he realized that.

Mrs. Halk, 6218 Beachway Drive. Falls Church, spoke on behalf of the
applicant. She 1s the Director of ACCA. She stated that Lake Barcr6ft
has permitted the children from their school to use the swimming facilities
at no cost. Otherwise. these und&rpriviledged children would not be able
to awim at all.

William,~Mil~,", 6767 Dockster Terrace. Falls Church. President of the
Lake Barcroft Swim Club. spoke of how much the Recreation Center means to
the Swim Club.

Mr. Roger Shans. 3601 Whispering Lane. read a letter to the Board composed
by a few of the members of the Swim Team and signed by all the members.
concerning the merits of the Recreation Center.

There were about 30 members of the Swim Team present.

Mr. Hugh W. McGee, from the firm of Alan M. Voorhees & Associates spoke to
the Board and gave the Board an up-to-date t',;caffic analysis of the Lake
Barcroft Recreation Center and the Cloister Development. A copy of his
statement is in the file.

Mr. Hobson then presented Petitions to the Board signed by people in the
community. both Lake Barcroft and Belvedere Subdivisions. in support of
this application.

Mr. James Derrock. engineer with the firm of Patton. Harris. and Rust._ 802
Highland Drive. Vienna. Virginia. spoke to the Board with regard to the
feasibility studies on the cost estimate to bring an alternate road down
from Lakeview Drive to the Cloister Development. He stated that the
existing condition of Lakeview Drive is an unimproved gravel road which
is USed for Beach 2 parking. It is small and there 1s an emergency turn
around at the foot of the swimming pool. He explained the type of road
that would be needed and the slope problems that exist at that location.
He stated that his cost estimate does not inolude any cost that would be
required by the Highway Department.

Mr. Smith asked him if he was involved with the original entrance on
Whispering Lane to Recreation Lane.

Mr. Derrock stated that he waa not. He came on the scene about the time
the connection was granted to Whispering Lane.

Mr. Smith asked how long- it took to get approval from the HighWay I)e>ptibtment
of that entrance.

Mr. Derrock stated that it took a little over a year.

Mr. Smith asked if there was any grade. cut or fill in connection with that
entrance.

Mr. Derrock stated that the~/was J but it was waiveG. The llighway Department
was to do the work and the ,~creation Corporation would pay a share of the
cost. They had an agreement with the HighWay Department and that
department has not seen tit to go ahead with the change in the grade in
there. They came across opposition to the cut-backs or people's yards
which always occurs when you change an existing road. The entrance was
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widened aa required and that has been oompleted, approved and accepted by
the State Highway Department. He stated that the total cost would be
approximately $200,000.

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Derrock if this figure 1s the cost for a public road
or private road.

Mr. Derrock stated that it 1s for a 50' right-of-way to meet public road
requirements, with no sidewalk.

Mr. Runyon asked if he had looked into the cost if this was built as a
private road and Mr. Derrock stated that he had not.

Mr. Smith stated that if they built a private road, it would be oonsiderably
less.

Mr. Derrock stated that it should be less because they could out down the
width and save all the way. They would still have a design and structural
problem.

Mr. Hobson asked Mr. Derrock if it would be possible in Falrfsk County to
use a private road for access to lots with R-17 zoning.

Mr. Derrock stated that it would not be possible.

Mr. Jim Granam, President of the Lake Barcroft Recreation Center, stated
that he had testified at the revocation hearing, but had not been present
at the original hearing in 1969. He spoke to the membership of the ClUb
and the fact that they are soliciting membership from Belvedere Subdivision
as well as Lake Barcroft Subdivision. ae also stated that the Petition
they had submitted in support of the appltcation contained signatures from
residents of the Belvedere Subdivision. There were a total of 100
signatures on the Petition, he stated.

The Board took a 5 minute recess Ibefore going into the opposition.

Mr. Hobson asked the people who were present in support of the amendment to
stand. All the people on one side of the Board room stood and about 20
people from the other side. The Board room was completely full.

OPPOSITION (Record 10)

Mr. Rufus Brown, 6506 Oakwood Drive, represented Belvedere Citizens
Association. He stated that at a meetin,g last week, the Association
elected him as spokesman for the'community to oppose this application.
He stated that they have, been before this Board seven times in the last
th~rt~en,~qnths and" everltime, it seems to be necessary to state that they
are not ~nst the Recreation center, the swim club, or any aotivity
that it sp'onsors. ~ey. ~ requtst that the terms in the original Special
Use Permit be adhered to. He offered fOr the record a plan that was
revised Jul¥ 16, 1970 and,etated that it is his belief, although Mr. Hobson
disputes it, that this waathe plan that was approved by the Board in
September of 1970. This is the plant~at has an iron gate on the front
of Whispering Lane. There is no resemblance of this plan to the plan that
is before the Board today.

Mr. Hobson stated ror the record that he objected to this sUbmissslon as it
is not the plan that was approved origj,nally. The plan that is before the
Board today is the plan. onwhiohthe- recent Court decision was based.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board recognizes this, that the plan before the
Board is the one the Court decision was based on.
Hr. Brown then submitted 232 signatures on~a Petition, 36 of which were
.from the Lake Barcroft eommunity.

Mr. Brown stated that the picuures Mr. Hobson presented to the Board Showing
soreening in the area hardly repr~sents how it looks when you look at the
site itself. He sUggested that the Board go see for itself how the site
looks.
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e Bubmitted to the Board a photograph showing the area where the alternate
oad 1s suggested. The rlrst photo showed a v~ew coming dawn from 'Lakeview

Drive into the area of the Recrea~n Center. Photo 2 showed the alternate
access _which their community has always suggested. He called the Board's
ttentlon to the actual tracks 1n the mud made by the bulldozers who use

this road now.

e then submitted a map of the area where he had colored 1n orange for the
area of the Recreation Center and the yellow spotted areBS were the location
of the residencies of the 22 grantors that Mr. Hobson had mentioned earlier.
He asked the Board to notice that none of the grantors live near the
Recreatlon Center and are not affected by its actiVity.

Brown stated that his citizen's association met and by resolution asked
to state several grounds of opposition to this appltation. A copy of
eight page statement is in the file. In his summary of the reasons
objection he stated " ••• The reasons for our opposition are basically

the same as those communicated in our six prior appearances before the Board
over thirteen months. Essentially, our objections are to any additional
traffic, noise, safety hazards, or inconvenience arising out of the
activities of the Recreation Center or the proposed housing development of
Lake Barcroft Recreation Corporation. The original Special Use Permit was
strongly opposed by us because we felt that we were being forced to aceept
an inequitable share of its burdens. We have lived with that. But we
cannot accept any amendment which exacerbates this burden, especially when
the need for the amendmehts is expressly occasioned by the poor finanoial
condition of the Permittee resulting from the lack of support for the
Recreation Center itself."

Mr. Brown also stated in his statement that the Permittee has not fulfilled
either the terms or intent of the Board's last mandate. He quoted a portion
of the Resolution of the Board as foDows:

"If the applicant does present a new application considerable forethought
discussion and negotiations [should] be given to the location of the
entrance and exit to the site, the impact of the traffic on the
surrounding neighborhood and the 'separation of the two traffic loads
from the Cloisters and the Recreation Center as much as possible."

The third item in his statement concerned the ruling of the- Fairfax Circuit
Court preserving the Board's authority to restrict the use of Recreation
Lane. He stated that the Board should be aware of the fact that right now-
in the absence of a single home in the proposed Cloisters -- and in violation
of the hour limitations of the present Special Use Permit there is constant
use of Recreation Lane throughout the evening. After the swimming facilities
are closed in the evening'. the road is frequently used as a "drag strip"
by local teenagers. He states that they are told by the Permittee that
such activities. o,ccur on every public road in all communittes and it is
for this reason they ask the, Board not to permit the additional burden to
be saddled on their community.

Mrs. Joyce Goodell, 3817 LarchwQod Road, Falls Church, in the Belvedere
Subdivision, spoke in opposition to this application and stated that she
felt this road would create a greater traffic hazard.

Mr. Bernard Sheps, 2838 Pinewood Terrace, spoke in opposition and stated
that at the last hearlng.he submitted a letter signed-by at least rOUr of
his neighbors. He stated that he wanted to balance the testimony of Mrs.
Barnett who spoke in favor and stated that she could not hear the noise
from the Recreation Center. She lives on Lot 101 which is almost out of
the area of impact. he stated. His lot 92 and his testimony is that he
can hear the noise and, :tsa..i'fe'cted adversely. The trees that was spoken
about as being almost unpe-netratab-le, are not. He can both hear and see th,e
pool from his house. B$cause of the erosion caused by the activity there,
some of the trees .fraathe Center have fallen on his property and ruined
sOme of_his treeS. The Center is constructed like an amphitheatre whiob
focuses the noise onto_his ,property and it sounds as though it 181n, hill
living room, he stated. One can hear the noise of the tennis balls at 6:00
a.m. in the morning,or,at9:00 at night. He can even hear the o~unChlng

of the bikes on the gravel in the parking lot. He stated thatihls property
backs up to the tennis courts and he and his neighbors are very arfected,
adversely so.

Mr. Bruce Chasin. 6436 MaPlewood Drive, Belvedere Subdivision, Lot 142. spoke
in opposition. He spoke to the legal dispute that exists concerning his
lot and the way the storm drainage easement affects the Cloister subdivision •

•
•
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Mr. Hobson objected as he stated they had the burden of proof to put on.

A copy of his statement is in the file. ae suggested that this Board not
approve a plan for a public road before his case is resolved by the Court.

The Board recessed for lunch at 1:15 P.M. and·.returned at 2:15 p.m.

The Chairman called the case and asked Mr. Brown to continue with his
presentation in opposition.

Mr. Brown asked that Marilyn Manda~ 6517 Jay Miller Drive, speak to the Board
and that he reserve the balance of his time for rebuttal after Mr. Hobson
speaks.

Mr. Smith stated that in all fairness. ,he would
minutes after Mr. Brown makes his presentation.
have to grant the time factor to the opposition
prior to the beginning of the hearing.

give Mr. Hobson five more
He stated that he would

since that was agreed to

I

I

Mrs. Marilyn Manda spoke in opposition to the amendment to the application.

Mr. Wade Cochran, 6S20 Oakwood Drive, Belvedere Subdivision~ spoke before
the Board in support of the application. He stated that he felt this
Recreation Center was as much Belevedere citizens ,as it is Lake Barcroft
citizens. He stated that he felt Belvedere citizenS are placing themselves
in a God-like position by saying what is right and what is wrong. In answer
to~. Smith's question, he stated that he was not present at the 1969
hearing nor had he participated in any other hearing.

Mr. Hobson asked that Mr. McGee with the firm or Alan M. Voorhees and
Associates speak during his rebuttal time•. He asked Mr. McGee ir-he bad
read the standards set rorth in Section 30-7.1.1 or the Fairrax County
Zoning Orninance for Special Use Permit uses in residential zones. Mr.
McGee stated that he had read them and'is in ag~eement that this apPlieation
as amended to allow traffic for the fourteen houses would meet the standards
set forth in that section.

Mr. Hobson stated that it is brought out on Page 2 of Mr. McGee's report
that the maximwn vehi.cle trips par' day in 1970 at the original hearing was
535. Now, the number -of trips per day has been reworked and is only 376
trips per day including these 14 lots.

Mr. Brown stated that the gentleman who, spoke earlier in suPport of the
application right before <.r; Hobson ~poke, Mr. Cochran~ is in favor of
his friends in Lake Barc~ort. Over t~e last year this man has never been
excluded from any ottheimeetings of the Belvedere Citizens Association
contrary to his s't'atement ~·nor has he, been denied the right to speak.

Mr. Brown stated that Mr. Hobson is speaking for the record with his
conclusions, of the statutory stand,ardshere. but the citizens have spoken
truthfully and know'lecigeably about the t$'atf1c in this neighborhood. l.f the
Board feels anothertra£fio study is~eeded to show th~t the citizens of
Belvedere are r1ght~ they will be happy to have an9the~~one made.

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Brown if he owned r~cel A and B as it sits today,
what use he would make, of it.

Mr. Brown stated that he would make one aimple suggestion for, the-- solution
to the problem, split the burden and let the Lake Barcroft people take
some or it. Lake Barcroft RecreatiQnAsJooiation has done everything
within its power~ such :ssputting a tenn1s court in the way where that
alternate road could go w1th a height elevation with land fill to block
possible access through that property, because they don't want to put it
there. They would request that Lake ~q.rorof:t Recreation Association provide
private or public access down to the Cloisters through Lakeview Drive.

Mr. Runyon asked if this access should be for both parcels.

Mr. Brown stated that it should be tor t,he Cloisters. Recreation Lane
access should remain 88 it is now with the limitation of the hours
from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. as it is under the Special Use Permit and any
access to the Cloisters could not, of course, be limited from 9:00 ~.m.

to 9:00 p.m. ~r. Brown stated that h$ had no right to object to a man
using his own property and they are not contesting Lake Barcroft I s right
to use their property.

Mr. Runyon asked if Mr. Brown would put in wordS, simply, what would be
acceptable to his group.

Mr. Brown stated that private or public alternative access down from
Lakeview Drive. •
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Mr. Brown stated that:or1g1nally his group didn't want the Recreation Center
because at the t~attlc bUrden, but all they are saying now is let Lake
Bare-roft _.ahare!n Bome of the burden ot the Lake Barcroft Recreation
Association activity. A public road open on a 24 hour basis is a nuisance
and his grouP does not want to be subjected to it.

Mr. Hobson stated that he f'elt it important to point out that this 1s ,not
a hearing to rehash old differences and old questions 8S to who may have
said what to whom and what the prOblems were at the original granting.
Those questions were be,rore thia Baara 1n 1973 and 1n two Court hearings
brought by the Belvedere Citizens Association before the Court. Those
have been settled by the .Court and the Court reversed the revocation action.
Lake Barcroft. Recreat1onAss,ociat1on is requesting an amendment to show
Recreation Lane, as it now exists, as a public road for those 14 lots.
He stated that there have been some misstatements here and he wished to
correct some things 1n the record as put on in the opposition's case.
He noted, for the record that the plat in the original granting was not the
one put forth by Mr. Brown to put intbe record. Mr. Brown also made tbe
point that the 9 to 9 hours are being violated. They have not been. If
there have been violations they have not been brought to the attention of
his client. The question of joint traffic studies never did come up.
Belvedere never did agree to pay one dime. He asked them to and Mr. Brown
said they wouldn't ,pay a cent. Lake Barcroft Recreation Association
paid for that study. In short , !tis going to c.ost $200,000 to put in that
alternate road and -th.y would have to make extensive changes on Lakeview
Drive.,L¥e,Barcro£tReo.reati'on Association does not have that money and
they cannot do :it. There are .also some legal problems involving quit
claim title ontbat land on Lakeview Drive. Mr. Brown's statement that
Lake Barcroft RecBeat10n Association failed to get Lake Barcroft· community
approval is notoreditable considering all the time and assets so many
people have gone', toto provide that faci11 ty.
THE FOLLOWING IS
VERBATIM

MR. H0BSQN: ~e have asked for these amendments with respect to an adjaoent
parcel, of land :tort'hose ,14 lots. Nobody from our aSBociation iB going ,to
gain any private benef'its therefrom. The proceeds are all going to go to
discharging the debt on the Recreation Center. The Recreation Center ,was
purchased and developed'by private contributions, by individuals in the
cOl'llll1unity" none ",of whioh stand to gain any .financial be-nerit from. theoperati
of the center. or the sale of the lots. The sale of ·the 10tB was' and is
a necessary financing to acquire. improve, and construct the center. Some
22 f'amilies have personally endorsed notes totaling $710.000 to make all
this possible. This is now 1n jeopardY if the lots cannQt be sold. The
only qualified traff'ic expert was Dr. McGee when he test;tried that the
14 residential lotsserv1,ng Recreation, Lane average a total ,of 10 trips, one
trip up, andtme trip back. per day, a total of 140 triP"$', that yo,u will get
from the 14 lots on an average day and you get 376 teta!·trl-psand 'that is
approximately 75 percent of' the estimated average daily volumn which this
Board of zoni,ngAmle.lia was told would be the maximum impact at ,the time
of the original grant; ·Wb:en I came before.you inOctaber, I to.ldyou that
I thought that washlgh, that I thought a lot of people wQuldwalk. That was
just a supposition. It now turns out that a lot of p\9Qple do ride bikes
and do walk and the t~atr~c that we are putting1'orth-- if you add the 14
lots -- my testimony here to you today is that the maximum impact at full
development with 'sll:memberships in. ,When and if it comes·,in. is only 75
percent of the tral'fic impact that was put forward to you as the impact
on the community at ,the time of the or.iginal grant. Now, I don't want
to and I just think we are talking about relatively 11ttle arid Mr. Brown
says he does not object to the Reoreation Center and he doeB not obJeot
to the Cloistens belns'developed~ It,'s just that he wants those 14 lots
to come Qut on another road that wou14, in fact. make it impossible for
us to do sO because it costs $200.000".

I will SunlUp. We ,ask ,'.thatyou be reasonable or practical. ThiB land. was,
and1s, :bound todeV~lo~. We cannot 'pay tor a second road. Itla not
reasonable or practioal :in, our J.udgement to r~quire a second road when we haY
one public road built to State H1ghway standards perfectly adequate to
handle the traffic there already. But, thiB Recreation Center is, has been.
and ,will oontinueto',be,if you let it ,do ,so, a service to this community,
not only to people in Lake Barcroft and not only. not shutting out people· in
Belvedere, as we have had testimon¥ that people in Belvedere who are now
members and on the Board of' Directors or the Recreation Center. This isn't
one community against another. Perhaps, it is one group in one:. community

0f0

373



\J, ...."

Page 374
August 2, 1974
LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION ASSOCIATION (oontinued)

against another group in the other community. This center is community
inanced, community lead, community ope~t$d and I think performing an
mportant community service to Fairfax County and it should be left -to continue

d we would hope you can settle this ma'tter here today, so we can settle it
n this form.

MR. KELLEY: . Mr. Hobson. I was not on the Board the 23rd day of
September, 1969 and I have heard testimony from both sides and it seems
to me. the way I have evaluated the teetimony up until this time is that
no one is against the Recreation Center. Some possibly would rather it wouldn t
be there, but they also realize that a community of this size needs a
recreation area; how_ver, I fail to see lUlY mention of the Cloister
development on the 23rd day of September, 1969, and it pUZZles me as to how
the Cloisters. the land that you now have the Cloisters Subdivision on.
as to how it got into the Recreation area'. And, you have mentioned the
financial responsibility ,and I can't understand how three quarters of a
million dollars got into the Cloisters. how it got into this. I bave
listened to this testimony since last Ootober and I have yet to find out
how this got into this. I think we pave -- I don't think anybody can state
anything here today that wouldn't be repetitious. What we have heard here
today, we have heard for 13 months.

MR. HOBSON: It came out clear- in the Court testimony. Maybe it hasn't
here in tront of you Mr. Kelley. but Parcel A of Belvedere was purchased by
Lake Barcroft Recreation Corporation origtnallY to be an addition of apen
space for reoreational use in the community. They did not intend to use it
for lots when they initially purchased it. When they got the Special Use
Permit 'and got into trying, to f'inance the improvements on the Recreation
Center. they realized that the way costs had gone uP. construotioncosts have
skyrocketed. that the only way they couldfinanoe the improvements on the
Recreation Center was to apply the other land. the exoess land. the sale of
that land and apply the proceeds on the loan.

MR. KELLEY: Thirteen acres is what I am talking about.

MR. HOBSON: The thirteen acres does not include Parcel A of Belvedere.

MR. KELLEY: I believe the Special Ule Permit says, 13 plus acres.
That's my point and "I think there has been and I certainly Wouldn't ha~e

gone into a piece of land that someone else had almost given away to finance
a project of one-halt million dollars or so. This leaves me --

MR. HOBSON: (interposing) They couldn't have done it if 22 p~ople

hadn't endorsed those noteS.

MR. KELLEY: I think this is beside the point of the BZA. I hate to
see anyone lose money. I don't want to see them lose money. but that is out
of our jurisdiction as to what those 22 people did as private homeowners
and I can't see that this enters into our picture here. I think if the
applicant 1n this application had abided by the conditiQ~','set forth in
that application, we wouldn't be here and wouldn't have·been he~e·fQr.the

past thirteen months.

APPLAUSE FlROM THE AUDIENCE

CHAIRMAN: Pl~ase, please. no outbursts. The applause is not necessary.

MR. HOBSON: I can't argue with that except those issues a8 opposed to
whether or not we lived up to thestandardB is all settled. That is not
before you today as to whether or not we lived up.

MR. KELLEY: I have the Judge's Or.der here. I oan see what he says
JUdge Plummer. I can read it.

MR. HOBSON: What we are asking today is,that land knoWn ae Parcel A.
Belvedere.is there. They don't -oppose it being developed. They agree that
it has to be used for something. We just ha~e to get a road out.

MR. KELLEY: Didn't 'you people take any of this into consideration. that
you had to get access through Special Use Permit property, a piece of ground
that was under a Special Use Permit.
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MR. HOBSON: Yes, sir, and any way you.o,m~ you have to go out
through Special Use Permit property. If it goes out the way Mr. B~own

wants it to go out you still have to go through Special Use Permit ground.
It 1s a landlocked piece. So that 1s not a choice. You can take it out
Mr. Brown's way for $200POO or let it use the road that 1s sitting there
right now that lsalreadY ~ul1t ..

MR. KELLEY: Don't you ~nk,Mr. Hobson, that before obligating all
these people and going 1n there, don't youtitnk this should have been cleared
up prior to. all this t before any of these obligations and all th~se

financing responsibilities and this sort of thing? I do.

MR. HOBSON: I am gure or that Mr. Kelley, but they thought it had been.
They thought it had been when the stamp of the aZA was put on it.

MR. KELLEY: That is all I have to say.

MR. SMITH: When did Lake Barcroft buy the parcel A piece of property?

MR. HOBSON: Mr. McCandlish spoke to that in response to your question.
The land was purchasdd at approximately -- I will base it on his answer
to you -- maybe he can anSwer more exactly, but acquisition of the p~operty -
they took title at approximately the same time.

MR. SMITH~ When did you take title to Parcel A?

-376

MR. HOBSON: The contract was at different times as to the actual
title transfer, it took p~ace at about the same time. But, the contract
had different times. The'Recreation Center Parcel was contracted to be
purchased earlier. .

MR. SMITH: But, at the time of the public hearing and the subsequent
public hearings, the Board of Zoning Appeals was never informed of this
enlarge~ent of this Recreational landholdings.

MB. HOBSON: That is correct,Mr. Smith. As I said, they did not plan
to sell it.I MR. SMITH~ Well, even if they planned to use
it should have been incorporated in the Use permit.
able to use it without it.

MR. HOBSON: Not open space though.

it for recreational uses,
They would have not been

No. It was for an unnamed and undetermined recreational
but no use determined. Bu~, when costs rose, they found

I

I

MR. SMITH: If it was to be used for recreational purposes in connection
with this ,use, this Special Use Permit, we should have known about it. As
a matter or fact, it would seem tome that prior to the purchase of it,
or taking title to it, at least, the group should have come to this Board
for approval.

~. HOBSON; It was oot to be a part of the Recreation Center.

MR. SMITH: I gather from your testimony earlier that it 11.as",t.o be a
pa~t of the Recreation Center.

MR. HOBSON:
use, open space,
they had to'.

MR. RUNYON: Mr. Hobson, what is the hang up with the different plats.
We, of course, have on file the original plat that was filed. Now, he haa
given us this plat and there are certain differences, but you seem to b,
very adamant in saying that that plat is not the plat -- it is not exactly,
but it is close. Apparently, there are some di~ferences that bother you~

MR. HOBSON: I just do not want the Board to think that that is what you
approved in 1969.
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MR. RUNYON: We had it 1n the fl1e~ All we have to do 1s look at it.
You seemed to make a big point.

MR. HOBSON: For one thing, that shows gates at Whispering Lane and
the other does not.

MR. RUNYON: There were a couple of differences, but except for the
iron gate --

MR. HOBSON: Right, but at the Court hearing that was a rather important
point. The Court was trying to determine whether or not the BZA had put
a condition on the use that the gates be there and that was clearly not
a condition and the Court found it was' not.

37b
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MR. RUNYON: We have a

this 1s the approved plat.
was something bigger.

copy marked here, approved by the county that
It 1s somewhat different and I thougt;11,:maybe there

MR. HOBSON: No, and I really dO not think that that is relevant, but
the 155Ue ia not what 1a the change that we are asking for, but how much
is it a change from what was then because the approved plat is now Petitioner 8
Exhibit 5 _, 441-C. which is the one that i8 stamped by Mr. Smith and that,
for better or worse, that plan has been approved as a plan, and it did
not approve future pu.blic road statua. but that 15 the aite planJ l:f',.~y'au

Will, which was approved. So, what changes are we making to that plan by
our application for amendment and we are making the change to specifically
designate Recreation Lane as a public road.

MR. RUNYON: That 1s pretty relevant then. This plat is not the plat
that you are arguing.

MR. HOBSON; No. 1t is not the plat that we are arguing against.
We are now asking that you approve that road as a public road and not make
us build another'road coming out here, which we cannot, to serve those 14
lots. He is not asking us to build another road to serve. Recreation Center
but to serve the 14 lots.

MR. SMITH: If I gathered from the testimony of the opposition, what
they were asking for is an equal distribution of the traffic. NOW, whether
it is one to serve the Cloister Development or the Recreational area --

MR. HOBSON: (Interposing). I would say that that is a more reasonable
position, but that is not what he said. He said he does not oppose the
Recreation Center, he does not oppose the development of the 14 Iota tn the
Cloisters -- and he does not oppose the Recreation Center traff1-c C,ORll-ng
down Recreation Lane. but he wants the 14 lots' traffic to go out the
other way. Now. I submit to you on the evidence. that that is not a
reasonable position.

MR. SMITH: I gathered from the testimony and maybe I am wrong' that
what h~.... actually he did not want to see any change from the origtnU,
Use Permit on the publiC access road -- in other,words, public access ~
a future development. The original permit was conditioned on that re.a1n~bg
a private road, but he had no objection to an even distribution or the
traffic if you Would come up with a plan that would serve the one area as
opposed to the other. In other words, I think we had earlier discussed,
wlth both you and Mr. Brown the possibility of bringing in a road possibly
for the Recreational Center to serve the R~creational Center at another
entrance providing direot access to the Reoreational Center and using this
road for the Cloisters which you are trying to develop.

MR. HOBSON: Tha~ may be your position, but yOU heard Mr. BDOWO'b and
that is not his.

I
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MR. HOBSON: But he does not object to the Special Use Permit being
amended to bring a road through the Special Use Permit area to serve the
Cloisters' 14 lots and aome out through Lakeview Drive.

MR. SMITH: Because it gives a more even distribution of the traffic
and it was not originallY intended that there be any additional traffic on
this road other than the access to the ftecreattonal Area and had this proposal
been presented to the Board 1n 1969 as the Recreation proposal was presented
it would have given us different light. It would be something that we
should have aeted on at that time.

I

I
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MR. SMITH: Maybe I misunderstood. In other words, I gathered from
testimony that they object to any change 1n the status of this road at
present time it it 1s going to serve additional uses and I can see that.

I
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MR. HOBSON: That 1s not where we are today'. That was where we were
last Oetober.

MR. SMITH: Well, we have to revert baek to that oeeasionally in
order to keep the reeord clear.

MR. HOBSON: It is confusing, but the matter now stands that we are
asking you to amend the Special Use Permit to approve public status of
Recreation Lane to serve the 14 lots, Recreation Lane as it now sits and
the opposition says they do Dot object to the Recreation Center, nor
recreation traffic ustng Recreation Lane. nor to the Cloisters and the 14
lots and its e~try onto a public or private road out to Lakeview Drive.
That'would require an amendment to the Special Use Permit. at least. that is
the assumption. But. they do object tb the public road being the Recreation
Lane 'C.or the s arne 14 lots.

MR. SMITH: I can only allow you a question, if you have a question.
Mr. Brown.

MR. BROWN: I really want to state for the record one sentence --
that Mr. Smith's characterization of our community's position is absolutely
correct and we adopt it.

MR. SMITH: All right. This completes the publie hearing. What is the
pleasure of the Board in relation to ,the request? We have received considerab e
testimony and severaldocum~nt8andwe need some time, I think. to assemble
adecislon in the matter. Mr. Hobson. the next regulav meeting of ,the
Board would be September 11th, as you can see from the testimony that.
we received here today. we need some time to go over it.

MR. HOBSON: The only problem I have 1s the Board of Supervisors! stay
expires the end of this month --

The Board cont4nued to discuss the deferral date.

The decision was to defer to September 11,1974 or. if necessary. the Cha1rman
is to call a SpeO.ial Mee-ting with 3 days hot ice to both sides. The hearing
will be for d&c181Qn only.

1/1
•

DEFERRED CASES:

THE MONTESSORI SCHOOL OF MT. VERNON. INC. T/A~ The Aquinas School, ( Mr.
& Mrs. Alvin F. Futrell. Operators), application under Section ,30-7.2.6.1.3.2
of Ordinance to permit private Montessori School in St. James Episoopal
Church,llO:1«1))4B, (5.1170 acres), Lee District. (RE-0.5), 3-110-74.
OTR. (Deferred from August I. 1974 for proper notices).

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Henry Henson, 9125 Patton BlVd. and Mr. Flatterty. 5605 Old Mill Road.
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Mr. Futrell represented the applicant before the Board. He stated that tn.. ",
have a lease with the church for 20 years. They plan to have a 5 day ,
per week operation during the normal school year. There will be no summer
activities. The children will be from 2 1/2 to 12 years of age. Their
hours of operation are from 9:00 to 3:00. Mt. Otten is present to speak on
behalf of the church. They have been operating nine years at a different
location, but they do not wish to expand their operation at the other location
because of the Montessori philosop~that the children should have freedom.
That is the reason they want to locate in this church facility. He stated
that his wife runs this school.

Mr. Henry Otten, 3204 No~ick Street, stated that he is Warden at the St.
James Church, is responsible for the real and personal property of the church
and is a member of the Finance Co~ttee. The use of the church by this
school has the'approval-Qf the·' ch'lll"cl).

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Davis who lives directly in back of this location
was present yesterday and could not come back today. He left a letter for
the Board to enter into the record. This letter was in objection to this
application. There were questions of the posting and whether or not this was
a commercial profit venture.

Mr. Runyon questioned the applicant on the point of the church being in a
commercial business.

Mr. Otten stated that ill the activities that go on in the church are only
charged a minimum fee for the purpose of maintenance, cleaning, etc.

Mr. Futrell stated that they are charge4 $112.50 per month which inclUdes
everything.

Mr. Smith stated that that would be a basic cost charge then. The church
certainly would not make any money at that rate.

Mr. Futrell stated that this is a profit making venture.

In application no. S-110-74, OTH, application by The Montessori School of
Mt. Vernon, Inc. T/X The Aquinas School, UDderSe~~,~~7.2.6.l.3.2,of
the Zoning Ordinance, to permit private 1fotrtes8oi'1.~Si:fbo61 ·in St. James Episcop
Church, on property located at Old Mill Road & Mt. Vernon Memorial Highway,
alSo':known as tax map llO-1«1)4B, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicapleState arid County Codes and in accordan
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 cont~guous and nearby.property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the
2nd day of August 1974.

3?i'
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AND, WHEREAS, the BoArd of Zoning Appeals has reached the foolowing conclusion
of law:

That tDe applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
ection 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

WHEREAS,
1.

6hurch.
2.
3.
4.
5.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fol;t.owing findinga"of fact:
That the owner of the subject property is Trs. of St. Jame$'Episcopal

That the present zoning is RE-O.5.
That the area of the lot is 5.1170 acres.
That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.
That compliance with all applicable county and state codes is require

I
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NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the-subject application be and same 1s
h~eby granted with the following limitations:

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

2. ThlM.permlt 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 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind.
changes 1s use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Boar
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approv
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to app
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than mi r
engineering details) withqut Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitu
a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be re~ponsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

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

6. The maximum number of chttdren shall be 75, ages 2 1/2 to 12 years.
7. The hours of operation shall ee 9:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M., five

days per week, Monday through Friday, during normal school year.
8. The operation shall be s~bject to hompliance with the inspection

report, the requirements of the Fairf~ County Health Department, the
State Department of Welfare and Institutions arid obtaining a Non-Residantial
Use Permit.

9. Landscaping md screening shall be provided to the satisfaction
of the Director of EnV1ronmental Management.

10. Applicant to obtain a report from the Department of Public Works
regarding any possible increase in sewage flow that may be created by this
addi tional use.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

FAIRFAX COUNTY PARK AUTHORITY - Request for out of turn hearing.

Mr. Smith read a:·letter~.8tlng:::::anout of turn hearing for September 11,
1974, as they were requested to complete this project in cooperation with
the Falr~ax County D~Rartment of Public Works, by the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Barnes moved that the request be granted.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

FRIED MOTEL, S-79-72, Granted June, 1972.

The Board discussed this case. This applicant was granted one extension.
Prior to the time that extension expired, the applicant requested another
extension as they,' were still unable to get a 'sewer hookup. The Board
denied that request in October, 1973 as the Board stated it was against
their by-laws to extend beyond the 180 day period. However, the Board in
the early part of 1974 ~een, granting extensions beyond the 180 day period
when the applicant was unable to get sewer hookups. The applicant feels that

Jf~
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they should also have been granted a l~nger extension and the Staff requested
that the Board reconsider this.

Mr. Smith asked if the extension had expired at the time they were requesting
the further extension.

Mr. Mitchell stated that the apPlicants were in the sewer rnoritorium.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has no authority to go back and pi8k it up.

Mr. Runyon stated that he would like to refer this case back to the County
Attorney to see if the Board could supply the applicant some relief.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could grant~them an out of turn hearing,
but the Board could not grant an extension to a Permit that had already
expired.

Mr. Mitchell stated that he was in the proeess of addressing a memo to the
County Attorney as to what has transpired and he would like to add to that
a statement from the Board asking if there is anything they could do to assist
the applicant.

Mr. Runyon stated that he would like to have the benefit of that memo. This
was deferred until a later date~ to be discussed with the County Attorney
before a final decision was made.

II

FITZGERALD KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS~ HOME ASSOCIATION. INC.~ V-84-74.

Deferred from July 24. 1974 for inspection report.

Mrs. Kelsey told the Board "that the applicant did not yet have all the
inspection;; reports and had requested that this be deferred until September,..'

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board defer it until September 18. 1974.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. B~er moved that the minutes be approved for June 12. 1974. Mr. Xel~ey

/ / seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

The hearing adjourned at 4:00 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey. Clerk

J'ilD
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APPROVED: j~~~~~;;~~~~;;:;;~::::_!
BY 3mth, ha rman
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was Held on Wednesday, September 11,"1974, 1n the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker;
George Barnes; and Charles Runyon. Mr. Wallace S.
Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, and Harvey
Mitchell, Planner, were present from the Staff.

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

II

10:00 - S?RINGFIELD SWIM AND RACQUET CLUB, INC., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 df Ordinance to permit addition of 2 tennis courts to
existing facility, 7401 Highland Avenue, 80-1«5»(52)1, (3.7492 acres
Springfield District, (R-12.5), 3-95-74.

Mr. Schultz, 6418 Floyd Avenue. Springfield, President of the Club, represente
the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were ruled in order by the Chairman. He stated
that the notices were not good. It is Just a list of n~es with a typewritten
note at the bottom saying that the application had been explained to
them. There are two contiguous property owners, Cardini Gillian, 5806
Amelius street, Lot 2 and Virginia Barbour, 5808 Amelia Street.

Mr., Schultz stated that they now have 525 family members and 80 parking
spaces. The parking lot has never been overcrowded in the 12 years he
has been a member of this Club. During swim metes, tne lot is approximately
two-thirds full.

The Cl:lalrman went through the old files and determined that they had
been 1n in 1967 to get a refreshment stand. He stated that the minutes
ot tha.t meeting refer to the 1964 application and says that that application
.et"forth the parking. unt'ortunately, the 1964 file could not be locate,d.

TReBoard determined that the parking is too close to the propertyllne
to meet tOday's Code, however, it' this recreation facility was ~onstructed

prior to 1959. the parking would be nonconforming as to that setback.

Mr. Smith inqUired how close the courts were to the nearest residence.

Mr. Schultz stated that there is a street in front of these courts and on
the otherslde of the street, there is an industrial park. On the other
side runnin! along the length, there are approximately three or four
houses. Th~ei8 never ~y use of the street for parking. In answ-r,to
Mr. BaDDes' question, M~. Schultz stated that they do have bicycle racks.
He stated that both or the people who live on both sides are members of
th1~~Cl~b and they are not distnrbednow by the ex1st1ng ~ourtB and the
bne~hey propose to bu1ld are rarther away from the res1dences than the
exist1ng-courts. .There 1s a barrier ot' trees that they will not disturb
which screen the site.

The Board discussed the hours of operation with the applicant.

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board has allowed some of the courts to begin
operation at 7:30 in the.morning when the courts are situated away from
residences. He also rem1nded the applioants that any after-hours parties
would have to be approved by the Zoninc AdddBtekrator.

Mr. Schultz stated that there wou14be no,p~ties connected with the tennis
courts.

Mr. Kelley stated that it 1s all under the same Special Use Permt. There
was no one to apeak in favor or in opposition to the application.
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In application No. S-95-74!. application by Springfield Swim & Racquet Club,
Inc. under Section 30-7.2.b.l.l, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
addition of two tennis courts to existing facility, on property located
at 7401 Highland Ave., springfield District, also known as tax map 80-1«5))
(52)l,County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals
held on the 6th day of september, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Springfield Swimming Club.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.1492 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable county and state codes is

required.
6. That the applicant has been operating a community swim and recre;(l

tion facility at this location pursuant to S.U.P. #5450 granted October
19, 1954, and amended oy S-738-67. J

AND" WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has ;r§!aehe'd-,the,·rollotfi~.cbn,~:

cIUsion~: of law: ~

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the. folilmwing 11m1tations:

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans submitted with this appl1cat.mn. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether
or not these. add!'t;:1onal uses or ohanges,requlre a Special Use Permit, s'hall
require approval or the Board of ZonlngAppeals. It shall be the duty of
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals,;approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4. The grant~ng of this Special Use Permit does not' constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this CoUnty and State. The Permltte$ shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED ina consplLcuous pIae'.along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the useandp~made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hOurs of operation of the permitted use.

6 _ The maximum:; number of family memberships shall. be 525.
7. The hours of operat~on ~hallbe 7:30 A.M. to 9:00 P.M. Any after

hours party will require writ_enpermlssion from the Zoning Administrator
and will be limited to six (6) per year.

I
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8. There shall be a minimum of 80 parking spaces and a rack for 30
bicycles.

9. All noise from loudspeakers, lights, etc. shall be confined
to said site.

10. All landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be to the satlsfactl
of the Director of Environmental Management.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

II

10:20 - IVAN L. REDDINGTON, appllcatlonunder SectIon 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit two car garage and equipment storage area closer to
side lot line than allowed by Ordinance, 6407 Charnwood Street,
79-4«2»590. (14,719 sq. ft.), Springfield District. (R-12.5).
V-96-74.

Mr. Reddington represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were 1n order. There was only one contiguous
property, Lawrence Gambino, 6405 Chainwood Street. The next nearest
property ownerS would be acrQss the street, one of whom was Butera, 6410
Chainwood Street.

Mr. Reddil'lgtcn stated that this is the only location on the lot where he could
put a garage because of the general shape of the property and the 'fact that
the lot falls off steeply from the house toward the rear. Most of the
other houses in the area have carports, but they are on the southerly
side, of the house and do not get the weather as his does.

He Btated that. he plans to use the same type material as is on the existing
house, brick and frame.

He.stated that Mr. Gambino has expressed no adverse comments to him. The
other neighbors are interest~d in his application as they would like to have
garages rather than carpopts.

Mr. Kelley stated that that was his point in asking if any of the other
neighbors have similar circumstanceS.

Mr. Smith inquired what other lots in this subdivision are similarly
situated 1.8 this one is.

Mr. Reddingbon stated that none are.

Mr. Smith stated that the statement he just made previously certainly
does not enhance his application because the Board has to consider a
variance baaed on this partiCUlar lot only and if it is a general condition
through the subdiVision, then the Board cannot grant it.

Mr. Reddington stated that it is not a general condition through the
subdivision. His house seems to be the only one that haa a location like
this, on a peninsula.

Mr. Smith stated that this is not a general condition.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition.

In application No. V-96-74, application by Ivan L. Reddington, under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit side yard vartance of 4.5 feet
for two car garage and storage area, on Property located' at 6407 Charnwood
Street, also known as tax map 79-4«2»590, County of Fairfax, Virginia
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adop~ the following
resolution:
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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 Fl1rfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and .

WHEREAS, following properipotice to the public by advertisement in a
local newsp~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 11 day of September, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Ivan L. & Doris M.

Reddington.
2. That the present zoning is R-12. 5. "
3. That the area of the lot is 14)719 sq'. ft.

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

1. That the applicant has satisfieq the Board that the following
physical conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the
Zoning Ordinance would result 1n 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) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the folloWing limiaations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless
construction has started or unless renewed by'8ction of this Board prior
to date of expiration:

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the exist1ngstructure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fUlfilling
his oblll.tion to obtain building permits, residential use permits and
the like thrOUgh the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

Mr. Kelley abstained, because he felt the other neighbors were awaiting the
outcome of this variance, this variance might lead to several in that
subdivision.

Mr. Runyon stated that each application would have to be considered on
its own merits. Each would have to show a hardship under the Ordinance.
This lot has a street on three sides.

Mr. Smith stated that bas€d on the caee before the Board, he would vote
for the application.

The motion passed 4 to O.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
II

10:40 - B. P. OIL, INC. application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permit pump island canopy c1$eer to front property line than allowed
by Ordinance! (9.5' from property line), 1958 Chain Bridge Road,
29-4«1))16, (23,97-8 sq. ft.), Dranesville District, (CG), V-102-74.

-and to permit variances to front setback reqUirements for pump
island and building.
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Mr. Timothy McPherson. 10560 Main Street, attorney for the applicant.
represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. Tqe contiguous owners were Cities
Service 011 Compan~J P. O. Box 7656. Philadelphia. Pa.) and Tyson Triangle,
Ltd. J Executive Office. Silver Spring. MarYland.

Mr. McPherson stated that the applicant wants to remove an existing three
bay service station and replace it with a self-service gasoline station
on property located between Chain Bridge Road and Old Route 123 at the
orthwesterll entrance to Tysons Corner Regional Shopping Center in
Draneavl11e District.

In his justlflcatlon.he snated that the way the property is shaped makes
it difficult to locate this facility on the lot without a variance.
This small island property 1s set in the middle of the Tyson's Corner commer
cial complex and contains only two parcels, both ~f which are utilized as
service stations. The property is very na~row and not large enough to
facilitate other commercial purposes. The other major physical feature
is the steep grade of the lot. The photographS which were submitted with
the file indicate the unusual grade of the property and how it slopes
seve~ely eastward in the direction of both Old Rou~123 and Chain Bridge
Road.

He stated that the proposed kiosk, islands and canopy are a single unit:
and that the individual variance requests are governed by that fact. As
a consequence, the canopy variance is based on the need to provide coverage
for the eustomer while obtaining gas. Because of the shallowness of the prop
erty, the pump island cannot be moved any further to the rear of the lot.
There is also an embankment at the rear of the lot due to its steep grade
which restricts the placement of the pump is~ands. The proposed rear
pump island provides for minimal turn around space, approximatelY 14'6"
between the island and the embankment ':and eXisting wall. The entire
buildln$ itself Is only 8' x 20' and is really an elaborate island with two
small restrooms, storage room and sales area. The building is centrally
located in the- three pumP-island, pre-engineered canopy. The size of the
lot along with1its peculiar shape aoes not allow~for sufficient depth to
place the building in this conflg~atkm","ithout a variance request.

He atated that instead of locating the facility 1n a north-south direction.
it wc:ulcl-Ieem ,p'Cl:8sible that a shift of 90 degrees would obviate the
neQ,•••1ty tor s6tle of thue variance requests. However, as the photographs
l'ridiqate, the gria. of the property prohibits any construction on an
.a8t~we8t axis. ~e property is further hindered by the, .fact that it is
suppounded by road.. Even thOUgh this is a very important advantage to
the property, it dots create serious access problems to the property if it
were on an east-west axiS.

He stated that the Gas & Go station will be in harmony with the adjacent
service station and with the other buildings in thiS commercial area.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated that the existing servioe
station was constructed in 1971 and that they do have a variance existing
on the building.

Mr. Smdth stated that noW they plan to enlarge the station from a 2 pump
island station to 10 pumps. He stated that they are trip!lng the capacity.

Mr. Paul W. ~ain. who is with B. P. Oil, 1 Rawling Plaoe. Wilmington, Delawar
spoke before the Board. He stated that the reason for the additional pumps
is because the Federal Governme~~ requested a non~leaded gasoline be
dispensed. They now have three~fpes of gasoline instead of 2. The number
of pumps isbaeed on the faster <aervice. The idea of this is that this is
a more economical operation and is dependent on the additional sales. With
additional pumps, they can service the customer faster rather than have a
line-up.
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Mr. Smith stated that the non-leaded gasoline only requires one dispensing
unit on each pump. This is a brand new. beautiful service station and
they would be tr~llng the number of pumps which is an expansion of an
existing facility that was built just three years ago. The Board has never
granted a canopy variance of this magnitude.

Mr. Rain stated that he feels they are reducing the use as they nO longer
will have repairs and other things that they are doing now.

Mr. Smith inquired if they were renting trucks or trailers there now.

Mr. Rain stated that they were not.

Mr. Smith stated that he hoped not, as they were not allowed to under the
Ordinance. He stated that there are8a lot of people who would say they
were deleting a service to the community by the Gas and ~o with no repair
service. .

Mr. Rain stated that there is still service at the William Penn location
which is within a mile or so. He stated that the only possible alternative
is to rebuild the wall in the back. They will have to reconstruct the
angle section of the wall which would move the canopy 7 feet.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not feel that the land are.~would lend itself
to this development for this standard pre~engineered building without this
considerable variance which he did not feel the Board has the authority
to grant.

Mr. Kelley inqUired if the photograph sketch they had submitted was exactly
what they were going to build.

Mr. Rain stated that it is exactly like that except instead of 2 columna
there will be a single column.

Mr. Smith stated that theY are also putting three pumps on each island
rather than the two that are on the photo. Mr. Smith asked if the Highway
is· going to widen this road.

Mr. Rain stated that he had seen a numb~~ of preliminary engineering plans
on the Tysons Corner area, but as of this date, they have no status as
far as a requirement under site plan.

Mr. Kelley stated that they would increase three times the use they now
have and this' application is asking for three variances instead of one.

Mr. Smith stated that canopies and pump islands are given an advantage
over the normal business operation by the Ordinance and they are requesting
variances beyond that which was granted by the Ordinance. Certainly,
this Board has to take this into consideration.,
Mr. Barnes said he was wondering if the applicant would feel they could
take this plan back and arrange something where the varaiances would not be
so great. He stated that he felt that this gaa-and-go service is the upcoming
thing and something that will have to happen from now on.

Mr. Smith ,stated that to consider granting these variances where the applioant
already has the reasonable use of the land is something this Board does not
have the power to do.

Mr. Runyon stated that the question is how many of the sites are you going
to find with roads on both sides like this.

Mr. Smith stated that that was why the original v.rlance was granted.

Mr. Runyon stated that the justification would be the fact that it is an
Wluaual site.

Mr. Smith told him to go back to the state and County Codes. They do have
a reasonable use of the property.
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Mr. Kelley stated that he could not support this variance request.

Mr. McPherson stated that he could not say that they will be able to come
up with a plan to eliminate any or the variances, but that they could
work on trying to get something more acceptable.

There was no one to speak 1n favor or 1n opposition to the application.

Mr. Barnes moved that this case be deferred to give the applicant a change
to revise the plats and see if they could not cut down the need for the
variances and come up ~tth something the Board could consider.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith stated that felt they should have come 1n with a minimum request
in the first place.

The motion passed ~ to 1 with Mr. Smith voting No. The deferral date
was set for October 16, 1974.

II

11:00 _ JOHN H. WOOD, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permit construction of screened porch claser to front property
line· than allowed by Ordinance, (3.8' variance, 31.2' from front
property line), 13701 Lynncroft Dr., 44-2(3))608, Brookfield
SubdiVision, (10,088 sq. ft.), Centreville District, (RT-IO),
V-10l-74.

Mr. Wood represented himself before the Bo.rd.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
were John E. Ridgely, 13703 Lynncroft Drive, Chantilly, Virginia and
Francis Wilson, 4112 Galesbury Lane.

Mr. Wood stated that his house is on a corner lot. The topography of the
land and the orientation of the present structure are such that it would
be architecturallY unsound and aestheticallY undesirable to build the porch
in any other location because,6n a corner lot, the proposed site is a
"front" for zoning purposes. Architecturally, it 18 the side (if the house.
On the north side of the house the land slopes upward away from the house.
Apart from the problems this grade would present in terms of excavation
and drainage, his house on this side is only 37 feet from his neighbor's
~e. Thus an 8 foot poroh would be less than 30 feet from his neighbor's
ThAv1ag room. On the west side of the house, the width of the porch would
be limited by the steep bank which made the split-level.a split-leveL
Grading of the neighboring property results in flodding of this area d~ring
heavy raine. Although building the porch on this south side requires
this variance of approIimately 3 feet, there is an additional 15 foot strip
of land which Is visually an integral part of his lawn. This 15 foot
strip of land l1es between the property line in question and the sidewalk
of Galesbury Lane. It resulted from building Galesbury Lane 30 feet
narrower than was originally planned, and has been dedicated along with
Galesbury Lane to the state of Virginia. He stated that the Virginia Depart
ment of Highways has told him that they have no plans for this _trip of
land and he is petitioning for it-to be vacated. However, aft-ermonthB of
disoussions, they have told him that it will not be done. In the meantime,
the proposed porch would be well in excess of of 35 feet from Galesbury
Lane and viaually would be set back farther than are the other houses on
the atreet.

.., In anawer to Mr. Smith'a question, he stated that he keeps that part of the
lawn mowed just aa ir he owned the property because it looks like part of
his lawn.

There was no one to sppak in favor or in opposition to the application.

3~?
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In application No.·,V-lOl-74,;appl!cat1on by John H.. Woods, under Section
30-6.6'..'of the, Zoniri'g Ordlnane~, to pet'Rl.l t front yard varianoe of 3.8 feet,
on property located at 13701 LYnnerof·t Drive, ala'o known as·'tax map 44-2
(3»608, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS. folloWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to oontiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 11th day of September, 1974, and

I

I
WHEREAS,
fact:

1.
2.
3.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

That the owner of the subject property is John H. & Ann G. Wood.
That the present zoning is RT-IO.
That the area of the lot 1s 10,088 sq. ft.

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that thefo11owing
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 irregtW.:~r shape of the lot,
(b) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

NOW, THgREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following11m1tations:

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless
constnuction has stabted or unless renewed by action of this Board prior
to date of expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of existing structure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirementl!l144\r ".
this county. The applicant shall be himsi!!lf responsible for fulfilling
his obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permits and
the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Wood questioned the limitat~on that stated that construction must begin
within one year. He stated that since he filed for the variance, he found
that he would be leaving the area for one~ye:ar and requested that the
variance be extended for a longer period.

Mr. Smith advised him to wait until about a month before the expiration
date, and write the Board and request an extension based on that hardship,
and the Board would consider it at thea time.

•-rr------------------------------------------------------------------------
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l~: 20 ~ PLEA,~,ANT. YALLI\," "J'!I\!'lQRIAL1'A~,•"'~,tIJl,',' ,lll'!'"l~.cA,~l,O,,,, ,<moor, (l.e.c~~on .,.,
j, 30,.7 .2.~:.1:l,oR,,*,,~anc..,:~ , 1~ ~l<~.. ~ta!:tllg ",a_le"",~

" 84aO,Jidi'''UMv.'' Turnp1tke", ¥"'3(ClI'l'l'i', (la.6'~ 09"03). Providence '
District, (RE-I) , S-103~74.

Mr. William Hansbarger, Attorney in Fairfax, represented the applicant
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were 1n order. The contiguous owners were
Fairfax County Christian Church, P. O. Box 208, Annandale, Virginia and
VEPCO, 907 West Glebe Road, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that a Special Use Permtt was granted 1n 1963
for a cemetery on this property. This was an application by J. D.
Williams and John Ours and covered 57.5 acres of land. It was amended
on March 23, 1971, upon application of Pleasant Valley Memorial Park. Inc.
to cover 11.6571 .~res of land, to permit erection of a mausoleum. The
mausoleum that was built in 1964 under site plan approval was not SUbject
to a Use Permit requirement. He stated that trying~to reconstruct the
history. in 1964, it was ruled that it was an accessory use to a cemetery
and no use permit was required. They are now trying to complete the stru¢tu~

that was begun and to set the record straight because he is aware that the
Board now rules that a mausoleum is not an accessory use to a cemetary.
The total number of crypts in this addition will be 372, making a total
of 552. The height of the proposed addition will be 4 tiers but will not
exceed 15'. The construction will be stone and mortar as is the existing
structure.

Mr. Kelley asked if they eventually plan to close the gates at night.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that they do. The property is fenced.

Mr. Smith stated that the plats should be revised to show the fence.

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until September 18. 1974 for
new plats showing the fencing.

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

II

11:40 - PARKMONT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, application under Section 30-1.2.6.1.3.2
of Ordinance to permit school of general education for 65 students
in existing building, 1341 Springhill Rd., 29-1«1))55. (4.7980
acres), Dranesville District. (RE-l). S-125-74; OTH.

Mrs. Lewin, treasurer of the Parkmont Junior High School, appeared before
the Board to state that they would like to request a deferral on this
hearing until the 25th of September. The reason is because they are also
scheduled to be heard for another location on September 18, 1974.

Mr. Smith checked the notices which were in order. The contiguous property
owners were Shiloh Baptist Ehul!ch', 8520 Lewinsville Road, (lot 56) and
Jeffrey Easterson, 7B15 Leesburg Pike.

Mr. Baker moved that the request be granted and that the case be deferred
until September lB. 1974.

I

I

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

II

12:00 - SIDEBURN CIVIC ASSOCIATION & FAIRFAX COUNTY PARK AUTHORITY. a~~licati n
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to permit recreational
facility (mu1ti-use courts) for community use. 10229 Zion Drive,
68-4«1))47, (3.008 acres). Springfield District. (RE-1) , S-130-74.
OTH.
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Mr. Smith inquired as to why the Fa1rfax County Park Authority filed as
applicant.

A g.entlerrian fr'l!lJI\' tl't.e :P~k A'Utho~tt~ {l,tate4' th-at,,:t~t _~l"e "a$d te-,d~th±~
joh for the 'civie as-,ftrc t"at lon', .

Mr. Smith stated that they could have done that without having to be part
of the application. He noted the applicolition form which read "Name of
Applicant, 'Fairfax County Park Authority'll,

Mr. Smith stated that if this was owned am controlled by the Park Authority)
the Park Authority would not need a Use Permit. He stated that he thought
the Park Authority should have to get Use Permits but they have not 1n the
last few years. Mr. Smith stated that Sideburn Civic Association should
be the applicant if they own and operate~ the facility.

Mr. Runyon so moved. Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed
unanimously.

Mr. Rosenberger, attorney for Richmarr Construction Company spoke in favor
of the application. In~answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Rosenberger
stated that Richmarr has not made any recreational land available to the
people in Sideburn Civic Association because the facility that has been
developed in Kings Park West is difficult to get to and there is no
direct tie in between Zion Drive and Kings Park West. The approach has
been to try and improve the facility which is immediately available to
those people. The Richmarr Construction haa donated $40,000 which is
to be utilized to purchase the additional 2 acres which is being addid
to the community center and the rema$ning amount is to upgrade the community
center bUilding itself.

Mr. Francis Honesty, resident of the Zion Drive Community, spoke in favor
of the appltcation.

IIi-answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Goins stated that they plan to put
lights up on these courts sometime 1n the future. It will begin as a day
light until dark operation. They actually work in cooperation with the
Recreation Department of the County.

There was no one to speak in opposition to the application.
---------------------------EsoLUTiON----------------------------------------
In application No. S-130-7~. OTH, application by Sideburn Civic Association,
Inc. under Section 30-7.2~6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit recreation
facility (mUlti-use courts). for community use, on property located at
10229 Zion Drive, Springfield District, also known as tax map 68-4«1))47.
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning AppealS adopt
the following resolution:

WEREAS,'the captioned application has been properly file<t in accordanoe
with the requl~ements of all appl~cable State and County Codes and in accord
ance with the by-laws of the Ftlrfax County Board of Zoning- Appeals, and

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper. posting of the property. letters ~9:;-99ntiguous and nearby
propertY0Wfiera, and a pUblic hearing by the"'''Board of Zoning AppealS held on
the 11th day of September' 1974.

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOWing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Sideburn Civic Association

Inc_.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.008 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable county and state codes i_

required.

I

I

I

I

I
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SIDEBURN CIVIC ASSOCIATION, INC. (continued)

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same
1s hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and is not transferabl
without further action of this Board, and 1s for the location indicated
1n the application and 1s 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
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning APpeals (other than minor engineering details) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require approval of the Board of
Zoning Appeals for such approval~ Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board of Zoning APpeals approval, shall constitute a
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requtremehts. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Res
idential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Depar~Ments

of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted
use.

6. In the event lights are installed, the applicant must submit plats
showing their location.

7. The hours of operation shall be 7:30 A.M. to 10 P.M.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

II

12:20 - FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11
of Ordinance to permit Sunday Schoo~ and church seryices in mobile
classrooms, 9524 Braddock Road, 69-1 & 69-3«1))21, (5 acres),
Annandale. District, (RE-I), (Deferred from 1-24-74 for proper
notices). FULL HEARING. (S-83-74)

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
William Butler, 4721 Pickett Street and Robert J. Bennett, 9506 NanMill
Lane.

Mr. Smith stated that a Notice oe Violation was in the file and a letter
from the Zoning Administrator in connection with the eXis~ing facilities
which indicates that it 1s being used in violation of the Code and that the
Church has been·motified of that. There is Borne question whether the
Board has authority to hear the application until the problems are corrected.
Mr. Smith read the letter from the Zoning Inspector.

Rev. Calvert, Pastor of the Church, and representing the ChurOh before the
Board stated that he had talked with Inspector Walker just today. Inspector
Walker said it was possible for them to be able to borrow on their bond
to finish up the sidewalk that is necessary to be finished.

Mr. Smith stated that absent the Non-Residential Use Permit and in the face
of this Violation Notice, he did not feel the Board has the authority to
grant this additional use of the property.

1/
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Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, agreed with him.

Rev. Calvert stated that they would be happy to wait.

Mr. Baker moved that thiS case be deferred to October 16, 1974, for a full
hearing to give the applicant time to correct the deficiencies.

I
Rev. Calvert stated in answer to Mr. Smith1s question that bhe distance of
sidewalk they must construct is 270'.

Mr. Mitchell, Associate Planner, stated that he had also talked with Mr. I
Walker of Public Utilities and he told him that it wasn't just the sidewalk
that was holding up the Non-Rup, but the drainage problem. They are in viola ion
to the Erosion and Siltation Ordinance.

Mr. Barnes seconded Mr. Baker's earlier motion.

The motion passed unanimously to defer until October 16, 1974.

Mr. Smith stated that since the Notices were in order, it would not be
necessary to send new notices.

II

DEFERRED DECISIONS:

LAKEVALE ESTATES COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.
of Ordinance to permit construction of two tennis courts and repaving of
parking lot, additions to existing facilities, 2556 Oak Valley Dr., 37-4«5»
A, Lakevale Estates Subdivision, (11.276 acres), Centreville District,
(RE-O.5), (Deferred from 7-10-74 ~t request of applicant for full Board;
deferred from 8-1-74 for new plats and decision only). (5-74-74)

The Board was in receipt of a letter from James D. Pammel, 2517 Rocky
Branch Road, Vienna, Virginia, of the Lakevale Court Civic Association.

"On September 8th, representatives of the Lake.vale Court Community met with
Mrs. Catherine Clemente, ·President of the Lakevale Community Association,
to discuss the pointsethat our assocatlon raised in our letter of August
19, to you with respect to their applicat~on to the Board of Zoning Appeals
to expand their community facilities; e.g., tennis courts.

This is to inform you that as a result of this discussion with Mrs. Cl~flt.~

our assooiation is satisfied that every good effort will be made by the
Lakevale Community AssociatiOn to resolveJthe problems that we have identifie
and therefore, we aocordingly, now suppo~t their application aa presently
before YOU' together with the amended development plan for their recrea1>'ional
facilities as revised August 14) 1974 with one modification concerning the
development plan. Our association has requested and Mrs. Clemente has
agreed that proposed Play field #2 will be deleted and the area in which
the play field is located will be de~f1gnated as "paddock area or open apace. II

We would further request that the Board approve the Lakevale application
without further delay so that the grading and grass seeding can commence
within the nextaeveral ,eeks.

I would like to take this epportunity to express the appreciation of our
group to the Board of Zoning Appeals for their time and effort in assisting
our community in resolv~ng the issues raised in this application and we would
also like to express our appreciation to Mrs. Clemente and the Lakevale
Community association for their cooperative attitude 1n resolving these issue

Mr. Kelley inqUired if they were oleanln! up their property now.

The Zoning Administrator indicated that work is now being done 1n the clean
up process.

"
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LAKEVALE ESTATES COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION (continued)

Mr. Kelley stated that he certainly hoped so, that that was the biggest
meas he had ever seen, with the exception of the pool which was one of the
cleanest he had ever seen.

Mrs. Clemente was present to represent the applicant.

She came forward and deleted the propesed Playfield fI.2 and the area, where
it was to be located was indicated to be "paddock area or open':space. II

She signed the chasse representing Lakevale Estates.
----------------------------R~sOtOTIOR--------------------------------------
In application No. S-74-74, application by Lakevale Estates Community
Association under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1. of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
construction of 2 tennis courts and ~epavlng of parking lot, additions to
existing facility on prpperty located at 2556 Oak Valley Drive, also known
as tax map 37-4«5))A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with tl)e"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 lOth day of July, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Lakevale Estates

Community Association.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5 Cluster.
3. That the area of the lot is.ll.276 acres.
4. That the site is operating under Special Use Permit S-299-66 &

S~.580-67 .

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same
is hereby~antedwith the following limitations:

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from thiS date unless ccmstructltln.
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 plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures' of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, ~r changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) Whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Resi
dential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.
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6. The hours of operation for the tennis courts will be 7:30 A.M.
to 9 P.M.

7. All other requirements of the existing Special Use Permit shall
remain in effect.

8. The notated plat shall be that approved.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
II

LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER, INC., 8-112-74.

LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER, INC., V-113-74.

These two cases were deferred on August 2, 197~, until September 11, 197~,
or earlier, should the Chairman call an earlier meeting, for decision only.

(SEE VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT).

II

JACK MAIZE REPORTED ON VULCAN QUARRIES -- He stated that he had one question
for the Board to answer relating to this quarry operation in Occoquan. Does
the Board wish to have a very formal dust study report in the month of
October or in April of next year.

He stated that the reason for this question is that the Board has an annual
review and in that review the Board expressed the desire that the dust
study be continued and that the Health Department report back to this Board
in the month of October. The equipment to run tests for the study did not
arrive until recently, therefore, the data will not be complete at this time.
The Health Department is of the opinion that the Baard wants to hear this
in October as originally stated.

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to have a report based on the information
that is available on this in October. He stated that he would like to have
Mr. Maize's evaluation as to whether the conditions are improving.

Mr. Covington stated that the staff has not had enough time to complete the
study that the Board had requested s1nce:'j,th*,\ equipment did not arrive and the
Board would get a much more equitable report if the staff_Jltid a full ye,ar
to do the study.

Mr. Smith stated that he Just wanted to know if the condltlams were improving
or 4Bterioratingand if they are improving, what the improvement is over
this period of time.

It was the Board's decision to ask for a report in October.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

1. EVANS FARM INN·- Letter from Bayard D. Evans requesting that the Board
remove the restriction "no· further expansion of the restaurant facilities
will be permitted."

31'1

I

I

I

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

Mr. Runyon asked if what the Board was saying is that Mr. Evans cannot do
anything else on the property.

The Board read Mr. Evans' letter, which
that the restriction remain as granted.
denied.

is in the file, and Mr. Baker moved
In other words, that the request be

I

I
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Mr. Smith stated that he has several commercial uses there in that resldentia
area. It 1s not a popular thing to do, but tell him that he must look for
other avenues of development, other zoning categories, rather than coming
back again to this Board.

Mr. Runyon stated that he f&~t the Use Permit way 1s a good way to keep
a handle on this operation.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board does not have the authority to grant
restaurant UseB 1n residential areas any more. At the time this was granted
the Board did have that authority. This 1s a non-conforming use.

hot
Mr. Runyon stated that I:tthe Board d.be:scC¢have the authority, then the
Board did not have to put that restriction on.

Mr. Smith stated that if it was not on there, he could go back and file
again.

Mr. Barnes stated that the reason is the fact that the neighborhood does
not want a rezoning.

The motion passed unanimously to deny Mr. Evans' request.

II

I

I

I

2. MILDRED W. FRAZER, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Qrd. to permit
additional 125 students for private school, 4955 Sunset La., 71-4«1))12 &
23, Annandale District, (RE-O.5), S-192-74.

The Board took no action and stated that they would need additional informati n.
They asked the Clerk to bring this back at a later date, when she had
received the additional information.

II

3. RIVERSIDE GARDENS RECREATION ASSOCIATION -- The Board read letters
from Mr. Arthur W. Strickland, contiguous landowners of the applicant;
Richard Hobson, attorney for the applicant; and Mr. Wallace S. Covington,
Assistant Zoning Administrator, regarding violations of the Use Permit.

The Board asked that there be a current inspect10n to see if all the
items in violation were corrected and have a report on September 25, 1974,
if possible.

II

4. MRS. ELEANOR ROACH, Ox Road property under Special Use Permit for
Summer Camp.

The Board read the letters from Mr. and Mrs. Ronald Copeland, contiguous
property ownereof the applicant, and from sayeral other neighbors in the
nearby area. Mrs. Copeland alleged that there had been several vi~lations

and the other neighbors stated that there had been none. There was also
a copy ot a letter from the Zoning Administration to Mrs. Copeland regarding
tpe alleged violations.

The Board's decision was that there would be no action at this time as the
summer program was over.

II



Page 396
September 11, 1974
FORESIGHT INSTITUTE

5. FORESIGHT INSTITUTE -- proposed school underSpeclal Use Permit.
The Board read a letter from Dr. Salth stating-that they would have
to c&ncel their Special Use Permit as they had lost the contract on the
land. They are now looking ,. for another location.

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board accept the request without prejudice.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion' passed unanimously.

II

6. LUCK QUARRIES & AMERICAN ASPHALT PAVING, INC. -- The Board read the
letters and statement for inspection services. (INFORMATION ONLY; NO
ACTION NECESSARY).

II

7. PLUS TASK FORCE MEMBER (Mr. Smith) Netiflcatlon of two meetings 1n
September -- 7:30 P.M .• September 18, 1974 and 9:00 A.M •• Sm,ember
28. 1974. (IN?ORMATION ONLY; NO ACTION NECESSARY).

II

8. U-HAUL TRAILER "COMPANY -- The Board read a letter from Alton Littleton,
President, V-Haul Company of Northern Virginia, regarding his appearance
on July 31, 1974 before the Board of Sup~rvi80rs at which Mr. Smith was
present and -made a presentation.

Mr. Littleton asked for consideration to be abl~ to operate from service
stations located in the CG zoning classification. He stated that there"
were two questions of concern brought to his attention, taxes and accidents.
He then proceeded to clarifY U-HAULS' position on both those concerns.

II

9. FAIRFAX BAPTIST CHURCH. Variance granted, ,to allow al'r-conditionlng
units to remain closer to property line than is allowed by the Ordinance.

Mr. Runyon moved that this item be included with the hearing to be held
October 16.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

10. COLLEGE TOWN ASSOCIATES. S-14-74; Granted May 14. 1973 fD~ gas station
at the intersection of Braddock and Ox Roads, February 27. 1974 extended 6
months until September 14. 1974. Requesting another extension due to
unavailability of sewer.

Mr. Smith read the l~er of request to the Board.

Mr. Runyon moved to amend the Resolution granting the Special Use Permit
to change Limitation No. 2 to read:

"2. This permit shall expire unless renewed by action of this Board
upon whichever of the follOWing events shall last occur:

(a) Twelve months from this date.
(b) Three months after Fatrfax County permits connection with the

eXisting sewerage facilities thereon.
(0) Six months after Fa~rfax County permits a Site ~lan to be filed

thereon.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

II

I

I

I

I
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11. CAPITOL ,CARS & CAMPERS & ROBERT AND NANCY PEVER, Trading as RECREATION
CITY, 3-259-73; Granted May 15J19~4 to permit new franchise dealer for
reoreational vehicles and boat sales at 8142 Richmond Highway.

Request to be allowed to drop the name Capitol Cars & Campers, Inc. ao that
:~e permit will read Robert and Nancy Pever, Trading as Recreation City.

Mr. rarnes

Mr. Runyon

so moved that the request be granted.

seconded the motion.

I

I

I

I

The motion passed unanimously.

II

12. B. MARK FRIED, Special Use Permit granted June 28, 1972, 8-79-72,
proposed motel now known as Springfield Garden Mbtel.

The Board considered the requ~$t _that had been made to the County Attorney's
office that the BZA reconsider their.aotion of October 24. 1973
denying the further extension of the Special Use Permit, considering the
fact that they have since that time sranted other extensions over and above
the 6 month period to other applicants with sewer hookup problems. However,
the Board did not start following this procedure until March of 1974. At
that point, the Special Use Permit had expired.

The Board discussed this problem and it was their opiDion, conourred in by
the County Attorney, that once a Special Use Permit expires, it is dead
and there is nothing that can be done except file a new application. The
Board stated that they wish to expedite this to alleviate any hardship
that this may have caused the applicant and they would be willing ~o grant
an out of turn hearing in order that this case may be reheard at the earliest
possible time.

II

13. LEROY AND HARRIETT ARMSTRONG. V-148-74. appl. to perm1i,~~pst~mc~~PnL'
of room addition closer to rear property line than allowed by Ord1nartce .
(8.8' variance -- within 16.2' from rear property line), (R-lO).

Mr. Smith read a letter from the oonstruction company requesting an out-of
turn hearing for the Armstrong's as they stated that the Armstrongs have
been the victim of a lot of different information over the past few months
from the zoning office. They contacted the zoning office in June to
construct an addition and were told that they did not need a variance.
Now they are told that they do need a variance and they CQuld not be heard
until November. They need a hearing sooner than November.

It was the Board's decision that they be granted an out-of-turn hearing
for October 9·

II

14. CHURCH OF THE NATIVITY. S-156-74 -- Mr. Smith read a letter from
Frederick Taylor. attorney for the applicant, stat!ng that they need an
out-of-turn hearing for this application as they are having problems meeting
the contract commitment. At the same time, he stated that he wished to
point out that they would have applied earlier. but they entered into lengthY
serious and,hopefully fruitful discussions With the Department -of County
Development to take into ~ideration the reservation of certain ground
for the proposed realignad~Keene Mill Road. As a reSUlt. co~siderable
time passed before they!wereable to reduce the general scheme of the reali d
Keene Mill Road to an exaot location running through their property.

It was the Board's decision that this case be scheduled for an out-of-turn
hearing for October 9. 1974.

II



vvu

Page 398
September II, 1974
AMOCO OIL COMPANY

14a. AMOCO OIL COMPANY, 8-157-74. Request for out~6~-turn hearing. B. P.
all Corp. Is In the process of building ~~new station at the intersection
of Lee Chapel Road and Old Keene Mill Road under Special Use Permit No. 8~69- 4 I
B. P. does not want to go ahead with this station and AMOeO- would like to
take it over. It will be leased and operated by their dealer who is
presently located at Wisconsin Avenue and Military Road In Washington D. Co,
which location will be vacated In the near future. AMOCO would like to
relocate this dealer to this location. Therefore, they request this out
of turn hearing so that their dealer may be accommodated without a loss
of income.

It was the Board's decision to schedule this case for October 23, if there I
is room on the Agenda that date, or October 16, whichever has the lesser
number of cases.

II

15. THE TIMBERS, S-158-73, granted Sept~er 12# 1973 -- Request for
extension. A new application has,·treI!lQc!!i:ll!!d'JWhldh','tncludes a swimming pool
and changes in the design and configuratton of the pool. However, this
new application cannot be scheduled unt.11 November, therefore, they need an
extension to continue this Special Use Permit until the amended one can
be heard.

It was the Board's decision to extend this Permit for 6 months from September
12, 1974.

II

16, CROWN CENTRAL PETROLEUM EORP., S-31-73, granted April 18, 1973.

This Special Use Permit was extended 6 months from April 18, 1974. It
will expire October 18, 1974. Site Plan has been approved and it is now in
bonding.

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board change Limitation No.2 of the Resolution
granting ~he Special Use Permit to read:

" 2. This permit shall expire unless renewed by action or this Board
upon whichever of the following events shall last occur:

(a) Tweive months from this date.
(b) Three months after Fairfax county permits connection with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
(c) Six months atter Fairfax County permits a Site Plan to be filed

thereon. "

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to 0 with Mr. Runyon
abstaining.

II

17. BURKE STATION SQUARE SWIMMING POOL ASSOCIATION, S-38~74, granted May
15, 1974,

Mr. Smith read a letter and the Board reviewed the plans for a change in the
landscaping plan.

It was the Boardls decision to accept the alternate landscape plan with the
stipulation that it is approved if the County Staff feels it is adequate

II

18. It was the Board's decision to change its meetingdat~for the month
of November to November 6, 13 and 20.

II

19. POTOMAC STAKE VIENNA WARD (CHURCH OF THE LATTER DAY SAINTS), S-146-73,
granted September 5, 1973.

The Board read a letter from Vietor H. Ghent, engineer for the project,
stating the progress that had been made toward beginning construct1on and
the problems that they had faced since S,ptember 5, 1973 and requested an
extension to the Speoial Use Permit.

I

I

I
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POTOMAC STAKE VIENNA WARD -- CHURCH OF THE LA'I"I'ER DAY SAINTS (continued)

Mr. Barnes moved that their request be granted.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

20. CEDAR KNOLL INN - RAJ J. MALLICK & THEODORA MALLICK

The Board Was in receipt of an Opinion from Judge Lewis Morris on this case
agAinst the Board of Zoning Appeals.

399

The Board discussed this case.
County Atto~ey to proceed with

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

/I

Mr. Baker moved that the Board request the
the appeal in this case.

I

Mr. Baker moved that the Minutes of June 19 and 25; July 10, 17 and 24,be
approved as corrected.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unaniaously.

II

The meeting adjourned at 5:27 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk

I

I

APPROVED

October 16, 1974
(DATE)



The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was Held Wednesday, September 18, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chainnan; Joseph Baker, George Ba:rnes; and Charles
Runyon. Mr. Loy Kelley was absent. Mr. Harvey
Mitchell was present from the Staff.

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

II

10 :00 - ROBERT M. & REBECCA SKALL, application under section 30-6.6 of
Ordinance to permit enclosed carport closer to side line than
allowed by Ordinance. 6333 Silas Burke Street, 78-4«4»13, (22,000
square feet), Springfield District eRE-I), V-IOS-14

Mr. Robert Skall represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Larry and T. J. Dell, 6337 Silas Burke Street and NorMae Inc., 8120
Richmond Highway.

,uu

I

I

I

Mr. Skall stated that they wish to extend the roof of their house to
cover an adjoining section of driveway in order to provide a carport. Since
an existing brick retaining wall exceeding 18 inches in height ~ld form
a side enclosure for the carport, this would constitute an encld'ad structure
8.1 feet from the side lot line, and since by virtue of the fact that this
isa substandard lot, the minimum required side yard setback is 15 feet,
they;:'n~ed,_'a variance of 6.9 feet to the requirement of the Ordinance.
He stated that he has owned the property for about a year. The previous
owner put in the concrete slab and the retaining wall because there is
a steep slope to the rear of the house wiich is very dangerous.

In anSwer to Mr. Barnes question, he stated that they plan to use the saa.
material &8 is in the existing house.

~~.!!_,:!~~_~~_~=_:~_~p=~_i~!~~:;_~:;_~!!_~pp~!i:~~!!_:~_':~!!_~.Pi:!..c:~~.: _
In application No. V-I05-74, application by Robert M. and ReheccaSkall
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit extension of roof I
to provide a carport with side variance of 6.9', on property loc~t.dat

6333,Silas Burke Street, also known as tax map 78-4«4»13, County of
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in aocordance
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, 4nd a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 18th day of September, 1974, and

WHEREAS,,~e_Boardof Zoning Appeals had made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Robert M. and Rebecca

Skall.
2. That the present zoning is RE-1.
3. That the area of the lot is 22,000 square feet.

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
consi~ions 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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the s~e

is hereby granted with the following limitations:
1. This approval is &ranted for the location and the specific structure

indicated in the plats i~luded 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 renew,d by action of this Board prior to date of I'
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expiration.
3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure.

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
II

10 :10 - JOSEPH N. COFFEE. JR., application under Section 30-6.6 of Or>dinance
to permit enclosure of carport closer to side and front lot line than
allowed by Or~inance, 3316 Holly Court, 59-2«8»(4)49, (10,000
square feet) Providence District (R-12.5), Holmes Run Acres Section
3, V-l06-74

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Allen
M. Clark, 7813 Holmes Run and Floyd E. Westbrook, 3318 Holly Court.

Mr. Coffee represented himself before the Board. He stated that he needs
this variance because there is nO place else to build on the lot that
would not also need a variance. This is a corner lot and the lot has an
irregular shape. Most of the other houses have enclosed their carports
also. In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated that he did not know
whether or not they needed var~ces to do this. He stated that he had
owned the property for three years and plans to continue to live there and
this enclosure is for the use of his family and is not for resale purposes.
He plans to use the same material for this encaosure as is in the existing
house.

Mr. Mitchell from the Staff stated in answer to Mr. Smith's question that
the reason the carport was allowed in the front setback is because the
existing structure was built prior to the adoption of the present Zoning
Ordinance when an open carport was allowed to extend into the required
front as well as side yard.

Mr. Coffee confirmed that the house is about 20 years old.

This enclosure will be 8.6 feet from thelOde lot line anq 30.15 feet from
the front lot line and since the minimum quired side and front setbacks
are 12 feet and 40 feet, respectively, t applicant needs variances of 3.4
feet to the side and 91S5 feet to the fr nt yard requirements.

Mr. Smith inquired ifhe would have someplace to park his car when he
encloses his carport and Mr. Coffee answered that he would have 40' of
driveway.

Mr. Smith stated that about any way he would build on the lot would require
some type of variance.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.
--------------------------------------------------~-------------------------
In application No. V-I06-74, application by Joseph N. Coffee, Jr., under
Section 30-6.6 of the zoning Ordinance, to peTmit enclosure of carport
(variance of front yard 9.85' and side 3.4', on prope~ty located at 3316
Holly Court, also known as tax map 59-2«8»(4), 49, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property,
owners, an~ a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 18th
day of September, 1974, and

4UJ..

'7 OJ
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WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Joseph N. and Lauren K. Coffe

Jr.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.S.
3. That the area of the lot is 10,000 square feet.

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

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

a. exceptionally irregular shape of the lot,
b. unusual condition of the location of existing buildings

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure.

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with f&urmembers present. Mr. Kelley was
absent.

II

10:30 - WOODLAWN COUNTRY CLUB, INC. I application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1
of the Ordinance to permit recreational and equipment storage
buildings (2 buildings) to be- constructed I 4813 Old Mill Road,
Mt. Vernon District (RE-D.S) 8-107-74

Mr. Hal Beachum, Vice President of the Club, represented the Club before the
Board.

I

I

I

Notices to property owners were in order.
L. Travers, 9044 Patton BlVd., Alexandria
Blvd., Alexandria.

The contiguous owners were Robert
and Stan G. Watts, 9100 Patton

Mr. Beachum stated that they would like to add two buildings to their Club.
The existing building has been in existence for 10 to 12 years and there
have been no improvements. One of these buildings will be used exclusively
for a Pro Shop which will be operated by the Golf Professional at the Club.
The exterior of this building will be of a stained plyWOOd (texture 1-11)
The roof will be flat with a frame mansard, or facade and screening to enclose
the mechanical equipment from street-level vision. The front and rear
entrances will be of aluminum frame with bronze glass. The facade
screening will be covered with composition shingles. The size of the
building will be 45' x 54'. This will be a slab on grade building.

The other building will be used for stoDage and will have a gable roof with
composition roofing and the stained, textured 1-11 plywood siding as
indicated for the Pro Shop building. This building will be 61' x 28'.

They will not be deleting any of the parking spaces he stated. This will
actually improve the parking area. There will be no increase in membership.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

I

I
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RESOLUTION

In application No. 8-107-74, application by Woodlawn Country Club, Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit Pro Shop
building and equipment storage building· on property located at 4813 Old Mill
Road, also known as tax map 110-1«1»13 A and 4, County of Fairfax, Mr.
Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application ha~ been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable Sta~e 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 18th day of September, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is REO.5.
a. That the area of the lot is 128.8291 acres.
4. That the site is presently operating under SUP No. S-617-67.

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, thathe 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 ~r from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed.by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

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

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not conaitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspic_Uous place along with the Non-Residen~ial

Use Permit on the property of' the use and be made available to all Depart
ments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the
permitted use.

6. All other requirements of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain
in effect.

I

I

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Beachum agin stated that there would
be no increase in membership. They have between ~50 and 500 patrons and/or
members. This is an eighteen hole golf course with fbur tennis courts, an
olympic size swimming pool, driving range and a clubhouse for social
activities and dining facilities. They employ approximately 15 to 20
people which does not include the golf course maintenance crews.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

~~:_~:~!~~~:~!_~:~~:?_!~_~~~~~~_~~=~_::~~:~~_~:?~~_~~_~:~~:~_~::::~2~~:~:7-7.
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10-50 - ALDERSGATE WESLEYAN CHURCH. application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of Ord. to permit nursery school for maximum of 100 children. ages
2 to 6 with no more than 60 to reamin longer than 4 hours daily,
7223 Roosevelt Avenue, 50-3«1»9, Tyler Park Subdivision, (50,515
square feet) Providence District, (R-IO),S-108-74

Katherine Sickles, 3917 Lincolnshire Street, Annandale, Virginia. represented
the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Harold
Hogan, Sr., 7214 Rice Street, Falls Church, Virginia and Mr. and Mrs.
Eddie Harlow, 7217 Roosevelt Avenue, Falls Church, Virginia.

Mrs. Sickles stated that they plan to care for a total of 100 children with
no more than 60 to remain longer than 4 hours daily. These children will
be cared for by half-day or all day, or only certain scheduled days. The
children will be organized in age gropps - Nursery, Jr. Kindergarten,
Kindergarten etc. and a planned teaching program will be utilized. The
number of employees will be on the ratio of 1 to 10. One of these
employees will be the director. The qualifications for employees will be:
the director shall be a college graduate and the teachers will be college
graduates or have some college training. Other attendants or aides will be
high school graduates at least.

She stated that the maximum trip generation will be whatever is necessary
to receive the children and have them picked up. They will not be
providing bus service. The area to be served will be the Tyler Park Area
and will be other areea~of Fairfax County as well.

Mrs. Sickles stated that she has never operated a school merse!f but me
has taught for about 15 years. This is under the sponsorship of the church.
They have a Board of Directors who will answer directly to the church
Board.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application.

Mr. Lee Stokely, 7244 Roosevelt Avenue, spoke in opposition to the application
He stated that he also had a letter of opposition from the Tyler Park
Citizens Association. He stated that he objected to this commercial operation
in this residential neighborhood. He asked that the Board deny this
application or delay the decision until more of the nearby residents can
be made aware of the application. He stated that traffic in this
area is a bad problem as the streets are very narrow and cars must park
on the street.

Mr. smith stated that there could be no parking on the street for this use.
The children waRd have to be dropped off on the church property.

Mr. stokely stated that he lives direct~y acrosS from the church. Mrs.
Sickles lives in Annandale and would not be subjected to all this traffic
in front of her house.

Mr. Smith and Mr. Barnes stated that they felt this is a good use of a
church building during the week when it otherwise would not be used.

Mr. Mitchell stated that there is a provision where a church may have a
church school without getting a Special Use Permit from this Board. It
can be allowed by the Zoning Administrator as long as the school has no
more than 60 children and meets certain other criteria.

Hr. wayne Winefield, 2944 Irvington Road, Falls Church, Pastor of the
Church, stated in answer to one of Mr. Stokely's questions that he knows
of no plan that the church has to try to purchase the park land
contiguous to the church property.

Mr. Leone, 2945 Irvington Road, spoke in opposition to the application.
He stated that the traffic is the main objection that he has. There are
three entrances coming into the Tyler Park community and all traffic must
go by this church.

Mrs. Leone also spoke in opposition because of the traffic hazard that
wadd affect the safety of their two children. She stated that the citizens
association really didn't have time to get a Petition together against this
application to show the Board just how many of the people in the community
are against it.

I

I

I

I
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Mr~. Sickles stated in rebuttal that they would encourage carpools which
would help the traffic problem. Most parents in this area work so they
would be going out in the morning taking their children somewhere anyway.
They hope to provide a needed service to the community. They could
design more parking if they need it.

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, Mrs. Sickles stated that they do not
know how many of the children would come from this neighborhood. They
have had several calls from parents in the neighborhood inquiring if they
do have a Kindergarten. The former Pastor's wife cared for a number of
children in her home, therefore, the church felt there was a need.
They do have a few members from this neighborhood.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, she stated they could operate with
a total of 60 children for the first year or so.

Mr. Smith Sated that he felt they could do this by right without a Special
Use Permit.

Mrs. Sickles stated that they have conferred with Mrs. Bateman from the
Health Department many times and Mrs. Bateman feels that they should have
a Special Use Permit and that they could not get a Health Department
Permit until the Special Use Permit was obtained.

The Staff Report stated that a number of parking spaces in the existing
parking lot are non-conforming as to the specific requirement for setback
of parking spaces for all Group VI uses. The general requirement as to
access for the use proposed, subject to modification by the BZA, indicates
as a guideline that for 100 children access should be via a Collector
street, and although the street classifications are not clearly defined
in the Comprehensive Plan for Jefferson Panning District, Roosevelt
Avenue and Irvington Road would be presumed to be in the lower classification
of Local Thoroughfare. Otherwise, this application meets the specific and
general requirements of the Ordinance for the use proposed.

Mr. Barnes stated that he felt this shOUld be deferred until the Board
could take a look at this property. He stated that this location is a
problem since they do not have sidewalks, have narrow streets and the
houses do not have driveways. He made this his motion.I
Mr. Runyon stated that he has looked at this property and
very locally oriented. He stated that by looking at this
see that it is really going to be difficult for people to
and from this property. There is a Graham Road Methodist
would be ideal for this type school or child care center.
he felt the Board should take a look at this location and
the block a couple of times to understand the problem.

the streets are
lrea, you can
easily get to
Church which

He stated that
drive around

I

I

Mr. Smith stated that some of the people who live in this community have
been there a long time, but the church does have the right fo~ some use of
the building.

Mr. Baker seconded Mr. Barnes' motion.

The motion passed unanimously. This is for decision only.
Mr. Smith noted that there is a letter from Mrs. Helen Smith in opposition
in the file. She is Chairman of the Tyler Park Citizens Association.

II

11:10 - GLENN E. & ROSE K. EICKENHORST, application under Section 30-6.6 of
Ordinance to permit addition to garage closer to side lot line
than allowed by Ordinance, 7924 Frye Road, 101_1«5»(19)16, Mt.
Vernon Valley Subdivision, (11,335 square feet), Lee District
(R-12.5), V-l09-74

Mr~.Eickenhorst presented the case to the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Carlos Shaner, 7926 Frye Road and Mr. and Mrs. K. Guard,7925 Fitzroy Street.

Mrs. Eickenhorst stated that they decided to enlarge their driveway with
the intention of adding a garage to their existing house and when they
called the County to see how close they could come,they were told that
they had to have 12 feet on one side and 8 feet on the other. After they
dug all the footers, she recalled the County and was told that it had to
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be 12 feet on each side. There is a new housing development directly in
the back of their house and the new houses have different zoning restriction
One of the new houses in the rear of their house and whose property line
joins theirs, has the maximum distance of 8 feet.

Mr. Mitchell explained that the zoning is different in that section. It is
Cluster zoning.

Mrs. Eickenhorst stated that they have owned the property for two years
and plan to continue to live there.

Mr. Smith asked if they could not build a garage and meet the side line
restriction~ 12 feet.

She stated that they were given the wrong information by the County and
they feel that a small garage would not do that much good. The
footings have been dug. She did not have the names of the people in the
County who gave her the misinformation.

I

I
Mrs. Loder, 7922 Frye Road~ next
opposition to this application.
husband which she read.

door to the subject property~ spoke in
A letter was in the file from her

There was no one to speak in favor of the application.

Mr. Barnes stated that he would say move the footings and comply with the
12 feet. He stated that the Board of Zoning Appeals could not do anything
about the misinformation. The Board has an Ordinance to live by also
and she has not presented a good case for a variance under the hardship
section of the Ordinance.

Mr. Smith stated that if they had requested a building permit, they Would
have found out that the setback was 12 feet.

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not feel the neighbor's complaint about the
drainage or the ventilation speaks to the Ordinance either, but the Board's
problem as Mr. Barnes stated is having to justify the hardship and in
this case, the Board can't justify it and neither has the applicant.

In application No. V-I09-74, application by Glenn E. and Rose K. Eickenhorst
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition to garage
with side yard variance of 3.7 feet, on property located at 7924 Frye Road,
also known as tax map 101-1«5»(19)16, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance wit
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by~laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals l and

WHEREAS l following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby propert
owners and a public hearing by the Board Septembe~ 18, 197~, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owne~ of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 11,335 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, The Board has reached the following conclusions of law:
1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that the physical con

ditions exist which under a st~ict 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.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ~esolved that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley
was absent.

II
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11:20 - OAKTON LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, LANDOWNER, AND THE NATIONAL BANK OF
FAIRFAX, Lessee, application for variance of hardship under
Section 30-6.6 and 30-16.8.3 to permit sign: at 2928 Chain Bridge
Road, for The National Bank of Fairfax, 47-2«1»99 (1.3603 acres)
Centreville District (C-OL), V-129-74

Mr. Tom Lawson. attorney for the applicant, represented the applicant
before the Board.

Mr. Lawson stated that Mr. Kelley is not present today and he would ask in
view of that that this meeting be postponed until the next meeting of the
Board and the reason is, Mr. Kelley had evidenced some concern and iriterest
in this partiCUlar case and he stated that he felt this is a serious
and important case to his client and in view of that, he felt the case
should be hea~d by the enti~e Boa~d.

M~. Smith stated that it would p~obably be the fi~st of Octobe~ before
the Board could ~eschedule it.

Notices to prope~ty owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Appalachian Outfitters, Inc., 2938 Chain Bridge Road, Oakton and Paul J.
and Helen R. Lettieri, 9504 Wallingford Drive, Burke, Virginia.

Mr. Smith inqui~ed if the~e was anyone else in the ~oom interested in this
case. There was no one.

Mr. Baker moved that the request for defev~al be granted.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

4Uf

The motion passed unanimously with the
deferral was set for October 9, 1974.
notification would be required.

II

members present. The date for
Mr. Smith stated that no new

I

I
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11:40 - INTERNATIONAL TOWN AND COUNTRY CLUB, INC., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance to permit addition of 4 tennis courts
and 2 storage buildings to existing club facility, 13200 Lee Jackson
Highway, 45-1((1»)106, (240.87 acres), Centreville District (RE-l)
8-100-74.

The portion of the case involving the tennis courts had been defer~ed from
July for proper notices. In the meantime, the applicants filed a new
application requesting the storage buildings. These two requests were
then readvertised and scheduled togethe~.

Mr. Robert Kohlhaas, attorney for the applicant, with offices on East Broad
Street in Falls Church, represented the applicant befo~e the Board.

Notices to prope~ty owne~s were inorde~. The contgguous property owners
were Chantilly Fa~ms Limited Partnership, 10604 Warwick Avenue, Fairfax,
and Rollin Mo~ris, P. O. Box 4, Chantilly, Virginia.

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that nei~her the tennis courts nor the sto~age buildings
would change the membership or the need for additional parking spaces.
The total membership is 530 golf members and a total overall membership of
875.

M~. Barnes stated that he had been by this facility a numbe~of times and
had seen the tennis cou~ts.

Mr. Smith stated that then he assumed that the tennis cou~ts are now there.

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that they are the~e.

Mr. Smith inquired if the buildings were also there.

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that they were not.

In answer to Mr. Smith1s question, Mr. Kohlhaas stated that one of the
buildings will be metal and the other one will be cinderblock to match
the golf cart equipment shed that is.now there. The equipment shed is
already on the premises over near a house that is a histo~ical site and
that is one of the reasonS they want to move it, to get it away f~om

the historical site. The old house is now being ~aed~:by the greens keeper
so he can be on the site to keep an eye on the p~operty.
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Mr. Smith stated that the applicant has not complied with the original
permit as to the spaces for parking.

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that there are actually 200 parking spaces. There
was an error in the plans, but new plans have been substituted which show
the additional nine parking spaces. They are around the drive in front of
the building.

Mr. Lenn Koneczny stated that there arena parking spaces in the front of
the building to his knowledge. There are a couple of parking slots that
say "reserved parkingu .

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that these are reserved for members of the Board where
they don't want general parking. They also have some general parking
spaces near the tennis courts.

Mr. Barnes stated that there is certainly plenty of room to add more spaces
if need be.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-100-74, application by International Town and Country
Club under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition
of four tennis courts and 2 storage buildings, on property located at 13200
Lee Jackson Highway, also known as tax map 45-1«1»106, County of Fairfax,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 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 18th day of September, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the Subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is REQI.
3. That the area of the lot is 240.87 acres.
4. That the site is presently operating under SUP, S-675-67.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
on the plans submitted with this application. Any additional Structures
of any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans
approved by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or
not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee
to apply to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor
engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and establtshed procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL ~OT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

I
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S. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL,BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permi t on the property of the use and be madearailable to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted
use.

6. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain
in effect.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

Mr. Kohlhaas thanked the Board for its kind indulgence in the problems
that occurred prior to this hearing.

II

12:00 - PARKMONT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2
of the Ordinance to permit school of general education for 60
students, 1670 Chain Bridge Road, 30-3«1))54 and 55, Dranesville
District (4.00018 acres), (R-12 .5), 8-135-74

Mr. Steven S. Boynkin, member of the Board of Directors, represented the
applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order.
were Henry T. Magarity, 1676 Chain Bridge
and Mr. Morsavi,1678 Chain Bridge Road.

The contiguous property owneDS
Road and Alex Dean, 1457 Wasp Lane,

I

I

I

Mr. Boynkin stated that for the past two years they have been renting Marymoun
College in Arlington. They no longer can use this facility and had found
what they felt would be a suitable location and had scheduled a hearing
before this Board; however, that facility in Annandale burned due to arson
and the school had to be demolished. This location is in McLean.

Their school has no night',ime activities. The transportation is by carpools,
by public transportation, or by their parents dropping them off. The
school will provide no bus service at this time. The school hours are
from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. They have no plans for expansion of the
facility since this old house will serve their needs.

Mr. Boynkin stated that a meeting was held at the Lewinsville School to
answer any questions the neighbors might have about their school and explain
the purpose of the school. He read a letter written by the President of
the Lewinsville Citizens Association addressed to the Board in support of
this application.

Beverly White, 7380 Eldorado,spoke in support of the application.

Mr. Spurgeon one of the contiguous property owners spoke in opposition to
the application.

Mrs. Dor~y, 1502 Wasp Lane, spoke in opposition to the application.

Mr. Boynkin then spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that
there should be no noise from this school. The playing fieldS are far
removed from the adjacent houses. Mr. Morsaviwas present earlier and
authorized him to say for him that he was in favor of this application.
As to the statement of Mr. Spurgeon that this school would expand like
Evans Farm Inn has, they have stated earlier that they have no plans for
expansion. This school works because it is small. They are not interested
in a growth pattern. They have 60 students now and plan to stay at 60.
This is a non-profit school.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Boynkin stated that they are aware
of the inspection report and the work that needs to be done and they will
start this afternoon if this Special Use Permit is granted. They are
now in operation but have a mobil classroom program where the teacher takes
the children to various government activitieS throughout the Metropolitan
area. They have one of the classes present in the Board Room today.

There was no one else to speak either in favor or in opposition to this
pplication.
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In application No. S-135-74, application by Parkmont Junio~ High School
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit school of
general education for 60 stUdents, on property located at 1670 Chain Bridge
Road, also known as tax map 30-3«1»54 G 55, County of Fai~fax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting ,of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
prope~ty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 18th day of September, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the ,subject property is Warren R. Birge, Jr., W. C.

Thomas and P. Ray McInnis.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5
3. That the area of the lot is 4.00018 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeis has reached the following conclusionS
of law: ,{

1. That the applicant has p~esented 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.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless 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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
apply to this Board for such, approval. Any changes (other than minor:
engineering details) without Board of Zoning AppealS approval, shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not cmnstitutean
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtainQd.

5. The resolution pertaining to the grantin~ of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicpus place along w~th the Non-Residential
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use~

6. Hours of operation are from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday during the school months.

7. The number of students shall not exceed 55 with ages from 11 to 15.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

II

DEFERRED CASES:

SHOW-CAUSE HEARING, SHELL OIL COMPANY, 6136 iBnconia Road -- inadvertently
put in the printed Agenda. Should be in the Agenda for September 25, 1974.

II

I

I

I

I

I
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HELEN R. CARLSON. application under Section 30-7.2.6U.8 of the Ordinance
to permit nursing facility in existing single family dwelling, 7804 Lee
Avenue, 102-2«17»106, Wellington Section 2 (42,797 square feet)
Mt. Vernon District (RE-D.S) 8-87-74 (Deferred from 7-24-74 for further
study)

Mr. Smith read a letter from the attorney representing the applicant
requesting that this case be withdrawn.

Mr. Barnes moved that the case be withdrawn.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley absent.

II

FITZGERALD KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS HOME ASSOCIATION, INC. OF ALEXANDRIA, V-84-74
to permit waiver of paved parking lot requirement.

This case had been deferred from 7-24-74 and again 8-2-74 to allow
applicants to get their inspections finalized prior to getting a Non
Residential Use Permit.

Now, the County Arborist has made suggestions as to how they can put in
the parking lot to save as many trees as possible. They have to revise
their plats to show this change in conformity with the County Arborist's
suggestions.

The Board deferred this case until October 30, 1974 for final decision
and reports.

II

PLEASANT VALLEY MEMORIAL PARK, INC., application No. S-103-74 to permit
addition to existing mausoleum. Case heard September 11, 1974 and
deferred for new plats showing the fencing around the property.

The new plats had been received and were in order.

In application No. S-[03-74, application by Pleasant Valley Memorial Park,
Inc., under Section 30-7.2.3.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition
to existing mausoleum on property located at 8420 Little River Turnpike,
also known as tax map 59-3«1))17, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the- captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby prop~rty

owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the
11th day of September, 1974 and deferred until September 18, 1974 for
decision only.

L~LL

That
That
That
That
ThatI

WHEREAS,
fact:

1.
2.
3.
O.
S.

the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
the present zoning is RE-l.
the area of the lot is 10.64 acres.
compliance with the site plan ordinance is required.
the applicant is presently operating under SUP # S-33-71.

I

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:
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PLEASANT VALLEY MEMORIAL PARK, INC. (continued)

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use. additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit,
shall require approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee
to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes
other than minor engineering details without Board of Zoning Appeals approval
shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during thelnurs of operation of the permitted use.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley absent.

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
II

BERNARD C.COX. S-182-73, SUP for riding stables and boarding horses.

Mr. Smith read a report from the Zoning Inspector regarding this location.

The Board deferred this case until September 25. 1974 for the Zoning
Inspector, Mr. Atlee, to be present.

II

THOMAS J. PETTIN, V-160-73, variance to permit swimming pool closer to rear
property line than allowed; Granted September 26, 1973.

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. pettin who said that he was supposed to
have been transferred and therefore did not begin building the pool.
However. he was not transferred and wished to have a 6 month extension.

Mr. Barnes moved that the request be granted. Mr. Baker seconded the
motion and the motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

II

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes of August 1, 1974 be approved as corrected.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley Was
absent.

II

The meeting adjourned at 1:30 P.M. without breaking for lunch.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk

APPROVED October 30, 1974
DATE

Lj/J
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, September 25, 197~. in the
Board Room of the Massey Building. Present:
Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman;
Joseph Baker, George Barnes and Charles Runyon.
Mr. Harvey Mitchell was present from the Staff.

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer.

If /3

I

10:00 - CURTIS M. WINAR, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit erection of rOom addition closer to side property
line than allowed by the Ordinance, (11.5 feet from side line;
8.5 feet variance), 7933 Bolling Drive, Tauxemont Subd., 102-2«10»
44, (20,036 square feet). Mt. Vernon District (RE-D.S). V-111-74

r. Winar represented the applicant before the Board.

The contiguous owners were Robert
and Walter Wallace, 7931 Bolling

from the property owners nearby
1 of the notices contained a statemen!/that they had no objection to this

variance being granted.

otices to property owners were in order.
C. Watson, 7937 Bolling Drive, Alexandria
Drive, Alexandria.

e Staff Report indicated that the existing house is non-conforming as to
he side yard requirement and the Staff could find no building permit for

"ts original construction, which appears to have taken place in 1949 when
he side yard setback requirement was still 20 feet.

r. Wallace Winar stated that the reaSon he needs this variance is because
the lot is very narrow and the location of the house on that lot is
rregular to the shape of the lot. This proposed addition is right off the
itchen area and they are propos~ng to use this addition for a family

room and laundry. He purchased the house in 1972. He stated that they
do plan to continue to live here and this is for the' use of his own family
and not for resale purposes.

I
the other houses adjoining this house has an

r. Winar.stated that several of the houses have added additioDs added on
of these houses are small with 1100 square feet or less of floor
Most of the houses had septic fields but now they are on County

no one to speak in favor or in opposition.

RESOLUTION

I

I

In application No. V-111-74, application by Curtis M. Winar, under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit erection of room addition closer
o side property line than allowed by the Ordinance on property located at

7933 Bolling Drive, Tauxemont Subdivision, also known as tax map 102-2«10))
4, Mt. Vernon District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board
f Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

REAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
ith 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

EREAS, following proper notice to the public by adverti'sement in a local
ewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
roperty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held

on the 25th day of September, 1974, and

EREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the Subject property is Curtis M. and Ba~bara J. Winar.
2. That the present zoning is REQO,5.
3. That the area of the lot is 20,036 square feet,
4. That the request is for a variance of 8,5 feet to the requirement of

the Zoning Ordinance.
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WINAR (continued)

5. That the existing house is non-conforming as to the side yard
requirement.

AND. WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty Or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land andlor buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally narrow lot,
(b) unusual location of existing building on the lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, 8E IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not
transferable to other land or to other stnuctures 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. Architecture and materialS to be used in proposed addition shall be
compatible with existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation
to obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy and the like through
the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived at the meeting.

II

10:20 - BONNIE M. GRAFFEO, S-115-74 This case waS recessed until the last
case in the day as there was no one present to present the case.

II

10:40 - GRACE LUTHERAN CHURCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of a three classroom
addition. 3233 Annandale Road, 50-2«6»8, Hickory Hall Estates,
(5 acres), Mason District (RE-O.S), S-116-74

Rev. Beckmann, 7401 Masonville Drive, Annandale, represented the applicant
before the Board.;

Notices to property ownerS were in order. The contiguous owners were
Joseph Jeffrey, 3218 Beech Tree Lane and Gerald Gray, 3305 Rose Lane,
Falls Church.

The Staff Report stated that approval of this application would bring the
entire church property under Special \se ".ermit as a church ,and it is noted
that 17 parking spaces in the existing parking lot are non-conforming as to
the specific requirement for all Group VI Uses as to setback of parking
spaces. The addition proposed is intended for use by the school of general
~ducation. which is operated at this location under pecial se ermit
(S-102-73) granted June 27, 1973, as well as for use by the church and
Sunday School. Approval of this application would therefore have the
effect of amending the existing special use permit for the school and
there will be two separate permits on the same property.

Rev. Beckmann stated that the Sunday School classes, church meetings and
social gatherings and the day school are now held in the church basement
which is inadequate in size.

Mr. Douglas Leigh'~ Zoning Inspector, stated that the schOOl has not
received its Non-Residential Use Permit as yet.

The Board asked Mr. Jenkinson. Chairman of the Building Committee. home
addresS - 9803 Have1in Court, Fairfax, why they they have not received their
Non-Residential Use Permit.

ifli
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RACE LUTHERAN CHURCH (continued)

Mr. Jenkinson stated that they had the inspection by the Plumbing Department
which was the only inspection lacking, but the Plumbing Inspector -failed
to initial the papers, therefore, the Zoning Office had no record of it
and could not issue the Non-Residential Use Permit. He stated that he
talked with that Office and the Plumbing Office and thought they had
everything straightened out.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Jenkinson and Mr. Leigh to go check to see if they
could straighten things out, as this is a technical violation even though
all the inspections have been signed off on.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question. Rev. Beckman stated that this addition
will be 87'x54' and a lot of that is covered walkway. The inside space is
30'x87'. This will be a one story building of brick construction tOj',match
as closely as possible to the existing building. They do not plan to increase
the membership of the church or the number of students in the day care
program.

There was nO one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.
·------~---~---------------REsoLuTION------------------------~---------------

In app11cat10n No. S-116-74, appl1cation by the Grace Evange11cal Lutheran
Church under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit con
struction of a three classroom addition on property located at 3233 Annandale
Road, HickorY Hall Estates. also known as tax map 60-2«6»8, County of
Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following reSolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals reId
on the 25th day of September, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Evangelical Lutheran Church.
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.0 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Oninance is required.
5. That the proposed addition is intended for use by the school of

general education, which is operated at this location under SUP
#S-102-73, granted June 27, 1973, as well as for use by the church
and Sunday School.

6. There will be no increase in membership or number of children in the
school.

7. That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached th~ following con
clusions of law:

1. That theapp1icant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details)
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of
the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

L.jIS
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GRACE LUTHERAN CHURCH (con~inued)

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of opration of the permitted use.

6. All landscaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfaction
of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The maximum number of students shall be 60, ages 4 to 10 years.
8. The hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., five days

per week, Monday through Friday.
9. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection

report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the State
Department of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non-Residential
Use Permit.
10. The on-site dispersion of children shall be necessary.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all members presen~.

II Mr. Smith stated that he wanted to be Sure that the question on the
existing Non-Residential Use Permit is cleared up prior to the applicant
receiving this Special Use Permit. He asked that the applicant let the
Board know later in the day the results of the check that the Zoning
Inspector and Mr. Jenkinson ere doing.

II

I

I

Mr. Peterson represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
David Pinney, 8460 Tollhouse Road and Michael Callaghan, 8441 Pulley Court.

11:00 BOB K. PETERSON, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit
construction of cover over existing patio slab closer to rear lot
line than allowed by Ordinance, (16.7' from rear lot line; 8.3'
variance), 8433 Pulley Court, 70-1«22)20A, Wakefield Chapel Woods
Section II, (15,099 sq. ft.), Annandale District, (R-17), V-l17-74 I

Mr. Peterson gave the reason for needing the variance as his lot is the
only lot that does not get shade over his patio. In answer to Mr. Kelley's
question, he stated that it waS that way when he purchased the property.
He stated that none of the neighbors objected to his plans and he had
discussed it with them. This cover will be aluminum. It is not enclosed
and is ~ttached to the back of the house. He stated that his lot was
subdivided in 1973 which cut off a little bit of the size of the lot.
That is why the lot is called 20A now.

Mr. Mitchell stated that the Staff had discussed whether this roof con
stitutes a canopy which would be allowed to extend into the rear lot,
but a roof over it makes it a porch and therefore cannot extend into the
required setback.

Mr. Smith stated that the fact that this is a new subdivision gives him
some concern. He stated that he felt the Board of Supervisors should
begin to think about allowing extensions such as this into the rear yard.
as they do in side yardS. The irregular shape of the lot is a hardship,
but just to shade YomEelf is not. The placement of the hous~ ·on the lot
is also considered a hardship under the Ordinance.

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt if the Board grants this variance, there will
be a lot more requests for this same type thing in this area.

Mr. Peterson stated that the neighbor has sufficient land to cover his
patio without needing a variance.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

I

I
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BOB K. PETERSEN (continued)

In application No. V-117-74, application by Bob K. Peterson, under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to pe~it construction of cover over
existing patio slab on property located at 8433 ,pulley Court, also known as
tax map 70-1«22))20A, County of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws oithe Fairfax County Boa~d 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 25th day of September, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Bob K. and Marilyn M.

Peterson.
2. That the present zoning is R-l7.
3. That the area of the lot is 15,099 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That 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) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot,

NOW , THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject appliation be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application,
only, and is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the
same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construct~on

has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this County. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fUlfilling
his obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permits and
the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimOUSly with all members present.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
II

11:10 - JAMES M. ROLLINS, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit
construction of family room addition closer to rear lot line than
allowed by Ordinance (15.7' from rear lot line) and to permit
construction of garage closer to side property line than allowed
by Ordinance (2.2 ' from side property line)'~' 13602;Bentre~ Court., 'P

44-2((3»82, Brookfield Section 1, (10,700 square feet),
Centreville District (R-12Cluster), V-118-74

Mr. James Rollins'represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
were Mr. Willis, 13600 Bentree Court and Jack McCue, 13604 Bentree Court.
Chantilly, Virginia.

Mr. Rollins gave as his justification for this variance the unusual shape
of the lot. The lot.is pie shaped. He stated that he had owned the
property for five years and plans to continue to live there.

Mr. Barnes stated that it seems like an awful lot of building on such a
small lot.

Mr. Kelley stated that if the neighbor wished to build onto his house
there would not be much room between the two houses.

i /7
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ROLLINS (continued)

Mr. Smith inquired if he could cut the addition down to 16'. He then would
only have to have a 2 1 va~iance on the front and nODe on the rear. He
stated that back in the other corner there was plenty of room.

Mr. Kelley stated that he certainly could not support the application as
it is now.

Mr. Smith stated that it looked like the lot coverage is greater than is
allowed under the Ordinance.

Mrs. John McCue, 13604 Bentree Court, spoke in favor of the application.
She stated that they hope to build a garage on the opposite side of
their house, but they will not need a variance.

There was no one else to speak in favor and no one to speak in opposition.

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred to allow the applicant to bring
in new plats showing 4' off the proposed family room and 4' off the side of
the garage.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

II

11:20 - CAROL AND DAVE COMPTON, application under Section 30-7.2.8.1.1 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit kennel, 8830 Lake Hill Drive, 106-1
((3))12, Lake Hills Subd., (3.0428 acres), Springfield District,
(RE-I), S-119-74

Mr. Compton testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Mr. wood, 8826 Lakehill Drive, Manning Roundtree, 8814 Ox Road, Lorton.

Mr. compton stated that this will not be a boarding kennel as no dogs will
be left there overnight. The main thing they will do is breeding. There
will be no signs or~commercial advertising on the property. The dogs are
not noisy. Their customers have been customers since 1968. They expect
to have from 5 to 10 customers per day. The dogs will be carried into
the house or will be on a leash. When they do exercise the dogs, it will
be done individuallY, therefore, there will only be one dog outside at
anyone time. The runs they will have· for their own dogs and will be
constructed so as not to detract from the beauty of the property. At such
time as the house is sold, they are aware that the Special Use Permit does
not run with the land, therefore, they will take the runs out. They have
a list of people who have recommended that this application be granted.
These are their customerS, business associates, humane society and others
who are interested in this type work. He stated that he felt he and his
wife are very qualified for this type work as it has been their business
for 10 to 12 years. They are now located on Richmond Highway in a
commercial shopping center. This is their residence and they have lived
here for two years. They specialize in Lhasa Apsos dogs which are very
small dogs. These dogs do not bark as they are trained.

Mr. Donald Betea, 8807 Lakehill Drive, spoke in opposition stating that
there-were covenants of the subdivision that prohibited this type of a
commercial venture in this subdivision.

Mr. Charles Wayne, 8822 Lakehill Drive, Lot 14, spoke in opposition stating
that the reasons for his opposition is the covenants that prohibit this
and the traffic that will be increased in his opinion.

Mr. Andrew Gonda, Lot 18, Lakehill Subdivision, spoke in opposition
complaining that Mr. Compton had complained about his dog barking in the
past.

There were 9 people in the room objecting to this application.

Another person from Lot 9 spoke in opposition stating that the only concern
they have is will there be limitations written into the permit that would
assure them that there would be a set number of dogs, a certain limit to
the hours of operation, etc.

Mr. Smith answered that there would be such limitations if the Permit were
granted.
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r. Compton spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. In answer
uestion, he stated that he was Bot aware of the covenants.
hat he knew they were zoned RE-l, which allows kenneJs with

Permit. He stated that his dogs do not make noise and this
generate hazardous traffic.
-----------------------------REsQLOTioN------------------------------------

In application No. 8-119-74, app11cat1on by Carol and Dave Compton under
Section 30-7.2.8.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit kennel on property
located at 8830 Lake Hill Drive, also known as tax map 106-1«3»12, County
of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolu~ion:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance
ith the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in

accordance with ~he bylaws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
ewspaper, 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 September, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.0428 acres.

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has not presented adequate testimony indicating
compliance with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as
contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

II

11:40 - CARDINAL COMMUNITY CENTER, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit community, civic and cultural
center, 8209 Mt. Vernon Hwy., 101-4((1»27 & 27A (2.66 acres),
Mt. Vernon District (R-12.5), S-120-74

This hearing began at 12:30 P.M.

Mr. Paul Morrison, 3809 Laurel Road represented the applicant before the
Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Dorothy Allan, 8205 Mount Vernon Highway, on the north edge of the subject
property and Mr. O'Brian on the south edge of the property. However,
the 0 I Brian letter was forward9d-to the Sanfords who are the new owners of
that property. Another contiguous owner was Richard Lee Locklear, 706
Colgate Drive who owns the vacant lot to the rea~ of the property.

Mr. Morrison stated that the proposed use will be a community center and
will be available to all organizations in the community as a civic center
for Boy Scouts or anybody who needs a meeting hall facility. It will also
be used by four Lions Clubs. It will be available for a nominal fee for
these community functions. It will be a janitoral fee. This facility
will be developed by these four Lions Clubs for community use. In order
to continue the Lions' work, this facility will be advantageous as a fund
raising center as well as community uses on a year around basis.

Mr. Morrison stated that the architectural design will be the same as the
Masonic Lodge had approved by this Board with some modifications. They
will not use cinderblock unless it is covered with stucco. The Mt.
Vernon Masonic Lodgewmch had a Special Use Permit never did develop this
property.

Mr. Baker stated that they did not develop the property as they got control
of the old fire department building.

it1
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Mr. Kelley stated that it had been a long time since the Board granted the
Masonic Lodge and this is a new application and must be considered as a
new application. Therefore, he would like to see a rendering of this
building to see just what the Board is considering and he was sure the
people who live around the property who like to see what it will look like
also.

Mr. Morrison stated that the building plans as well as the site plan have
expired. The Lions Club is a non profit organization and they have tried
to develop this as inexpensively as possible, therefore, the rendering
has not been done at this point.

Mr. Kelley stated that he still wanted to know what the Board is asked to
approve.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Mitchell if this application meets the definition of
community use under this section of the ordinance, or if he had done any
research on this question.
Mr. Mitchell stated that he had done no research specifically, but it appears
to meet the definition of the Ordinance.

Mr. Morrison stated that the membership in the Lodge will be approximately
125. These four Lions Clubs will not be meeting at the same time. Each
Club meets twice a month. This would only be a secondary use of this
facility. The prime use will be a community use for the area.

I
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Mr. Smith stated that
would be sufficient.
property for concerts

he questioned whether or not the 85 parking
He asked Mr. Mdrrison if they plan to lease
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Mr. Morrison stated that there would be no outside commercial useS of this
building. There will be fund raising activities such as auctions.
There is usually an annual dance.

Mr. Jim Coffee, 2909 Breezy Terrace, spoke in favor of the application. He
stated that he is past president of one of the Lions Clubs. He
went into the details of why the Mason LOdge di? not develop this property.

Mr. Robert A. Sweatt, 8401 Cherry Vale Lane, Riverside Estates, spoke in
opposition to this application. He stated that he is President of the
Riverside Citizens Association and is also a member of the Mount Vernon
Counsel of Civic Associations. He stated that this area is an area of
great controversy. This type of building in this community does not fit
in with the residential community. He'stated that they did not know about
this hearing in time to call a meeting of the Citizens Association. He
requested the Board defer this case until all the people who will be
affected have an opportunity-to get together and find out what this is
all about. He questioned the financing of this project.

Mr. Smith stated that this Board does not go into the proposed method of
financing.

Mr. Sweatt stated that he felt this operation is a commercial venture in
disguise. He stated that there is no requirement in that neighborhood or
community for this type use as they have three different schools for
community meetings.

Mr. Sweatt stated that he felt a great amount of consideration should be
given to the traffic that will be generated by this operation.

Mr. Kenneth Gibson, 3401 Ayers Drive, spoke in objection stating that he
felt the way the other two gentlemen who spoke in objection felt about this
use in their neighborhood. He submitted a Petition with 49 signatures
in objection to this application. He stated;that he was present at a
meeting at·Mr. Allen's house where Mr. Morrison said that this building
would be for use for anyone who wanted to pay a fee to use it. All 49
people who signed this Petition live in this neighborhood and will be
affected adversely by this building proposal. There is no need for it
in this community as they have three schools for their community activities.

Mr. Smith stated that the Lions Clubs perhaps are not able to use the
schoolS for their meetings.
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CARDINAL COMMUNITY CENTER, INC. (continued)

Mr. Gibson stated that they are rot objecting to the Lions Clubs but they
do not have any control over who they are going to lease it to.

Mr. Smith inquired if there was anyone in the community in the Lions Club.

Mr. Gibson stated that he had not found any, but he did find a couple of
Masons who signed the Petition against the proposed use.

Mrs. Fouse, Mount Vernon Manor Civic Association, off of Old Mill Road,
spoke in opposition. She stated that their children attend the elementary
and high school lOcated within a block of this proposed building. She
questioned who would hold title to the property as she understood that
the Lions Club could not hold title to property and still be non-profit.
She stated that she wished to express the same objection as the other
speakers. She stated that she too has a lot of doubt as to who will
use this building and for what purpose. She stated that the traffic on
235 is quite heavy now and she did not feel this use would help it, but
would cause it to become more hazardous.

Mr. Elroy Allen, 8205 Mount Vernon Highway, next door to the subject
property, stated that they have lived at this location for 18 years and
MrS. Ayers who orighally owned this prope~ty was his mother-in-law.
He stated that she would never 1tIave sold it to this corporation. She
sold it to the Masons for a Lodge. The Masons have none of these activities.
The men wholiave this Corporation are real estate men.

Mr. Pilkinton, 9040 Laurel Road, Woodland Hills Subdivision, spoke
in opposition to this application

The Board recessed the hearing until after lunch. The hearing recessed
at 1:15 and returned at 2:15 to continued the hearing.

Mrs. Roger Sanford
A lady/who lives directly behind this property at 8221 Mt. Vernon,Highway
spoke in opposition. She stated that when they have auctions, it will
be almost in her yard. The cars will have to park on Mt. Vernon Highway
as she felt 85 parking spaces would not be enough to accomodate all the
cars when they have a function such as an auction or a dance.

Another person who lives at 3183 Woodland spoke in opposition because of
the increase in traffic that would be generated with this use.

Mr. Morrison then spoke in rebuttal. He stated that the building is not
designed to pay for itself and they would only charge a fee for janitorial
services. The meetings that will be held will begin around 7:00 p.m. and
usually end about 9:00 p.m.

Mr. Smith inquired if the building would ever be used earlier than 9:00 a.m.

Mr. Morrison stated that he was not in a position to answer that.

Mr. Smith stated that this is something the Board would have to know before
they could consider granting a Special Use Permit.

Mr. Smith inquired if they could reduce this building to a ana-story
structure.

Mr. Morrison stated that they need 2 stories as they need a space for
storage for these auctions that they have. The smaller meeting halls
will be on the lower level and the main meeting hall on the upper level.

Mr. Barnes suggested that this case be deferred for a month.

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred until October 16 for the people
to get together and work out the differences and see what they can come up
with to-the .advantage of both sides. Mr. Morrison and his group should get
~ther with the neighbors and explain what is going on. They have met
the criteria before when this same type use was granted to the Masons,
but in this particular case the Board can limit the activities to a certain
extent to assure the neighborhood of what uses can be made of the building,
if the Board wants to be that drastic, so that it will not be something
that will destroy the neighborhood.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously with all
members present.

II
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12:00 - CHARLES F. SCHEIDER, app. under Sec. 30-6.5 of Ord. to permit
variance of front setback for proposed lots 1 through 9 from the
required 50' to 30', northside of Rebel Drive,S9-2«l»49-A,
(5.74 acres) Annandale District (RE-O.S), V-144-74 OTH

Mr. Smith explained that this is a rehearing of a variance that was
previously granted by the Board and expired.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
William and Peter Chaconas, 3440 Gallows Road and Harold A. Kimbel, 7810
Rebel Drive.

Mr. Charles Johnson from the engineering firm of Runyon Associates, IS2 Hillwo d
Avenue, represented the applicant before the Board. I

Mr. Johnson stated that the request for the lesser setback is required
because the property has a severe topographic problem from front to rear.
If the variance is granted the lots can be better developed, utilizing the
rear house wall to take up the elevation change while making better use
of the lots. The lots will be under an extreme hardship if a variance is
not granted. The variance that results will be no greater than that
allowed if the property were developed under the alternate density option.

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Robert Clark had appeared before the Board during
the lunch break to give the Board a list of names of people who support
this application. It contains most if not all of the people who live on
Rebel Drive.

The Board amended the appliation to read "Charles and Sara Scheider"

There was no one to speak in opposition to this application. Mr, Clark
who had been present to sp~ak in favor had to leave but had left the
Petition in favor with the Chairman.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------. . RESOLUTIOij •
In appl~cat~on No. V-144-74 OTR, appl~cat~on by Charles F. and Sara S.
Scheider under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit variance of
front setback for proposed lots 1 through 9 from required 50' to 30' on
property located on the north side of Rebel Drive, Annandale District,
also known as tax map 59-2«l»49A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution.

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by~laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, an

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 September, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Sara S. Scheider.

2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 6.74 acres.
4. That on November IS, 1972, with a favorable recommendation from the

Planning Commission, the BZA granted to Charles F. and Sara Scheider a
variance of 20 feet to the 50 foot front setback requirement to allow
construction of houses 30 feet from the front property line on property
located on the north side of Rebel Drive in Shamrock Heights Subdivision,
Annandale District.

5. In this application for the same variance on the same property,
the applicant states that construction was not begun (and the earlier varianc
expired) since no plat could be recorded because of the sewer moratorium.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
concl usions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpreation 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) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:
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SCHEIDER (continued)

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 permit shall expire unless renewed by action of this Board upon
whichever of the following events shall last OCcur:

Ca) Twelve months from this date.
(b) Three months after Fairfax County permits connections with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
(e) Six months after Fairfax County permits a Site Plan to be filed

thereon.

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain buildings permits, residential use permits and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained.

---~------------------------------------------------------------------------

II

DEFERRED CASES:

SHELL-OIL COMPANY -- SHOW~CAUSE HEARING, 6136 Franconia Road 8-35-70

The amended application to allow Shell to move the pump islands because of
the taking by VDH for the widening of Franconia Road had been received in
the Zoning Office. The attorney for the applicant had to be in Court in
Arlington today and could not be present. He asked that this case be
deferred until a later date and if it still had to be heard in view of their
amended application, that the case be heard at the same time as the amended
application.

Mr. Baker moved that this case and the amended application for the changes
be heard on November 13, 1974.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

ALDERSGATE WESLEYAN CHURCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the
Ordinance to permit nursery school for maximum of 100 children, ages 2 to 6
with no more than 60 to remain longer than 4 hours daily, 7223 Roosevelt
Avenue, 50-3«1))9, Tyler Park Subdivision (50,515 square feet),
Providence District, (R-IO), S-108-74 Deferred from September 18, 1974 for
viewing by the Board members.

Mr. Runyon stated that he had looked at the property and he did not feel this
is a good location for this school. The streets are very narrow and there
is very little off-street parking available and there is not even a direct
road to the church building from Graham Road. They can use the church by
right now to a certain extent.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not feel they should be allowed to have 100
chndren but he felt they could have 60. The Board should take into
consideration the need, he stated.

Mr. Barnes stated that there have been 15 additional letters sent in in
opposition to this application. He also stated that he did not feel they
should be allowed to have 100, maybe 60, but that is the maximum.

Mr. Smith stated that he thought the Zoning Administrator has been allowing
up to 60 by right without a Special Use Permit in a church building.

Mr. Runyon stated that that was his thought also.
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ALDERSGATE WESLEYAN CHURCH (continued)

Mr. Smith asked the Board if they wanted to grant this on a one year basis.

Mr. 8mith sta~~d that the church is there and the members of the church
live iri the community.

Mr. Runyon stated that this is a little different situation
like the building is on Graham Road or Arlington Boulevard.
the middle of a neighborhood that will not be served by this
site.

as it is not
It is in
particular I

---------------------------------------------------------~------------------
RESOLUTION

In application No. 8-108-74, aPRlication by Aldersgate Wesleyan Church under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of theZon1ng Ordinance to permit nursery schaal for
maximum of 100children, on property located at 7223 Roosevelt Avenue, also
known as tax map 50-3«1»9, County of Fairfax,Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned appacation 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,
=d

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 18th day of September, 1974 and deferred to September 25, 1974
for decision.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Wesleyan Methodist Church
2. That the present zoning is R-IO.
3. That the area of the lot is 50,515 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has not 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.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to 1.

Mr. Smith voted No. Mr. Kelley abstained as he w~s n6t present at the
public hearing.

II

LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit proposed changes in existing SUP,
8-112-74 (Deferred from 9-11-74 for decision only and for new plats showing
another access from Lakeview Drive)

LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER, INC., V-113-74

The Board reviewed the revised plats that Mr. Hobson had just submitted.
and upon learning that Mr. Brown from the Belvedere Civic Association felt
that he had not had a sufficient opportunity to review the plats, Mr.
Smith stated that the Board had hoped that this would be for final
decision only, but now he feels that the best procedure would be to re9P~n

the case for five minutes only and give Mr. Brown an opportunity to speak
since he has not had an opportunity to sp~ak with either Mr. Runyon or
Mr. Hobson on the new plats.

Mr. Brown stated that his name is Rufus Brown and his address is 6506
Oakwood Drive. He stated that they oppose the alternate access in every
respect. He stated that first of all, at the last meeting the Chairman
said that the engineering proposal was to be drawn up and he and his
group were to have an opportunity to get together with Mr. Runyon and
Mr. Hobson. They were not afforded this courtesy. They received nothing
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LAKE BARCROFT (continued)

in advance and at 11:30 a.m. yesterday he was called to meet with them;
however, because of prior commitments and the last minute notice, he
could not. Mr. Hobson dropped one of the three engineering proposals by
his house last night. They looked at that and 15 minutes ago, they saw
the remaining material.

He stated that despite the absence of the opportunity to discuss this,
apparently nothing was lost. The main reason they oppose the alternate
access is, it will not balance the traffic pattern created by both the
Center and the Cloisters in any material respect.

Mr. Goodell showed pictures of the area where the alternate access would
go. Mr. Brown stated that the alternate access before the Board is by
design calculated to discourage traffic, whether or not it is exclusive
traffic or alternative traffic, as the pictures will show, because the
grade is very very steep. Even Mr. Hobson and Mr. Lecos at the last hearing
stated that t~proposal for an alternate access discussed by Mr. Runyon
would not change the traffic pattern. The traffic would still use
Recreation Lane unless the road is made exclusive.

Mr. Hobson, attorney for the applicant with offices on University Drive
in Fairfax, stated that he did not think Mr. Brown's proposal is reasonable
for all the reasons he has stated previously at the hearing before the
Board. They do not want to build this alternative access either, but
they have agreed to do it in the spirit of compromise. Their engineer
has told them that the total cost of.this alternative access as they have
proposed will not exceed $10,000 to $15,000 with the location as they have
specified and they propose a bond not to exceed $15,000. He stated that
he would not appeal the action of the Board of Zoning Appeals if the Board
approves this alternative access, if Mr. Brown does not appeal. If Mr.
Brown does appeal, then they might take a cross appeal on the matter.

Mr. Smith stated that they will have to wait and see 'what the Board's
position will be. He would have liked to see separate roadways,. to separate
the uses. He agreed that it doesn't appear to be a compromise which really
will accomplish something.

Mr. Runyon stated that he finds it difficult to denY anybody the use of
Recreation Lane to serve this piece of landlocked property. It has been
suggested that they could buy a lot and get access that way, but he did
not think that is practical. Recreation Lane could serve them and this
22' road would also serve to balance the traffic. He stated that it seemed
to him that it would be the primary access for anyone coming from Lake
Barcroft. There was a lady who lived on the corner who said that if all
the traffic came her way it would be cause for her to become an opposing
faction to the Recreation Center.

Mr. Smith stated that it is up to the Board as to whether or not it wants
to change its original position and approve this alternative access. He
stated that he could not support the application unless it is exclusive
access with separate roads for the two separate uses. He has no qualms
about them developing the Cloisters, but the way it has been approached
by the applicant has not been the most desirous. They should have been
more open and frank. He said that this statement was not directed at
Mr. Hobson as he has been very open and frank since he got into this.
Before, the Board was not instructed as to what the intent of the applicant
was and the Board was not made aware of what was going on.

Mr. Runyon reviewed the plans at some length and it was the Board's decision
and Mr. Runyon moved that the case be further deferred until October 9,
1974 for final decision.

Mr. Smith stated that all of the discussion on that date will be at Board
level unless some new development takes place.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimOUSly with all members present.

II
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

1. BERNARD C. COX, S-182-73, Special Use Permit permitting riding stable
and boarding of horses, Granted November 14, 1974

The Board was in receipt of a memo from Zoning Inspector, John Atlee,
requesting the Board for a determination of the Boardls intent respecting
the use of ride equipment to tow pony vans to and from Mr. Cox's property.

In his memo, he stated that on several occasions, the inspector observed
a truck bearing ride equipment in use to tow a van containing ponies to
and from the referenced property. Limitation #9 of the Special Use Permit
states that IINo storage or repair of vehicles or rides is permitted. n
Complainants state that the use of these vehicles violates at least the
intent of the BZA in granting the permit.

In addition, Mr. Atlee stated that the Permit states that "The hours of
operation shall be from 9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., Monday through Friday."
He asked if this limitation precludes employees from removing and
returning animals outside of the stated operation time.

Mr. Atlee appeared before the Board to answer any questions the Board might
have.

I

Mr. Smith stated that he didn't see that this is an
Permit as long as it is just a pickup and delivery.
ponies and then go get the rides.

infraction of the Use
He could pick up the

Mr. Runyon said that he comes from Baileys Crossroads and if he was going
toward Fairfax or Centreville, it would be very inconvenient for him to
do that.

Mr. Smith inquired if he got rid of the trucks parking behind the building.

Mr. Atlee stated that he had not been behind the building. He stated that
another complaint has been that employees have been parking on the street.
He stated that he has been at this location numerous times to try to
determine whether or not there have been employees' cars on the street
and he cannot determine that they are or are not. Mr. Cox says that he has
a lot of friends visit. He does have adequate parking on the site. It
would require constant surveillance to determine who the automobiles that
are parking on the street belong to. They have tried checking the tags.

Mr. Barnes inquired about the hours of operation add asked what hours
Mr. Cox is bringing the animals on and off the property.

Mr. Atlee stated that it varies, anywhere from 7:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. in
the evening.

Mr. Mitchell stated that part of this problem comes from the fact that at
the time of the hearing, the neighbors submitted a list of conditions they
wanted the Board to impose. The Board imposed conditions, but they were
not exactly the way the neighbors had suggested. The way the neighbors
propose the conditions. is that there will be no weekend activities.

Mr. Runyon stated that he made the motion to grant this Special Use Permit
and what the Board granted is a riding stable. He actually can board
horses by right. The picking up of animals is not covered under riding
stable. The riding ~table was from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. He asked how
this extra activity is associated with the BZAls Special Use Permit. This
is an off-premises operation. The Board did prohibit him from storing
vehicles on the property.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt this pick up and delivery would be permitted
outside the hours of limitation placed on the Special Use Permit.

Mr. Atlee stated that the Complainants complain that this use has destroyed
the aharacter of the neighborhood. He stated that he inspected the site
and it was unusually clean. In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated
that he did not see anything that created a nuisance. The employees that
the neighbors are complaining about are young kids.

The Board asked Mr. Atlee to keep them informed and until the Board has
evidence that Mr. Cox is violating his Special Use Permit, there is no
action the Board can take.

I

I

I
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2. RIVERSIDE GARDENS RECREATION ASSOCIATION -- Letters from Zoning
Inspections on status and conditions of property under Special Use
Permit (Deferred from September 18, 1974)

The Board had received a copy of a letter from Mr. Arthur Strickland, 8627
Buckboard Drive, Alexandria, one of the contiguous property owners regarding
several alleged violations on the property of the Riverside Gardens
Recreation Association. These violations were checked out by one of
the Zoning Inspectors and a letter was written back to Mr. Strickland
enumeratin$ the items the Zoning Inspector found to be in violation. The
Zoning Adm~nistrator indicated to Mr. Strickland that these were not
serious infractions and these items were pointed out to the manager for
corrections. Mr. Hobson, attorney for the applicant, had also written
the Zoning Administrator, stating that he had advised Riverside Gardens
Recreation Association to take immediate steps to correct the deficiencies.

The Board was in receipt of a memo from D. W. Beaver, Sr. ,Zoning Inspector
dated September 23, 1974 stating that he had again inspected the premises
to make sure that they had corrected the deficiencies and found that:

1. The cover on the tennis court was in place.
2. The hole in the fence had been repaired.
3. The grass was being cut on the date of the inspection, and
4. The trees to be replaced On Or about October I, 1974, per agreement

of nursery.

It was the Board decision to instruct Mr. Beaver to reinspect the property
at the end of October and submit another report at that time to indicate
whether or not the trees had been planted and the condition of the property.
The Board would then take this up at the November 6. 1974 meeting.

II

3. D.M~V. ASSOC. T/A POP SHOPPE, INC., S-92-74, Granted August 1,1974

The Board was in receipt of a letter with plans attached from Thomas A.
Gresham, architect on the above-captioned project.

The Board reviewed the plans. Mr. Runyon moved that in application S-92-74
the Board reaffirm that architectural fronts be provided on three sides as
stipulated in Item 6, not just brick but an architectural front on the
north, east and west. The proposal for solite block would be acceptable
on the south side only.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

II

4. OUT-OF-TURN HEARING REQUEST -- SUSAN L. SNYDER -- Application for
Special Use Permit for Beauty Shop

Mrs. Snyder requested an out of turn hearing for her case as she stated
that her employer had cut her salary $50 per month and she was unable to
pay the babysitter and therefore wished to have a small beauty parlor in
her own home in order that she could take care of her own child.

Mr. Barnes stated that if the Clerk could get this case on the October 30th
Agenda, then he would be in favor of the out of turn hearing.

This was agreeable. with the Board members. The Clerk stated that she could
get this on the October 30th Age~da and the case was. therefore, set for
that date.

II

5. APPLICATION FILED BY MARK FRIED AS PER THE BOARn'S SUGGESTION FOR
REHEARING ON HIS MOTEL CASE, SPRINGFIELD GARDEN MOTEL.

This is a case that had expired because of the sewer moritorium and at
the time the applicant requested the extension, it was not the Board'S
policy to extend beyond 6 months from the original year. Since that time
they'have extended when the sewer moritorium is involved. The applicant
had submitted another application for this motel. The Board had stated
that if the applicant wished to submit his application, the Board would
grant an out of turn hearing for the earliest possible advertising deadline
date. That date is October 23, 1974. The Board stated that this case
should be scheduled for that date.

II

4'Lf
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6. HEART ASSOCIATION OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA, INC., S-179-73, Special Use
Permit Granted October 17, 1973 to permit headquarters building,
3456 Gallows Road, Annandale District (RE~0.5)

The Board was in receipt of a letter from A. V. Combs III, Executiye Director,
Heart Association of Northern Virginia, Inc. He requested renewal of
the Special Use Permit which expires October 17, 1974 as they have been
unable to proceed with construction because (a) Suit filed December 4, 1973
by Charles E. Becker, Jr. et al to reverse the decision of the Board of
Zoning Appeals. This suit remains unresolved at this time. and (b)
Request for sewer tap was denied by the County Executive December 26, 1973.

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board grant a 6 month extension from October
17, 1974 at the request of the applicant and if they have still not begun
construction within that 6 month period, they should again request an
extension because of the suit or the sewer problem.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon was
out of the room.

II

7. Mr. Baker moved that the minutes of August 2, 1974 be approved as
corrected.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

II

BARBARA T. DEVINE AND DIANE M. RAUCH, S-170-74, application to permit nursery
school in existing building -- REQUEST FOR OUT OF TURN HEARING

The attorney for the applican~ Russell S. Rosenberger, requested the out
of turn hearing since this application re~resents the continuation of a use
under new ownerShip which use has been eX1sting on the property for a
period of approximately ten years. There will be no change in the physical
characteristics or use of the property.

The Board felt, because of the already heavily scheduled Agendas for the
past two month, that they should not grant any out of turn hearings unless
the applicants were under a severe hardship. This applicant has not mentioned
a severe hardship, therefore, it was the Boardla decision to deny the request
and schedule the case for the regular schedUling date at this time which
is December 4, 1974.

II

DEFERRED CASE:

PARKMONT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, 1341 Spring~i11 Road, 29-1«1»55, S-125-74
(Deferred from September 11, 1974 at the request of the applicant.

The applicant had a hearing on September 18, 1974 for the Chain Bridge Road
location. That location was granted. The applicant is now requesting that
their application for this location be withdrawn.

Mr. Baker moved that the case be withdrawn without prejudice.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

II

RECESSED CASE FROM EARLIER IN THE DAY WHEN THE APPLICANT WAS NOT PRESENT:

10:20 Item -- Began at 4:15 P.M.

BONNIE M. GRAFFEO, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to
permit increased number of children at day care center from 30 to 60
children, 8613 Woodlawn Court, 101-3«1»81, Engleside Subdivision, (1.0001
acres), Lee District (RE-0.5), 8-115-74

Mrs. Bonnie Graffeo represented herself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous ownerS were John

I

I

I

I
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GRAFFEO (continued)

I
Moore, 5101 Rosemont Avenue and John E. Whitlowe, 8621 Woodlawn Court.

MrS. Graffeo stated that she is now operating a day care center for a
maximum of 30 children. She was granted the Permit to have this February
14, 1973. She would now like to increase the number to 60. There will be
no other changes. She then explained the parking arrangement. She stated
that the children are brought to the school by their parents and most of
them use carpools. She provides no transportation.

I
The Health Department report stated that the building has space and facilities
for 60 children for 4 hours or longer daily and that the outdoor recreation
area is already adequately fenced.

There was nO one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-115-74, application by Bonnie M. Graffeo under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit increased number of children
in existing day care center to 60 on property located at 8613 Woodlawn Court,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
neWSpaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 25th day of September, 1974.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

Special Use Permit S-2-73.

zoning is RE-0.5.
the lot is 1.0001 acres.
presently operating under

present
area of
site is

2.
3.
4.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Michael C. and Bonnie M.

Graffeo.
That the
That the
That theI

I

I

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 futther action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or chan¥es require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of the
Board of Zon1ng AppealS. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor en¥ineering details) without this Board's approval shall constitute
a violat1on of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Per
mit is obtained.

5. This Resolution SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the
Non-Residential Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available
to all Departments of the County during the hours of operation of the use.

6. All other provisions of the existing SUP shall remain in effect.
Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.
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It was the Board's de~ision to change December's meeting dates to
December 4, 11 and 18 as the 4th Wednesday falls on Christmas Day.

Mrs. Kelsey stated that she had checked with General Services and arranged
for the Board Room for those dates.

1/

The Board discussed briefly the Cedar Knoll Inn case with Mr. Covington
who had just arrived. They primarily talked about the paving of the
parking lot. The Board decided to give this further thought and consideration
and continue the discussion October 9, 1974.

II

The meeting adjourned at 5:00 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

APPROVED October 30. 1974
bATE

I{:JO
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, October 9, 1974, in the
Board Room of the Massey Building. Present:
Daniel Smith, Chairman; Joseph Baker, George Barnes,
and Charles Runyon. Mr. Loy Kelley was absent.
Mr. Harvey Mitchell was present from the Staff.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - DENNIS E. & BARBARA J. SIMONDS, application under Section 30-6.6 of
the Ordinance to permit swimming pool closer to front lot line than
allowed by Ordinance, (3' variance, 27' from front property line),
9031 Andromeda Drive, 78-4«6»101, (15,825 sq. it), Springfield
District, (R-12.SC>. V-122-74

r. Simonds testified before the Board.

Notices to property ownerS were in order. The contiguous owners were
Mr. and Mrs. Springs, 9029 Andra.rla Drive, Burke, Virginia and Mr. and Mrs.
Demonbeam, 6220 Ermon Street, Burke, Virginia.

r. Simonds stated that it would cost $2,000 more to move dirt in order to
ave the bank behind the pool to meet the setback requirement of the
rdinance. Another reason, he would alSO encroach upon the already fenced
area. They also have a drainage problem and m~ the pool back would

ake this problem more severe.

Smith asked if there was some other reason for not moving the pool as
Board cannot grant a variance based solely on financial reasons.

Mr. Runyon suggested that Mr. Simonds show the Board on the pictures Why
e needs a variance.

J13/

I

Mr. Simonds stated that the pictures show the slope that about a 6' slope.
This causes him to be unable to move the pool back. The size of the pool
will be 20'x40'.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

Mr. Runyon stated that he had looked at the property and he knows there is
a topography problem involved, therefore,

In application, No. V-l22-74, application by Dennis E. and Barbara J. Simonds
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit swimming pool 27 1

from the front property line, on property located at 9031 Andromeda Drive,
also known as tax map 78-4«6»101, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt.-"the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property

• owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th
day of October, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5C.
3. That the area of the lot is 15,825 square fEEt.

I

I

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficUlty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance, shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expirat n.

3. This variance does not apply to the 6' fence shown on the plot.
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SIMONDS (continued)

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain: building permits, residential use permit, and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was
absent.

I

I

Ir. Mitchell stated that he was inclined to agree with Mr. Runyon.

r. Smith agreed.

r. Simonds stated that he had not.

Barnes inquired if Mr. Runyon had put anything in the motion regarding
6' fence that is in the front yard.

r. Smith inquired of the applicant how that fence got in the front yard.

r. Simonds stated that when that fence was built, he called the County and
State and asked if he had to get permits to put it up. The County and
State told him that he did not. He built the fence and the State came to
him and told~him that he would have to move the fence 6 inches. He moved
the fence 6 inches. He stated that he did not know he needed to apply for
a variance. He stated that he had informed both the County and State
before he built the fence how high that fence was proposed to be built.

r. Smith inquired if he had received a viOlation on the fence.

Mr. Runyon stated that he would add No. 3 (See motion) stating that this
approval for the pool was not an approval of the fence. Mr. Baker accepted
this and this addition to the motion passed unanimously.

Simonds asked if he had to have a 6' fence around the pool, and if he
to have that 6' fence around the pool, would he have to get a variance
it.

r. Runyon stated that he felt the variance to allow the 27' setback woUld
cover that. The Board is giving him a 3' variance in the front yard.

II

10:10 - ROBERT J. LEWIS & GEORGE P. SWENSON, application under Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance to permit construction of street Chser to the house
than the required setback for that house, north side of Route 29-211
55_Q((l)9, (31,27 acres), Centreville District (RE-I), V-l23-74

Mr. Robert Kohlhaas, attorney for the applicant, represented the applicant
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were D. Tzafer"
6669 Little River Turnpike, Alexandria and H. Lightfoot, 12818 Lee Highway,
Fairfax, Virginia.

Mr. Kohlhaas stated in answer to Mr. Smith's question that Mr. Lewis and
Mr. Swenson are the developers of the land involved. He stated that if
the Board will notice the map on the screen before them, they will notice
that there is a 60' strip which is a strip of ground that leads from 29-211
to the property itself. The house in question is located near the back side
of the 60' strip. Because of the configuration of the ground, this is the
only access to the property that the applicants wish to de~op, therefore,
they are requesting a variance on the basis of hardship. The house will
be within 23.60' from the existing house. Mr. and Mrs. Lightfoot are
the owners of that house. This has been discussed with them and they are
not present today. The proposed project was explained to them.

I
Mr. Smith stated that if this has been an access from Route 29-211 all the
time, why is this case before the Board of Zoning Appeals for a variance.

Mr. Koh1haas stated that this is before the Board because the County requires
that the house meet the setback requirements of the Ordinance. The road
is not there at the present time, but the access is there. In answer to
Mr. Smith's question, he stated that this is a 60' strip';Qf ground.

I
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Hr. Kohlhaas stated that he wished to request that if this is granted, that
it would be stated that they could build the right-of-way as close as 23.6'
from the Lightfoothollse. That portion of the Lightfoot house is a oarport.

Mr. Smith stated that that brings up a question of whether Or not the
Lightfoots should have participated in the variance request since they
are the ones most affected.

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that the Zoning Office said Lewis & Swenson were the
ones creating the need for the variance and therefore would be the ones
who had to apply for it.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to the applicatio
-----------------------------RESOEOTIOR--------------------------------------
In application No. V-123-74, application by Robert J. Lewis & George P.
Swenson under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction
of street closer to house (23.60 feet), on property located at Route 29-211
also known as tax map 55-4«1))9, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following re'solution:

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 9th day of October. 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
L That the owners of the subject property are Robert J. Lewis and

George P. Swenson.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 31.27 ac~es.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followin~ con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant h~s satisfied the Board that the followin~ 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 involved:

(a) exceptionally narrow lot,
(b) unusual condition of the location of existing buildings on adjacent

lot,
(c) existing access to Lee Highway neces~ary for use of Lewis & Swenson.

. I
NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same s
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this application only and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall ex{ire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration, or six months after approval of subdivision plat by Fairfax
County, whichever last occurs.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should ibe aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his
Obligation 'to obtain building permits, residential use" permits and the
like through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------

'-133
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10:20 - ALLAN P. HEARD, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permit construction of garage closer to side property line than
allowed by Ordinance, 9224 Presidential Drive, Mt. Vernon Forest
Subdivision, 110-4«3))102, (21,879 sq.ft.), Mt. Vernon District,
(RE-O .5), V-124-74

Mrs. LaTrisia Heard testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous ownerS were
Mr. Charles-Langley, 9222 Presidential Drive, Lot 103 and Mr. Lewis
Sparkman, 9226 Presidential Drive, Lot 104. All of the neighbors who
signed the letter of notification also indicated their approval of this
variance.

Mrs. Heard stated that the reason they need this variance is because
their lot is long and narrow, with the house so situated as to preclude
construction of a single car garage of adequate size within the existing
setback requirements of 20 feet for RE-0.5 zoning. The location of the
proposed garage, as shown on the accompanying plat, is dictated by
excessivelY steep topography, and an existing porch in the rear of the
house and an even closer setback margin on the west property line.

She stated that the garage as proposed would in no way be detrimental to the
use- and enjoyment of the other properties in the area. The neighbor
on the proposed construction side of t~house does not intend, nor is it
feasible for him to further reduce the separation between their structures.
The proposed constnuction will not provide a crowded appearance due, in
part, to the fact that his property is elevated (tiered) above theirs.
The neighbor to their immediate west has added a IS' garage to his
house and crOWding is not a factor. They will endaaver to insure that
the neighbor's property is in no way undesirably affected by the proposed
construction. The size of the addition is IS.i'by 25'.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition.

RESOLUTION

In application under Section 30-6.6, application nO. V-124-74 by Allen P.
Heard to permit construction of a garage 15.1' from the side property
line on property located at 9224 Presidential Drive, also known as tax map
110-4«3»)102, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly fi-led 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, an

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 October, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals ha~ made the following "findings of fact
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Allan P. and LaTrisia K.Heard
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.S~

3. That the area of the lot is 21,879 sq. ft.

AND. WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
Clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally narrow lot,
(b) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

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
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.

3. The materials and architectural detail shall conform to that of the
existing structure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by th s

I
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I

I
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Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permits and the
like through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

10:30 WILLIAM N. & MIWAKO MAXON, application under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ord. to permit carport to be constructed closer to side property line
than allowed by Ordinance, (2' variance, 5' required setback), 8527
Betterton Court, 39-3«28»47, (8,642 sq. ft.) l Providence District,
(R-IO). V-126-74

The Staff Report indicated that the applicants had declined to have their
property posted as required for the public hearing and stated to the
Staff member responsible for the posting that they wished the case to be
withdrawn. That Staff member informed the applicants that they should
contact the Clerk of the Board of Zoning Appeals. The applicants had
not done that.

Mr. Smith inquired if there was anyone present interested in this case.

There was no one present intere'sted in this case.

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred until November 6 to get the
proper withdrawal from the applicant, or to allow the applicant the
opportunity to have his property posted so the case could be heard by the
Board.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley absent.

II

10:40 - VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS, POST 7327, application under Section 30
7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit club use in existing
shoppin~ center, 7035 Brookfield Plaza, 90-2«1))17, (56,295 sq.ft.)
Springf2eld District (C-N), S-127-74

Mr. Richard Chess, attorney for the applicant, represented them before the
Board.

Notices to property ownerS were in order. The contiguous owners were
Stafac Inc., which is a holding company for Shell Oil and Springfield
Mart Ltd.,c/o S. S. Abensohr, 5028 Wisconsin Avenue.

Mr. Chess stated that the applicants did not realize that a Special Use
Permit was required in this C-N zone until after they signed the lease.

Mr. Stanovich from the Club spoke to the Board regarding the number of
members they have. He stated that the¥ plan on having betwetn ~Q9000Mf~5'ah
They plan to operate 7 days per week w~th hours of 5:00 P.M' HonaAy tn~ug~·t
Thursday and 1:30 A.M. Friday and Saturday and close at 12:00 Midnight
on Sunday. They don't plan on having any employees. They do not have
kitchen facilities as yet until they get an exhaust system put in.

Mr. Runyon inquired if there is a theatre in this shopping center that
would operate at night and therefore use a large amount of parking spaces.

Mr. Stanovich stated that there is no theatre and they did not feel this use
would create a parking problem as there is plenty of parking spaces in
the shopping center.

There was a violation notice in the file which Mr. Smith read which violated
the applicants for failure to obtain a non-residential use permit. There
was also a follow-up letter which was served on the applicants by the
Sheriff stating that continued occupancy of the 7035 Brookfield Plaza
address without meeting Fairfax County Zoning Code, Section 30-9.7.1
requirements will cause the Zoning Office to take the necessary court action
to enforce the code. The deadline for obtaining this was set at October 21.
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Mr. Chess stated that the only thing that is holding up the non-residential
use permit is this Special Use Permit. If this is granted today, they can
get their non-residential use permit immediately.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

RESOLUTION

In applicatbn No. S-127-74, application by Veterans of Foreign Wars, Post
7327 under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit clubhouse
in existing shopping center, on property located at 7035 Brookfield Plaza,
also known as tax map 90-2«1»17, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
~d

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 October, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Springfield Mart Limited

Partnership. The applicant is the lessee.
2. That the present zoning is C-N~

3. That the area of the lot is 11.2151 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transaerable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application. and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construct~on

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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constmtute a
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be vali~ until a Non-Residential Use Permit
is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit SHAL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use Permit on
the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the County

f Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.
6. The hours of operation are 5:00 P.M. to 12:00 Sunday through Thursday

and 5:00 P.M. to 1:30 A.M. Friday and Saturday.
7. The number of members are 225.

r. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley
as absent.
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11:00 _ THE MADEIRA SCHOOL, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of
the Ordinance to permit construction of 2 tennis courts to existing
facility, 8328 Georgetown Pike,,20-1 & 20-2«1»14 & 1, (376 acres),
Dranesville District (RE-2), 8-128-74

Mr. William o. Snead, 8328 Georgetown Pike, Greenway. Virginia, represented
the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Mr. Pollard, 9359 Campbell Street, Vienna, Virginia and Harold L. Green, 8540
Georgetown Pike, Mclean.

Mr. Snead stated that they have 376 acres of land and these tennis courts
will be in the middle. They now have 310 girls at the school, 97 are day
students. These courts will be used by the students in the school. At the
present time they have six tennis courts, but it is a very popular sport
in the school and more courts are needed.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this appliation.

RESOLUTION

In application No. 8-128-74, application by The Madeira School under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit constnuction of two tennis
courts on property located at 8328 Georgetown Pike, also known as tax map
20-1 & 20-2«1»14 & 1, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of the State and County Codes and in accordance with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppealS, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th
day of October, 1974.

WHEREAS; the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is The Madeira School, Inc.
2. That the present zoning is RE-2.
3. That the area of the lot is 376 acres.
4. That the site is presently operating under Special Use Permit last

amended April 10, 1974.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance (Standards for Special Use Permit
Uses in R Districts), and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board arid is for the location indicated in the
application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind;
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Bo~~~ for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) wit~is Board'
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this trermit.

~. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit
is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of this Permit SHALL BE POSTED
in a conspicUous place along with the Non-Residential Use Permit on the pro
perty of the use.

6. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain in
effect.
Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed ~ to O. Mr. Kelley absent.

4df
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11:20 - LeROY EDWARD G HARRIETT ARMSTRONG, application under Section 30-6.6
of the Ordinance to permit construction of room addition closer to
rear lot line than allowed by Ordinance, (8;S'variance, 16.2' from
rear lot line), 3323 Slade Court, Falls Church 60-2(4»54,
no ,053 sq. it.) Broyhill Park Subd., Mason Dist., (R-IO) V-148-740TH

Mr. Armstrong represented himself before the Board. Notices to property
owners were in order. The contiguous owners were the Davidsons, 3325 Slade
Court (Lot 55) and the Libertes, 3324 Slade Run Drive (Lot 64).

Mr. Armstrong stated that they would like to construct a room addition 12'
wide x 35 feet long onto the rear of their home. This will be utilized by
their family. This addition would replace the porch (8x20') that is currently
built on the rear of their house. Due to the irregular shape of their lot
which is located in a cul-de-sac, it is not feasible or desirable to construct
this addition on either the right or left side of their house. The lot area
on the left of the house has a hill approximately 4 feet high which tapers
toward the front of the property and eliminates full use of the land.

Mr. Armstrong stated that there are 6 Petitions in the file from the nearby
neighbors supporting this application. The material to be used will be
aluminum siding.

RESOLUTION
In application No. V-148-74, application by LeRoy G Harriett Armstrong, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance to permit construction of addition 16.2' from
rear lot line on property located at 3323 Slade Court, 60-2(4)54, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

I

I

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 October 9, 19 4,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R~IO.

3. That the area of the lot is 10,053 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conClusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satiSfied the Board that a physical conditions
exists which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would
result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessarY hardship that would deprive the
user of the reasonable use of the land and building involved:

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one ~r from this date unless construction ha
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. Architectural design and detail shall confOrm to that of the existing
structure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption fr09 the various requirements of
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permit, and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

I

I

I
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12:00 _ CHURCH OF THE NATIVITY, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of church, 9616 Keene
Mill Road, 88-1«1))10, (10.49 acres), 8-156-74 OTR

I
MI'; Fred Taylor, attorney for the applicant, The Executive Building, Spring
field, Virginia, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
were Martinn~han~o~f 5~!9 Portsmouth Road, Fairfax and Aaron Roemer, 4930
Deal Drive/~anM~~ a~d Mts. Charles Z. Hitchcock, 5208 Chancery Avenue,
Alexandria.

I
Mr. Taylor stated that this property is under a contract to purchase, a copy
of which is in the file., "He stated that since the time they filed the
application, the diocese has been split. The contract is signed by

Walter Sullivan and since then a new diocese of Northern Virginia has been
formed. The contract is still in force. however. He stated that the pro-
posed church will have 800 seats, which would require a minimum of 160
parking spaces. The 220 parking spaces proposes exceeds the minimum
requirement. The church will be served by septic field and well water.
If the plans of the Highway Department go through, there will be a realignmen
of Keene Mill Road which will take a corner off their property. Even
though they will lose two acres of land approximately, they will have two
means of acceSS. The plans that have been submitted show a building to
house the worShip services and the administration facilities and it also
showS a multi-purpose building which they plan to construct in the future,
no later than five years from now. He stated that their architect is
Michael LeMay, 7900 Westpark Drive, McLean. The materialS they plan to
use will be masonry and frame. The building facade and architecture shall
be of form. material, texture and color as will complement the rolling.
heavily wooded site. The plans also show the parish house.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
RESOLUTION

I
In application No. S-156-74. application by Church of the Nativity, under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of a
church on property located at 9616 Keene Mill Road, 88-1«1»10, County of
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and.County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 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 October, 1974.

has made the following findings of

TheThat the owner of the subject property is John L. Scott.
applicant is the contract purchaser.
That the present zoning is RE_I.
That the area of the lot is 10.49 acres.

2.
3.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals
fact:

1.

I

I

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as con~ained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zon~ng Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is her~by 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 ecpire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration. or six months after Fairfax County approves the site plan,
whichever last occurs.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
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kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of
the Permittee to apply to this Board f~~ such approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering details) with/~nis Board's approval, shall con
stitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

S. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE pOSTED in a conspicUous place along with the Non Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Applicant agrees to grant right-of-way for future road, if requested
by the Department of Environmental Management.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The Chairman called for a clarification on Limitation No.2, as the applicant
had stated that they plan some future development which is shown on the
plan.

Mr. Runyon stated that he had assumed that if they began construction with~n

that time frame, they would not have a time limit on finiShing that
construction.

Mr. Smith stated that he would suggest futher conditioning this Permit,
that all construction will be completed within five (5) years.

Mr. Runyon stated that the motion indicates that this is approved in
accordance with the plans and the future expansion for the mUlti-purpose
building and the parish house are on the plans. He told the applicant
that should they deaide to change the building or flip it around in any
way, they would have to come back to this Board for that.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

DEFERRED CASES:
12:20 P.M. - OAKTON LIMITED PARTNERSHIP & THE NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRFAX,

application under Section 30-6.6 and 30-16.8.3 to permit sign at 2928
Chain Bridge Road, for the National Bank of Fairfax, 47-2«1»99
(1.3603 acres) Centreville District (C-OL), V-l29-74 (Deferred from
September 18, 1974 for full Board)

Mr. Smith stated to Mr. Tom Lawson, attorney for the applicants, that there
was still not a full Board. There was a death in Mr. Kelley's wife's family
and he had to go to Georgia.

Mr. Lawson stated that in view of that and for that very reason, they Would
ask that this case be postponed again. Mr. Kelley has indicated that he
may not vote and plans to disqualify himself. He did vote on the case when
it came up before as an appeal from the Zoning Administrator's decision.
Mr. Kelley, however, has not indicated this to him personally and therefore
he would like to talk with him about it and to hear him disqualify himself
for the record.

There was no one in the room to speak on this case other than the applicant
and his representative.

Mr. Barnes moved that the request for deferral be granted and that the date
be set for October 30. Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed
unanimously. (Later it was found that the Board of Supervisors needed the
Board Room for a portion of the day on October 30, therefore, the Clerk
called Mr. Lawson to inquire if this case Qould be set for October 23,
rather than the 30th. Mr. Lawson agreed to this.
II
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LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER. INC., S-112-74; and LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION
CENTER, INC., V-113-74 (Deferred from September 25,1974 for decision)

Mr. Smith stated that in view of the fact that there is not a full Board, he
felt that this decision should be deferred. He stated that the Clerk had
contacted both Mr. Hobson, the attorney for the applicant, and Mr. Brown.
a representative of the opposing citizens, regarding this matter and both
had agreed to a further deferral.

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred until October 16, 1974 for a full
Board.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

BRENTWOOD ACADEMY. 8-104-70. Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Thomas J.
Freaney, Jr., attorney for Brentwood Academy, requesting the Board to act
to remedy the revocation decision made. on February 20, 1974 as the County has
assumed responsibility for the maintenance of Nalls Road which has now
been resurfaced.

Mrs. Kelsey informed the Board that the Zoning Inspector has cleared the
violation and confirms the fact that Nalls Road is now under County
maintenance. There was also a letter in the file from Mr. Dooley in
Public Wor~s regarding this.

Mr. Baker moved that in view of the facts presented to the Board, that the
Board lift the revocation as set forth in a memorandum to Brentwood Academy
dated February 20, 1974.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

II

BUENA VISTA ASSOCIATES, S-7-72 (McLEAN INDOOR TENNIS CENTER) Granted
March 8, 1972.

Mr. Smith read a letter requesting that they be allowed to change their
hours from 7:00 A.M. to 12:00 p.M. TO 6:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M. in view of
the fact that their facility is enclosed.

Mr. Runyon stated that this is located in the center of Mclean in a commercial
area and the structure is enclosed. It is a very quiet activity and, he
therefore moved that the request be granted to change the hours to
6:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent.

II

FAIRFAX COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY, S-237-69

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Richard Hobson, attorney for the applicant,
addressed to Mr. Wallace Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, re
questing to apply for any necessary extension of the above-captioned
Special Use Permit. On January 27, 1970, the BZA granted an amendment to
a previously existing use permit for a property yard and storage facility.
IPe approval of a building included within this amended use permfr was
specified for a five year period only. They now wish to continue to use
this building for small material storage. Mr. Hobson stated that he is
aware of the amendment by the Board of Supervisors on February 12, 1973,
moving the juriSdiction over this case to that Board rather than the Board
of Zoning AppealS. He asked Mr. Covington to determine whether or not the
Board of Supervisors wishes a public hearing on this matter or whether or
not the extension of the permit with reSpect to the building can be handled
by the Zoning Administrator's Office.

44l
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Mr. Mitchell told the Board that the Zoning Administrator could not extend
this Special Use Permit and thought that the Board of Zoning Appeals could
perhaps change that condition limiting the time period of the Special Use
Permit.

Mr. Smith stated that the BZA could not do this as it is no longer under this
Board's jurisdiction. He stated that any extension or renewal will have to go
before the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Mitchell stated that the Board of Supervisors could not change a condition
imposed by the Board of Zoning Appeals without a new application and a public
hearing. He stated that the Zoning Administrator feels that this Board
issued the Special Use Permit and this Board could, if it so chooses,
change the condition of the existing Special Use Permit. He stated that
this time limitation applies only to the temporary building. It doesn't
necessarily put an end to the Special Use Permit itself.

Mr. Smith stated that he had stated his position, but if this Board wants to
disagree with this, he would be glad to call a vote on it.

Mr. Barnes and Mr. Baker agreed with Mr. Smith. Mr. Runyon stated that he is
not familiar with the application, but as he understands it, the Use Permit
is still in force, but they can't continue to use the temporary building.

Mr. Smith stated that it is then the Board.' s position that any changes or
modification of the existing uses will have to go to the Board of Supervisors.

The Board members agreed. The Clerk was directed to inform the applicant
of this decision.

II

OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST -- ROBERT G KATHLEEN JORTBERG, V-173-74

Mr. Smith read their letter requesting this out of turn Raring. Their
justification was that if they did not ~egin the construction now, they
would not be able to finish until spring and this would deprive their family
the use of the addition.

The Board's decision waS that this hardship is the same that most people have.
They told the Clerk to schedule this case for the next regular agenda date
which is November 20, 1974. Columbia LNG was removed from Nov. 20 as it does
not appear likely that the Planning Commission will complete their hearing.
OUT Of TURN HEARING REQUEST - TRUSTEES. ST. JOHNS EPISCOPAL CHURCH
S-174-74 and V-175-74 -- They wished to have an out of turn hearing in o~der

to get the children in the new classrooms as soon as possible as they are
very overcrowded. It was the BoaI'd I s decision to schedule this aasefor
November 20, 1974 also. December 4, 1974 had been the pI'evious scheduling
date until Columbia LNG was moved off the November 20 Agenda, theI'efoI'e,
this moves both these cases up fI'om December 4 to November 20.
II
ST. PAUL'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH, S-30-74, GI'anted May 8, 197~ -- MI'. Smith I'ead
a letteI' requesting that they be allowed to I'educe- the size of theiI'
proposed parking lot. Theil' Special Use Permit S-30-74 was gI'anted to permit
enlaI'gement of parking lot foI' existing church. Now, they wish to pave
only the existing paI'king lot and a portion of the proposed parking lot
because of financial pI'oblems they aI'e having.

It was the Board's decision to allow them to do this as the existing parking
lot is nonconforming. They can then expand the remainder of that pI'oposed
paI'king lot lateI' when they are financially able to do so as long as they
conform to the plats that they have submitted to the Board.

II

The meeting adjouI'ned at 1:00 P.M.

I
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II

By Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals waS Held
on Wednesday, October 16, 1974, in the Board Room of the
Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith. Chairmanj Loy Kelley,
Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker and Charles Runyon. Mr. Barnes
waS absent. Mr. Mitchell was present from the Staff. Mr.
Wallace Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, was present.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Covington.

10:00 - COAKLEY & WILLIAMS, INC. & CHARLES & EDITH FUGATE, application under
Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit 116' high motel closer to front
property line than allowed by Ordinance, Franconia Road and Loisdale
Drive, 90-2«11»500-503, 2 & 6-7C (6.03 acres) Lee District (C-DM)
V-121-74

Mr. Lee Fifer, attorney for the applicant, represented the applicant before
the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous ownerS',iwere
Inez DiJulian, The Cover, Hume, Virginia and Wilmer E. Lyles, 5914 Dinwiddie
Street, Springfield, Virginia.

Mr. Fifer stated that the parcel that is actually affected by the setback is
owned by Ramspring Limited Partnership which is wholly owned by Coakley and
Williams, Inc. The Fugates own and~e leasing the back portion of the
property to Coakley and Williams, Inc. This does not include the entire
six acres of property as advertised. This application does not include
7A, B, and C. The land area of the application is 5.3 acres.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Fifer stated that at the time of the
rezoning and in the presentation for the Special Use Permit for the height
of the motel, he made mention of the fact that they would need a variance
to the setback requirement of the Ordinance. He stated that at that time
he mentioned that they did have a setback problem and they would have to
solve it. The Boardls agent knew that they would be proceeding to solve this
problem by requesting a variance from this Board. He stated that he did not
go into details on this problem, but he did mention it.

Mr. Fifer stated that their justification for requesting this variance is
at the time of rezoning of this parcel to C-DM for high-rise motel use, the
Zoning Staff requested the applicant to abandon its main means of ingress and
egress which waS an easement near the intersecxion of Loisdale Road and
Franconia Road. In abandoning this easement, the applicant agreed to
contribute land for an interior circulation road to serve all the parcels
that were being rezoned at the same time. Because of the relocation of the
main entrance, it became necessary to alter the position of the motor inn
on the lot so that the main entrance of the motor inn faced the new driveway
into it. As a result of this relocation and of the configuration of the lot,
and in order to meet the zoning requirements as to parking spaces, the motor
inn building had to be moved closer to the front lot line than was the
case in the original submission for rezoning. The County Staff made it clear
that the abandonment of the leasement waS quite important to the obtaining
of the rezoning necessary for the high-rise motor inn. Moreover, at the time
of rezoning, the Planning Commission and the Board were presented plats and
information concerning the height of this building and its location on this
parcel.

Mr. Fifer stated that he had attached letters to this application from the
surrounding landowners indicating that the granting of such a variance would
not affect them adversely and that they ~re not opposed to this application.

Mr. Smith inquired if, in the beginning, they could have developed a 116'
high building without a variance.

Mr. Fifer answered that they could have.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt they were overdeveloping the property. He
stated, however, that he felt the Board of Supe~visors granted this variance
when they approved the site plan at the time this went before them for the
Special Use Permit and the height variance.

Mr. Kelley agreed.
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Mr. Fifer stated that it was the Director of Environmental Management's Agent
who determined that they would need a variance from this Board. If this
Board prefers not to grant this variance, but to abide by what the Board of
Supervisors granted at the time of the request for the Special Use Permit
for the height variance, they will be happy to accept that.

r. Smith inquired of Mr. Covington what the maximum height of a motel in
this zone is.

Mr. Covington stated that a motel exceeding 40' in height shall be permitted
by the Board of Supervisors in accordance with Sections 30-7.2.10.3.10 and
30-7.2.10.4, provided, however, that motels in the C-DM District shall not
exceed 150' in height, subject to the standards set forth in Section
30-7.2.10.4.1.

r. Smith stated that he might feel differently toward this request, if the
applicant could convince him that they could have built this motel without
a variance before they changed the entranceway.

Mr. Fifer then showed the Board a copy of the original plan showing the motel
before the changes in the road and entranceway and showed that they did not
eed a variance·before the changes.

r. Runyon inquired if the parcel indicated on the plans before the Board as
"future development" is a part of this application under the 6.03 acres of
land.

r. Fifer stated that that portion of land is not part of this application.
Ramspring is the owner of that portion of land.also and the reason they have
it on this plan is so they can amend their site plan to include that portion
of land in order to get in line for sewer. Sewer allocation is based on the
site plan number.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Fifer stat~d that the Special Use
Permit was granted by the Board of Supervisors for this motel on July 29,
1974 at 2:30 P.M. I

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to this applicatio

r. Smith stated that he would like to defer this case until the Board could,
contact the County Executive and get assurance that the Board of Supervisors
as, in fact, aware of; the need for this variance.

r. Kelley agreed.

r. Baker so moved that this case be deferred' until November 6, 1974.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

II

10:10 _ WILLAF. ECKLE8 T/A PETER PIPER SC~OOL, application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to permit continued operation of nursery
school with maximum of 25 children each day, 1351 Scotts Run Road,
30-1«9))1, Dranesville District (2.318.43 acres), (RE-l), 8-131-74

r. Smith checked the notices that Mrs. Eckles presented and stated that they
idnot meet the 10 day requirement.

r. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until November 20 for proper
otices.

r. Baker seconded the motion. There was nocne- else in the room interested
in this application.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

This will be for full hearing. Mr. Smith told Mrs. Eckles that she would
ave to renotify property owners of the time, date, place and purpose of
hat hearing at least 10 days before the hearing.

II
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10:30 - BETTIE J. PENROD, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of Ordinance
to permit operation of beauty shop in home,7203 Homestead Place,
71-3«15»6, Leewood Subdivision, (21,367 sq.ft.) Annandale District
(RE-D.S),8-132-74

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Kayser, 7201 Homestead Place and Wagner. 2205 Homestead Place.

Mrs. Penrod stated that this womld not be a beauty shop. as such, as she
just wanted to fix a few friend's harr, perhaps 2 or 3 per day. She stated
that she has a small child in nursery school from 9:00 a.m. until Noon- and
she, therefore, could not hold a full time job and be home with her child
in the afternoon. She 'stated that she is a licensed beautician since May
of this year. She has not worked outside the home in this capacity. lhey
have lived at this present address for approximately one year. They do own
the property. She stated that she doesn't feel that she needs to get a full
time job, but would like to praftice her skills.

Mr. Baker inquired if she could'get a position just in the mornings when
her child is in school.

Mrs. Penrod stated that she has not been able to, as most of the shops insist
that one work one to two evenings per week and on Saturday.

Mr. David S. Taylor, Vic~-Presidentof the North Springfield Civic Associatio
spoke in opposition to this application. He stated that their civic asso
ciation has taken the stand that no commercial business should be permitted
within any of the names. They feel that the granting of this one, will
lead to the granting of others. This is in a lovely subdivision and there
is no need for this beauty shop in this home as there are plenty of shops
in the nearby shopping centers.

Mr. Fred B. Kayser, 7201 Homestead Place, spoke in opposition. He stated
that he is one of the contiguous property owners. Homestead is a cul-de-sac
of seven homes in the $70,000 price range and four of these homes,including
the Penrods,have swimming pools. He stated that he objects because there
is no 'need for a beauty parlor business, this will disturb the piece and
tranquility of the neighborhood because of the increase in t~affic and

he feels this will start the neighborhood on a downward trend not only
financially, but in its aesthetic'value.

Mr. Runyon told Mr. Kayser that the zone this request is in is RE-0.5 and
in that zone they have the right fora Special Use Permit for a one-chair
beauty shop. He asked how this shop where she would only have two or three
people per day would affect the traffic adversely. She might have supplies
delivered one or two times per month. He stated that he could see the
problem if this were to be a commercial beauty shop, but it isn't. He stated
that he assumed that she would not have a sign and that this would be, only
for her friends. He stated that of the people he knaws that have shops
such as this, they do not generate a lot of traffic and he, therefore, could
not see the magnitude of the problem.

Mr. Kayser stated .that this is a deadend street and children play out in that
street. ThePenrods have four vehicles and two trailers and customer
parking would create?a problem. If Mrs. Penrod becomes Successful in her
venture, she will expand and have more customers which means more cars,
more traffic and more parking problems.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board can limit the Use Permit to permit only a
certain number of customers and he still does not see the intensity of
this.

Mrs. Alice Wagner, 7205 Homestead Place, one of the contiguous property
ownerS, spoke in objection. She submitted a Petition signed by 32 people
in the neighborhood in objection to this application.

Mr. Elmer Hoffnauer, 7116 Woodland Drive, across the street and two doors
away, spoke in opposition, stating that this will disturb the piece and
quiet of the neighborhood.

Mr. John Cosgrove, 7125 Woodland Drive, spoke in objection to the application.
He stated that he had requested a variance to build a two car garage next
to his house and there was no objection, yet the Board turned it down and
he cannot see how the Board could now grant this type application.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is in receipt of a note from Pat Huett,
Homestead Place, in favor of the application, a letter from Frank Hard
in opposition and Mr. and Mrs. James G. Watson, 7204 Homestead Place, in
opposition. He stated that all the letters would be retained in the file
for the record.
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Mr. Kelley stated that he disagreed with Mr. Runyon. He stated that he did
not feel a residential area is a place for any type business. These people
have a nice.qu~ neighborhood. He stated that he wouldn't want a man who
works on cars next door to him. This is a business and he did not see any
other category this could be placed in and this is not the place for a
business.

Mr. Baker stated that he agreed with Mr. Kelley to a large extent. but since
it is in the law and legal that is what this Board has to base their
decision on and if there is a problem with that law, then the Ordinance
should be changed.

I
Mr. Kelley stated that this use is not legal until such time as they get a
Special Use Permit.

Mr. Smith stated that this comes
Use Permit as a home occupation.
sparsely settled and there was a

to the Board as a request for a Special
Several years ago when the County was still

need in the remote areas for this use. I
Mrs. Penrod spoke in rebuttal. She stated that they too moved to this
neighborhood because they feel the same way that their neighbors who spoke
in opposition feel. She stated that only she and one other family in that
cul-de-sac have chimaren and she would be the first to object to anything
that would cause a traffic hazard. They are planning to build a new
addition that will more than hold any cars that she and her husband have and
the two to three customers' cars that might be there during the day.

Mr. Runyon stated that in this application, it is a condition that the
applicant has to meet standards for permit uses in R Districts. He
stated that he did not see any overriding solution in either direction.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Therefore, in application No. S-132-74, application by Bettie J. Penrod under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit operation of a beauty
shop in home, on property located at 7203 Homestead Place. also known as tax
map 71-3((15»6, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper. posting of the property.. letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners and a public hearing by th~oard of Zoning Appeals held on the 16th
day of October, 1974.

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the applicant is the owner of the property.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.S.
3. That the area of the lot is 21,367 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haS reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That the applicant has not 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 Ordinanc~,and

NOW. ~HEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Barnes was absent.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
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10:50 - PROVIDENCE UNITED PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH & PROVIDENCE NURSERY SCHOOL, IN
application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to
permit continuance of day care center with change of operator,
maximum of 70 children, ages 2 through 6, no more than 35 children at
anyone time, 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., weekdays, 9019 Little River
Turnpike, 58-4«1»1, (5.65 acres), Annandale District CRE-I),
8-133-74

Notices to property owners were in order.
4035 Doveville Lane, Fairfax. Virginia and
Lane, Fairfax, Virginia.

Mrs. Virginia Ruck, 3529 Morningside Drive, represented the applicants before
the Board.

Mrs. Ruck stated that this day care center was started in 1959 and at that
time was located in the original church quarters. In 1972, the church
opened a new church education wing and there was another Special Use
Permit granted to the church. That was early 1972. In June of 1972, the
school became incorporated and began a body separate and extinct from the
church. The relationship to the church has not changed, however. The
Board of Trustees of the school consists of the Pastor of the Church, the
Chairman of the Christian Education Commission of the Church and the elected
President of the School. She stated that this spring they did an overall
evaluation of the school and found several deficiencies, one of which was
the failure of the school to change the Special Use Permit to reflect the
corporation.

Mrs. Ruck stated that this is a preschool nursery for three and four year old
However, they do take some two year olds. They presently have 30 children
and only have a morning session, but they would like to add an afternoon
session. The hours of operation are from 9:00 until Noon for the morning
session and from 8:45 to 4:00 would cover the entire time period should they
add an afternoon session. They do not have any busses. The children are
transported to the school by carpools.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-133-74, application By Providence United PreSbyterian
Church and Providence Nursery School, Inc., a~plication under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to perm~t continuance of day care cente
with change of operator on property located at 9019 Little River Turnpike,
also known as tax map 58-4«1))1, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accord~nce

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 16th
day of October, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owners of the subject property,i.e Trustees of Presbyterian

Church.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.65 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio
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.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
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PROVIDENCE UNITED PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH G PROVIDENCE NURSERY SCHOOL, INC.(cont) ~ ~ ~

is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicants' only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeal
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special
Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This p~rmit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of this Special Use permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non Residential
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Depart
ments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the
permitted use.

6. The maximum number of children shall be seventy (70), ages two and
one-half (2 1/2) to six (6) years.

7. The hours of operation shall be 8:30 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., five (5)
days per week, Monday through Friday. during normal school year.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent and Mr~ Runyon was out
of the room.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
11:10 _ JOHN AND KAREN HOLMFELD, application under Section 30-6.6 of the

Zoning Ordinance to permit construction ofa one-story addition
closer to front property line than allowed by the Ordinance (IS'
variance; 30' from front property line), 2~08 Nordok Place, 102-1
((19))19, Hollin Hills Subdivision, (17.905 sq. ft.), Mt. Vernon
District, (R-17), V-134-74

Mr. John Holmfeld testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in Order. The contiguous owners were
Bateman, 7615 Elby Road and Gilson, 2906 Nordok Place.

Mr. Holmfeld stated that he has a corner lot and the house is located in
a position that the sides of the house is not parallel to the property
lines. He has owned the property for three yearS and this addition is for
the use of his own family and not for resale purposes. This addition will
be compatible with the existing dwelling.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to the applicati n.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
RESOLUTION

In application No. V-134-74, application by John and Karen Holmfeld under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of one-story
addition closer to front property line than allowed by the Ordinance
(IS' variance. 30' from front property line) on property located at 2408
~ordok Place, also known as tax map 102-1((19))19. county of Fairfax,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accQrdance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and
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WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisemen~ 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 October, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicants.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the lot is 17,905 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has 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/or buildings involved:

Ca) unusual condition of the location of existing building

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
indicated in the plats included with this application only and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing development.

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
11:20 - AMOeO OIL COMPANY, application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the

Zoning Ordinance to permit service station use with change of ownershi
(station is under construction) intersection of Lee Chapel Road and
Old Keene Mill Road, 88~1«1))14A, (33,756 square feet), Springfield
District (C-D), S-157-74

Mr. L. J. Hayward from the AMOCO OIL COMPANY, Baltimore, Maryland, represented
AMOCO before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The only contiguous owner was
Roland Goode.
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Mr. Hayward stated that this Permit was originally granted to CITCO in 1971
and B.P. OIL in May of 1972. Because of a change in B.P.'s marketing concept
these facilities were not completely constructed and consequentlY are not
open. AMOCO is presently under a contract to purchase this property. They
plan to finish the construction in compliance with the approved site plan that
B.P. had on this property. There will be no changes to the facility. They
will abide by all the conditions set by this Board for B.P. Oil. It is
their intention. if this is granted, to have this facility in operation by
November 1.There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this
application.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ -
RESOLUTION

In application No. S-154 -74, application by AMOCO OIL COMPANY under Section
30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit service station (change of
owner) on property located at intersection of Lee Chapel Road and Old Keene
Mill Road, also known as tax map 88-1CCl))14A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and
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AMOCO OIL COMPANY

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 16th day of October, 1974,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is B.P. Oil Corp. The

applicant is the contract purchaser.
2. That the present zoning is C-D.
3. That the area of the lot is 33,756 square feet.
4. That the site is presently under Special Use Permit S-69-74 for the

same use.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application
be and the same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire 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 the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detailS) whether or not these additional
uses Or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board
of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions
of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established prOcedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the grannng of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED ina conspicuous place along with the Non Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. All other conditions of the previous Special Use Permit shall apply
(S-69-74) .

Mr. Smith asked if that included the provisions that there shall be no sales,
rental, storage, or leasing of truc~, trailers, or recreational vehicles.

Mr. Runyon stated that No.6 does cover that.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

11:40 - DANIEL F. & GEORGIA RITA RUSKIN, application under Section 30-6.6 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit 6 foot stockade fence in front setback
(4' maximum allowed), 1449 Woodacre' Drive, 31-2«6))7, (18,280 square
feet>, Dranesville District, Briggs and Hooper addition to Chesterbroo
Woods, (R-17), V-136-74

Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant requesting that this case be
deferred as somethtng unforeseen had come up that caused them to be unable
to be present.

Mr. Smith inquired if there was anyone in the room interested in this case.

Mr. Franklin Sneider, 1516 Laburnum Street, McLean, Virginia 22101, came
forward and in answer to Mr. Smith's question stated that it would be an
inconvenience for him to have to come back another time, but he would do so
if necessarY •. He asked if there was any possibility of his being able to
state his objection to this fence at this time.

Mr. Smith stated that that would not be possible.
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Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until December 4, 1974 and that
the applicant be notified that he would have to submit proof of notification
to property owners of the December 4, 1974 hearing date and the copies of
this notification be filed with the Clerk at least 5 days prior to the
December 4, 1974 meeting.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

Mr. Smith requested the Clerk to also notify Mr. Sneider.

II

DEFERRED CASES:

FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of Ordinance
to permit Sunday school and church services in mobil classrooms, 9524 Braddock
Road, 69-1 Ii 69-3«1»21, (5 acres), Annandale District, (RE-I), (Deferred
from 7-24.74 for proper notification and again from 9-11-74 to give applicant
time to obtain a non-residential use permit on existing facility FULL
HEARING)

Mr. Smith stated that Fairfax Baptist Temple still has not been able to
obtain their non residential use permit as the contractor has not cleaned
out the storm drain. He stated that the applicant requests another deferral.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until December 4, 1974.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes absent.

II
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B. P. OIL INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit varian es
to front setback requirements for canopy, pump island and building (9.5' from
property line), 1958 Chain Bridge Road, 29-4«(1))16, (23,978 sq. ft.)
Dranesville District (C-G), V-l02-74 (Deferred from 9-11-74 to allOW applicant
the opportunity to amend plats to reduce variance requests)

Mr. Tim McPherson, 10560 Main Street l Suite 211, Fairfax, Virginia, attorney
for the applicant, represented the applicant before the Board.

The plats had been submitted reducing the variance requests. Their present
~requests are: the rear canopy to be within 14' of old 123 (25' r~quired);

rear pump island to be within 23 1 from old 123 (25 1 required); a variance
for the building to be within 56' from Chain Bridge Road and 52 1 from old
123 (75' required); variance for canopy to be 18 1 from Chain Bridge Road

Mr. Smith stated that the canopy is permitted to be within 25 1 of the property
as opposed to other businesses which have to setback the full requirement
which is usually 501.

Mr. Runyon stated that they do havs an unusual case"speak:ihg,t(j)',~4evariance
portion of it. You do not have a lot of sites with road frontage on the
front and rear. They have an odd shaped parcel that is left over by the
combination of the new 123 and the remainder of Old 123 with the same road
fronting on both sides. He stated that he knew what Mr. Smith meant
regarding the canopy variance, but he felt the Board should grant them
a little relief in the case of such unusual conditions.

Mr. Smith stated that the canopys should be brought into compliance and then
he would vote for it. He stated that there is an existing service station
here which is a very fine facility that was just constructed three or four
years ago and is run very well.

Mr. Runyon stated that maybe it is not run very well.

Mr. Smith stated that there is a reasonable use of the land now which provides
a service to the community.

Mr. Kelley asked how many pumps the exis~ing station has and how many the
new station will have.

Mr. McPherson stated that the existing facility has four dual pumps and
the new facility will have 20 dispensing units, 10 pumps.

The B. P. rep~@s~ntative stated that the reason they are going to this type
station is s9t~ffey can reduce the price of the gasoline three (3) cents.
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B. P. OIL (continued)

Mr. Smith stated that he ,drove over and looked at this site and it certainly
seems to be a good business there now. This proposal with an iluminated
B. P. sign on it is not in keeping with the Board's policy. The Board just
denied Giant permission to have such a sign.

Mr. McPherson stated that they have moved the building back 8 or 9 feet
reducing the amount of the variance needed for that and have reduced the
amount of the other requests also.

that
Mr. Smith again stated that he felt/they are overdeveloping the site. Whether
this would allow the applicant to cut the price is something he doesn't know.
He asked if B. P. operates the existing station.

Mr. McPherson answered that they do operate the existing station. It is a
company owned station.

that
Mr. Runyon stated that he feels/this is one of the most unusual cases the
Board has had.

Mr. Smith stated that they have reasonable use of the land now.

Mr. Runyon stated that tne apRlicant has stated that under their marketing
conditions, this is what they need.

Mr. Smith stated that that is fine as long as they stay within the setbacks
they have now, but they are more than doubling the number of dispensing units.
He stated that they could cut the canopy off in the back. He asked how the
Board could justify granting a variance for a canopy. He stated that he took
part in the process to amend the ordinance to allow canopies to be within
25 1 because he felt it was justified to shelter the tanks, but now to
grant another variance is certainly not justified.

r. McPherson stated that they could cut off the front canopy completely.

r. Smith stated that B. P. was aware of the limited development that could
take place here at the time they purchased the property. He inquired if
they ever close these pumps off from use by the public.

he B. P. representative stated that if the pumps are blocked off, it is
because of the number of attendants that are available.

r. Runyon:~ moved that this case be deferred for decision only until November
20, 1974.

r. Baker seconded the motion.

r. Runyon stated that based on the Board's discussion, he felt the Board has
given them enough instruction to know what they can or can't do. He stated
that he has marked up a plat with some suggested alternatives.

r. Smith stated that he would like to discuss what his proposals are though.

r. Runyon stated that the Board is not going to grant any variances for the'
canopy and pump islands. He stated that he did not feel the Board made this
clear before.

r. Smith stated that he felt they had had ample time.

The motion passed 4 to O.

r. Barnes was absent.

r. Smith asked that they submit any new plats they might come up with to the
Staff at least five (5) days prior to the November 20, 1914 deferral date.
This will be for decision only and will be taken up after the regUlar

cheduled cases.

II
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I

I

I
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Page 453~ October 16, 1974
James M. Rollins

JAMES M. ROLLINS, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance
to permit construction of family room addition closer to rear lot line
than allowed by Ordinance, (15.7' from rear lot line) and to permit construe on
of garage closer to side property 11ne than allowed by Ordinance. (2.2' from
side property line), 13602 Bentree Court, 44-2«3))82, Brookfield Section
1, (10,700 square feet), Centreville District, (R-12.5C). V-118~74J
(Deferred from 9~25~74 for new plats reducing requirements for variance
for both side and rear property lines by 4 1 ). DECISION ONLY.

The plats had been received cutting the addition by 4' and the garage by
4' .

------------------------------Resolution-----------------------------------

In application No. V-118-74, application by James M. Rollins under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of a family room and
a garage as additions to residenQe at 13602 Bentree Ct .• Centreville
District, 44-2«(3))82, Brookfield Section 1, County of Fairfax. Virginia
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the 'by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals.
Md

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
propery owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on 9-25-74 and deferred to 10-16-74.

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is James M. & Patricia

E. Rollins.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5 cluster.
3. That the area of the lot is 10,100 sq. ft.
4. That the request: is for a variance of 9.3 feet for the rear

yard and a variance of 2 feet for the side yard, resulting in the family
room being 19.6 feet from the rear property line and the garage being
6 feet from the side property line.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:
1. That the applicant has 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 involved:

a. exceptionally irregUlar shape of 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 and the specific
structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and
is not transferable to other land or 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. Architecture and materials to be used in propoped addition
shall be compatible with the existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfil11nghis
obligation to obtain building permits and the like through the established
procedures.

Mr. Baker seco~ded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes
was absent.

II
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Cardinal Community Center J Inc.

CARDINAL COMMUNITY CENTER J INC., S-120-74 (Deferred from 9-25-74 for
applicant to meet with nearby community to answer their questions and try
to resolve the problems -- Written testimony only to be accepted, public
hearing closed). DECISION ONLY.

Mr. Smith stated that there are only four Board members present and there
has been a request to defer this case for a full Board.

Mr. Kelley stated that, in view of the fact that one of the Lions Clubs
has withdrawn and there is a rumor that another on will, he would think
that the Board whould wait until there is a full Board and perhaps by
then, everything will be worked out. He moved that it be deferred until
November 13 for decision only. Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The
motion passed unanimously.

II

SCHEPER SCHOOLS, ANTON SCHEFER -- REQUEST FOR OUT OF TURN HEARING

~5~

I

I
A representative from the school appeared before the Board.
they must move out of their present facilities and therefore
get another place as soon as possible.

He stated that
needed to

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could grant the out of turn hearing, but
it would be necessary for them to get new plats in showing such things as
the recreation area, the dimensions of the building, setbacks, etc. The
plats that have been submitted do not comply with the Board's present
requirements.

The representative stated that they could get the plats in within the week.

Mr. Baker moved that the request be granted.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

II

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes for September 11, 1974 be approved as
corrected.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with the
members present.

II

The hearing adjourned at 1:30 P.M. wi~h no break.

II

by Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

~~A~
Daniel Smith, Chairman

I

Approved: November 6. 1974
Date

I

I



The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held
Wednesday, Octbber:~3, 1974, in the Board Room of the Massey
Building. Present: Daniel ' smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice
Chairman; Joseph Baker; and Charles Runyon. Mr. George
Barnes was absent. Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Covington were present
from the Staff.

II The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Covington.

10:00 - GERALD N. GALSTAN, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit carport closer to side property line than allowed
by Ordinance, (1.0' from side line> 4904 King Richard Drive, 70-3«5»
214, Canterbury Woods, Section 4, (12,06B square feet), Annandale
District (R-12.5Cluster), V-139-74

II

II

II

II

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Laraine
Meli and Donald Meli, 4906 King Richard Drive, Annandale and Richard and
Norma Vanney, 4913 North Centaurs Court, Annandale, Virginia.

Mr. Galstan represented himself before the Board.

The Staff report indicated that this unenclosed carport is requested to be
one foot from the side property line and the minimum requirement is five
feet for such a structure, therefore, the applicant needs a variance of four
feet.

Mr. Galstan stated that he was requesting a variance to Section 30-2.2.2,
as modified by Section 30-3.3.1 and 30-3.3.8 under the hardship section
of the ordinance. He stated that he wished to construct up to one foot
from the side lot line fOr the eve structure (for a variance of one foot or
50 percent) and up to two feet from the side lot line for the carport structur 1
uprights for a variance of three feet or 60 percent.

He stated that he is requesting this variance in the strict application of
the ordinance because:
A. The exceptionally narrow lot width setback remaining after his residence
was sited and constructed by the building.
B. The unusual physical condition of an old stream bed passing through his
rear yard which floods during moderate or heavy rains. Construction of an
extended driveway and detached carport or garage would disrupt the water
flow-and probably ca~se frequent flooding of his basement and/or undermining
of such driveway or detached structure.
C. The unusual feature of the siting of the adjacent residence on its corner
lot, which provides a very generours 25.5 feet from the closest point on
that structure to the lot line in question

He stated that the majority of single family residences in the area have eithe
a single or double attached carport or garage.

Mr. Kelley s~ed that even though there might be a good separation between
the houses at th~a~oint, the man next door might sell his house next week
and the new owneryeraht to put in a family room or something like that, then
there would be no separation. He stated that he did not support granting
a variance to build within I' of the property line. It is setting a precedent
A 5' variance has already been granted by the Ordinance for open carports.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board cannot grant variances on omnditions that
generally exist throughout the community.

Mr. Galstan stated that the general condition in the community is that the
houses all have single or double garages. He estimated the percentage of
these homes at 85 percent.

Mr. Smith stated that that would be a factor. He asked Mr. Covington to
check this out.

Mr. Donald Maley, Lot 70, one of the contiguous property owners spoke in
support of this application. He stated that he has enclosed his carport.

Mr. Galstan stated that the only reason for his going within the 11 is to
provide an overhang whi9h continues the appearance of the existing house
by making the proposed overhang the same as the existing overhang. In answer
to Mr. Smith's question~ he stated that he could not cut the carport down as
there is an existing stoop which is 3 1/2 1 wide which would not give enough
room for the car.

Mr. Runyon stated that actually this is not a narrow lot. It is 85' and the
minimum is 80'.



Page 456i - October 23, 1974

Mr. Kelley stated that if it is the feeling of the Board, he would be happy
to go and view this property. Each lot has to stand on its own merit.
He stated that he is not in favor of granting this much variance.

Mr. Smith stated that he could not support the variance without additional
information as to the general condition of the area.

L/56

I
Mr. Runyon suggested that the Board get a copy of the grading plan and that
plan will show the t2~es of houses and how they are located in this area.

(There was no on~t8 speak in favor or in opposition to the application)~
Mr. Kelley moved to defer this case until November 13, 1974 for viewing of
the property and to find the percentage ~:Of-,h·ouses.irivolvedwith this same
type situation in Canterbury Woods.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. I
The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.
(Hearing ended at 11: 05 A.M.)
II

10:10 _ JAMES T. & ALICE M. CHILDS. application under Section 30-6.6 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit addition closer to front setback line
than allowed by the Ordinance, 2412 Carey Lane, 38-3«20))41 (28,734
square feet), Centreville District, Town and Country Gardens Subd.,
Section 2 (RE-0.5), V-140-74 (Hearing began at 11:10 A.M.)

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
McElhatton, 9810 Vale Road, Vienna, Virginia and Jusseaume. 2410 Carey Lane,
Vienna, Virginia.

Mr. Childs stated that he would like a variance to put an addition to his
residence which would be 44.7 feet from the front property line along Vale
Road. He needs a variance of 5.3 feet to the requirement of the Ordinance.
He stated that if the house had been placed on the lot parallel to Vale Road
he would have had room for the addition. If he moved the proposed addition
back he would encroach on the flood plain easement. The area to be built
upon now has drainage problems and this addition would help solve those
problems.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. V-140-74, application by JamesT. and Alice M. Childs. unde
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition 44.7 feet from the
front property line on property located at 2412 Carey Lane, also known as tax
map 38-3«20»41. County of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
neWSpaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 23rd
day of October, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 28,734 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satiSfied the Board that the following ,ph¥sical
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.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

I

I

I



The contiguous owners were
Fairfax and Robert Batel 1 5117

I

I

I

Page 457 - Octoher 23, 1974 - CHILDS (continued)

1. This 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 from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thi
Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his Obligation to
obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like through the
established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

10:20 - WHEELER ROOGERS,application under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit garage closer to front property line than
allowed by the Ordinance, 5115 Forsgate Place, 67«10»20, West
Hill Subdivision, (40 1 °81 sq. ft')l Springfield District (RE-l)l
V-142-74

Notices to property owners were in order.
Frances Dougherty, 11203 Sedge field Road,
forsgate Road, fairfax, Virginia.

Mr. Rogers represented himself before the Board. His address is 5105 North
25th Court, Arlin~ton, Virginia. He stated that he would like to construct
a house on his lo~ located at 5115 Forsgate Place. The garage portion of
this house would extend into the setback area 14' on the front property
line which is actually the side of the house along Forsgate Place. Forsgat~

Place is a cul-de-sac. The reason for this request is the unusual shape of
the lot and for the fOllowing reasons:

1. He needs to put the septic field in the front yard where he has
obtained a soil percolation rate of 10 @ 65 inches.

2. To move the house toward Sedgefield Road and locate the septic tank
to the rear of the house wpuld require cutting the trees at the rear
of the lot adjoining lot 21 and the soil percolation test in that
area is 35 @ 38 inches.

3. By locating the house as requested, the best utilization of the land
will be accomplished by permittirig(a) the house to be located at the
high point and (b) the septic and drain field can be located in the
front, thereby saving the trees in the back; and

4. The requested use will not be injurious to the use of the land and
buildings in the vicinity but will be in harmony with the neighborhood.

4J{

I

I

He stated in answer to Mr. Smith's question, that he will begin building this
house just as soon as the permits that are now in the County have been approv d.
He stated that he had visited wi+8 ~Hfg ij~,shE~ owner on the five surroundin
lots and they have no bbjection/to fi18 knowledge. This will not affect the
Doughertys except that' ," it wIll put his house in line with the existing
dwellings on Lot 19. If he has to move the house to get the 50' front
setb~ckl it will put his house at least 30' to the front of the existing
dwelling on Lot 19 which means that they would be lOOking out their front
window on the rear of his house.

Mr. John T. Hazel, citizen in the area, appeared before the Board and spoke
in favor of the application.

There was no one else to speak in favor and no one to speak in opposition to
this application.

Mr. Hazel further stated that he agreed with Mr. Rodgers that it will be
far better to put the house where he has proposed to put it.
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RESOLUTION

In application No. V-142-74, application by Wheeler E. Rodgers under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit garage of proposed house to be
constructed closer to front property line than allowed by Ordinance
(within 36') on property located at 5115 Forsgate Place, West Hill
SUbdivision also known as tax map 67«10))20. County of Fairfax, Virginia
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

I
WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance wit
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, letter to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 23rd
day of October, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the BoarQ of Zoning App~s has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Wheeler E. & IlIa S. Rogers.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 40,081 square feet.
4. That the request is for a variance of 14 feet to the requirement of

50 feet.
5. That the subject property is a corner lot andbbvders on a cul-de-sac.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusi
of law:

1. That the applicant has 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/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be anp the same
is hereby granted. with the following limitations:' ,

1. This approval is granted for the loqation and the 'speqific s~ructure
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed, by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action'by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits,residential use permits and the
like through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

10:30 - ROBERT E. & LOUISE M. PAUL, application under Section 30-6.6 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit porch and carport closer to, side
property line than allowed by the Ordinance, 7010 Spaniel Road,
88-4 (2»)135, (14,856 sq.ft.) Orange Hunt Estates Subd., Springfield
District, (R-17C). V-143-74

Notices'to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Col.
and Mrs. Herbert Fogarty, 7012 Spaniel Road and Mr. and Mrs. Ianiero, 7008
Spaniel Road, Springfield, Virginia.

Col. Paul represented himself before the Board. He stated that the proposed
porch would be within 5.4 feet from the side property line and the proposed
open carport would be within 2.0 feet from the side property line. He
stated that because of the terrain of the property, the shape of the
lot and the way the house is situated on the lot, he is unable to build
at any other location.

Mr. Runyon suggested that he reduce the variance for the carport making this
a m1n1mum variance. He suggested he reduce the size of the proposed
addition to the existing carport to 7.75' rather than 9.75' making that
structure 4.0' from the side property line rather than 2.0'.

5
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Page 459 - October 23, 1974 - PAUL (continued)

e Staff report indicated that the applicants need variances to the require
ment of 2.8 feet fOr the porch and 6.2 feet for the carport addition. Since
this is in a Cluster zone the required side yard setback for this open
structure for this particular lot is 8.2 feet.

The applicants agreed to reduce the proposed addition to the carport.
There was no one. to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. V-143-74. application by Rohert E. and Louise M. Paul,
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit carport side yard
of 4 1 *and porch side yard of 5.4'*on property located at 7010 Spaniel Road
also known as tax map 88~4«2»135, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution: *AS AMENDED

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 October, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owners of the Subject property are the applicants.
2. That the present zoning is R-17 Cluster.
3. That the area of the lot is 14,856 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty cr 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) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

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 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 from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his
obligations to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

Mr. Runyon made the necessary changes on the plats and the plats were initiale
by Mr. Paul.

10:50 - BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to clubhouse in existing
country club facility, 6023 Fort Hunt Road, 83-4«1»5, 6 and 13,
Mount Vernon District (127.8181 acres), R-12.5, S-145-74

Mr. John T. Hazel, attorney for the applicant, requested that this case be
deferred to a later date.

I

I Notices to property owners were in order.
County Water Authority, 4121. Channel Lane
Alexandria.

The contiguous owners were Fairfax
Road and Robinson, P.O. Box 275,

Mr. Baker moved that the request be granted and the case set for Dec. 4, 1974
Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes absen

II
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11:00 - B. MARK FRIED

The agent for the applicant was not in the room, therefore, the Board recessed
this case until after they had heard the next scheduled case.

/I

11:30 FAIRFAX QUARRIES, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.1.3 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit renewal of Special Use Permit for stone
quarrying and stockpiling of quarried stone and accessory uses,
15717 Lee Highway, 64«1)12, 13, 14, 15 & 72, (99.9577 acres)
Centreville District (RE-l & IG) 8-141-74

Mr. Royce Spence, attorney for the applicant, represented the applicant before
the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Ruby
Collins, 7100 Bull Run P. O. Road, Centreville and Mrs. Helen Alexander,
15901 Lee Highway, Centreville, Virginia and Willard P. Robinson, 15907 Lee
Highway, Centreville, Virginia.

Mr. Spence stated that this application is only pertaining to the property on
the south side of Lee Highway. This quarry first started in the late 1920's
as a County owned, County operated quarry. At that time, it was confined to
what is known as Parcel 13 and 14. In 1938 Luck Quarries took over the
operation of the quarry. They continued operation of those two parcels until
1959. At that time the operation was expanded by adding 42 acres. The
Permit has been extended ever since then and that is why they are before the
Board today. Approximately two years ago. there was an application for
stockpiling on Parcel 12 which the Board granted. Several months ago Mr.
Jack Maize, Zoning Inspector Specialist. brought to the Board a request for
a change in the hours of blasting on the south side to conform to the hours
for blasting on the north side. The Board allowed the change in hours. They
are from 11:00 A.M. to 2:00 P.M. for blasting on both the south and north
sides of Lee Highway. The Restoration Board reviewed the quarry last year
particularly with regard to fencing of the property. With one small exception
area on the front, the property is now entirely fence~ They are now making
plans to put in the gate. He showed the Board the plans for the gate.

Mr. Spence stated that the area surrounding the property is largely rural.
They have a good relationship with all the surrounding property owners.
There are no complaints. He stated that the large purple area shown on the
plans, known as parcel 72, which is approximately 4 acres and is zoned I-G
is presently occupied by an asphalt plant, which is not part of this
application. Therefore, this application consists of about 95 acres.
As soon as it is possible under the existing zoning situation in the County
they plan to rezone another parcel of approximately the same size as this
four acre parcel to whatever category is appropriate to allow the removal
of that asphalt plant from its present location back further toward the
woods and away from the road. Newton Asphalt will be the operators,as they
are now. This will be a more modern plant constructed to meet all EPA
standards. This goes to the Board of Supervisors, but he stated that he
wants this Board to be aware of it.

r. Smith stated that the only requirement this Board would request is that
hen this plant is relocated and developed, that it be made a part of the

overall plan for this file as it is withinfthe 99 acresi~f this application.
Under the existing conditions of the Board,9~y change/w111 be necessary
to advise the Board of these changes. - -

r. Spence stated that under the existing conditions of the Permit, they may
shoot on three different days during the week and are allowed to Shoot one
shot on anyone day. The hours of the shots may be from 11:00 A.M. to 2:00 P.
As a practical matter, they have only been shooting 1 1/2 to 2 times per week
and because of the slow down. it has been down to one time per week now.

r. Smith stated that for the benefit of the new members on the Board since
his Special Use Permit was originally granted, one of the previous conditions
as that the quarry build an access from the existing operation to the new

operation on the other side of the road. This access was to be a tunnel
under the road to be built at such time as they had dug deep enough in the
ole to then build the tunnel to use to cross the highway.

r. Spence stated that they do constantly water the roads to keep the dust
own.

n

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

I

I

I

Page 461 - October 23, 1974 - FAIRFAX QUARRY

Mr. Spence showed several slides of the area. One showing the plantings
along the stockpile area, a view of the office, a view of the Centreville
plant, a view of the entrance, a view of the Leesburg plant and the
Rockville Quarry. He stated that they have plans to do this entrance
similar to the Leesburg entrance. He showed the Board a sketch of their
plans.

Mr. Jack Maize, Zoning Inspector Specialist. spoke before the Board. He state
that in general they have met all the conditions of their Permit and in the
few instances where they have had violations, they have been minor and they
have corrected these deficiencies immediately. On the whole, he stated, this
operation has been operated in a top notch fashion. In answer to Mr. Smith's
question, if they are keeping the dust within the limits of the State
regulations, Mr. Maize stated that he is not fully aware of just what the
State standards are, but the dust situation doesn't satisfy him entirely.
He stated that during the next one or two years, they are looking at ways
and means to make improvements within the scope and ability of the management.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, if the Johnson-March dust control
equipment was in and in operation, Mr. Maize stated that he had observed it
when it was not in operation on occasions when it has had a malfunction of
one of the water pumps and at that time there was a lot of dust. There
was also a lot of dust during the time that they wrecked their watering
truck. He stated that he is constantly suggesting to them that they sweep
up the highway to remove the dust.

Mr. Smith stated that he feels they have neglected to bring this quarry
up to the standard that they have the one in Leesburg.

Mr. Maize stated that since he is the eyes and ears of the Board, he does
not hesitate to make suggestions to the management and if the occasion ever
presents itself, he would not hesitate to bring anything of a serious nature
to the attention of the Board.

In answer to Mr. Smith'S question, he stated that he had no more conditions
to add to the 17 conditions that were presented to the Board by the
Restoration Board as conditions to the extension of this Permit.

Mr. Kelley stated that he feels they are doing an excellent job trying to
bring this operation up to the standards of the one in Leesburg. He
moved that this case be deferred until November 13, 197~ for decision only.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

Mr. Smith stated that even though the Permit is up the 2~~h of October, 197~,

the hearing has been held and there will be no interruption in the operation
as far as the Permit is concerned.

II

11:00 - B. MARK FRIED, application under Section 30-7.2.10.3.3 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit motel, east side of Backlick Road directly
across from the intersection of Oriole Avenue, 90-2«1»25C & 250,
(102,.443 sq. ft.), Springfield District (C-D), S-165-74, OTH
(renewal of sup granted 6-28-74, 8-79-72)

Mr. Fred Taylor, attorney for the applicant, The Executive Building, Spring
field, Virginia, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were American
Oil Company, Box 507, Baltimore, Maryland and Virginia Dodson, clo James
Waddell, 6801 Bakklick Road, Springfield, Virginia.

Mr. Taylor stated that there is an unusual set of circumstances here. This
Board initially granted a Permit on this site and afterward granted a six
month extension. During this entire time, the property was affected by the
Lower Potomac Sewer moratorium, so the applicant was unable to begin con
struction. Before the time on the Special Use Permit expired, the applicant
requested another extension which was denied by this Board. Later the Board
began extending under these circumstances, but by that time, this Permit
had already expired. The applicant now can't build and through no fault of
his own. They are now on the Lower Potomac waiting list and they are awaiting
a letter from the County. He stated that he spoke with Mr. White and he said
that since their name, Springfield Garden Motel, is near the end of the
alphabet, is the reason they have not yet received their letter that they can
get the sewer hookup. If this Permit is granted, they hope to begin con-

4b1.
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struction within one year.

He stated that there are three basic motel units which are two stories high
with a total number of 120 units and 123 parking spaces, a swimming pool
and an Office. The plans for this motel and the landscape plan were all
submitted to the Board at the time of the original hearing and there has been
no changes to those plans. The architecture of the building is brick veneer.
The three separate units are connected by a bridgeway which is brick veneer.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. 8-165-74, application by B. Mark Fried under Section
30-7.2.10.3.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit motel on property located at
the intersection of Oriole Avenue on the east side of Backlick Road, also
known as tax map 90-2«1»25C, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a 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
of October, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fOllowing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Allan H. Gasner and B. Mark

Fried, Trustees.
2. That the present zoning is C-D.
3. That the area of the lot is 102,443 sq. ft.
4. That a Special Use Permit, S-79-74, granted June 28, 1974, has expired.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C br I Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from 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 the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in USe, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Boar
(other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional uses
or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this Board.
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval.
Any ohanges (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval, shall constitute a viOlation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit
is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit shal
be posted in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use Permit on
the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the County
of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. All other provisions of the previous Special Use Permit shall remain in
effect.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes Was absent.
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DEFERRED CASES:

OAKTON LIMITED PARTNERSHIP AND THE NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRFAX, V-129-74,
(Deferred from 9-18-74 and 10-9-74 for full Board)~

Mr. Smith told Mr. Tom Lawson, attorney for the applicant, thaT there was
still not a full Board.

Mr. Lawson stated that he understood that Mr. Barnes was ill. He stated
that he didn't want to drag this out, but he would prefer to have a full
Board.

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until October 30, 1974, for a
full Board.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

II

LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER, INC., 8-112-74 and V-175-74
(Deferred from October 9, 1974 G October 16, 1974 for full Board.)

Mr. Baker moved that this case be deferred until October 30. 1974 for a full
Board.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

ST. MARK'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH, S-70-74. SUP for child care center!

Mr. Smith read a letter from LeSlie Roos, Special Assistant Attorney General,
Northern Virginia Regional Department of Welfare inquiring if the St. Mark's
Episcopal Church is authorized under their Special Use Permit to contract wit
a private incorporated business which will operate their day care center.
including administering the center, determining policies and programs and
providing all the staff and equipment. so long as the Church remains the
legal owner of the day care center.

Mr. Smith then read a letter from Rev. Burtis M. Dougherty of the St. Mark's
Episcopal Church stating that they should have included Hourly Child Care
Inc. as a co-applicant. He stated that in their letter accompanying the
original application form. they did state that Hourly Child Care Inc., a
non-profit, organization presently chartered by the CommonWealth ~ Virginia
for tax-exempt purposes. would implement the program located at St. Mark's.
The working agreement between St. Mark's and Hourly Child Care Inc. calls for
the reimbursement of such expenses as heat. light. water. etc. incurred
by the Church in providing the physical facilities for the program. The
Hourly Child Care Inc. will set and collect such fees and charges for the
program as are in keeping with its and the church'S non-profit status.
They also will be responsible fOr educational policy and over-all administrat n
of the program. subject to the termination provision of the working agreement
by either party for stated cause and with 90 days notice.

Rev. Dougherty requested that the Board of Zoning Appeals' action of July
10, 1974 granting the Special Use Permit for a child care center to St.
Mark's be amended to include Hourly Child Care. Inc. as a co-applicant.
He stated that if this is granted, it will facilitate the State licensing
procedure and allow this much-needed community service program to get under
w~.

Mr. Runyon moved that in application by St. Mark's Episcopal Church for a
child care center, S-70-74, that the application be amended to include Hourly
Child Care, Inc.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent.

The Board requested the Clerk so notify Rev. Dougherty and Leslie Roos.

II
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PINEWOOD DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, $-217-73, Granted December 5, 1973

Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant requesting an extension. They
stated that they have received sewer capacity and are in the process of
bonding this project, but they will be unable to start construction prior to
the early part of next spring.

Mr. Runyon moved that the request be granted for a 6 month extension from
December 5, 1974.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnas was absent.

II

CEDAR KNOLL INN

Mr. Covington told the Board that he had told Mr. Richwine, attorney for
Cedar Knoll Inn, that he could come and talk with the Board at 2:00 P.M.
However, since the Board had finished their regular advertised Agenda,
deferred cases and all other items, Mr. Smith stated that the Board would
not return at 2 :00 P.M. The Board was not aware previously that this
was on the Agenda for 2:00 P.M. and the Board had already made a decision
on the matter of the parking lot at the Cedar Knoll Inn. That decision
was that they would have to come back with a new application.

Mr. Covington stated that the paving of a parking lot for a new use is man
datory under the Ordinance and Mr. Richwine feels that this should be done
without the requirement of having to file a new application to come before
this Board at a public hearing.

Mr. Smith stated that it should be on the advertised Agenda. He stated that
he did not like to have one person in without all parties being notified,
particularly a controversial case such as this one.

Mr. Covington stated that the Site Plan Department would not approve their
Site Plan waiver without it first having been approved by this Board.

Mr. Smith stated that there are not supposed to be any chtuges in any of the
Special Use Permits unless they have been approved by th~oard. This
parking lot came back before the Board a long time ago. The lady that was
running Cedar Knoll Inn at that time didn't want to pave it. A file has
been lost on this case. It did come before the Board. He stated that he
remembered it and so did Mr. Barnes. He stated that they went down there
and had dinner and met the lady. They talked about the parking lot.

Mr. Covington stated that he felt the Board should hold a public hearing on
this because there is a lot of citizen interest.

Mr. Smith agreed and stated that it would not be proper for Mr. Richwine to
come in and discuss this without it being a public hearing. This is the
thing that the people are suspicious with the County on. The Board hearing
one side of the story without hearing both sides of it would cause a problem.
Mr. Smith stated that at the time they discussed this parking lot with the
lady who operated Cedar Knoll, she felt it would take away from the country
atmosphere if it were paved. Of course, the County didn't have site plan
then. That was before the Site Plan Ordinance was adopted.

Mr. Baker stated that a lot of things have slipped through in this case.
He stated that he felt there should be a public hearing. Mr. Baker moved
that the Board hold a public hearing on this case.

Mr. Smith inquired if this was the consensus of the Board and asked if there
was any objection. Hearing no objection, it was so ordered by the Chairman.

Mr. Covington stated that he would notify Mr. Richwine.

II

The meeting adjourned at 1:00 P.M. with no
II
By Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk

APPROVED November 6, 1974
DATE
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The Extra Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held
On Wednesday, October 30, 1974, in the Board Room of the
Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy
Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Charles Runyon, Joseph Baker and
George Barnes. Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Covington were present
from the Staff.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - THE TIMBERS ASSOC., a nonstock corp., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition of tennis
courts to community recreation facility, Hillside Road and Rolling
Road, 79-3«1»2A (3.7338 acres) Springfield District (R-12.5
and RTC-IO), 8-146-74

Mr. Stephen L. Best, attorney for the applicant, 4069 Chain Bridge Road,
Fairfax, Virginia, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Byron Knight, 6030 Timber Hollow Lane, Springfield and Susan F. Amdur,
6032 Timber Hollow Lane, Springfield.

Mr. Best stated that this Board granted the Timbers Association a Special Use
Permit September 12, 1973 for a community swimming pool and bath house. The
bath house would be in the community building. Construction has not yet
commenced because of the sewer moratorium. They would like to modify their
proposed building and also add a multi-purpose court. When this application
was filed, the property was still under the control of the developer; however;
the homeowners association has now taken this over and does not wish to
have the tennis courts aut would like to have multi-purpose courts in this
same location for Volley baIlor basketbalL

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Best stated that the proposed building
would be one story instead of two, but would have the same ground coverage.
The dimension of the building are 30'x72'. The materials to be used in
this building are stucco with a hip roof of either Shingles or shakes and
the design will conform to the design of the homes in The -Timbers.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until November 6, 1974 to allow
the applicant to submit new plats showing the multi-purpose courts instead
of the tennis courts.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith stated that they should show the basketball goal posts as they
are eonsidered structures and have to set back as a structure would.

The motion passed 5 to O.

II

10:20 - D. COMPE, INC., application under Section 30-6.6 of the O~dinance to
permit construction of a second story addition on existing building
with a setback of 35 ' from the front property line and to permit
canopy within 4'- of rear property line (required 25'), 5711 Center
Street, 61-2«20»9, Dowden Center, (8,776 sq. ft.) Mason District,
(C-G) , V"'147-74

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Arthur
L. Crea, 3511 Paul Street, Alexandria, Virginia and James E. Swanner, 3335
Kaywood Drive, Falls Church, Virginia.

Mr. Alfred W. Reilly, President of D. Compe, Inc., testified before the
Board. He stated that ~he property in question contains an existing one
story building. This building, like most of the buildings on this side of thO
block of Center Street, is located nearer than current zoning permits to the
front lot line. Most of the neighboring buildings on this side of the street
are two story structures. This property was recently acquired by the
applicant to provide office and storage space for the applicant's use in
his plastering and drywall business. Acquisition was completed with the
hope that they could construct a second floor addition for use as an office
and use the ground floor for storage of materials and supplies, etc.
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Mr. Reilly stated that the proposed second floor addition is compatible with
the buildings in the rest of the neighborhood. He stated that the area of
open yard behind the building will be used for loading and receiving materials
They are requesting that they be allowed to put a canopy as shown on the plats
within the rear setback.

Mr. Smith inquired if this building would support a second story.

Mr. Reilly stated that they had had an engineer look at it for his opinion,
but they have not gone into the details as yet, until they know whether or
not they can do it.

Mr. Covington stated that he was sure they could add a second story, but
the building inspectors will make them meet all the necessary requirements.

Mr. Smith stated that they might have to go outside the existing building
dimensions in order to put this second floor in.

Mr. Reilly stated that they could support the second floor from within without
any additional variance.

Mr. Kelley stated that he would like to know for sure whether or not the
applicants would be able to put the second floor in.

Mr. Covington stated that the
what is already there. It is
a lot of heavy uses existing.
this morning.

Mr. Smith stated that perhaps the other buildings were constructed by right.

Mr. Covington stated that there was an application before the Board which
was for a second floor and it was granted. This was some time ago.
He stated that he has been talking about the second floor, not the canopy.

Mr. Smith stated that there is no topographic hardship for the canopy.

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not think whether or not the applicants can
build the second floor is a problem'that this Board can address. The
variance will expire within one year from the date it is granted. If
the building department will not let him build the Second floor, the variance
is dead anyway.

Mr. Barnes agreed with Mr. Runyon.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Reilly stated that they plan to use
a stucco type finish on the second floor as it is lighter in weight. If
necessary, however, they can use brick to match the first floor.

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Reilly stated that he did not know
he would need a variance to build the second floor at the time he purchased
the property. They felt since the other buildings in the neighborhood had
two floors, that they could have a second floor also.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application.

Mr. Arthur McCrae, 3511 Paul Street, Alexandria, one of the contiguous pro
perty owners spoke in opposition to this application for a second floor.
He stated that he did not object to the canopy in the rear, but he did
object to the second floor being added as he felt this would take away from
the value of his property. He stated that the applicant has just replaced a
7' fence along the property line as the old fence had been damaged by the
previous owner. He stated that a similar application by Brothers Furniture
Company several years ago was defeated.

Mr. Smith stated that the request for the variance is not to the
line for this second floor, it is from the front property line.
could by right construct a second floor as long as he brought it
from the existing edge of the building.

In rebuttal Mr. Reilly stated that if they are forced to bring the second
story back 15' from the front edge of the existing building, it will give it
a peCUliar effect.
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Mr. Reilly stated that facing the building. the building on the left of their LJ' 7
building is a two story building. ~

Mr. Runyo~ stated that actually.it sounds as though a variance would not be
required, but to clear the record, the Board should take some action
regarding this application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. V-147-74, application by D. Campe, Inc., under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit con6t~ction of a second floor
35' front the front property line and to permit canopy within .4' of rear
property line (required 25')' on property located at 5711 Center Street,
also known as tax map 61-2«20»9, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance w 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 held on the 30th
day. of October, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is D. Compe, Inc.
2. That the present zoning is C-G.
3. That the area of the lot is 8,776 square feet.
4. That the existing building is located 35' from the front property line.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has 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/or buildings involved as pertains
to the request for the variance to the front setback requirement for the
second floor:

(a) exceptionally shallow lot,
(b) condition of the location of existing buildings

NOW, THEREFORE, BE.IT RE~OLVED, that the subject·application be and the same
is hereby granted/w!tRaffie following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this application only (excluding the
canopy) 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. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure.
4. This variance applies only to the second floor, not the canopy.
5. The proposed addition shall not exceed 25' in height.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the
like through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. Smith voting No.
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10:30 - FIRST ASSEMBLY OF GOD OF ANNANDALE, application under Section 30-7.
2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit use of existing dwelling
for Sunday School educational classrooms, 4957 Sunset Lane, 71-4
«1»21, (1.96477 acres), Annandale District, (RE-D.S), 8-149-74

Mr. Calvin Boatwright, 803 West Broad Street, Falls Church, represented the
applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were questioned by Mr. Smith. The applicant had
notified one contiguous property owner who owned two separate pieces of
property. This owner was the Frazers, 4553 Sunset Lane. He had not
notified the other property owner. He had notified the people acrOSS the
street and thought they could be considered as contiguous property ownerS.

Mr. Baker moved that the Board ~roceed with the hearing and that the notices
be accepted as being proper not1fication.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to 1. Mr. Kelley voted No.

The Staff Report indicated that approval of this application would bring the
entire church property and use under special use permit. The church building
has seating for 145, so that a minimum of 29 parking spaces would be required.
The existing paved parking lot shown on the plat submitted indicates 40
parking spaces, which is 11 more than required. A portion of the parking lot
is non-conforming as to the specific requirement for Group VI uses regarding
parking setbacks.

Mr. Boatwright stated that the Church has been trying to purchase additional
property for another building. They feel they do not have enough land at
the present time and wish to use this building only until they have purchased
some additional land and erected a new building. They anticipate 35 to 40
children in these classrooms on Sunday. There will be no requirement for
additional parking.

Mr. Smith questioned the adequacy of the plats.

Mr. Boatwright stated that their firm is doing the engineering work for the
church as a favor to the church and they felt it would not be necessary to
draw a new complete site plan since they are not building any additional
buildings. He stated that they do have all the necessary information on
the plats that they submitted.

Mr. Kelley stated that he understood the problem and appreciated it very much.

Mr. Smith inquired as to what the house is being used for at the present time.

Mr. Boatwright stated that the house is empty.

There was no one to speak in favor~or in opposition to the application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-149-74, application by First Assembly of God of Annandale
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit use of existing
dwelling for Sunday School educational classrooms, on property located at 4957
Sunset Lane, Annandale District, also known as tax map 71-4«1))21, County of
Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 30th
day of October, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of "fact:
1. That the owner of the Subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE~O.5.

3. That the area of the lot is 1.96477 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That the property is subject to Pro Rata Share fur off-site drainage.
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FIRST ASSEMBLY OF GOD OF ANNANDALE (continued)

6. That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location iridicated
in the ap,Plication and is ,not transferable to_other<land. . -

2. Th1S permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board priQr to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approv
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board
of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineeri
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the
conditions of this Special Use Permit.

~. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolutio~~ertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Pe~it on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening are to be provided to the satisfaction of
the Director of Environmental Management.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

The Board of Zoning Appeals recessed at 11:30 A.M. as the Board of Supervisor
needed the Board Room for Bond bids. Mr. Smith announced that the Board
would return at approximately 1: 30 P.M.

The Board returned at 1:10 P.M. to continue with the advertised Agenda.

10:50 - PAUL JAMES WASSELL, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit carport closer to front lot line than allowed by
the Zoning Ordinance, (29.8 1 from the front lot line, 10.2' variance)
8122 Drayton Lane, 70-4«8))(7)1, (14,227 square feet), Annandale
District (R-12.5), V-150-74

Mr. Wassell testified before the Board. The notices he presented to the Boar
were in order. The contiguous owners were Guy A. Gardiner, 8120 Drayton Lane
and Gerald T. Luchino, 5219 Landgrave Lane, Springfield, Virginia.

Mr. Wassell stated in his' justification that he is on a corner lot and
therefore must setback from two streets. In addition, he has a drainage
problem and the proposed carport Would eliminate this problem, he stated.
He went into the fact that he has had an antenna stolen, but Mr. Smith
told him that this was a general condition throughout the county and was
not justification for a variance under the hardship section of the Ordinance.

Mr. Wassell stated that it is also dangerous for other people for him to
have his car parking on the street.

Mr. Runyon stated that a 12' carport would be better suited in this request
for a variance as it would only require a minimum variance.
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is would make the proposed carport 31.2' from the side property line. This
culd not exceed the provision in the Ordinance which allows for a structure
n a corner lot in a cluster zone.

ere was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. V-150-74, application by Paul J. and Claudette J. Wassell
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit carport to be located
within 29.8' of ~nt property line(AMENDED TO: 31.S~ from Dr6rtt. property
line) on property "located at 8122 Drayton Lane, also known as tax map 70-4
«8»(7)l, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 30th
day of October, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present .zoning is R..,12. 5.
3. That the area of the lot is 14,227 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the 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.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted in part for a 12' carport with the following
limitations :

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not
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. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action.by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this COuRty. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, ,residential use permit and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

11:00 - SAMUEL & MARY BECKER, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit one chair beauty shop operation in home,
5137 Chowan Avenue, 72-3«11»86, Lincolnia Park Subd., (41,598 square
feet), Mason District, (RE-D.S), S..,1S1-74

(This case was called around 1:10 P.M. as the Board of Zoning Appeals had to
vacate the Board Room between 11:30 A.M. and· 1:10 P.M. The applicant was not
present and the Board recessedcthis case until after the 11:30 A.M. item
at which time, it was recalled.)

Mr. Becker testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners we·re John
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BECKER (continued)

McDonald, 5133 Chowan Avenue, Alexandria and R. K. Sakamoto, 6348 Montrose
Street, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. Becker stated that this will be a one chair beauty shop inside their
residence. He stated that his wife had a small shop in their home in Maine
and when they moved here ten months ago, they brought the equipment with
them. She would like to continue this work in the home in order that she
can be at home with the family and also help with the cost of living. This
home has an outside entrance and they purchased this home with the hope that
she could also have her shop here. She plans to only have between three
to eight customers a day, four or five days a week. They have owned this
home since January, 1974. Mrs. Becker has a Maine beautician's license,
but she does not have a Virginia license as yet. She is waiting until
she knows the 'outcome of this application before this Board.

Mr. Kelley stated that he is very much opposed'to businesses going into
residential areas. People go out and buy a home to have peace and quiet.

Mr. Baker inquired about the distance from this house to the nearest shopping
center where there is a beauty shop.

Mr. Becker stated that it is about one and one-half miles.··~·

In answer to Mr. Barnes' question, Mr. Becker stated that the ages of their
childres are 13, a and 11. He further stated that they have no desire to
change the character of the neighborhood.

Mr. Barnes agreed that this is a good thing to have in the home when there
are children and stated that one of the problems today is the fact that too
many of the parents work away from home and leave the children to themselves
too much. He stated that he didn't think there would be too much traffic
with this use as it is by appointment only and the number of customers can
be limited.

Mr. Baker stated that he is in agreement with Mr. Barnes' statements.

Mr. Smith stated that this is not a good justification for granting a beauty
shop as a home occupation. If the BOard granted a beauty shop in the home
for these reasons, most of the shops in Fairfax County would be in people's
homes. The Ordinance was not intended to do that, it was intended to serve
remote areas of the County. Mr. Smith stated that it has been a Board
policy not to grant beauty shops if it is more than a mile to the nearest
commercial beauty shop.

Mr. Baker stated that he thought it was one-half mile.

Mr. Barnes stated that he felt each case has to stand on its own merits.

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant has stated that they bought the house
for this use. He asked Mr. Becker how much equipment they have.

Mr. Becker stated that they have one beauty chair and two dryers and a sink.

Mr. Barnes stated that he didn't feel the Ordinance is fair or equitable,
as a real estate broker can operate out of his home and have as many cars
there as he wants without having to even come before this Board. A real
estate office would generate twice as many carS as this small shop.

Mr. Smith stated that the real estate brokers had a better lobby than beauty.
shops did when the Ordinance was being written.

There was no one present to speak in favor of this application.

Mrs. Sexton, Vice-President o~,the Lincolnia Citizens Association, spoke
in opposition as she stated that they want to keep all commercial activities
out of their neighborhood.

Mrs. Dix who stated that she lives on the same street as the Beckers, spoke
in opposition. She stated that she is a nurse and would like to have a
nursing home in her residence and she couldn't do that.

Mr. Smith stated that she could have two people in her home without a Permit.

Mr. Becker spoke in rebuttal to the opposition stating that all the parking
for this use would be off the street. They have a circular driveway so
no one would have to back out into the street.

q(J.
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BECKER (continued)

Mr. Runyon stated that he has gone through the standards for granting Special
Use Permit uses in residential zones. He stated that he did not know the
Board policies on this, but the Ordinance speaks mainly about the hazards
or inconvenience this might cause the neighborhood. He stated that he did
not feel this use would create a hazard or inconvenience to the neighborhood.
They have a turn around area on the site. The Board did deny an application
last week, but that property was within one-half mile from the Braddock
Shopping Center and only had one entrance to the site. This is on a
collector street. He stated that he is hard pressed to see that this
application doesn't meet the standards set forth in the Ordinance.

whom
Mr. Smith stated that the people in the community/the shop should serve doc
not want it, including the civic association. There hasnlt even been one
person who has come forth and indicated that they wanted the shop. The
applicant is new in the area and doesn't even have a Virginia Beautician's
License to operate a shop.

There was no one else to speak regarding this applDation and the public
hearing was closed.

Mr. Becker came forward to give the BOard several letters in support of
the application.

Mr. Smith stated that the public hearing was closed, but he would place the
letters in the file.

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-151-74, application by Samuel & Mary Becker, under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit beauty shop on
property located at 5137 Chowan Avenue, also known as tax map 72-3((11»86,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 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 30th
day of October, 1~74.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owners of the property are the applicants.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 41.589 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same i
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the building and use indicated on the plans
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, chang
in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by thi~_aQard (other
than minor ~ngineering details) whether or not these additional uses or change
require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this Board. It shall
be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without this Board's approval
shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special USe Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this· County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit
is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of this Special Use Permit
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BECKER (continued)
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of theperrnitted use.

6. The operation ahall be limited to not more than one (1) customer
per hour from 9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.

7. This permit shall run for one year with the permit beini re-evaluated
at the end'of one year.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Smith and Kelley voting No.

11:20 - FRANK G. SEERVANICK, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance
to permit carport to be constructed closer to side property line than
allowed by the Ordinance (3.12 1 from side property line, 3.78 1
variance), 8003 Ellet Road, 79~2«3»(8)10, Ravensworth Subdivision,
(10,931 square feet), Annandale District (R-12.5), V-152-74

Mr. Shervanick represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were James
B.Bryans, 8001 Ellet Road and Mario V. Lipari, 8005 Ellet Road.

Mr. Shervanick stated that he would like to amend his applkation to request
a 12 1 carport.

Mr. Smith told him that this was not possible since the case was advertised,
posted, and property owners in the area notified that this would be a 10'
carport. The Board could lower the request, but could not raise it.

Mr. Runyon stated that with a 12 1 carport, it would only be I' off the
property line.

Mr. Shervanick stated that this would limit the inside usable portion of the
carport to 9' which becomes quite inadequate. He stated that he had owned
the property for four and on ,half years and plans to continue to live there.
This is fOr the use of his own family and is not for resale purposes. It
will be constructed of the same type material as the existing structure.

Mr. Smith stated that he has already been granted a 51 variance in the
Ordinance itself for open structures. He stated that in addition, the Board
must have a topographic problem with the land before it can grant any varianc

Mr. Shervanick stated that this carport is needed in order to park his
car off the street to provide adequate protection from potential car theft.
He stated that there is an elevation difference of 4 feet for the land that
runs betwe~n his house and the common property line.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

RESOLUTION
In application No. V-152-74, application by Frank G. Shervanick, under Sectio
30-6.6 of the Ordinance to permit carport to be constructed closer to, side
property line than allowed by the Ordinance, on property located at 8003 Elle
Road, Ravensworth Subd., also known as tax map 79-2(3)}(8)lO, Annandale
District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zan' g
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 i~a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous an,d nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 30th
day of October, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R~12.5.

3. That the area of the lot is 10,931 sq. ft.
4. That the request is for a variance of 3.78' to the requirement.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of-Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Ordinance would result in
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardsaip that would deprive the user of
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SHERVANICK (continued)

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 denied.

Mr. Barnes secorided the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

11:30 - FREEMAN L. JONES, application under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the
Ordinance to permit sales rentals and repair of tools and household
equipment and supplies and rental of trucks and trailers, 8412
Richmond Highway, 101-3«1))9A, (29,991 square feet), Lee District,
(C-G), S-138-74.

Grayson Hanes. attorney for the applicant. testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Allen
M. Klein, 4260 Buckman Road and Michael Mulholland, 8420 Richmond Highway,
Alexandria. Virginia.

Mr. Hanes stated that the engineer. Mr. Copeland, and a representative from
the truck rental company is present to answer any questions the Board might
have in their regard. He stated that Mr. Jones filed this application and
mentioned that there was an existing Special Use Permit on this property.
This was an error; there is no Special Use Permit on this property. There
is an Occupancy Permit which is now called a Non-Residential Use Permit.
Mr. Jones confused the two. Mr. Jones has been operating under Uses by Right
in a C-G zone. The information that he received from the County when he
begin this operation in 1970, was that he could have outdoor display of trucks
and trailers. That was erroneous. He has now been issued a Violation fOr
this and he is here to get the Special Use Permit in order to comply with
the Zoning Ordinance. The rest of the items listed in the advertisement
can be done by right and should not be a part of this application. Mr. Jones
has been in business continuously since 1970. This business is dependent
on this outside rental of trucks for its success. The property is surrounded
on three sides by a fence. The lighting is kept on the property itself.
Recently there have been some complaints from the neighbors about the manner
the yard is kept and Mr. Jones has been trying to keep this clean;/every day.
Mr. Jones woul:til!ke ~o have a total of ten trucks and tw~t~ktrailers.
The trailer~are: ~m~5:rsand are called R' der Trailer~an«hli~fu~r~·less than
1 1/2 tons and most are 1 ton. Tne~ are mostly van type trucks involved.
There are no recreational vehicles.

After a discussion, it was decided that the applicant would have to have the
plats redrawn to show no display parking in the front setback, adequate
customer parking, and indicate the exact number of display spaces that
are needed and could be accomodated. Mv. Kelley moved that the case be
defevved until Novembev 6. 1974, in ovder fov Mr. Copeland to redraw the
plats.

Mv. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

/I

11:50 - SUSAN LYNN SNYDER, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit one chaiv beauty shop in home. 5917 Erving
Street, 80-3«2»(16)16, Spvingfield, Section 3 Subdivision, (8,~~7

square feet), Springfield District, (R-IO), S-lIi6-7~, OTH

Mrs. Snyder vepresented herself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were F. P.
Harrison, 5910 Erving Street and Billy Stone, 5918 Dinwiddie Street.

Mvs. Snyder stated that she wished to have a one chair beauty shop in her
home. She has two small children and her employer cut her salary by $50
per month and she can no longer afford to work and pay a babysitter. She
would prefer to stay at home while the children are young. She stated that
she is not employed at the~sent time.

The Board discussed the distance between this property and the nearest shoppin
center. Mr. Runyon stated that it scaled approximately one-half mile.
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SUSAN SNYDER (continued)

There was no one to speak in favor of the application.

Mrs. Helen Dodson, 7158 Floyd Avenue, spoke in opposition. She sUbmitted a
letter from Mr. and Mrs. Tabor, who lives next door to her (Mrs. Dodson) and
Sylvia Hansbarger who also lives in close proximity to Mrs. Snyder and J

Mrs. O'Brian who lives across the street from her. (Brs; 'Dodson) on Floyd Stree
The letter stated that they object to the rezoning of the subject property
for commercial use as they felt it would destroy the asthetic and cultural
integrity of a single family neighborhood as commercial use of the property
would att~act persons who have no direct stake in maintaining the quality of
life in their neighborhood, would establish a precedent for further encroach
ments on the residential nature of their neighborhood, would inc~e the
traffic and adversely affect "the value of their property.

Mrs. Dodson stated that she used to be a beautician and one can I t make any
money unless they do 16 people a day.

Mr. Smith stated that that is the advantage of operating in one's own home
as there is no rent to pay.

Mrs. Sylvia Hansbarger spoke in opposition ,to the application.

Mrs. Snyder spoke in rebuttal to the opposition stating that she had submitted
a letter for the file from several of her neighbors, two of whom were con
tiguous, stating that they did not have any objection to her operating a
beauty shop in her home. She stated that she had lived in this home for five
years and she certainly did not buy the home with the intention of operating a
shop. As far as this being the first shop of this nature to go into this
neighborhood, it is not. There are doctors and dentist offices, an upholstery
shop and a real estate office in that neighborhood.
Mr. Smith stated that he did not find the letter of no objection in the file.
Mr. Baker asked if there was any way she could provide for more parking.

Mrs. Snyder stated that she could not without making her front yard into a
parking lot and she did not wish to do that. She Would only have one customer
at a time and her driveway was large enough for that. According to the
Ordinance, it is not necessary to provide off street parking.

Mr. Smith stated that this application is similar to the one previously grante

Mr. Runyon disagreed and stated that this lot is only 8,000 square feet, the
other one was much larger. The other one had a circular driveway, making for
better ingress and egress, this one does not.

There was no one else to speak either in favor or in opposition and the public
hearing was closed.

RESOLUTION

I

I

In application No. S-166-74, application by SUSan Lynn Snyder, under Section
30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit beauty shop on property located
at 5917 Erving Street also known as tax map 80-3«2))16, County of Fairfax, ~

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance wi
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 held by the Board on the 30th day of October, 1974

WHEREAS, the Boar,~ of Zoning Appeals haS made the following findings of fact:
1. That the oJner of the subject property is John P. and Betty B. Huff.
2. That the present zoning is R-IO.
3. That the area of the lot is 8,447 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS,. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has not 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.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same i
hereby denied.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. Baker
voting No.
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DEFERRED CASES:

FITZGERALD KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS HOME ASSOC., INC., V-84-74 (Deferred from
7-24-74& 9-18-74)

Mr. Arban , attorney for the applicant, called and left the message that he
was in a trial in Alexandria and would not be able to be present at this
meeting. In addition, they have not been able to get their final inspection
from the Fire Marshall's office as they have to put in a partition around
the furnace. He requested that this be deferred until November 13.

Mr~ Barnes moved that this case be deferred until November 13, or until such
time as they have all the necessary information.

Mr. Kelley stated that he objected to this type request particularly when
the applicant does not even have his agent present. They should have
someone here. This takes up too much of the Board's time and the Staff's
time.
Mr. Smith asked if there were any Objections to the deferral of this case.
Hearing no objection, the Chairman so ordered that this case be deferred
until November 13, 1974.

II

OAKTON LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, LANDOWNER,AND THE NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRFAX, LESSEE
V-129-74 (Deferred from 9-18-74 for full Board ~d full hearing and deferred
again from 10-9-74 and 10-16-74 and 10-23-74 fpr full Board.)

Mr. Tom Lawson, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board.

The notices had been submitted and accepted at the original hearing date
on September 18, 1974.

Mr. Lawson stated that to save everyone's time since everyone here already
knows the facts, the evidence that was presented at the hearing on the case
of the appeal from the Zoning Administrator's decision also applies in this
case. He submitted some additional photographs of the subject property. He
stated that the National Bank of Fairfax had a branch office within the
Oakton Shopping Center down near the Giant Store about a year ago. He stated
that he brought today the Manager of that branch bank and two employees to
testify before the Board on the results of not having a free standing sign
at this location. The branch office moved to this location in this free
standing buildin~ so as to have a drive-up window. Branch locations that
have a drive-up window seem to have a larger volume of business than the
branch that is located in a shopping center and doesn't have the drive-up
window. However, this has not been the case in this location and they feel
it is due to the fact that no one knows that this branch even exists. It
cannot be seen from the roadway coming in either direction. One has to be
directly in front of the branch bank before you can see the sign. They have
had numerous inquiries from people who trade with this bank asking if the
Oakton branch has moved and if so, where to.

Mr. Lawson then introduced Mr. Edward Roberts, Manager of this branch and
who also was the Manager of this branch when it was located'within the
shopping center.

Mr. Roberts stated that his home address is 8217 Woodland Avenue, Annandale.
He stated that their volume of business is nowhere near the volume they had
anticipated. He stated that he felt that this is due to the fact that they
do not have a sign that can be readily seen from the roadway. They have
had numerous inquiries as to where they are located and how to get there.
When they tell someone where they are located, that person usually says
they pass by all the time and have never seen the bank. The banks consists
of one-half of the first floor of that building.

Mr. Baker inquired if there is any reason they cannot locate the sign on the
front of the building rather than where it is now, over the drive~up window.

Mr. Roberts stated that Mr. Lawson could better answer that question.

47'
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Mr. Baker stated that they do have a sign on the building now which can be
seen from the road.

Mr. Lawson stated that that is debatable.

Mr. Smith stated that he had travelled by there and you can see the sign, but
no more than you can see the signs of the other businesses located within the
shopping center and this building was developed on the same site plan as the
Oakton Shopping Center and is part of the Oakton Limited Partnership developme t
and was built in conjunction with the integral part of the shopping center.
He asked Mr. Roberts if this was correct.
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Mr. Roberts stated that that was correct.

Mr. Barnes stated that not only can the general public not see the sign for
the bank as it now stands when they drive down the highway, but they cannot
see it from within the shopping center either.

Mr. Smith asked if they also had two other branch locations not far from this
location and if those locations were Jermantown and Route 50 and Route 50
and Chain Bridge Road.

Mr. Lawson answered "Yes. II He stated that this branch doesn I t begin to have
the volume of business that those two branches have.

Mr. Lawson then introduced Mrs. Johnson who is also employed at this branch.
She stated that she has been employed with The National Bank of Fairfax for
almost seven years, two of those in Oakton. She stated that they constantly
receive telephone calls as to Where they are located.

Mr. Smith again asked Mr. Lawson why they could not put the sign on the front
of the building.

Mr. Lawson stated that he did not think that would take care of the problem.

Mr. Smith stated that the bank has the same right as the other businesses
in the shopping center to display a sign on the building.

Mr. Smith then read Section 30-16.8.3 of the Ordinance and asked_Mr. Lawson
how the Board had the right to grant a variance. He stated that he saw
nothing in this section that would indicate that this Board has the right to
grant a free standing sign even under the variance section. He stated that
the Board might have the right to allow some modification of the sign at the
entrance of the shopping center.

Mr. Lawson called Mr. Smith's attention to the memo he filed in this regard
and stated that he did not agree under any circumstances that this building
is part of the Oakton complex itself. It is a circumstance that the site
plan for this building happened to be filed at the same time and the building
is under the same ownership as the shopping center. These were developed as
completely separate developments entirely. They are not even zoned the same.
If someone else built the office building rather than the owner of the
shopping center, they would be entitled to a free standing sign with no
question. But, be that as it may, he stated. this is a rather unusual
situation where the bank is located in such a way that one cannot see it
from the highway. All the evidence shows that this has caused an economic
hardship for the bank.

Mr. Smith stated that a lot of planning and agreements went into this shopping
center development. This Board granted a Special Use Permit for a service
station in this shopping center and were taken to Court.

Mr. Lawson stated that no Ordinance intends to be unreasonable and this is
exactly what the Ordinance is in this particular instance and that is why
they are requesting a variance under the hardship section in this case.
The ownership of the building has nothing to do with the health, safety and
welfare of the general public.

Mr. Barnes stated that he had been on the Board for a number of years and this
is the most unique situation the Board has had. He stated that he feels the
bank does need a sign. He stated that he has been to this site and looked
at it and if you took 50 people by this site and then asked them if they
saw the bank, they wouldn't have seen it, nor the sign.

Mr. Baker stated that if the sign was on the front of the building, it would
be a lot better than where it is. There are a lot of banks in the County
that have their signs on the front of the building.

Mr. Lawson stated that there are a number of businesses in that building and
the owner can't allow everyone to have a sign on the puilding. There are
several large evergreen trees that would even block the sign if it were on
the building. The main point of the free standing sign ordinance is to
protect the public from hazardous type circumstances. It is important to
have the sign where the public can see it, otherwise, the public has their
eyes off the road looking for the bank.

Mr. Smith inquired if he was arguing the sign ordinance or his case under the
section of the ordinance that he had applied. This Board is responsible for
hearing the case under the section of the Ordinance under which the applicant
has applied.

4 { {
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There was no on~/to sp~ak in favor or in opposition to this application.

Mr. Runyon inquired of Mr. Lawson where they propose to put the sign, how
high and what type sign will they use. He asked Mr. Lawson to show the Board
on the photographs that he had submitted where he plans to put the sign.

Mr. Lawson came forward and pointed this out to the Board. He stated that it
would be parallel with the Oakton Shopping Center sign.

Mr. Runyon stated that the trees are going to cover that. He stated that he
looked at this site today.

Mr. Lawson stated that there is an island and the sign would be there.

Mr. Runyon stated that the evergreens would cover that too.

Mr. Lawson stated that the proposed sign is 18' high and they may have to
lower it.

The Board continued to discuss the location of the sign.

Mr. Smith inquired if all the branch offices of the National Bank of Fairfax
have free standing signs.

'17$
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Mr. Carlos France, Vice-President of the bank. stated that they all have free
standi~g signs except the Centreville branch which is within a Shopping center d
the Pickett branch which is in a building which sits out entirely by itself
and can be easily seen.

Mr. Smith again stated that this Board does hot have the authority to grant
a free standing sign. The Board has no authority to vary any section of this
ordinance other than what is specifically listed. He stated that he could
understand the position of the applicant, but this Board must uphold the
ordinance. The Board upheld the Zoning Administrator's decision in the
previous case on this bank.

Mr. Runyon stated that he had voted to uphold the Zoning Administrator's
decision as the Zoning Administrator had no choice. Now the applicant is
coming to this Board for a variance to that ordinance. This Board has the
authority to grant a variance, not the Zoning Administrator.

Mr. Smith disagreed.

There was no one to speak in opposition to the applicati~n.

RESOLUTION

In application No. V-129-74, application by The National Bank of Fairfax and
Oakton Limited Partnership under Section 30-6.6 and 30-16.8.3 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit sign at 2928 Chain Bridge Road for The National Bank of
Fairfax on property located at 2928 Chain Bridge Road, also known' as tax map
47-2«1»99. County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the fOllowing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 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 '30th
day of October, deferred from September 18, 1974 and subsequent dates for full
Board.

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Oakton Limited Partnership.
2. That the present zoning is C-OL.
3. That the area of the lot is 1.3603 acre-so

I

I
AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
ould result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv

I
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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.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, thatihe subject ap~lication be and the same is
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this apPlication only, and is not
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. The sign shall conform to that of the existing center with the final
design of the sign to be approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals prior to
permit issuance. (No. 3 added~n a subsequent motion by Mr. Runyon-see below)

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fUlfilling
his obligation to obtain building permits, sign permits and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board has discussed this case at length and the
main point is, if this property were ever sold to another owner, then they
would have the right to the sign. He stated that he does not see this
office building as part of the shopping center. It is not zoned C-D.

Mr. Smith stated that this Board does not have the authority to grant a
free standing sign and there are a lot of shopping centers that have office
buildings built in conjunction with the center that are not zoned the same,
yet are part of the shopping center development.

Mr. Baker withdrew his second.

Mr. Barnes then seconded the motion. He stated that he is doing so because
he feels this, is a unique situation and a lot of common sense has to be used.

Mr. Kelley inquired what the height of the sign would be.

Mr. Barnes stated that i~should be no higher than 18 1 • There is no use
putting it up unless it is going to do the job.

Mr. Smith stated that if this were made a part of the shopping center sign,
he would support it.

Mr. Baker stated that that is why he withdrew his second.

Mr. Runyon stated that he would like to see a low profile sign.

The motion passed 3 to 2 with MessrS. Smith and Baker voting No.

Mr. Runyon then moved to amend the motion to further limit the sign to
conform to the sign now existing in the Oakton Shopping Center rather than
the modern sign that they have proposed with the final design of the sign
to be approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals prior to the issuance of the
sign permit. (See Limitation No. 3 above)

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs.
and Baker voting No. Mr. Covington inquired if he should take the same
with respect to the other businesses in that building. The Board told

he shOUld take the same approach and every case would,have to stand on
LAKE BARCROFT REC EATION C N ER. .,'" 1 - 4 an erre
October 9, 1974; October-16, 1974 & October 23, 1974 for decision only
full Board)

Mr. Runyon stated that he had prepared a motion and he hoped that he has
covered all the items the Board has discussed over the months.
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RESOLUTION
I

In application No. S-~-74, application by Lake Barcroft Recreation Center,
Inc., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit changes in
xisting Special Use Permit on property located at Whispering Lane approximate
50' south of the intersection with Jay Miller Road, Lake Barcroft Subdivision,

Section 3, also known as tax map 61-3«14»A2 & A3, County of Fairfax,
r. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following

resolution:

HEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
ith the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

HEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
ewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
wners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the
nd day of August, 1974 and deferred on subsequent dates to October 3D, 1974.

HEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Lake Barcroft Recreation

Corporation.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the lot is 13.6779 acres.
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

D, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions
flaw:
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with

tandards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
"s hereby granted

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
ithout further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
he application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
as started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
xpiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
lans submitted with this application except as enumerated in Limitation No.
o below. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use, additional
ses, or changes in the plans approved bY,this Board (other than minor enginee

'ng details) whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special
5e Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall
e the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Ap~eals for such
pproval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) w1thout
oard of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute a violation of the condition
f this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
rom the various legal and established prQcedural requirements·- of' this County

d State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
uirements. This permit SHALL NOT he valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit

's obtained.
5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit SHAL

E POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use Permit
n the property of the use and he made available to all Departments of the
ounty of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. That the 22 foot road shown from Lakeview Drive to the parking area be
onstructed for alternate access.

A. The road is to be a minimum of 6" stone with two shot surface
treatment.

B. The road shall he constructed within two (2) years of this date.
C. A bond of Fifteen Thousand and No/IOO Dollars ($15.000.00) shall be

posted to insure the road const~uction. A bond form acceptable to
the County Attorney shall be posted, personal surety being acceptable

D. The road and gate shall remain open during all hours of operation.

I

I

I

I
7. Dedication

dj acent land is
o recordation.

of Recreation Lane for use by the Cloisters Subdivision on
permitted conditioned on provision No. 6 being bonded pvior
The site area remainina beina 12.4634 acres after dedication.

I



I

I

I

I

I

Page 481 - October 30, 1974

8. Hours of operation remain the same except for the tennis courts which
shall be 8:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M.

9. A ten (10) foot fence being placed around the now proposed six (6)
tennis courts.
10. The 6' perimeter boundary fence shall be constructed around the entire

area north of Recreation Lane. A 6 1 fence 6" off "the north line of
Belvedere, Section 2 from Whispering Lane to where Recreation Lane leaves the
subject site, i.e. the entire southerly line of the site shall be provided.
MR. RUNYON:
The reason I am making this motion is, as you know t made the original motion
to revoke. We made that motion in trying to uphold the faith of the
original Use Permit. Now I think a lot of these things have been resolved,
though not to the satiSfaction of all five of us. I hope the Permittee will
abide to the letter to the provisions that I am talking about. plus what
we have on this plat and a lot of the faith can be restored.

The motion passed 4 to 0 with Mr. Smith abstaining.

VARIANCE RESOLUTION

In application No. V-ll3-74. application by Lake Barcroft Recreation Center,
Inc., under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance to permit variance of front yard
fence from 4' to 6 1 in height, on property located at Whispering Lane. also
known as tax map 61-3«14»parcel A-2 & A-3, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the 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 2nd
day of August, 1974 and deferred on subsequent dates to October 30, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Lake Barcroft Recreation Cent

Inc.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the lot is 13,6779 acres.
4. That the front yard fence location was required under Special Use Permi

No. S-142-74 approved by the BZA previously.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
condition exists which under a strict interpretation of the ~oning Ordinance
would result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardshipithat would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptional, topographic problems of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE, BElT RESOLVED, that the subject appl~ion be and the same i
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the Jocation and the specific structure
indicated in the plats. i.e. the 6 1 fence along Recreation Lane. the entire
length, included with this application only, and is not transferable
to other land or to tather 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.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting; of this action by th
Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The applicant shall be responsible ,for fulfilling his obligation to
obtain building permits. non-residential use permit and the like through the
established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

Tke motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Smith abstained.

L~tU.
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

WOODLAWN COUNTRY CLUB -- Clarification on parking requirement.

The Clerk explained to the Board that the Site Plan department would like the
applicant to provide screening for the benefit of the residential dwellings
across the street from this use. In addition, Site Plan has noticed something
that had been previously overlooked and that is that the parking that was
proposed was in the frOnt setback which is not permitted in the Ordinance.
The Zoning Administrator has suggested that those spaces that are in the
front setback be deleted' or the Board suggest an alternative location for
these spaces.

Mr. Runyon moved that the deletion of the spaces in the front setback be
allowed lacking any comp~aint from any of the residents of on-street parking
and the application be 56 amended. If the people come in complaining about
ori~street parking, then the Board will reevaluate it.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0 with Mr. Kelley abstaining and Mr. Barnes having left
the meeting a few minutes earlier.

II

Mr. Kelley moved that the minutes of September 18 and 25, 1974 be' approved
as submitted.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was rot present.

II The meeting adjourned at 2:00 P.M. with no break.

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

APPROVED November 6, 1974
bATt
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held On Wednesday, November 6, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Charles Runyon,
Joseph Baker and George Barnes. Mr. Kitchell and
Mr. Covington were present from the staff.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Covington.

10:00 - WILLIAM CAVINESS, JR & ANNE CAVINESS, application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 and 30-7.2 .. 6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit
school of general education and day care'center for 7S children
(change of owner - existing school operated by Burnell since 1961)
4.11 Glenwood Drive, 82-1«4»70 & 70A & «1»5A,Clermont Woods
Subd., (3.268 acres), Lee District (R-l2.5), S-154-74

Mr. Barnes had not yet arrived.

Mr. Robert Lawrence, attorney for the applicant, presented notices to the
Board. The contiguous property owners were Ernestine Edmunds, 4609 Upland
Drive and Joseph Usrey, 4605 Upland Drive, Alexandria, Virginia. The
notices were in order.

Mr. Lawrence stated that the Cavinesses are contract purchases of this school.
They wish to continue operating the school in the same manner as did the
Burnells. The Bumelis had this school from 1961. They will serve an area
within a three mile radius and wish to have a maximum of 75 children, which
will be nursery, kindergarten and first grade schoOling. The hours of
operation will be from 7:00 a.m. until 6:00 p.m.,~five days a.week. They
also plan to operate. a Summer program. .They will' have four teachers, two
administrators and two nursery assistants. In add~~~on to Mr. and Mrs.
Caviness, they will employ as consultan·ts, their da"-Ihter, Elizabeth Haththorn
who has a bachelor's degree in elementary education and Dr. Alice Pieper, who
has a doctor of philosophy degree in,childhoodedtication.

Mr. and Mrs. Caviness will provide imp~vements to the property on the
recommendation of the building and fire inspectors.

He stated that this school is in a prime location,. The Clermont Elementary
School is next door. Mr. and Mrs. Caviness are increasing the area of the
school by two acres. They are not plannins.tobuild anything on this two
acres, but will buy it at the same time· from tha Rumella. They will provide
a.parking lot of nine spaces. The pictures 'tha.tare in the, file show the
trees that are on the property. They arequi~e la.rse and will provide natural
screening for the area. He stated that he feels this- is one of the reasons
why there have been no complaints, . from the neighbors. He' presented to the
Board a Petition signed by ten of the neighltQrQ-stating",that they have no
Objection to this school. He also presented a, letter from Mr. Manno,
Principal, Oak View Elementary School, whowaa prihcipal of the Clermont
Elementary School fVOIn September, 1968 until JUn1f.:;,:~.. ,:,.,77.SSli llI:tating that he
feels this school is rendering a service to the W¢.~JI'lOthers in this
community and.the s~udents who attend this school'a~ well prepared to ehter
public school.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Lawrene,e stated that this
not incorporated. The name of the school is ~lfl&nd Day School.
suggested that this name be included in the application.

school is
MI'. Smith

I

I

The Board then diSCUSSed the busses that the school has. Mr. Lawrence stated
that these busses have the proper lights, lettering and emergency equipment
according to state standards, but th.yare"not painted yellow. He stated,
in answer to Mr. Kelley's question,thatthe dP;plicants would be willing to
paint the busses in conformance with the State standards.

•In answer to Mr. Kelley's question,Hr. Lawrence stated that they are aware
of the report from Inspection Services an'd that they have resolved ,the major
questions and are ready to go forward with the necessary imppovements.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition· to this
application.
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CAVINESS (continued)

In application No. S-154-74, application by William and Anne Caviness T/A
Elfland School under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 and 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit school of general education and day care center for 75
children (change of owner) on property located at 5411 Glenwood Drive, Clermon
Woods Subdivision, also known as, tax map 82-1«4»70 & 70A and (1»5A, Lee
District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning· Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 6th
day of November, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Carleton S. Jr. and Dorothy E.

Bumell. The applicants are the contract purchasers.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.268 acres.
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.
6. That Special Use Permit #17126 was granted July 16, 1963 for a private

school, kindergarten and first grade for a maximum of 63 children on the
subject property. The original Specid Use Permit was granted to Mr. and Mrs.
Burnell on June 13th, 1961 for 23 children unuer Permit No. 3643.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haa.·,.reached"the.follO!"ing con9'llision
"of law:. ,

1. That'theapplioaat:h-as:"p-:re..en~.-t••tiraony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permitu~eB irt • Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that t~. SUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted' with the following: li.~t.t-ions';. I

1. This approval is granted to the"applioant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Boa~dfand is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transfe.r.cWle to other land.

2. This permit shall expiTe o~~ year fro~thisd~e unless construction
or opevation has started or unless renewed ~y action of this Board.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicaten on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any Changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board
of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of
this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various le$al and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit
is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of this Special USe Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of children shall be 75, ages 2 to 6 years.
7. The hours of operation shall be 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., five days per

week, Monday through Friday.
8. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection report,

the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the State Department
of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non-Residential Use Permit.

9. All landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of the
Director of Environmental Management.
10. All busses and/or vehicles used by the applicant for transporting

children shall comply with County and State standards in color and light
requirements.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes had not
yet arrived.

I
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10:20 - SHOWCASE ENTERPRISES, INC. & ROLLING VALLEY PLAZA, INC., application
under Section 30-7.2.10.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit triple
theatre operation inside Rolling Valley Mall, N.E. intersection of
Old Keene Mill Road and Shiplett Blvd., 78-4 & 88-2«1»4A, (19.455
acres), Springfield District, (C-D), 8-155-74

Mr. Bernard Fagelson, attorney for the applicants, testified before the Board.
He requested the Board amend the application to read as above stated. The
Board so amended by Mr. Baker's motion; Mr. RunyoR5second; passed unanimously.

Mr. Fagelson presented the notices to the Board which were in order. The
contiguous property owners were Caroline Jermane, 9401 Old Keene Mill Road,
and Boyssen and Cecilia Frazer, 6501 Sydenstricker Road, Burke. Virginia.

Mr. Fagelson stated that he wanted to first discuss the comments from Prelim
inary Engineering which stated that site tabulations and the buildings, as
shown on the plan submitted with the application did not conform to the approv
site plan. It was suggested by Preliminary Engineering that the special use
permit not be considered until such time as the proposed site tabulations and
buildings are approved by the County administration. It was also suggested
that the plats submitted to the Board show a revised parkin~ tabulation re
flecting the increase in the required parking spaces for th,proposed movie
theatres. Mr. Fagelson stated that they have now submitted a plan to comply
with Preliminary Engineering comments. He submitted that plan to the Board.
He stated that the usual procedure is to get the special use permit and then
go before Preliminary Engineering with the site plan. Preliminary Engineering
will not approve their site plan until the Board has approved the special use
permit. He then explained the parking tabulation and stated that they will
still have a surplus of 30 spaces in this lot. He stated that the Staff
Report indicates that they will have 510 seats, but in his letter along with
the application, he stated that they wished to have 600 seats. However, if
this is a problem. they can reduce the number of seats to 510.

Mr. Zalaski, 9222 Sprucewood. representing Keene Mill Woods Homeowners
Association, spoke in opposition to this application as he stated they feel
this will increase the traffic, noise, and light pollution. In answer to
Mr. Smith's questions, he stated that he had no financial interest in any
theatres in this area, no~ does he have clients who have financial iBterest
in any theatres in this area to his knowledge.

Mr. Steve Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering Branch of ,the Department of
Environmental Management, spoke to the Board regarding his comments in the
Staff Report. He stated that their office has had a revision submitted to
them on the ~th of this month. It has been reviewed, but has not yet been
approved. The site tabulation has changed from the existing approved site
plan, even if the movie theatres were not involved,as the sizes of the
buildings have changed.

Mr. Fagelson in rebuttal to the opposition stated that he could not believe
that there is any valid objection to a 510 seat movie theatre in the ROlling
Valley Mall. The area Mr. Zalaski represents is actually to the east and
beyond the Dart Home and Dart Drug Store building. These two buildings hide
from view the part of the mall where the movie theatres would be. Actually
this is not three separate movie theatres. but one theatre separated into
three smaller ones. The question from Preliminary Engineering could be
handled very simply by adding a stipulation that the special use permit would
not be valid until such time as the site plan had been approved and the
non-residential use permit had been obtained. However, the plats that were
submitted were submitted as per the suggestions of Preliminary Engineering
arid those plans are before the Board today.

Mr. Kelley inquired of Mr. Runyon if he felt these plats were correct. Mr.
Runyon stated that he felt they were correct.

There was no further opposition to this application.

In answer to Mr. Zalaski's question. Mr. Fage1son stated that the four free
standing buildings that are under construction are shown on the site plan.
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HOWCASE THEATRE, INC. ET AL (continued)

RESOLUTION
In application No. S-155-74, app11cat1on by Showcase Enterprises, Inc. and
Rolling Valley Plaza, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance
to permit triple theatre operationC3, 190 seat theatres on property located at
Old Keene Mill Road and Shiplett Boulevard also known as tax map 78-4 and 88-2
«1))4A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance wi h
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 6th
day of November, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Rolling Valley Plaza, Inc.
2. That the present zoning is C';D'., .
3. That the area of the lot is 19.455 aCreS.
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1. 2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire 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 the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of the
Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to
the Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detail
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the
conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit
is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit SHAL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use Permit on
the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the County
of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Parking for 145 automobiles is to be provided for this operation.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes abstained as he was not present during
the meeting.
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10:40 - LAKE BRADDOCK CHURCH -- AMENDED TO: CHURCH OF GOD CALLED LAKE BRADDO
CHURCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinan
to permit construction of new church, 4925 Twinbrook Road, 69-3«1»
29, (5.38 acres), Springfield District (RE-I), 8-158-74

Grayson Hanes, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board.
He presented notices to the Board which were in order. The contiguous proper
owners were Lloyd Carver, 4901 Twinbrook Road, Burke and Mr. and Mrs. William
Tinder, 9431 Braddock Road, Burke, Virginia.

Mr. Hanes stated that new plats were submitted for the file several days ago
Showing the 75' setback to the outlet road as suggested by Preliminary
Engineering. They have not discussed the comments in the Staff Report which
were made by the Fairfax County Arborist. However, they do object to moving
the church to another location on the property. He stated that he would go
into the reasons later. First, he wished to clear up the point of the owner
of the property. The proper owner should be Earl Stinson, Johnny Dean,
Harlan Stillwell, Trustees of the Church of God. That is the way the
application should read~ as the Church has now taken title to the property
without any contingency.

He stated that he has several members of the Church present and also the
engineer, Mr. Wilson Kirby, to answer any questions the Board might have of
them.

He stated that this Church has grown from 35 to 150 members since July. The
proposed structure for this site will be a multi-purpose building which sits
back 440 1 from Twinbrook Road. It sits in a mass of trees. Some of these
trees they do propOSe to leave. They like the idea of this Church sitting
in the trees and blending in with the natural screening. It not only will
be screened from theadtining property owners, but it will leave them room
to expand at some date in the future when the need arises. In the proposed
building will be the auditorium for Sunday School, two offices and the
fellowship hall. When the congregation reaches 330 people, they will come
back to this Board for permission to build the second phase which will be
the educational building to the rear of the property. The third phase will
be an auditorium which will be toward the front of the property. When and
whether or not this will happen will depend on the success of the Church.
The property does perk should there be any problem getting a hookup'with
the County sewer system. There is a small building on the front part of
the property which is now being used as a single family residence. It will
not be used for church purposes.

Mr. Smith inquired Why this was not deleted from the application.

Mr. Hanes stated that it could be as there is no reason for it being in the
application.

Mr. Hanes stated that they will have two services on Sunday, one from 9:00 A.
to 12:00 Noon and one evening service from 6:00 P.M. to 8:00 P.M •• one
service on Wednesday from 7:30 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. and hopeful:Jysome smaller
group meetings in the building from time to time. but at no time past 10:00
P.M. in the evening.

Mr. Kelley inquired if they would be willing to dedicate as suggested by the
Staff.

Mr. Hanes stated that they are not anxious to, but they will if required to.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not feel the existing house that is on the
property would need a variance if it comes closer to the road because of
ded±ation that they are required to db.

Mr. Covington agreed that 'they would not need a variance for the existing hous

Mr. Ralph Donnell.Assistant County Arborist, spoke before the Board on the
County's position in asking that the applicant move the building back toward
the rear of the property in order to save the trees that now exist on the
property in the location where the proposed structure is supposed to go.
He stated that it is the concern of their office to preserve as many trees
as possible. Because of the conditions of the site, the existiilg:trees are
in the location of the proposed building and they would like to see as much
of the open area to the rear utilized and save the trees. The applicant has
mentioned future development. Perhaps if he could utilize the open space for
the first phase and at a later date go into the wooded area. that would be
more desirable.

4df
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CHURCH OF GOD CALLED LAKE BRADDOCK CHURCH (continued)

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant has stated that they would prefer to use
the existing trees as screening for the proposed structure, rather than
putting the structure back in the open area that would require additional
screening. He stated that he did not know how the Board could channel
construction into the open area if they have a proposed plan for that area
at a later date.

Mr. Barnes stated that.he feels the Church will try to work with the County
and will save as many trees as possible. All of the developers are finally
coming around to this idea now.

I

Mr. Donnell stated that it
is a fairly new ordinance.
in some type of vegetation.

Mr. Kelley stated that the
Parking Lot Ordinance will
County can control without

Staff Report indicates that compliance with the
be required, he asked if this is something the
the Board making this a condition.

is and the Parking Lot and Landscaping Ordinance
It requires that so much of the parking lot be I

Mr. Hanes stated that they have worked with the Arborist in the past and has
found him to be very reasonable.

Mr. Barnes inquired what the materials would be for the proposed structure.

Mr. Hanes stated that the materials would be brick veneer and metal.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

There was a rendering in the file which the Board looked over.

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-158-74, application by CHURCH OF GOD, CALLED LAKE
BRADDOCK CHURCH, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to
permit construction of neW church on property located at 4925. TwinbI"ook Road,
Springfield DistI"ict also known as tax map 69-3«1))29, County of FaiI"fax,
MI". Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been pI"oper1y filed in accOI"dance
wi th the requiI"ements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accoI"dance with the by-laws of the FaiI"fax County Board of Zoning Appaal~,

and

WHEREAS, following propel' notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspapeI", posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals on the 6th day of
November, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Earl Stinson, Johnny Dean

and Harlan Stilwell, Trustees of The Church of God.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.38 acres.
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all county codes is required.
6. That the proposed church would contain a maximum of 440 seats.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby gI"anted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without fUI"ther action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date
of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the building and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind

I

I

I



I

I

I

I

I

Page 489 - November 6, 1974
CHURCH OF GOD (continued)

changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional t.I t7'~
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this I l) -,
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning
Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a viOlation of the
conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permi
is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. All landscaping and screening is to be provided to the satisfaction
of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The proposed dedication for future road widening along the full frontag
of the property on Twinbrook Road to be provided.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

11:00 - MINERVA C. PARSONS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit one-chair beauty shop in home, 5907
Westchester Street, 81-4«7»)76 & «20))Outlot A, Arden Acres Subd.,
(17,201 square feet) Lee District (R-12.5), S-159-74

Mr. Danny Parsons, the applicant's husband, presented the case. Notices to
property owners were in order. Two of the contiguous owners were Allan
Donald on the right hand side and the Fairfax County School Board on the
left. They had notified 68 people of this hearing.

Mr. Parsons stated that this will be a one-chair beauty shop in one room of
their home. They are seeking no change in the exterior of their home. Ade
quate parking is provided in the driveway and in addition, there is a 60'
roadway. which would allow parking on the roadway. The hours of operation
will be from 9:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., five or six days a week. The number
of patrons will be limited to the number of persons she could handle, as
she will be working alone and all the patrons will be by appointment only.
The reason she would like this shop is in order that she can be at home with
the children. She has been a beautician for eleven years. She had her own
shop in Manassas. The house does have a separate entrance off to the side
that abuts no other property owners.

Mr. Barnes stated that the school is immediately to their left and it looks
like the closest property owner is Lot 77.

Mr. Parsons stated that that is correct. The Donald's are the closest
property owner and they have no Objection to this use.

In answer to Mr. Baker's question, Mr. Parsons stated that the nearest
shopping center is Rose Hill Which is .8 of a mile. (Mr. Parsons later clock
this distance and it clocked .5 of a mile)
Mrs. Bell, 5906 Westchester Street, diagonallY across the street, spoke in
favor or the application. She stated that her primary concern initially
had been the traffic, but she has looked at the layout and physical facilitie
of the inside and outside of the residence and in her judgment it would not
generate any more traffic than could be accommodated on their property. She
stated that she did not feel this would be detrimental to the nearby property
owners in any way.

Mrs. B. Casey, 5914 Westchester Street, across the street from Mrs. Parsons
near the school, spoke in favor of the application. She stated that she
like Mrs. Bell also has school age children and they do not feel this
use will be detrimental either and in fact, it will be rather nice to ,have a
shop in the neighborhood so they don't have to drive. She stated that she
just met Mrs. Parsons when this business came up. She stated that she has
no objections at all.
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PARSONS (continued)

Mrs. Elizabeth Kasarda, 5900 Brookland Road, across the street, spoke in favor
of the application stating that the traffic problem that already exists is
caused by people going to and from work and picking up the children at the
school.

Mr. Edward Jones, 5924 Westchester Street, stated that he and his wife are
in favor of this application. He stated that they would appreciate it if
Mrs, Jones could call this lady and have her hair fixed as she goeS all the
way into town now to have it done.

Mr. Russell E. Co~y, 5407 Brookland Road, 200' from the proposed beauty shop,
spoke in opposition to the application. He stated that he had obtained
signatures from 89 neighbors in opposition to this application. That list
is in the Board's file. Their opposition is caused by the fear that this
will affect their property values, the traffic would be a nuisance and hazard,
and they do not want a commercial use in their R-12.5 residential area.
He further stated that they do not have adequate on-site parking.

Mr. Smith pointed out that the ordinance no longer requires on-site parking
as long as the shop is only a one-chair, one customer at a time operation.

Mr. Corey stated that this shop is only 3/4 of a mile from the nearest shoppin
center.

He stated that she also began operation without a permit in September. She
had been employed about five miles from her home, but she terminated her
employment because she said she could make more money ·at home.

Mrs. Ruth Grove, 5405 Brookland Road, directly opposite the intersection of
the Parson's, spoke in opposition stating that she was afraid this would
set a precedent and would open the door for others to operate businesses in
their neighborhood.

Mr. Smith stated that each case is decided on its own merits. He stated that
he knew of no case where the granting of one special use permit set a pre
cedent.

Mr. Barnes stated that there would be no sign and there would only be one
customer at a time.

Mr. Smith asked Mrs. Parsons to come forward to answer some questions. He
asked her if she had been operating.

Mrs. Parsons stated that she did have a chair and dryer in her home, but she
had not been actually operating. She had some customers in her shop in
Prince William County and they have come to visit her and she has fixed their
hair, but she has not charged for that service.

Mr. Parsons spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that this Petition
of 89 names was gotten under false representation. The people were told that
they would have a large lighted sign, that they were going to expand their
building and that this would create parking problems, none of which are true.

Mr. Smith stated that he would not accept these statements unless he had
something in writing or had someone to testify to that effect.

Mrs. Casey came forward and stated that Mrs. Corey did visit her and Mrs.
Corey told her that there would be a possibility of Mrs. Parsons putting up
a neon sign and have a lighted parking lot and create an impossible traffic
pattern in the area. This was stated to both she and her husband.

Mrs. Helen Corey came forward and stated that Mrs. Casey's statements were
untrue. She stated that she also knew that Mrs. Parsons' is now operating
as Mrs. Kasarda told her that she got a permanent there and it cost $5.85.

Mr. Kelley asked Mrs. Kasarda to come forward and state if this was true.

Mrs. Kasarda came forward and stated that Mrs. Parsons had fixed her hair
and she had not charged her ~ything, but she had given her $5.85.

Mr. Smith accepted a letter from Marilyn McDonough for the record which letter
stated that she had been approached to sign the Petition and was informed
that the shop could have many chairs, unlimited beauticians, and a 20' electri
sign. She stated that her friend, Mrs. Doris Rice, who signed the Petition,
had also been given this information. She stated that she contacted the
office of the Board of Zoning Appeals and was given the correct infonmation.
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PARSONS (continued)

She enumerated several other statements that had been made to her during the
COUrse of the people trying to get her to sign the Petition in opposition.
She stated that she was not a friend of the Parsons, and does not go to
the beauty shop more than a few times a year, but she felt that justice
should prevail.

Mrs. MCDonough's address is 5827 Westchester Street.

RESOLUTION
In application No. 8-195-74, application by Minerva C. Parsons under Section
30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit beauty shop (one-chair) in
home on property located at 5907 Westchester Street, also known as tax map
81-4«7»76 and Outlot A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all 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 6th day of November, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Danny L.& Minerva C. Parsons.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 17,201 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conc1usio
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in th
application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiraion.

3. The approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plan
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind.
changes in use. additional uses. or chan~es in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering deta~ls) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit shall require approval of the
Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without: Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of this Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. A one-chair operation is permitted with one customer permitted on site
at anyone time.

7. No signs permitted.

The motion passed 4 to 1.

Mr. Kelley voted No.

~J
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11:20 - WILLIAM WATTERS UNITED METHODIST CHURCH. application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of chur
1219 Swinks Mill Road. 29-2«1»15. (5.297449 acres), Dranesville
District, (RE-O. 5), S-160-74

(Hearing began at 12:30 P.M.)

Rev. Roger Balcom, Swinks Mill Road, represented the applicant before the Boa

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners we
Roland Blue, 7742 Lewinville Road and R. A. Thomas, 1208 Stablegate Court.

Rev. Balcoin:.,stated that they purchased this piece of property in 1969 and
the applicant is the owner of the ~roEerty. They would like to construct
this modest mUlti-purpose buildin&/9oHnected with the house that is now on
the property. He stated that he nad some letters from the contiguous
neighbors stating that they have no objection. In addition they have spoken
with the neighbors to explain to them what they plan to do. One of the
primary concerns is to maintain the property in its natural beauty which
means removing no more trees than is absolutely necessary. They will have
to remove a couple of old locust trees and several need to be taken out to
provide the driveway and parking area. although most of the parking area
will be on land already clear of trees. The other structure that is on
the property is an old garage that they will use as an office and study.

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Rev. Balcom stated that they are not
meeting in the ex~ing house at the present time. He and his family have
been living in that house, but they have purchased another house to live
in.

Mr. Smith stated that Preliminary Engineering requests that the applicant
dedicate a certain amount of land for-road widening.

Rev. Balcom stated that he thought part of that land was already dedicated.

Mr. Lewis Childer, 4201 Markam Avenue, Annandale. Virginia. architect for the
project, stated that they have worked diligently to arrange the construction
of this structure and the parking so that they will not have to take out any
more trees than absolutelY necessary and so as not to infringe on their
neighbors. They feel they have provided the proper setback for the parking
area and should they have to dedicate land for the road widening that
would inf~inge upon the parking area, they feel they should be allowed to
keep that parking area where it is.and not be requ~red to dedicate.

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt they would not have to dedicate as much land
as Preliminary Engineering suggests as the road bears away from this
property.

Mrs. Dickerson, 2010 Echols Place, Falls Church, Virginia, member of the
Church I s congregation. spoke in favor of the.. application and stated that
there are several other members of the ~urch present in favor of this use.

There was no opposition to the application.

Mr. Smith stated that there was no letter that indicated that they were
not opposed to the Church, but opposed to any kind of a fence being built
on the property adjacent to their~. The letter was from Andrew Christopher,
1205 Swinks Mill Road, McLean.

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-160-74, application by William Watters United Methodist
Church under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit con
struction of church on property located at 1219 Swinks Mill Road, Dranesville
District, also known as tax map 29-2(1»15, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application.has been prope~ly 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 6th
day of November, 1974.
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WILLIAM WATTERS UNITED MEHTODIST CHURCH (CONTINUED)

WHEREAS, the. Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 'i '""3
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trustees of William Watters I

United Methodist Church.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.297449 acres.
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date
of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or Changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approv
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
apply to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor enginee ng
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violati
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. All landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of
the Director of Environmental Management.

7. Applicant is to dedicate property along frontage of Lewinsville Road
and Swinks Mill Road for future road widening not to exceed 25 feet.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

NOTE: The contiguous property owner does not want fence.

11:40 - KENNETH & GEORGIA FOSTER, application under Section 30-6.6 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit· pool closer to front property line than
allowed by Ordinance, 2207 Chestertown Drive, Tysons Woods Subd.,
Section 2,39-3((28))30, (9,857 sq., ft.), Providence District, (R-IO)
V-l6l-74 -- REQUEST: 27 1 from line, 8' variance.

Mr. Foster represented himself before the Board. He presented proper notices
to property owners. The contiguous owners were G. p. Townsend, 2205 Chester
town Drive and James Funbach, 8726 Litwalton Court, Vienna.

Mr. Foster's justification for the variance was the fact that he has an
irregUlar shaped lot which is a corner lot and the way the house is located
on the lot is such that he actually has three fronts.

Mr. Smith stated that the proposed 6' fence that is drawn on the plats in
pencil should not be allowed.

Mr. Runyon agreed.

The applicant stated that if this is granted this 6' fence would be only
around the pool, if this is what the Board desires.

Mr. Covington stated that the 6' fence in the position where it is drawn in
pencil on the plat would not be allowed.

There was nO one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.
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RESOLUTION ~ ~ tf
In application No. V-161-74, application by Kenneth & Georgia Foster under J
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit swimming pool closer to fron
property line than al~owed by Ordinance on property located at 2207 Chester-
town Drive, Vienna, Tysons Woods Subdivision, also known as tax map 39-3«28»
30, county of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 'Zoning Appeals I
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 arid nearby property
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 6th d
of November, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Kenneth B. & Georgia Foster.
2. That the present zoning is R-IO.
3. That the area of the lot is 9,857 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
condition exists which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structupe
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless constnuction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thO
Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation to
obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like through the
established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

DEFERRED CASES:

WH. N. MAXON & MIWAKO MAXON, V-126-74 (Deferred from 10-9-74 to" allow
applicant to make formal withdrawal)

Mr. smith read a letter from Mr. Maxon requesting that the case be withdrawn.

Mr. Runyon moved that the request be granted and the case be withdrawn without
prejudice.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O.

II

COAKLEY & WILLIAMS, INC. & CHARLES & EQITH FUGATE, V-121-74 (Deferred from
10-16-74 for additional information)

Mr. Fifer had submitted the additional information needed by the Board
and that information was satisfactory.

I

I

I
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In application No. V-121-74. application by Coakley & Williams, Inc.
& Charles & Edith Fugate. appl. under. Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit 116 1 high motel closer to front property line than
allowed by Ordinance',on praper~y located at Franconia Rd. & Lolsdale Dr. J

90-2,( (11) )5 0,0-510:3 ~':~'J"~-G,:".':.7.~;~',~i'7,",;7C',,' , ,County of Fairfax. Virginia.
Mr. Runyon. moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals~

and

WHEREAS~ following prop:!r 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 October, 1974, and continued to November 6, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Charles & Edith Fugate,
Ramspring.

2. That the present zoning is C-DM.
3. That the area of the lot is 6.03 acres.
4. That the Board of Supervisors on July 1974 granted a Special

Permit for the 116' height.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has __reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the rollowing
physical conditions exist whichunder.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.

NOW~ THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that _the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations.

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only,
and is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same
land. unless construction has started or

2. This variance shall expire/unless renewed by action of this Board
upon whichever of the following events shall last occur:

(a) 12 months from this date,
(b) 6 months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

sewer,
(e)

thereon.
6 months after Fairfax County permits a site plan tobe filed

I

I

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

II

THE TIMBERS ASSOC., a nonstock corp., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of
the Ord. to permit addition of tennis courts to community recreation facilit
Hillside Road and ROlling Road~ 79-3«1))2A, (3.7388 acres), Springtield
Dsitrict, (R-l2.5 & RTC-lO), S-146-74, (Deferred from 10-30-74 to allow'
applicant to revise plats to show multi-purpose court in the place of
tennis courts).

New plats had been submitted and the Board found them satisfactory.
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In application no. S-146-74, application by The Timbers Association
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 or the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition or
tennis courts to community recreational facility, on property located at
Hillside Road & Rolling Road. Springfield District. also known as tax map
79-3((I»2A. County of Fairfax. Mr. Ke·};J:Jt¥;I'I&¥.d"t.ha~IFthe B0W:d o!tZOn1ng
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accor~ce

with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes andLn
accordance with the by~law8 of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals.
and

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 30th day of October 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has _made the folloWing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5 & RTC-IO.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.7338 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all county and state codes is required.

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has pre.sented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R. Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans
ferable without further action of this Board. and is for the location in
dicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expir~unless renewed by action of this Board
upon whichever of the following events shall last occur:

(a) 12 months from this date.
(b) 6 months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

sewer,
(c) 6 months after Fairfax County permits a site plan to be filed

thereon.
3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on

the plans submitted with this application. Any.additional structures of
any kind. changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approve~

by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit.
shall reqUire approval of the Board of Zoning AppealS. It shall be the duty
of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval.
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
SpeaU.1 Use "Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responeible for complying
with theae requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit isobtalned.

5. The resolution pertaining. to the ~ranting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping. screening and/or fenoing shall be provided to the
satisfaction of the Director of Environmental Management.
<*unless construction has started or)

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

II

I

I

I

I
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FREEMAN L. JONES. application under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of Ordinance
to permit sales rental and repair _of tools and household equipment and
supplies and rental of trucks and trailera,,8412 Richmond Highway J 101-3
«1»9A. (29,991 sq. ft.). Lee Distrlct, (CG). 3-138-74, (Deferred from
10-30-74 fo~ new plats).

The plats had been received and were satisfactory. The Board members
went over the plats.

Mr. Covington reminded the Board that this operation has been operating
for several years and the ,Zoning Office had had ,no complaints on it.

In application no. 3-138-74, application'bY Freeman L. Jones under Section
30-7.2.10.5.4, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit sales rental and repair
of tools and household equipment andsupplles and rental of trucks and
trailers, on property located.at84l2Richmond Highway, also known as tax
map lOl-3{{l))9A, Lee Distri.:ct, .county of Fairfax, .. Mr. Kelley moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has-been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by~laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals,
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of .. the.property, letters to, contiguous and 'nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board ,of Zoning Appeals held
on the 30th day of October 1974.

0/17

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of, Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance wit
Standaras for Special:Us,e Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and

That
That
That
That
That

I

WHEREAS, the
fact:

1
2.
3.
4.
5.

Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

the owner of the subject property is James F. & Mabel C. Rice.
the present zoning is C-G.
the area of the lot is 22991 sq. ft.
compliance with Site ,Plan Ordinance is required.
compliance with all county codes, is. ,required;

I

I

NOW,' THEREFORE,BE IT RESOLVED, that thesubject.app11cation be and the
same is hereby granted with thefollowlng limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the ,applicant only and 1s not trans
ferable without 'further. action of this Board, and is for the location ,in
dicated in the application and is not transferable to otNer land.

2. This permit shall expire one yaar 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

the plans submitted with this application." Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the :Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a SpecialHse Permit
shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty
of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Z~ning Appeals for such approval.
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4; The granting of this SpeeiAl Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and state. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted
use.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

II

REQUEST' FOR REHEARING -- SUSAN SNYDER

Mr. Smith read the letter from Mrs. Snyder requesting a rehearing.

The letter stated that the Staff Report had indicated that if she only
had one customer at a time, off street parking is not requiredj therefore,
she was not prepared to discuss) this issue at the hearing.

With regard to the requirement of the use permits for beauty shops issued
only if a shop is over one mile from a shopping center, this is not
stated in the Ordinance, therefore, she was again unprepared to respond to
this, stating incorrectlY at the time that it was, in her estimation,
approximately a mile. She has now clocked the mileage and it is 0.8 miles
and the second nearest shopping center is 1.3 miles.

She stated that approval of her application is extremely important for
her family's needs. She also stated that she submitted statements of
approval signed by. her immediate neighbors and this Kas not acknowledged
at the hearing.

Mr. Baker moved that the Board grant her request for a rehearing.

Mr. Kelley stated that he voted against it and he could not see t9at she
had any additional information.

Mr. Smith stated that at the time of the hearing, he could not find the
statement signed by the neighbors indicating approval of this appl!&ation.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 2 with Mr. Kelley and Mr. Runyon voting No.

The Board set the date for the rehearing at December II, 1974.

Mr. Barnes stated that the reason he was voting for the rehearing is
he had voted against the application and had made a statement that customers
would have to back out onto the street. But the ordinance does not require
off street parking, therefore, that would not be a consideration.

II

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes of October 9, 16, 23 and 30 be approved
with minor corrections as noted.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

II

CARDINAL HILLS SWIM AND" RACQUET CLUB

Mr. Runyon stated that after reading the letter, they want to change: the
remainder of the fence from a wooden fence to a chain link fence and he
would move that that be approved subject to the approval of the adjoining
neighbors.

Mr. COVington stated that it is the adjoining neighbors who:. want it done.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

II

I

I

I

I
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RIVERSIDE GARDENS RECREATION ASSOCIATION

There had been a report in April of violations, and a further report
in September that most of the violations harl been cleared.

The Board received a report today that all the violations have been cleared.

II

The meeting adjowrned at 1:40 with no lunch break.

II

Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk

I

I

I

Approved:

•December 4. 1974
Date



The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held
Wednesday, November 13, 1974, in the Board Room of the Massey
Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley,
Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker; George Barnes and Charles
Runyon. Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Covington were present from
the Staff.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - FRANCIS & CARMEN WOIDICH, appl. under Sec. 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning
Ord. to permit existing storage shed to remain closer to side property
line than allowed by Ord. (5.4' to side; 12' required), 1830 Baldwin
01'.,40-1«25))8, West Lewinsville Heights, Sec. 7, (16,739 sq. ft.)
Dranesville Dist., (R-12.5>, V-162-7~,

Woidick presented the notices to the Board. The contiguous property owne
Swanson, 1828 Baldwin Drive and McMann, 1832 Baldwin Drive. Mr. Woidich

arne forward and certified that he had obtained the signatures for the notices.
e notices were in order.

rs. Woidich stated that her request is that they be allowed to leave the
torage shed in its prese~t location. The shed was erected off site by
r. William F. Clarke of Brandywine, Maryland and brought over to their lot

d erected. She stated that she had come into the County prior to the
rection of ,this structure on the property and told the girl at the information
esk, Mrs. Betty Hogue, that they wished to put up this structure, that it
ould be 16' wide by 24' long, that they wished to put it on the part of the
roperty that faces Dulles Access Road. Mrs. HogMe told her that it need
nly be 4' from the property line. She stated that Mrs. Hogue signed a slip
f paper with that on it. That paper is in the file.

r. Smith stated that the paper in the file reads that it must set back from
he rear line 4', not .H~e. ~ide H¥ej) Unget thf! Ordinance, it could se:t
, from the rear line' He in&u±~ed !~~~HeyhfiaHO~sDfiilding permit to erect
his building. - .

rs. Woidich stated that they did not. They left those matters up to Mr. Clark

r. Covington stated that in order to go to 4' from the rear property line,
he shed must set back 12' from the rear of the house.

r. Mitchell stated that he felt that was the source of the confusion. Mrs,
g~e had the impression that this was going in the rear yard, but it is not

he rear, but the side yard.

r. Kelley inquired if Mr. Clarke has a business license in Fairfax County.

rs. Woidich stated that she did not know.

rs. Woidich stated that they have a very narrOW, shallow lot, plus an irregula
haped lot. The side yard has a lot of trees. This is the only place :they
ould place this shed without cutting down some very large trees. Then it
ould be just sitting out in plain view of everyone. They have hemlocks
lanted around this shed.

ere was no one to speak in favor of the application.

r. John McMann, 1832 Baldwin Drive, spoke in opposition to the applic~tion.

e stated that he is one of the contiguous property owners. He submitted a
tatement from two other property owners, John J. Morrison, 1836 Baldw~n

rive and Mr. Lilley, 1837 Baldwin Drive objecting. He stated tha~ thdy
bject because their residences do view the shed in question. He $tated that
e has a nanrow shallow lot and all they have for a yard is the si~e yard
hat adjoins Mr. ctnd Mrs. Woidich's yard. They feel this shed will cause a
eduction in their property values. He stated that Dr. Woidich has a medical
ractice in the home and the need for this shed is caused by that fact.

n rebuttal Dr. Woidich stated that this opposition comes as a surprise 'since
e had discussed this with Mr. McMann previously and at that time Mr. McMann
ad no Objection. He stated that the storage shed does not contain any medical
upplies, but contains furniture, etc. which they don't have room for in the
ouse. He then went into why he purchased this type of shed and this large
hed in answer to Mr. Smith's question. Also in answer to Mr. Smith's question
e stated that there-waS no written contract between he and Mr. Clarke. It
as a verbal agreement and he paid Mr. Clarke after Mr. Clarke erected the
hed on his property.

I

I

I

I

I
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WOIDICH (continued)

Dr. Woidich stated that the reason Mr. Clarke didn't obtain a building permit
was because this is a temporary structure and they were told that a building
permit is not necessary for a temporary structure.

Mr. Kelley stated that he could see why some trees would have to be removed
fOr this size building and he felt that the applicant should live within the
zoning ordinance. He stated that he would be in faVor of bringing Mr. Clarke
in to answer some of these questions. A building of that size would affect
property values in the surrounding area, he stated.

SO I

Dr. Woidich stated that all this happened because they were misinformed by
the County government.

I Mr. Smith stated that if they had followed the
building permit, this would not have happened.
the fault of the County government. He stated
they were given wrong information.

proper procedures and got a
He disagreed that this was

that he could not see that

I

I

I

Mr. Barnes suggested that the County stop g~v~ng out information unless the
citizens bring in a plat with the location shown on the plat as to where they
wish to place a structure. Then they would have no confusion.

Mr. Smith and Dr. Woidich continued this discussion.

Mr. Runyon stated that all he wanted to know is what the justification is for
putting the building in this location and if there is any place else on the
lot where this building could be placed.

Dr. Woidich stated that because the lot is so shallOW, it cannot be placed in
the back yard. The only place it could be placed is in the side yard and
moved forward from its present location and they would have to remove three
trees which would degrade the appearance of the area, inclUding the property
of the contiguous owners.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board can only grant a variance if the applicant
has a problem with the physical condition of the lot and in this case there
would be no problem except for the trees and the Board cannot grant a variance
just because the applicant would have to cut down some trees. This shed
could be moved forward and there would be no need for a variance.

RESOLUTION

In application No. V-162-74, application by Francis and Carmen Woidich under
Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit existing storage shed
to remain closer to side property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance
on property located at 1830 Baldwin Drive, West Lewinsville Heights, also
known as tax map 40-1«25»8, Section 7, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
neWSpaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board .of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th
day of November, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findin!¥ of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Carmen Woidich.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 16,739 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio
of law:

1. That 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 and/or buildings involved:

2. That the Board has found that non-compliance was not the result of an
error in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a buildin
permit. The building permit was not obtained for this structure.

3. That the granting of this variance will impair the intent and purpose 0

the Zoning Ordinance and will be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of othe
property in the immediate vicinity.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with all members present.

The Chairman stated that the building inspector should be notified.

10:10 - HARVEY S. LOWE, JR., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord.
to permit carport closer to front property line than allowed by
the Ordinance (26.2' from line, 50' req.) 981 Saigon Road, 21-3((7))
21, (28,924 square feet)jDranesville District ,(RE-l), V-163-74..

Mr. Lowe appeared before the Board. Notices to property owners were in
order. The contiguous owners were E. C. Lineberry, 7855 Enola Street,
McLean and Dale Harris ,980 Saigon Road, McLean.

Mr. Lowe stated that the steepness of his driveway causes a serious and
hazardous condition. They cannot now use the existing garage because the
drive is so steep that when they try to come down into it during periOds of
rain and snow, he stands a chance of sliding into it.

Mr. Runyon stated that he had looked at this property and it is very steep
and it is obvious that he needs some relief.

RESOLUTION

In application No. V-163-74, application by Harvey S. Lowe, Jr. under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit carport to be located closer to
front property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance on property located
at 981 Saigon Road, also known as tax map 21-3((7))21, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th
day of November, 1971j..

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the -applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-I.
3. That the area of the lot is 28,924 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has 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/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

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
indicated in the plats included with this application_only, and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation
to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like through the
established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O.

I
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10:20 - GLEN FOREST COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, INC., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition of tennis cour s
to existing recreational facility, end of Kaywood Place 1650' north
of Leesburg Pike, 61-2«27»Parcel A,(6.7868 acres), Mason District, ~() 3
(R-12.5), 8-164-74, .I

Mr. Peter Maloney, 5912 Merritt Place and Richard Henderson, 5913 Merritt
Place, were the two contiguous property owners who were notified of this
hearing. Mr. La Verne Kamps came forward and certified that he had obtained
the signatures and they were cOrrect.

Mr. Donald Moak represented Glen Forest Community Association before the
Board.

Mr. Moak stated that this is a long standing recreation facility that is
located in the midst of their small community. All the residences are
within one-fourth mile of the facility, so practically all the traffic is
by foot. He stated that they do have a service road leading to the pool
and an area indicated on the plat as a parking area, but it is actually
a turn around area. It will accommodate about 20 cars. There is very little
vehicular traffic and they do not want to do anything that will encourage
vehicular traffic. They do not hold swimming metes. They/have a membership
of 125, with about 90 of those belonging to the pool. /fthe association)

Mr. Covington indicated that he had had no complaints on this facility.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

RESOLUTION

In application No. 8-164-74, application by Glen Forest Community Association,
Inc., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition
of a tennis court to existing recreation facility, on property located at
Kaywood Place, Mason District, also known as tax map 6l-2((27»Parcel A,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following reSolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by theBoard of Zoning Appeals on the 13th day of
November, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the Subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 6.7868 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.
6. That property is subject to Pro Rata Share of offsite drainage.
7. That the applicant has been operating, pursuant to Special Use Permit

No. 19930 granted March 25, 1958, a community swimming pool with related
recreational activities on property located at this same address in Glen
Forest Subdivision, Mason District.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby g~anted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of. this Board prior to date
of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the pIa s
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, chang s
in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Board (other
than minor engineering detailS) whether or not these additional uses or change
require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of th~s B~~~d. It shall
be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of ZoniB£fr~ such approval
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
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Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this .5" () Y
Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County I
and State. The Permittee shallba responsible for complying with these require-
ments. This permit' shall not be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit is
obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit shal
be posted in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use Permit on
the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the County
of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of family memberships shall be 125.
7. The hours of operation shall be 6: 00 A.M. to 9: 00 P.M. I
8. Landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of the

Director of Environmental Management.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

10:40 - BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES OF VIRGINIA, INC., appl. under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 6' fence in front setback
area, 2813 .:Juniper Street, 49-2((5»7, S, & 9, (1.4781 acres),
Providence District, (I-L), V-167-74.

(Mr. Runyon abstained from this hearing as he drew the plats).
The corporation papers had not been received. In addition, there was a
question as to the proper owner of the property. The property records of
Fairfax County indicated that the owner of the property is I<edn~ Transport,
however, Mr. Sam Zeff, Executive Vice-President of Browning-Ferris, indicated
that Keim~ Transport no longer existed as Kei:ne Transport had merged with
Browning-Ferris. This transfer took place in March of 1972.

Mr. Kelley stated that since it is a policy of the Board not to hear cases
without the Certificate of Good Standing, he would move that the Board recess
or defer this hearing until the applicant has submitted the required documents.
If the applicant can get these documents and get back in time, the Board
will hear the case later in the day.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

The Board again took up this case after the 11:10 item. Mr. Zeff stated that
he had been to see the attorney, Mr. Bauknight, regarding this matter. He
submitted the Certificate of Good Standing from the State Corporation
Commission and the papers from the State Corporation CommisSbn regarding the
~ppointment of the registered agent for Browning-Ferris. Mr. Zeff stated
that Mr. Bauknight had told him that there was no land transfer involved here.
It was just a merger of the two corporations.

The Board discussed this at length. Mr. Baker moved that the application
be amended to show the property owner as Browning-Ferris Industl'ies of Va. ,Inc.
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O.

Notices to property owners were in ol'der. The contiguous owners were D. B.
Johnson, 1301 Ranleigh Road, McLean and Dr. A. B. Morgan, 2816 Gallows Road,
and Mr. Montgomery, 2814 Juniper Street.

Mr. Zeff stated that the reason they need this 6' fence is for security of the
property. They have had several break -ins which resulted in damage to some
of their truckS and one break'in to the building itself. They have about 55
vehicles on the property.

I

I
Mr. Smith stated that this sounds like the same type of complaint coming from
most of the businesses in Fail'fax County. There should be some thought given
to changing the Ordinance rather than requesting a variance if it is necessary
to fence these industrial areas. The Ordinance does not give this Board the
authority to grant a variance because of secul'ity reaSons.

Mr. Zeif stated that they also use canine dogs to secure the property which is
another reason they need the 6 I fence.

Mr. Smith stated that they cannot park the trucks in the
anyway, so why do they need the fence in the front yard.
have a 6' fence by right.

front setback area
The rear yard can

I
In answer to Mr. Smith's ouestion Mr. Zeff stated that the contiguous pro~~¥-f r!-
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Mr. Montgomery, waived the screening requirement along that property line.
Dr. Morgan, who is the contiguous property owner to the rear, did not waive
the screening requirement.

Mr. D. B. Johnson, owner of the contiguous property to the other side, spoke
in opposition to this application. He stated that his company is in the
process of building a warehouse on the contiguous lot. He stated that his
proposed building will be suitable for retailing and he feel that this 6 I

fence in the front yard will degrade his property. He stated that he feels
this requirement in the Zoning Ordinance is necessary to maintain the estab
lished neighborhood and protect the environment. The reason they need the
variance,as Mr. Zeff stated,is to protect the storage of the trucks and
equipment they have on that property. However, according to Chapter
30-3.4.10 of the Zoning Ordinance, they should not be using the front setback
for the storing of these trucks and equipment. This is what they are now
using it for.

Mr. Smith agreed and stated that the only thing they should be using the front
setback for is customer parking.

Mr. Johnson stated that he felt that this 6 1 fence would also create a sight
distance problem. The Ordinance would allow a 4' fence in the front yard
as long as it did not hamper the sight distance, but this 4' fence would
even affect the sight distance.

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant would not be allowed to have even the 4'
fence then, if this is the case.

Mr. Johnson stated that the applicant's justification has nothing to do with
the physical aspects of the land or buildings involved as must be the case in
order for this Board to grant a variance. He stated that he submits that this
Board has no authority to grant this variance. He then submitted a letter
from CapitOl Distributors, Inc. 5004 Buchanan Street, Hyattsville, Maryland,
the future lessee of the proposed building contiguous to the subject property,
in opposition to this application.

Mr. Smith also read a letter from Dr. A. B. Morgan in relation to this fence.
Although Dr. Morgan stated that he did not object to the fence, he stated
that according to the Zoning Ordinance, the Browning-Ferris operation should
be screened from view from the first floor of their home and it is not. He
stated that he felt this was a violation of the zoning regUlations. He also
complained about the smoke and fumes coming from these huge trash and garbage
trucks in the morning.

Mr. Barnes moved that this case be deferred for further study and he would
like to ask Mr. Covington, the Assistant Zoning Administrator, to go over this
with his Staff to see what is what and that it should be rescheduled whenever
the Clerk can get it on the Agenda after Mr. Covington has studied it, but
not to be more than 30 days.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to 0.
(Mr. Runyon abstained from the entire hearing).

II

10:50 - SHELL OIL COMPANY, app1. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning Ord.
to permit amendment to existing SUP to allow relocation of pump islan
construction of driveway to rear of existing station, relocation of
fence required by previous SUP S waiver of screening requirement unde
existing SUP adjacent to residential land, n.w. corner of Valley View
Drive (Route 718) and Franconia Road, 81-3«4»4A, 32,088 square feet,
Lee District, (C-N), S-168-74

10:50 - SHELL OIL COMPANY, appl. under Sec. 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit relocatic
of pump island closer to front prop. line than allowed by Ord. becaUSE
of taking by VDH for widening of Franconia Road, n.w. corner of Valle
View Drive S Franconia Road, 81-3«4»4A,(32,088 sq. ft.),Lee Dist.,
(C-N), V-169-74.

10:50 - SHELL OIL COMPANY, SHOW-CAUSE HEARING, S-35-70, Show-Cause why SUP
should not be revoked for failure to comply with conditions of origin
SUP granted to Shell, n.w. corner of Valley View Drive S Franconia Rd.,
8l-3( (4) )4A, 32,088 sq. ft., Lee Dist., (C-N), Deferred from 9-25-71+
7-21+-74 to allow applicant to submit amended SUP application.

Mr. William Hansbarger, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board
He submitted notices to the property owners which were in order. The contiguc s
owners were Hollis Hall and Lillie May Deavers, 6142 Franconia Road, Alexandri
and George and Dorothy Lyles, 5700 Ambler Street, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that the reaSDn for the requested amendment to the

50S
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existing Special Use Permit and the request for the variance is because the
Virginia Department. of Highways is proposing to widen Franconia Road and Valle
View Drive which will require the relocation of the pump islands. Although
the proposed pump islands are setback further from the new right-of-way than
the existing pump islands, one of them is 13 feet from the new right-of-way
line, and since the minimum required setback for such is 25 feet, they need
a variance of 12 feet to the requirement.

Mr. Smith inquired of Mr. Covington if they really need a variance since the
Highway Department is taking the land.

Mr, Covington stated that they do need a variance as the Zoning Department can
only grant a 20 percent reduction when there is a taking by the Highway
Department.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Hansbarger if the Highway Department had negotiated the
purchase yet. Mr. Hansbarger answered that they have negotiated the purchase,
but if Shell can move the pump islands back, the State will not have to pay fa
those pump islands.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Runyon stated that he was familiar with
this and he feels the Highway Department will move ahead shortly.

Mr. Hansbarger submitted a copy of the Highway Department's plan.

Mr. Steve Reynolds from preliminary Engineering spoke before the Board and
stated that it was his feeling also that the Highway Department's proposal
is moving forward and should take place in the near future.

Mr. Hansbarger requested that the Board dismiSS the Show-Cause hearing and
allow them to place the fence along the rear property line. He stated that
the fence requirement should not have any bearing on the relocation of the
pumps. The Board had requested Shell to place the fence 20' behind the
proposed addition in 1970 because of the property owner to the rear who
complained about trucks parking in that area. Trucks no longer park in that
area and, therefore, there is no need for the fence to be in that location.
They will, however, put the fence along the rear property line and also
put in screening in that area.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could not dismiss the Show-Cause until that
fence is up. It was agreed that the Show-Cause be deferred for 120 days to
allow the applicant time to implement the screening and fencing relocation
as indicated in the plans submitted with this application today.

There being no one to speak in favor or in opposition, Mr. Runyon made the
following motion.

RESOLUTION

In application No. S-168-74, application by Shell Oil Company under Section
30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit amendment to existing SUP to
allow relocation of pump islands, construction of driveway to rear of existing
station, relocation of fence required by previous Special Use Permit and waive
of screening required under previous SUP aQjacent to residential land, on
property located at Valley View Drive and Franconia Road, also known as tax
map 81-3«4))4A, Lee District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th
day of November, 1974.

WHEREAS, tJ-eBoard 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 C-N.
3. That the area of the lot is 32,088 square feet.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That the applicant has been operating, pursuant to SUP No. S-35-70,

granted 4-14-70, a service station on this property. A Show-Cause
Hearing was ordered because Permittee failed to comp~ywith a condition
of the Special Use Permit that a chain link fence with standard screenin
was to be placed 20' behind the proposed addition.

6. The current application seeks to amend S-35-70 to reflect the proposed
taking by VDH,for widening of Franconia ~ad and Valley View Drive, the pro-

I
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paving of additional area behind the station, and relocation of the pump islan s.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law: 5 A. 1

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with ~
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses Or changes require a special Use Permit, shall require approva
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall const~te a violation of the condition
of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constDtite an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit
is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permi t on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the County-of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. All other provisions of the existing- Special Use Permit shall remain
in effect as follows:

a. There will not be at any time storage, selling, renting or leasing
of trucks, trailers or automobiles in connection with this use.

b. Lighting is to be directed onto the property itse~f.

c. Any new,·,signs shall be limited to 26 feet maximum height.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

_______________________ RESOLUTION RE VARIANCE---------------- --------- ----

In application No. V~l69-74, application by Shell Oil Company under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit pump island 13' from front property
line after VDH takes some frontage for widening of Franconia Road and Valley
View Drive, on property located at Valley View Drive and Franconia Road, also
known as tax map 81-3«(4»)4A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance wi h
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 this Board held on the 13th day of November,
1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is C-N.
3. That the area of the lot is 32,088 square feet.
4. That VDHplans widening of Franconia Road that would render the existing

pump island unuseable.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exis
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in
practical difftcu~ty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of th
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same i
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.
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2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless ronstruction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of ex
piration.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, non-residential use permit and the
like through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

11:10 - BARBARA DEVINE & DIANE RAUCH, appl. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit change of owner for nursery school for
50 children (formerly owned and operated by Kimmerling - Mount Vernon
Preschool) 1703 Collingwood Road, 102-4«l»30A, (1.0 acre) Mt.
Vernon District, (R-12.5), S-170-74.

Mr. Rosenberger, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Louis
and Pearl Vasilas, Jr., 10903 Fleetwood Drive, Beltsville, Maryland and Carl
and Shirley Folsom, 8318 Woodacre Street, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. Rosenberger stated that Mr. and MrS. Kimmerling have owned and operated
the existing pre-school at this location for approximately 10 years, pursuant
to Special Use Permit No. 26700 granted by this Board on August 2, 1963 and
S-100-65 approved by this Board on June 8th, 1965. This use that is requested
today is for a continuation of the presently existing use under different
ownership. They plan to continue to have 50 pupils and operate from 7:00 A.M.
to 6:00 P.M., 12 months per year,S days a week. This will be under the
direction of Patsy Cole. A copy of her resume is in the file. They do not
plan any physical changes to this property. There will be no school busses.

Mr. Smith stated that the plats are not adequate as the parking is in the
setback area.

Mr. Rosenberger stated that they have made no changes in the physical outward
appearance of the property. They cannot move the parking as they would be
moving into the play area. He stated that he had talked with Mr. Covington
about this and it was Mr. Covington's feeling that because this use had
existed prior to the adoption of the present ordinance which requires 25' set
back, they are nonconforming there and would not have to comply.

Mr. Smith stated that the original Special Use Permit was granted in 1963
and this requirement was put in the Ordinance in 1959, so the use permitted
doesn't predate it. This is a new application and the Board can require
the new applicant to update this use as far as parking is concerned.

Mr. Rosenberger stated that there will only be five employees at anyone time
and the ten parking spaces they have on the plat is in excess of what they
need. The .children will be dropped off by the parents in the morning and
picked up in the afternoon, therefore, the parents will not be parking at all.

Mr. Kelley stated that the plat before the Board doesn't tell the Board any
thing. It doesn't say how long or wide the parking spaces are and if there
are going to be 50 children coming in and out of that pr'operty with those
parking spaces jammed into the same area, it will be a lot of confusion there.

Mr. Rosenberger stated that he had discussed this plat with Mr. Covington and
it was his understanding in that discussion that the plats had been reviewed
by him and determined to be adequate.

Mr ..Kelley stated that it is the pOlicy of the Board to have correct plats and
these are not correct plats.

Mr. Barnes stated that he felt they should provide ten parking spaces.

Mr. Baker agreed.

Mr. Smith stated that they should provide new plats showing the proper setback
for the parking spaces (no parking in front setback, nor within 25' of any
other property line). If these plats are received by the next meeting, the
Board will try to make a decision, but the plats must be in no later than
Tuesday morning.
Mr. Kelley so moved. Mr. Baker seconded the motion. Motion passed 5 to o.
This was agreed to by all the Board members.

(There was no one to s eak in favor or in 0 osition to this a licationJ
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11,30 - VULCAN QUARRY - ANNUAL REPORT

Mr. Jack Maize, Inspector Specialist in the Zoning Administration Office of
Fairfax County, reported to the Board. He submitted his statement to the Boar
which stated:

"In accordance with conditions set forth in the Special Use Permit issued
to Vulcan Materials Company, an annual review is to be conducted by the
Board of Zoning Appeals for the purpose of determining whether the con
ditions set forth in the peI"ID.it are being met.

It can be generally stated that all conditions are being met, however, in
two areas it will be necessary to continue our evaluation. These two areas
are: air borne noise and air quality. Our intention today is to brief
you on our status and future plans in these two areas.

Air Borne Noise. The peak overpressure from any blast at any occupied
res1dence has been under the 120 dBA limit. Air borne noise criteria
have been and can be met. Systomatic monitoring will continue during
the coming year.

Air ~uality. A joint study of suspended particulates has been initiated
1n t e Occoquan area by Fairfax County and Vulcan Materials Company.
Approximately $5300.00 was spent on equipment by the Division of Zoning
Administration for use by the Air Pollution Control Element of our Health
Department. You have before you a summary of data collected to date. Two
men are here today, Mr. J. J. Nelson of our Air Pollution Control Office
and Mr. R. M. Stewart, Environmental Engineer of Vulcan Materials Company
to present and assess the data collected under this current study effort."
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Mr. Smith stated that the Board has a report on the quarry from the Air Polluti n
Control Board and it is a very fine report.

Mr. Barnes agreed.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Maize if he had any recommendations to make on what conditi ns
should be placed on the quarry, if any, at this point.

Mr. Maize stated that he did, but he wished the Board to hear the report from
the Health Department and Vulcan first.

r. J. J. Nelson, Air Pollution Control Office, Chief of Monitoring Engineering
Control for Fairfax County, spoke before the Board. He submitted a statement

o the Board of his findings. He stated that he would answer any questions the
Board might have on this study. He stated that he had one suggestion. The
ulcan Quarry is now operating under a condition of their Special Use Permit

which restricts weekend activity. This includes running the watering trucks.
~cording to their tests, the level of dust on Sunday is quite high. With

he beginning of the watering on Monday, the level decreases. He stated that
e feels Vulcan should be allowed to run their watering trucks on the weekend
o help keep down the level of the dust.

r. Smith stated that the Board never intended this type of thing to be restric ed
"f it is for the general he:l1.th and welfare of the public. It should be done.

n answer to Mr. Runyon's question, Mr. Nelson pointed out on the map the
ocation of the testing stations. He stated that they are all within one-fourt
~ile of the Quarry.

n answer to Mr. Smith's question,if he felt the storage area, on the hill ad
acent to the Water Authority property greatly affects the air particles in
he area, Mr. Nelson stated that this is the case as the storage and pyramiding
oes pollute the environment of the area. This is the high point in the area.

r. R. M. Stewart, Chief Environmental Engineer for Vulcan, testified before
he Board. He presented Vulcan's Occoquan Dus~ Study Report for 1974 to the
oard. He confirmed Mr. Nelson's quarry dust stUdy report that the dust is
reater on Sunday and stated that there is an increase of 35 percent from 1973
o 1974 for the Sunday reading. He stated that they tried using a chemical
inder that was supposed to form a crust on the storage pile at the top of the
ill that they were just discussing, but that didn't work. In lieu of this,
hey have added a larger watering truck and they are watering the stockpile
n a daily basis with the exception of weekends. They will implement their
atering to include weekends if the Board will permit them to. He stated that
hey would like to do this on their own descretion, however, as the weather
onditions demand.

r. Kelley stated that he felt the Board should go on record that it was not
he Board's intent to prevent them from watering the roads at any time it was
ecessary.

Mr. Maize stated that he would see that that is accomplished if it is the wish
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of the Board.

M~H.L. Mooney, Mayor of Occoquan, Virginia. spoke before the Board. He
requested copies of the statements and studieS that had been submitted to the
Board. He stated that he wished to remind the Board that the Town of Occoquan
is the first recipient of any mistake that the quarry personnel might make.
They are still getting shaken by the blasts. He stated that he had no way
of knowing if the Boardls conditions are being met.

Mr. Maize stated that in general the Board's conditions are being met. The
earth vibrations have been much reduced in the past year. This is due basicall
to the fact that the quarry personnel are blasting much deeper into the quarry.
the amount of explosives has been reduced and the quarry officials are much
more aware of the disturbances this quarry has caused to the Town of Occoquan.
They are doing everything within their power to keep the earth tremors down.
The seismograph readings· are much reduced this year as compared to what they
were 1 and 1/2 years ago. He stated that he is certain there is quite an
overall improvement.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Royce Spence, attorney for Vulcan,
stated that they plan to be out 6£ this quarry five years from this year.

The Board reviewed the report from the Restoration Board which stated that
"The Restoration Board of Fairfax County conducted its annual inspection
of the Virginia-Graham Quarry at Occoquan, Virginia on October 22, 1974.
Our findings are as follows:

1. This quarry ,is operating in compliance with all the requirements
of its permit.

2. Two changes have occurred in the immediate vicinity of the Quarry
that have been beneficial to all residents in the immediate area.
A new bridge has been opened for traffic on Route #123 and the old
vehicular bridge across the Occoquan River has been removed. This
has resulted in an improved traffic pattern in the immediate vicinity
of the Quarry.

3. Roads in the area indicate that there has been no spillage of
material from trucks hauling stone from this Quarry.

4. Progress is being made toward the achievement of their restoration
plan. Considerable grading and planting has been done. The pit
area has been enclosed by a fence that meets the criteria established
by the Board of Zoning Appeals.

5. The Restoration Board has no recommendations as to the need for
any additional restrictions for the health, safety and welfare of
the general public with respect to Quarry operations."

Mr. Kelley moved that there be an amendment to the conditions set forth in
the original granting of this Special Use Permit to allow the use of watering
trucks or any other device to control dust and particle erosion from the
stockpile or the quarry itself on weekendS and this will be from Saturday
to Monday.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

II

DEFERRED CASES:

I

I

CARDINAL COMMUNITY CENTER, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the
Ordinance to permit community, civic and cultural center, 8209 Mt. Vernon
Highway, Mt. Vernon District,(R-12.5),-S-120-74 (Deferred from 9-25-74 and
10-16-74 for decision onlY)

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Paul Morrison, agent for the applicant, I
requesting that this case be withdrawn.

Mr. Baker moved that the Board grant the request that the application be
withdrawn without prejUdice.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

II

The Board inquired about a case the Zoning Office had in Court the previous
day regarding the section of the ordinance that will allow only one commercial
vehicle in a residential zone. Mr. Covington stated that the Zoning Office hac
charged a man for storage of more than one garbage truck in a residential zone.

I
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Judge Grove had already convicted him. The man had not even appeared in Court
at the hearing. This was a show cause. JUdge Rothrock said he didn't see
anything wrong with storing a garbage truck in a residential zone and dis
missed the case.

II

GERALD N. GALS TAN , 70-3«5»214, Canterbury Woods Section 4, (R-12.5 Cluster),
V-139-74,(Deferred from 10-23-74 for viewing and additional information on
percentage of houses in Canterbury Woods that has carports -- see file)
Decision Only.

The necessary information was in the file indicating that the greatest
percentage of houses in Canterbury Woods do, not have carports and are on
lots similar to this lot. The carports that have been constructed in
Canterbury Woods meet the setback requirements.

RESOLUTION
In application No. V-l39-74, application by Gerald N. Galstan under Section
30-6.6 of the zoning Ordinance to permit carport closer to side property line
than allowed by the Ordinance (1.0' from side line), on property located at
4904 King Richard Drive, Canterbury Woods Subdivision, also known as tax map
70-3«5»214, Annandale District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following reSOlution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application haS been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Coaes 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 October, 1974, and deferred to November 13, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 12,068 square feet.
4. That the request is for a four foot variance to the requirement of five

feet. (1.0' from side property line)

AND, WHE~EAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That 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 and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

FAIRFAX QUARRIES, INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.1.3 of the Zoning Ord. to
permit renewal of SUP for stone quarrying and stockpiling of quarried stone
and accessory uses, 15717 Lee Highway, 64«1»12,13,14,15 & 72,(99.9577 acres)
Centreville District, (RE-l & I-G), Deferred from 11-23-74 for decision only.
8-141-74.
----------------------------------RESOLUTION-------------------- _

In application No. 8-141-74, application by Fairfax Quarries, Inc. under
Section 30-7.2.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit renewal of Special Use
Permit for stockpiling of stone and accessory uses and stone quarrying, on
property located at 15717 Lee Highway, Centreville District, also known as tax
map 64«1»)12,13,14,15 & 72, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes 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 October, 1974 and deferred to November 13, 1974, for decision only.

S II
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FAIRFAX QUARRIES (continued)

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is McKinley and Mary B. Robinson

and Fairfax Quarries, Inc.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l £ I-G.
3. That the area of the lot is 99.9577 acres.
4. This is an application to renew a Special Use Permit (#23498) granted

October 27, 1959, extended for 5 years from October 27,1964, extended again
in 1969, and expiring October 27, 1974. for a stone quarrying operation on
property located on the south side of Lee Highway west of Bull Run Post Office
Road in Centreville District. The application also seeks to reneW the Special
Use Permit (S-233-71) granted December 20, 1972, to permit stockpiling of
quarried stone and erection of a maintenance building as an accessory use on
a portion of the propertY,which permit also expires October 27, 1974.

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of Law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance and Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in
C or I Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board and is for the location indicated in the
application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless const~uction

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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Boar,
(other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional uses
or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this Board.
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit shall not be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit
is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the County of Fairfax during therours of operation of the permitted use.

6. All applicable terms and conditions set forth in all previously granted
Special Use Permits for this property shall remain in fo~ce.

7. This permit is granted for a period of two years.
8. Incorporate the 17 suggestedaonditions made by the Restoration Board

which are:
1. This permit is granted for the maximum period specified by the Code.

(2 years)
2. A bond of $1,000 per acre to insure restoration of the p~operty

shall be continued for the duration of this operation.
3. Blasting vibrations shall be limited to a maximum resultant peak

particle velocity of 1.5 inches per second in the earth at any
occupied structure not on the quarry property.

4. The peak overpressure from any blast shall be limited to .0092
pounds per squa~e inch (130 decibels) at any occupied structure
not on the quarry p~operty.

5. Earth vib~ation produced by the quarry from sources other than
blast shall not exceed 0.05 inches per second at any occupied
structure not on the quarry property.

6. Air borne noise produced by the quarry from sources other than
blasting shall not exceed the following at any occupied structure
not on quarry property: 10 decibels above the background in
residential areas and 16 decibels in commercial,areas.

7. Roads and other areas subject to traffic within the confines of
the quarry will be watered as often as necessary.

8. All present duct control equipment inclUding the Johnson-March
Dust Control System, will continue to be maintained and operated.

9. No drilling or crushing shall be performed other than the hours of
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday;pDovided however.
that blasting shall occur only between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and
2:00 p.m. There shall be no more than one blast per day with a
limit of three per week.

10. Millisecond delay caps shall be used in all blasting operations. wit
no blast exceeding 15,000 pounds. All blasts within 400 1 of State
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FAIRFAX QUARRIES (continued)

Route 621 shall follow the standard operating procedure introduced
as part of the hearing.

11. All blasting material shall be handled and stored in accordance with
standards and regulations established by the United States Bureau
of Mines.

12. There shall be no work performed other than sales of materials on
Saturday between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. and
maintenance activities on the facilities and equipment.

13. In the event any feasible equipment or meanS of controlling the dust
and blasts .becomes available to the industry. the quarry operators
shall install and use the same as soon as available to them.

14. Discipline of personnel and supervision during blasting and loading
shall be exercised diligentlY to prevent flying rock.

15. All operations at the quarry shall conform to all applicable per
formance standards and regulations.

16. The Zoning Administrator, or his agent, shall periodically inspect
the premises to determine that the quarry is being operated in
compliance with all the foregoing restrictions.

17. An annual inspection fee shall be paid to the County of Fairfax.
This fee to cover inspections relating to the conditions and
standards enumerated above.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRFAX & OAKTON LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, V-129-74
attorney for the applicant to present design of sign for bank.
sign granted 11-6-74)

(Mr. Lawson,
Variance for

I

I

I

Mr. Lawson appeared before the Board and presented the design of the sign to
the Board. He then showed a colored rendering of the sign to the Board. He
stated that the base of the sign would be metal. It will be the same shade
of brown as the trim of the Oakton Building. They can also put the raised
look on the sign that looks like cedar shakes. This sign will be a little
smaller than the Oakton Center sign. The Oakton Center sign is 14 1/2' long
their sign is Il'. In width, the Oakton Center sign is also larger.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Runyon if this sign meets what the members of the Board
who vote$ for this sign had in mind. He stated that he still does not think
this Board has the authority to grant the sign.

Mr. Covington reminded the Board that they should approve the location of the
sign also.

Mr. Lawson submitted the site plan which indicated the location of the propose
sign. Mr. Lawson stated in answer to Mr. Smith's question, that this is not
a neon sign.

Mr. Runyon stated that in the case of the National Bank of Fairfax sign, the
drawing does not quite conform with the Oakton Center sign and does not
conform with what the Board had in mind when they suggested a sign compatible
with the Village concept of the Oakton Center, therefore, he moved to defer
this until next week and ask the applicants to revamp the sign design with
some consideration being given to the Oakton Center Village concept. It
might have a brick base in the same brick as is used in the Oakton Building.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Mr. Lawson asked for some guidelines. He stated that he thought he heard one
of the Board members mention cedar shakes and that is more expensive.

Mr. Runyon had drawn up a sketch for his own use which he showed to Mr. Lawson
He stated that perhaps some more thought should be given to the actual surface
of the sign.

The motion to defer passed 4 to O. Mr. Smith abstained.

II

EDUCO, INC., S-250-69. Mr. Lawson, attorney for the applicant, stated that th
Board granted a Special Use Permit for this school in April, 1970. It allowed
300 students maximum when they finished construction of the other buildings.
They have not yet begun construction of these other buildings, but wish
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to do so in the near future. Mr. Cohen has now filed a new application for
these new buildings and would like the Board to grant an out-of-turn hearing
for December 11, 1974. They would like to get the footings in before the
ground freezes. This is to be a prefab building.

Mr. Smith stated that he remembered the original application. It was an old
stable turned into a school house. He stated that there was a lot of con
troversy about this building and a question about a small strip of land
abutting this property.

Mr. Barnes moved to place this case on the December 11 Agenda.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

Mr. Kelley left the meeting at 3:00 P.M.

II

SANDRA WARD, (Special Use Permit for Riding School)

Mr. Smith read a letter from Sandra Ward stating that she had been visited by
a County official who informed her that there had been a complaint about the
lights installed in their riding rings and that permission should have been
sought prior to the installation of the lights. She stated that she had no
idea that special permission waS required to illuminate an approved operation,
that the lights are necessary during the winter months if the School is to be
able to operate safely during approved hours, 9 p.m., that Bay Ridge Riding
School is providing riding services for the Fairfax County Recreation
Department program and many of the students so enrolled can only attend
classes in the evening after their own working hours, the lights installed
are of the minimum power required to provide adequate vision for riding. They
are ordinary 500 watt floodli¥hts (8 in all) which cannot be compared with
lights for recreational facillties such as football or tennis, etc. She
stated that the lights are directed into the riding rings and are located
several hundred yards away from the.nearest residence and the lights are
never operated after 9:30 p.m.

Mr. Covington stated that the Zoning Office has had a complaint about the
lights.

Mr. Barnes stated that he could not see why anyone should complain about them.

Mr. Smith inquired if a violation notice had been given.

Mr. Covington stated that it had not, but he would give her a violation unless
the Board does something about this request.

Mr. Runyon moved that Ms. Ward be advised to submit an application for an
amendment to her existing Special Use Permit requesting these lights be
added to the existing Special Use Permit.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley had left the meeting earlier.

/I

KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS, Telegraph Road, S-163-72

Mr. Donald Beaver, Zoning Inspector, spoke to the Board regarding the problems
with this Special Use Permit. He stated that the Board deferred this case
until the applicant had received all the inspections, however, he had
checked with the Inspection Departments and found that the meChanical
inspection had not been made according to Mr. Keys in that department and no
request has been made of them for a final inspection. He checked with the
building inspector's office and was told by the ladY there who is responsible
for keeping those recordS, that no request had been made for a final inspectio
from that department. He stated that he did not know whether or not the
applicants were using the property at the present time. He made his inspectio
during the day.

Mr. Covington stated that he also inspected the property and the parking that
the applicant has provided is not adequate for a big family, much less an
organization of that type.
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Mr. Runyon stated that they use the grass.
Mr. Covington stated that it certainly Would be a mess with the rain we just h d.
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MI". Beaver stated that the Fire Marshall's office on August 2, gave the; Knigh
of Columbus a list of five items that must be complied with in order to make
the building safe for use. The Fire Marshall's office has never been advised
whether any of this work has been completed so that they can make their
final inspection.

Mr. Smith stated that they should not be allowed to use the building if they
have not complied with the County codes. He stated that they should be
advised that they are not to use this building for any of their activities
until they have complied with the conditions of the Special Use Permit.

Mr. Baker so moved.
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Mr. Covington stated that they may have been working on the building within
that year.

I
Mr. Runyon stated that he did not
do. They have to start operation
don't have a Special Use Permit.

think there was anything this Board could
or construction within the year, or they
It was granted in June of 1972.

I

I

I

Mr. Covington suggested the Board have Mr. Beaver run an investigation as to
how many permits have been received to do work and what repairs have been
made.

The Board members agreed with this and asked Mr. Beaver to reappear with his
report as soon as possible and ask Mr. Arban, or some representative from
the Knights of Columbus, to appear at the same time.

II

The meeting adjourned at 3:35 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

APPROVED d)u~ 1.!j/92£
; DATE



The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held
on Wednesday, November 20, 1974, in the Board Room of the
Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy
Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; and Charles Runyon.
Mr. Baker was absent.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Harvey Mitchell was present from the Staff.

10:00 - GLENN N. CRISPELL, app1. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to
permit carport to be constructed closer to front property line than
allowed by Ord., (23' from line; 30' required), 2210 Loch Lomond Dr.,
38-1«20»32, (lS,400~sq. ft.), Centreville District, (RE-O.SC),
V-171-74.

Mr. Crispell testified before the Board. His notices to property owners were
in order. The contiguous owners were Lawrence Klenger, 2214 Loch Lomond Drive,
Vienna, Virginia,and Kyle G. Kenyon, 9803 Clyde Court, Vienna, Virginia.

Mr. Crispell's justification for this variance was the fact that he is on a
corner lot and therefore has two 30 foot setbacks which reduces the buildable
area of his lot. The land configuI'ation to the east as well as in the rear
preclude the erection of a carport there. He stated that when he purchased
his home, he purchased it with the understanding that a double carport would
be built. He paid for a second parking slab and a double driveway. However,
the builder could not produce on his agreement because of the existing setback
requirements of Fairfax County. He was not told of them until the day he
went to settlement. He further stated that a detached carport would not be
acceptable to either he or the Architectural Control Committee of his communit

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Crispell stated that the present carpal'
is 10'x20' and the proposed extension is 10'x20'. He is just moving the roof
out to cover the already existing slab.

In answer to Mr. Barnes' question, Mr. Crispell stated that there are only fou
other houses in that area with double carports and they are in the second
section of the subdivision. The houses were so situated on the lots that a
variance wasn't necessary for those homes. None of the houses that have
double carports are on a corner lot.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt·Mr. Crispell's situation is similiar to all the
other houses throughout the subdivision.

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, if he could move the carport 7' farther
back, he stated that he didn't know how it would look if he moved the carpoI't
7' farther back. He stated that he has three cars and would like to cover as
many as he could.

Mr. Kelley stated that he also has three cars and two of them stay outside.
This is a personal reason. The Board must not consider personal reasons.

Mr. Crispell stated that it is a personal preference.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

Mr. Kelley stated that he appreciated Mr. Crispell's position in what he wants
to do, but it must be justified under the Code.
____________________________________ RESOLUTION -----------------------

In application No. V-171-74, application by Glenn N. Crispell under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit carport to be constructed closer to
front property line than allowed by Ordinance on property located at 2210
Loch Lomond Drive, Centreville District, also known as tax map 38-1«20»32,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes 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 November, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Glenn N. and Ann C. Crispell.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.S Cluster.
3. That the area of the lot is lS,~OO square feet.
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CRISPELL (continued)

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That 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 and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby denied.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker absent.

II

10:20 - ANGRET KUTHE AND SYLVIA DECLUE, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of
the Zoning Ord. to permit day care center for 20 children, 7:00 A.M.
to 6:00 P.M .• 3518 Beverly Drive, 59-1«19))1, (2.0085 ac~es)~

Eisenlohrs Broadvale Subd., Providence District, (RE-l), S-172-74.

Mr. Kuthe, property owner. acted as agent for the applicants. He submitted
notices to property owners and they were adequate, although not as complete
as the Board prefers to have. The contiguous owners were G. Moorman, 3716
Beverly Drive, Annandale and Fairfax County Park Authority.

Mrs. Kuthe had obtained the signatures and came forward and certified that
she had obtained the signatures and they Were the signatures of the property
owners nearby and contiguous to her property.

Mr. Kuthe stated that they have a lower level to their house and they would
like to have a day care center for 20 children. There is an inspection
report in the file indicating that they will have to make certain changes
which they are prepared to do. They have two acres of property which backs
up to the Park Authority. They will accept children from 2 to 6 years old.
The hours of operation will be from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday. At least two attendants will supervise the children's activities at
all times. Mrs. DeClue has been trained as a Kindergarten teacher in Vienna,
Austria and also trained as a nurse in that country. She presently helps
out in the library at Pine Ridge School. Mrs. Kuthe has been serving lunch
and teaching German to the pupils at pine Ridge School for several years.
They do not plan to pick up the children to be cared for and will expect the
parents to drop the children off and pick them up at different intervals.
They will serve the Fairfax Hospital area. They only need parking spaces
for two attendants. They do not have a tunn,~ound area now that the staff
indicated they needed, but they will put one in if the Board" feels they
should.

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board needs the tur.n'around area shown on the plats.

Mr. James Eisenlo~, Lot 2 of this subdivision, spoke in opposition. He stated
that he developed this subdivision. He stated that he objected to this use
as he feels this is a commercial endeavor in a quiet residential neighborhood.
There are a number of churches that have large mortgages and plenty of parking
spaces which could be utilized. He stated that he also questions the amount
of traffic these 20 students will cause as there will be 20 trips in and 20
out. He stated that he did not know of anyone in the area who has requested
these people to open a day care facility.

Mr. Kuthe spoke in rebuttal. He stated that the lady next door will probablY
use their facility. In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated that Mrs.
Kuthe ,does not take care of any children now.

Mrs. DeClue spoke before the Board to state that she was a certified Kindergar
ten teacher in Vienna, Austria, but she has not operated a Kindergarten in the
United States.

Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed with Mr. Eisenlor concerning a commercial
venture in this residential neighborhood. This is not the place for a school
and, as Mr. Eisenlor pointed out. there is no need for it.

Mr. Barnes stated that this house is on two acres of land and is next to a
park.

Mr. Kelley stated that this is a residential neighborhood.

Mr. Smith stated that these day care centers are basically to serve the immedi e
area, but there is no indication that there is any need for it at this time.

There was no one else to s eak in favor or in 0 osition to this a lication.
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--------------------------------RESOLUTION---------------------------------__
In application No. 8-172-74, application by Angret Kuthe and Sylvia DeClue,
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit day care center
for 20 children on property located at 3518 Beverly Drive, also known as tax
map 59-1«19))1, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 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 November, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Ernst W. and Angret G. Kuthe.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 2.0085 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

10:30 - ROBERT & KATHLEEN JORTBERG, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit addition closer to side property line than
allowed by Ordinance, (within 10' of side line; 12' required), 4955
Regina Drive, Ravensworth Park, Section 2, (10,500 square feet), 70-4
«6))126, Annandale District, (R-12.5), V-173-74.

Mr. Jortberg represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Mr.
Pinto, 4957 Regina Drive, and Donald Marko, 4953 Regina Drive.

Mr. Jortberg's justification was that his lot was extremely narrow and he
has a slope in the rear of the yard.

There was nO one to speak in favor or in opposition to this ~pplication.

------------------------------------~RESOLUTION-------------------------------

In application No. V-173-74, application by Robert and Kathleen Jortberg,
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition closer to
side property line than allowed by Ordinance, on property located at 4955
Regina Drive, Ravensworth Subdivision, also known as tax map 70-4«6))126,
Annandale District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
neWspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 20th
day of November, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 10,500 square feet.
4. That the request is for a minimum variance.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions
of law:

l~ That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

Page 519, November 20, 197~ -- JORTBERG (continued)

would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

Ca) exceptionally narrow lot, ~/ ~
(b) exceptional topographic problems of the land. ~ I

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
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not
transferable to other land Or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall be
compatible with existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that gra~ng of this action by this
Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
County. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation
to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like through the
established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

Mr. Henry Mackall, attorney for the applicant, 4031 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax
Virginia, stated that they do not have proper notices and would like these
two cases deferred until the next meeting.

There was one man in the room in favor of this application and he did not
object to the deferral.

I

10:40 -

10:40 -

TRUSTEES, ST. JOHNS EPISCOPAL CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1
of Ord. to permit use of trailer for church school purposes for
existing church, 9220 Georgetown Pike, 13-2«1}}8, (7 acres),
Dranesville District, (RE-2), S-174-74.

TRUSTEES, r' JOHNS EPISCOPAL CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of
the Ord. t ermit trailer closer to side property line than allowed
by Drd., ( .4' from side line, 17.6' variance), 9220 Georgetown
Pike, l3-2(1}}8, (7 acres), Dranesville District, (RE-2), V-175-74.

I

I

Mr. Kelley moved that the cases be deferred until December 4, 1974, and they
should renotify the property owners.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

11:00 - CENTREVILLE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11
of Ord. to permit use of trailer for Sunday school c~asses for
existing church, 14040 Braddock Road, 54-4«l)}3A, (6.8841 acres),
Centreville District, (RE-l), S-176-74.

Mr. Kurt Mariner represented the applicant before the Board.

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be heard under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the
Zoning Ordinance instead of Section 30-7.6.2.1.11 as it was advertised.

Mr. Barnes seGonded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Richard
Riedel, 14027 Braddock Road, Centreville, Virginia and Harold Hunsberger,
5619 Wharton Lane, Centreville .•

Mr. Mariner stated that this trailer is 47' long and has two classrooms. The
existing trailer has one classroom. These trailers will be used for Sunday
school classrooms during their regular church program.

Mr. Smith discussed with Mr. Mariner whether or not these trailers would be
temporary. Mr. Smith felt that the Board only had the authority to grant a
temporary use for two years.

Mr. Knowlton stated that under the Ordinance, the Board has the right to grant
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any time period that it wishes.

The Staff Report indicated that the granting of this application would bring
the entire church property under special use permit for the first time.
The applicant's engineer has indicated that the church contains 300 seats,
so that the 62 parking spaces outlined on the plat would be 2 more than the
minimum required. Approximately 4 parking spaces on the driveway accesses
to the parking lot appear to be in the front setback area, which would
make them non-conforming as to the specific requirement for Group VI special
permit uses.

There waS no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

Mr. Mariner stated that this church has been in existence for a long time.
It was moved to this particular property in May of 1973.

--------------~-----------------RESOLUTION-----------------------------------

In application No. S-176-74, application by Centreville United Methodist
Church under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit use of
trailer for Sunday school classes for existing church, on property located
at 14040 Braddock Road, Centreville District, also known as tax map 54-4
«(1»3A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals.

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 November, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trustees of Centreville

Methodist Church.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 6.8841 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R DistrictS as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional useS, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constiute a
violation of the conditions of this Specii Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Specal Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use
Permit is obtained.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the grantin~ of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along w1th the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

I
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I
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11:20 - ANTON SCHEFER~ T/A SCHEFER SCHOOLS, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit use of church facilities fOr general
education school of 45 children, 8991 Brook Road. 28-2«1»12, (6.201
acres), Dranesville District, (RE-l), 8-179-74, OTH. S ~I

Mr. Schefer represented himself before the Board .

Mr. Schefer had notified five property ownerS, two of which were contiguous.
The two contiguous property owners were Bullock and Christie. However, these
property ownerS were notified on November 12, 1974, which is not a full ten
days prior to this date of the hearing. Therefore, Mr. Kelley moved that
this case be deferred until the property owners are properly notified at
least ten-days prior to December 4, 1974 of the time, date, and place of
this public hearing on this case.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

There were three gentlemen in the aUdience who indicated that they were
present to speak in support of this application.

II DEFERRED CASES:

NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRFAX & OAKTON LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, Approval of sign.

Mr. Tom Lawson, attorney for the applicants, presented a sketch and rendering
of the proposed sign for the bank at the Oakton Building, 2928 Chain Bridge
Road, 47-2«1»99. Mr. Lawson stated that they were using the same type
and color brick for the base of the sign as in the Oakton Building. The
background of the sign will be embossed with the shake siding to give the
same effect as the other Oakton Center sign. The color scheme will be the
same as the material used to trim the Oakton Building which is a shade of
brown. The location of the sign will be the same as indicated on the site
plan submitted to the Board last week, November 13, 1974.

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board approve the design of the sign as presented
to the Board today. He asked Mr. Lawson to come fo~ard and sign the
design submission and he would then initial it.

Mr. Lawson did so and Mr. Runyon initialed it.

Mr. Barnes seconded Mr. Runyon's motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0 with Mr. Smith abstaining.

II

11:40 - WILLA F. ECKLES TIA PETER PIPER SCHOOL, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.
1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit continued operation of nursery
school with maximum of 25 children each day, 1351 Scotts Run Road,
30-1«9»1, Dranesville District, (2.3843 acres), (RE-l), S-131-74.
(Deferred from October 16, 1974, for proper notices).
FULL HEARING.

Mr. Eck~es presented notices to the Board which were in order. The contiguous
property owners were Mr. Metzger, 1358 Wendy Hill Road,and Mrs. Sabrine. 1343
Scotts Run Road. Mrs. Eckles came forward and certified that she had obtained
the signatures of these people.

Mr. Eckles stated that this application is for the continued operation of
their school. They had a Special Use Permit previously and it expired. They
plan to operate through the balance of this school year. They have entered
into a contract of sale to Mr. and Mrs. O'Bryan who will then come before
this Board and apply fOr their Special Use Permit to continue to operate this
school.

Mr. Smith stated that the O'Bryan's would have to make a new application be
fore they take over the school. The Board cannot consider them at this
point.

Mr. Smith stated that this school is under violation for not having a Special
Use Permit or Non-Residential Use Permit. They have not complied with the
Site Plan requirements.

Mr. Eckles stated that at this point, they are trying to comply with the Site
Plan requirements. They have put up the required $2500 in escrow for the
future road widening of Lewinsville Road. The check has been sent to Mr.
James White of the Division of Design Review. Mr. Horace Jarrett surveyed
~he property on October 24th to prepare a plat to record the dedication of
land to 30 feet from the center of Lewinsville Road. Mr. Stephen Pournaras,
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their attorney, will prepare the paper fOr recording the dedication.

Mr. Smith stated that if this is not cleared up promptly. they will be out of
business. He reminded Mr. Eckles that they are in violation and are subject
to a fine. The Board doesn't want to interrupt the school. but he wanted
the Eckles to realize that they must make prompt progress. or there will
certainly be some interruption.

Mr. Kelley stated that the Staff Report indicates that another condition of
the site plan waiver was that the owner pave the parking area with a dustless
surface to provide for a minimum of 15 parking spaces as per BzA requirement.
On October 15. 1972, condition (3) regarding the paving was waived on conditior
that the operation of the school would terminate at this location no later
than June. 1974. Therefore, this school has been in violation since it
began.

Mr. Smith stated that the only reason he could see that the 15 parking spaces
were required by the Board was because that was what was on the plats at the
hearing in 1970. He stated that he did not think they would need 15 spaces
when they can only have 25 students. The applicant's statement indicates that
the transportation will be provided by carpools. He stated that he felt
eight spaces would be sufficient.

Mr. Sammie Sooksanguan, engineer from Preliminary Engineering, spoke before
the Board to confirm that Mr. and Mrs. Eckles have put $2500 in a cash escrow
three weeks ago. He stated that he has spoken with Mr. Eckles about the pavin
of the parking lot. Mr. Eckles has indicated that the paving of the lot will
cause them to loose one or two nice trees and he has also indicated that he
doesn't need to have fifteen spaces. The Site Plan Ordinance does requiredurtll~
surfaced- parking areas unless this Board waives that requirement.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Board should require a two shot surface
treatment as this is going to be a permanent use.

Mr. Eckles stated that Mr. Sooksanguan has been very fair in reflecting his
feelings on this parking lot. He stated that he does not feel paving of that
lot is the best thing to do as this area is in the front of the house and
they wish to keep this residential character. In addition, he stated that
he feels this paving will damage the trees that are there. There is also a
creek along the area where the spaces will be located.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until December 18. 1974, to allow
the applicant additional time to complete the necessary plats and papers
for dedication and to show eight proposed paved parking spaces.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4to O. Mr. Baker was abser

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.
Mr. Smith stated that if this is not done by the 18th, they may be out of busir ss.
II

B. P. OIL, INC., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit variances to
front setback requirements for canopy. pump island and building. 1958 Chain
Bridge Road, 29-4«1»16, (23.978 square feet), Dranesville District, (C-G),

Mr. Tim McPherson had submitted new plats showing a lesser variance request
on November 12, 1974. The plats were revised October 31. 1974. As a
consequence of the changes that were made. the following variances are now
requested.

·1. Canopy Variance - To permit the westerly third of the rear canopy to
come within 19.1' of Old Route 123; 22 feet required.

2. Building Variance - To permit the new building, or kiosk, to be within
56' of Chain Bridge Road and within 52' of Old Route 123' 75 feet
required.

Mr. Smith asked if the rendering that is in the file is what they plan to
construct.

Mr. McPherson answered that it would be similiar to that.

Mr. Kelley stated that it is not a rendering, just a photograph, he felt. He
stated that they have large trees in the background that they cannot possibly
put in this location.

Mr. Smith stated that the new building should look as good as the one there
now. He stated that he certainly would not vote for three variances if they
were going to put in this type of lighted canopy. All the other oil companies
are going to a more desirable design and B.P. is getting away from the more

I
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desirable design. Mr. Kelley agreed.

Mr. Smith told Mr. McPherson that there are only four Board members present
and there is an indication that at least two of the Board members would not
support'that type of development. He stated that they should come back with
a true picture of what they plan to put there. He stated that he feels they
are expanding this use beyond the reasonable use of the land. He stated
that ~e would not support a lighted canopy. It should have a mansard roof
similar to the building that is there now.

Mr. Runyon made a motion to grant. In that motion he stipulated that they
should build a building with a mansard roof and no signs on that building
or canopy.

Mr. Smith stated that he wanted the drawing in the file.

Mr. Kelley inquired if they could cut off the last aisle and eliminate the
need for part of the variance. He stated that one-half of the stations that
you go to these days have some of the pump aisles blocked off anyway.

I

I

I

Mr. Smith asked Mr. McPherson how soon they could come back with a rendering
showing a mansard roof with no signs on the building or the canopy. Mr. McPhe on
indicated he could get the rendering by December 18th, 1974.
Mr. Runyon withdrew his motion and moved,that the case be deferred until
December 18 for final disposition upon receipt of the architectural informatior
the Board has discussed on the canopy.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

BARBARA T. DEVINE & DIANE M. RAUCH, request to permit continuation of nursery
school in existing building, 1703 Collingwood Road, l02-4«1»30A, (R-12.5).
Mt. Vernon District, 8-170-74 (Deferred from November 13, 1974, for new plats
showing setback from property lines 'for parking to conform with the specific
requirement to the Group VI uses)
The new plats were in the file.

~r. Rosenberger represented the applicants before the Board. He stated that
~~ had submitted the plats to Mr. Covington. Mr. Covington had told him that
if they were fronting on a public highway. they would have been required to
setback 40' for the parking in the front yard. They are 204' removed from
the public highway. However, from the point at which the existing right-of
~ay enters the property. there is a 40' radius where there is no parking
shown on the plats. The parking is 25' from all other property lines.
~ccording to the direction of the Board. they have shown 10 parking spaces.

~r. Runyon stated that he felt it is a shame to clear out 50 much area just
for the parking when it is really no where near the street. Actually,it
is about 60' to the first parking space from that right-of-way. Actually,
it could be shifted over to save some more of the trees.

~r. Rosenberger stated that if they shift it over, they will not have adequate
urn around area for the cars to come in and drop off the children.

----------------------------------RESOLUTION----------------------------- _

n application No. S-170-74. application by Barbara Devine and Diane Rauch,
~der Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit change of owner
~or nursery school, on property located at 1703 Collingwood Road, also known
~s tax map 102-4«1»30A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board
bf Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

~HEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
~ith the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
I~ccordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals.

nd

IWHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
ewspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby

~roperty owners, and a public heari~ng by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
he 13th day of November, 1974 and continued to November 20, 1974.

~EREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is William A and Angelin L.

Kimmering. The applicants are the contract purchasers.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 1.0 acre.
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion ~ ~~
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same I
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
witbout further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is ~ranted for the buildings and uses indicated on the I
plans submitted with th~s application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board
of Zoning Appeals approval, shall const~te a violation of the conditions
of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and establEhed procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Hours of operation shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., 5 days per
week, 12 months per year.

7. The number of students not not exceed 50 with the ages being from
2 to 6.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

CHARLES G. NEIL. V-256-73, Variance Granted January 16, 1974 to permit divisio
of lots with less frontage at the building setback lines, 8600 Dixie Place,
20-3«5»26A & 26B proposed, Dranesville District, Re-l. Request for Extension.

Mr. Runyon moved that Item No. 2 of the Limitations be changed to read:

2. This permit shall expire unless construction or operation haS started
or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to expiration upon whichever
of the following events shall last occur:

(a) Twelve (12) months from this date.
(b) Three (3) months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.
(c) Six (6) months after Fairfax County permits a site plan to be filed

thereon.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

I

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II II
POOR SISTERS OF ST. JOSEPH, S-196-73. The applicant sent a letter to the Boar
requesting the Board to extend the Special Use Permit as they had not been
able to begin operation because of the sewer hookup problem and various
other problems.

The Board stated that it had no juriSdiction to act as the permit had already
expired. It would be necessary for Poor Sisters of St. Joseph to file a new
application. The Board asked the Clerk to so notify the applicant.

II
II
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Mr. Kelley moved to correct the Resolution granting this application to
reflect the COrrect number of students as 268 instead of the 200 as indicated.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent.

II

BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES OF VIRGINIA, INC. Deferred from 11-13-74 for the
Staff to study.

Mr. Kelley stated that he had viewed the property and felt it would help the
members of the Board in the decision if they also viewed it. He stated that
they do have a 6' fence right next to it and there is no way a 6' fence
would hurt anything in that area. He stated that he did not know hbw those
people down below this property got their 6' fence.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Mitchell to find this out.

Mr. Smith stated that he still does not understand Why the applicant can't
go back 50' and erect the fence. He cannot store any vehicles or equipment
in that 50' area anyway.

Mr. Kelley stated that it is not 50' from the street to the building.

Mr. Runyon, who had prepared the plats for the applicant and abstained from
the hearing, explained that the applicant had given some property for an
easement and was allowed to reduce his setback by 10 percent.

Mr. Kelley suggested that the Board members also look at what Mr. Johnson,
the property owner next door, has done.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Ordinance should be changed to allow a 6'
fence in these industrial areas.

The other Board members agreed.

II

The hearing adjourned at 12:52 P.M.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

APPROVED' /?1<~ /I: /9ZY
DATE

5J.5

.



The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held
On Wednesday, December 4, 1974, in the Board Room of the Massey
Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairmanj Loy Kelley, Vice
Chairmanj Charles Runyon, Joseph Baker and George Barnes.
Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Knowlton were present from the staff.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - AUSTIN T. WILLIAMS, M.' D., ALFONSO I. VERGERA, M. D. AND WOODLAKE
TOWERS, INC., appl. under Section 30-6.5 of Ord. to appeal Zoning
Administrator's decision that the Board of Zoning Appeals does not
have the authority to grant a Special Use Permit for a medical
facility in RM-2M zone, 6001 Arlington Blvd., Woodlake Towers Building.
UII, 5l-4{{I))part of 14, Mason District, (RM-2M), V-177-74

Mr. Stephen L. Best, 4069 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia, attorney
for the applicant, testified before the Board.

Mr. Best stated that in 1969, when BUilding No.1 was constructed, they came
before this Board requesting some commercial space on the 1st floor and
requesting a Special Use Permit for those uses allowed under the Code. They
also requested a Special Use Permit for doctors and dentists to be in that
bUilding and at a hearing on August 1, 1969, the application was granted.
AJso it was indicated in the minutes that the Board had granted suOh an
application for doctors and dentists to be located in the Calval1er" Club
Apartments which is zoned RM-2M. It was stated in the minutes in the
Woodlake Towers case that there could be doctors and dentists located in
this commercial space provided they came back to the Board to allow the Board
to determine whether there would be any x-ray equipment. In September, 1970,
there was a hearing by this Board considering the request by Woodlake Towers
for medical offices. It was stated that there would be no x-ray equipment
or any equipment with similar hazards. This permit was granted. Although
there were no full time doctors in this medical facility, there were doctors
there from time to time.

I

I

Based on the belief that doctors and dentists could be located within this
apartment complex under a Special Use Permit. additional commercial space
was constructed 1n Woodlake Towers BUilding No.2. SUbsequently. they came
back to this Board for a blanket Special Use Permit for those commercial
areas and the Board said they had to make individual applications for each : I
use. Now. they have a doctor who wants to locate 1n Building No.2.
Mr. Woodson was the Zoning Administrator in 1969 and he interpreted the
Ordinance that doctors and dentists were permitted 1n an RM-2M zone and
the application came before this Board and was granted. Mr. Knowlton, the
present Zoning Administrator now interprets the Ordinance/tRa~a~octorsand
dentists would not be allowed in an RM-2M zone. He stated that he could
certainly acknowledge under a literal interpretation of the Code that doctors
and dentists are not allowed in an RM-2M district unless one could build a
building that looks like a single family dwelling. He stated that he did
not feel the Code would be restrictive to the appearance of a single family
dwelling in an RM-2M zone because in RM-2M you are not permitted to build
a structure that looks like a single family dwelling.

Mr. Best further stated that they constructed commercial space in Building
No. 2 on the belief that they could have commercial offices as allowed in
the Code including doctors and dentists offices because they were permitted
in Building No. 1 by this Board.

Mr. Smith stated that he remembered the Cavalier application and there was
considerable discussion as to whether or not it would be permitted. The
Zoning Administrator indicated at that time that since it had a separate
outside entrance it would have the ..,appearance of a single family dwelling.
He stated that there are many uses that can be made of this commercial space
in this RM-2M district without having doctors and dentists officeS. He
stated that he could think of several reasons why doctors and dentists offices
should not be allowed in this multi-family apartment, such as the danger of
the x-ray equipment, the diseases people might have that would contaminate
the apartment dwel~ing residents as the sick people went to and from the
doctors' office~nehe additional impact that these offices have.

Mr. Best stated that this is a large complei and the doctors' offices would
be to serve primarily the residents of this complex.

Mr. Knowlton gave his reasons for denying the acceptance of the application
for a doctors office in this RM-2M district as outlined in his letter to the
Board dated November 21, 1974.

Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed with Mr. Knowlton. He stated that the wordin
in Section 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the Ordinance uses the word "shall". It doesn't
say "should". He stated that he did not feel the Ordinance gives the Board an

I
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alternative.

Mr. Best stated that if you read that section alone, that is correct, but
1n other sections of the Code, it says you can have doctors and dentists
offices in an RM-2M district.

Mr. Runyon asked him where in the Ordinance does it say they are permitted.

Mr. Best stated that under RM-2M Districts, the Ordinance says Group VI uses
are permitted and one of the uses of the Group VI category Is medical
offices. It says a doctor or dentist's office must have the appearance of
a single family structure, but you can't put a single family structure In
the RM-2M district.

Mr. Best restated that his client acted on the belief that they could have
this type use and they have built the facilities for that use.

Mr. Smith stated that they have built a commercial type facility, but not
necessarily for a doctor or dentist, and there are many uses they could put
in that space.

There was nO one else present to speak in favor or in opposition to this
application.

----------------------------RESOLUTION-------------------------------------

In application No. V-177-74, application by Austin T. Williams, M.D., Alfonso
I. Vergera. M.D. and Woodlake Towers, Inc., under Section 30-6.5 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit a medical facility in RM-2M zone (to appeal
Zoning Administrator's decision that the Board of zoning Appeals does not
have the authority to grant a Special Use Permit for a medical facility in
RM-2M zone, 6001 Arlington BOUlevard. also known as tax map 51-4«l»part
of 14, Mason District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in 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 advertiseme~ in a local
newspaper, posting of the property and a public hearing by th~oard of Zoning
APpeals held on the 4th day of December. 1974, and

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions
of law:

1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that 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:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied and the decision of the Zoning Administrator is hereby
upheld.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Mr. SIni th stated that the wording" shall have the appearance of a single
family horne" is a little confusing to say the least, but.he agreed with
Mr. Kelley.

Mr.Knowlttn stated that he didn't think the Board could assume that because
something is in a list of items that can be approved under Special Use
Permit, that it can automatically be approved. He stated that nursing
homes is another thing on that list in that group, but if the size of the
zoning district is not large enough to allow the nursing home, it can't
even be considered. (" .•• No facility having a capacity of over fifty beds
shall be permitted in any district of less density than the RT-IO District ... "

Mr. Smith inquired of Mr. Knowlton if condominiums were now considered to be
single family homes.

Mr. Knowlton stated that they were.

Mr. Smith suggested that maybe the wording of the Code should be changed.

Mr. Kelley's motion passed unanimously with all members present.
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10:20 - OX HILL BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit use of trailer for addibbnal Sunday
School classes, 4101 Elmwood Street, 34((6))71, 72, 46, 47, & 48,
Rockland Village Subd., (3.2385 acres), Centreville District, (RE-l) ,
8-178-74

Mr. Walter Farrar, Pastor of the Church, testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order.
Grandy, 13919 West More Street, Chantilly,
Corporation, Mt. Vernon, Virginia.

The contiguous owners were John
Virginia and Pinewood Development

I
Rev. Farrar stated that they have outgrown the present facilities. The
trailer will be used for classrooms approximately four hours per week. The
Board has been furnished with a sketch of the type of trailer they propose
to use if this permit is granted.

The Board discussed the parking spaces fOr this church. Mr. Jack Rinker,
engineer, stated that when the site plan was originally prepared, they were
in compliance with the setback requirements of the Ordinance. Now they
are requesting this addition to the eXisting use which comes under the Group
VI category and their existing parking does not comply with the setback
requirement under that Group.

Mr. Smith inquired when this church was constructed and if the parking lot
1s asphalted.

I

Mr. Rinker stated that the church was constructed in 1970 and is asphalted.

Mr. Smith stated that the parking lot is non-conforming and can't be changed
at this point if it is now complete.

Mr. Knowlton confirmed this. He stated that there are 19 parking spaces
within that setback requirement area.

Mr. Kelley inquired if this trailer is going to be set on cinderblocks.

Mr. Gould, a member of the church, stated that it will be set on some blocks
with a skirt completely around it. The trailer will be anchored. This
will be a temporary use.
There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.--------------------- RESOLUTION _

In application No. S-178-74, application by Ox Hill Baptist Church under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit trailer for
education facilities and meetings on property located at 4101 Elmwood Street,
also known as tax map 34((6))71, 72, 46, 47 and 48, County of Fairfax,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeas 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 Ap~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 4th
day of December, 197~.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APpeals has made the folloWing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trustees, Ox Hill Baptist

Church.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.2385 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the folloWing conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the folloWing limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board. and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,

I
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changes in use, additional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detailS) without
Board of zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the
conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

10:40 - CASA CUBA, a non-profit corporation, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1
and 30-7.2.6.1.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit school of
special education and community recreation facility, 6400 Springlake
Drive, 88-1«(2))6, Springlake Farms, (5.273 acres), Springfield
District, (RE-l), S-180-74.

Mr. Michael Houliston, 5881 Leesburg Pike, Bailey's Crossroads, Virginia,
attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board. He stated that he
had written a letter to the Chairman setting forth the reasons why they did
not have proper notices. He requested the Board to defer this case until
they have sent out proper notices.

Mr. Smith stated that perhaps they should clear up the question raised by
the Health Department. Mr. Smith read that letter stating that before any
approval for this use can be given by the Health Department, the applicant
will have to submit to them a more detailed breakdown of water usage for
the entire proposed facility.

Mr. Houllston stated that they are in the process of preparing this.

Mr. Smith stated that it would be helpful to have this prior to the hearing.

Mr. Houliston stated that they would try to have it by January 8, 1975.

Mr. Baker moved that this case be deferred for proper notices and full
hearing until January 8, 1975.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to o.

II

11:00 - CHARLES S. & LYNDA J. ROBB, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ord. to permit accessory use (tenniS court) in front setback and to
permit construction of a 10' chain link fence around a tennis court
closer to front and side property line than allowed by ord., (28'
from front; 50' reqUired; and 7' from side; 20' required), 612
Chain Bridge Road, 32-1«(1»8 & 9, (3.92 acres), Dranesville District,
(RE-l), V-181-74

Mr. Charles Robb testified before the Board. He gave hia address as 1118
Seville Lane. He presented notices to the Board which were in order. The
contiguous property owners were Mr. and Mrs. Torrence MacDonald, 622 Chain
Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia and Mr. and Mrs. Marden, 600 Chain Bridge Road,
McLean, Virginia.

Mr. Robb stated that the subject property at 612 Chain Bridge Road will be
their address later in the spring. He stated that this property was purchase~
in April of 1972. They had intended to construct both a residence and tennis
courts on the property and assumed that they had complied with all the re
qUirements. They had the land cleared and then they asked their general
contractor to double check to see if there were any problems. Upon further
checking, they found that they did have a setback problem for the tennis
court. They stopped construction in May and proceeded to submit this
application.

Mr. Robb stated that the property is 'very unusual in that it falls off from
the high point 170' down to the river level. which makes the entire northeast
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section of the property unbuildable for a structure as large as a tennis
court. On the left side of the house they have numerous seepage pits which
makes that entire area unbuildable. They had to relocate the driveway for
safety reasons because of the irregular topography of the land. The
placement of the proposed tennis court is 20' above the road level. The
long axis of the tennis court must run very close to north-south in order
to make the court playable from sunrise until mid-morning and from mid_
afternoon until sunset, otherwise the Bun would shine directly into the eyes 0
players on one side of the court.

Mr. Robb stated that when the tennis court is completed, it will be completely
surrounded by trees and existing natural foliage. It is theF~ention tHat th
court not be noticeable from Chain Bridge Road or adjoining property. In the
event this objective is not achieved naturally, additional evergreens will be
planted to provide the desired screening and privacy. The only adjoining
property owner directly affected would be Mrs. Louis Marsden, Mr. Robb
stated. He said he had discussed this with her and neither shenor her
husband have any objection to this tennis court or its location.

Mr. Robb came forward to indicate to the Chairman on the plats that he had
submitted the problems they have with this property and Why they could not
place the court in any other location. He had submitted several photographs
which showed the topography of the land and also a plat Showing the topography

Mr. Robb stated that there are tennis courts in the area that have been con
structed as close to the property line as this one is proposed.

Mr. Kelley stated that should the highway department decide to widen that
road, they would be forced to build quite a retaining wall there.

Mr. Robb stated that it is his understanding that a piece of property has been
purchased up the road so that the road can be straightened out, but it is
on the other side of the road. He stated that even though they have 3.92
acres, there is only about 1 1/2 acre that is usable. Their property extends
out into the Potomac River about ten feet.

In answer to Mr. Barnes question, Mr. Robb stated that this court will not
be near the contiguous neighbor's house. The Marsden's house sits quite a
ways back and this court cannot be seen from their house. The Marsden house
is right up to the property line.

Mr. Robb submitted two letters indicating that they have no objection to this
tennis court location. One of the letters was from Mr. MacDonald, 622
Chain Bridge Road, one of the contiguous property owners and the other
letter was from Robert Mellefont, 627 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia.
The Marsdens are planning to dedicate their house to a historic trust when
they die. That house was designed by Frank Lloyd Wright.

Mr. Smith stated that this use is a recreational use and the only reason
they need the variance is because of the tennis court fence. There is no
building involved. If this was a permanent structure, Mr. Smith stated
that he would feel differently about it, but since it is only a fence in the
yard for recreational purposes, he could not see the problem.

Mr. Robert Calvis, Chairman of the Architectural Control Committee of the
Chain Bridge Forest Association consisting of 200 homes along the Fairfax
Arlington County line, spoke in opposition to this application. Inanswer
to Mr. Baker's question, Mr. Calvis stated that he did not have a Petition
from the neighbors or members of that association, or a letter from the
association directing~ to speak. He gave three main reasons for his
objection. They were/appearance of the chain link fence, the runoff the
paving of the court ~uld cause .wouldintensify the erosion problem problem
that already exists on that bank and should the road have to be widened,
the State would have to either pay for the removal of the court or put in
a retaining wall which would be a great expense to the taxpayers. Mr. Calvis
stated that thre were several alternative locations for this court.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Calvis to come forward and indicate where this location
might be.

Mr. Calvis came forward and indicated the area in front of the house where
the driveway is proposed, which would be immediately in front of the house.
He suggested the Board view this property and see for themselves if there is
~n alternative location.

Mr. Smith stated that the driveway must be o.k.ed by the State and County and
it was placed at this location at the State's suggestion for safety reasons
as Mr. Robb stated earlier.
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Mr. Smith stated that the concerns about the erosion problem will be taken
care of by Design Review. He stated that the Board could. if the variance
1s granted, require the owner of the property to remove the court at his '5 9 1
own expense should the state need to take part of that portion of the property .J
for road widening.

Mr. Robb in rebuttal stated that he shares the desire of Mr. Calvis for the
road to be widened. As far as the runoff problem, this house and tennis
court has been 1n the planning stages for two and one-half years and this
has not been considered lightly. They already have catch basins on the
property to control the erosion. In the other direction of the tennis court,
they have a 6' graded slope. They will be happy to sign a waiver so in the
event the State does need to take some of their property there would be no
expense for removing the court to the taxpayer. They would be asking only
for the value of the property without any reference to· the fact that there
is a tennis court on it. The fence that Mr. Calvis feels is offensive will
be green vinyl. The fence will not be visible from Chain Bridge Road.
They have graded down 4' there and they will place additional plantings if
the natural growth does not take care of screening the court entirely. They
have revised the location of the house twenty times in the last two years
to meet the requirements of the County. They wish to save as many trees
as possible. The area where the tennis court is to go is already graded.
The trees were taken down some time ago. He stated that it is their desire
to do everything possible to enhance the area. He stated that they would
move the court back as much as they could. He invited the Board members to
come out and view the property.

Mr. Kelley stated that Mr. Robb has agreed to do what he can to reduce the
variance and he would like to see the Board work with him to accomplish this.

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board defer this case until December 11, 1974, in
order that he and perhaps other of the Board memberS could view the property
ae stated that he would like to meet with the contractor or Mr. Robb and
stake out this tennis court and see exactly how it would fit into the
landscaping. He stated that he feelS where the court is proposed would
cause the least amount of cut and fill.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

Mr. Robb stated that the variance would be required for only a small portion
of the fence.

Mr. Smith stated that if the Board finds that it- can be moved back. he would
like to have corrected plats for the file.

Mr. Smith told Mr. Robb that it would not be necessary that he appear on
December 11, 1974. This completes the public hearing and the case is
deferred for decision only.

The motion passed 5 to O.

II

11:20 - BOBBY LINWOOD LAWHORN. appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit the operation of outside display of rental
trucks and trailers in conjunction with service station on adjoining
property, between 7413 Little River Turnpike and Markham Street,
71-l((l»part of 5, (9.453 square feet), Annandale District, (C-G),
8-182-74

Mr. Grayson Hanes, attorney in Fairfax, represented the applicant before the
Board.

Notices to the ~poperty owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
William Allan Turner, 2801 Chain Bridge Road and Jack Stevens, 9312
Maybrook square, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. Hanes stated that the applicant has been the tenant and has been operating
the Shell station on the contiguous property for six years~' The property
is owned by an individual by the name of Pinto and he leases it to Shell
who in turn leases it ~b'Mr. Lawhorn. This application comes about because
of a violation issued by the County to Mr. LaWhorn for leasing and renting
trucks, etc. from this property. Mr. Lawhorn was not aware that he had to
get a Special ~se Permit to do this. He 18- now requesting that he 'be
allowed to continue to do what he has been doing for four years.

Mr. Smith checked the letter from Mr. Pinto certifying that he was renting
n.•. a parcel of land on Markham Lane in Annandale, Va., to: Bob Lawhorn ... 11

Mr. Smith stated that this certainly is vague and he would like to have
something from Shell stating that they have no objection to this use going
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on this property.

There was no opposition to this application. There was no one to speak in
favor of this application.

Mr. Baker moved that this case be deferred until December 18, 1974 to give
the applicant sufficient time to get the additional information.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously. All members present.

II

DEFERRED CASES:

11:40 - DANIEL F. & GEORGIA RITA RUSKIN, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit 6 foot stockade fence in front setback
(4' maximum allowed), 1449 Woodacre Drive, 31-2((6))7, (18,280 sq.ft.)
Dranesville District, Briggs and Hooper addition to Chesterbrook
woods, (R-17), V-136-74 (Deferred from 10-16-74 at apPlicant's
request, FULL HEARING)

Mr. Ruskin testified before the Board. The notices he presented to the Board
were in order. The contiguous owners were William Zook, 1447 Woodacre
Drive, McLean and Mr. and Mrs. William E. Moss, 1445 Highwood Drive, McLean.

Mr. Ruskin gave as his reasons for needing this variance,(l.) the physical
location of the lot as being unusual in relation to the other lots in the
area. He stated that the front of the lot is approximately five feet below
street level and approximately 15 feet below the lot/house level of the
residences to the west and southwest across and up Woodacre Drive. The
rear is approximately 15-20 feet below the residences clustered on Basswood
Court to the east. The houses acroSS Laburnum to the south and southeast
rise increasingly above the property as Laburnum approaches Highwood Drive
to the east. In Short, he stated that the property sits in a swale, is
bordered by two public thoroughfares and is virtually surrounded by land and
homes which peer down over it. The second reason was that the lack of a
fence. and/or. screening deprives the owners of the reasonable use of their
property and creates a hardship on them because this causes lack of security
and lack of privacy.
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Mr. Ruskin stated that there are a large number of 6 foot stockade
providing screening and security for home owners in the Vicinity.
does not hinder the public use of either Laburnum Drive or the use
county land along the curb, he stated. .

fences
It

of the

Mr. Ruskin stated that he constructed the fence himself. There was no
contractor involved. He stated that he built part of the fence before one
of the County inspectors came by and told him it was in violation. He then
stopped. He has 16' more to go.

Mr. Runyon inquired if he had permission from the Virginia Highway Department
to build this fence within the 5' easement.

Mr. Ruskin stated that he did not.

Mr. Runyon stated that this fence also goes across the storm sewer easement
and inquired if he had permission from the proper authorities to put the
fence in that location.

Mr. Ruskin stated that he did not.

Mr. Sneider, 1516 Laburnum Street, McLean, spoke in opposition to this
application. He stated that the party who purchases the house next to this
from the owner, Mr. Moss, will have no opportunity to express his opinion.

Mr. Smith stated that the owner, Mr. Moss, could have come and expressed his
opinion, but he has not, nor has he written a letter to the Board expressing
his opinion. Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Moss was notified.

Mr. Ruskin in rebuttal stated that Mr. Pennington, the neighbor across the
street, would be the neighbor most affected, as he can see the fence. He
stated that he spoke with Mr. Pennington and with Mr. Moss and neither have
expressed any objec~n. Neither of them are present nor did they give him
a letter expressing themselves, he stated. He also stated that he did not
request such a letter or that they be present. Mr. Ruskin also stated that
he would remove the fence at his own expense anytime it poses a problem to
the highway department.
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RUSKIN (continued)

Mr. Kelley stated that his feeling 1s that the applicant should cut the fence
down to a 4' fence and also get permission to have the fence from the highway
department. He moved that the case be deferred until the applicant can
get permission to have the fence from the State Highway Department~

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O. The deferral date was set for January 15. 1975.

II

12:00 - BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB. INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to clubhouse in existing country
club facility. 6023 Fort Hunt Road, 83-4«1»5. 6 and 13, Mount
Vernon District, (127.8181 acres), (R-12.5). 3-145-74 (Deferred
from 10-23-74 at applicant's request, FULL HEARING)

Mr. John T. Hazel, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board.

Notices had been previously filed with the Board and were in order. There
was no one present at the previous hearing in opposition to the application.
There were several people present in favor of it.

Mr. Hazel stated that this application is for an addition to the eXisting
country club structure. The addition is to be on the river side away from
Fort Hunt Road. He stated that the existing Belle Haven Country Club is
a non-conforming use that dates back many years. In 1970, there was a
hearing and permission granted for a new building to be constructed, after
which the eXisting building was to be demolished. That building was never
constructed because of financing, inflation and a dispute about the land.
In 1972, in response to a health and safety problem, a small junior pool was
constructed. The present proposal is designed simply to expand the existing
facility so that it will be more usable for the current membership of 525.
There is no plan to expand the membership in any way. The present facility
is inadequate in size and quality. In answer to Mr. Barnes question, Mr.
Hazel stated that the proposed construction will be of compatible materials
and design with the existing structure.

Mr. Hazel stated that they plan to improve the traffic pattern b;y:_making~a

complete circle within the parking lot so traffic does not have to go out
onto Fort Hunt Road and come back in to get in front of the building, and
by making a deceleration lane and acceleration lane coming in and out of
Fort Hunt Road. There will be one entrance in front of the building onto
Fort Hunt Road and one down at the far end of the parking lot. He stated
that they also plan to expand the parking lot. He sUbmitted new plats
showing this expansion, however, the Chairman told him that some of those
spaces were in the front setback area and could not be permitted. This Board
has no authority to waive that requirement.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. There
were four gentlemen from the Club who were p~esent in support of the applicatic

Mr. Kelley stated that he had viewed the site and he feels that there is
sufficient room to expand the parking to whatever is needed, but he had
never seen the time when all the parking spaces were used.

('he' meanin~ Mr. Kelley)
Mr. Smith stated that then ~not Deen down there during a political
gathering or a party. --

Mr. Runyon suggested the Staff review the parking on the site -plan. He
stated that it looked to him like there is plenty of parking there also.

Mr. Hazel stated that they have 134 spaces now and are expanding them to 175.

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to have new plats, but the Board could
grant the use with the provision that the Board be presented with the Site
Plan at the time it is to be approved. The Board will then review the final
site plans and approve them.

Mr. Hazel stated that the expanded parking spaces would meet the reqUired
setback.



534

Page 534, December 4, 1974
BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB, INC. (continued)

RESOLUTION

In application No. 3-145-74, application by Belle Haven Country Club, Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to
clubhouse 1n existing club facility, on property located at 6023 Fort
Hunt Road, Mt. Vernon District, also known as tax map 83-4«1»5, 6 & 13.
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning APpeals, and

WHEREAS. following proper notice to th~ 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
day of December, 1974, deferred from 10-23-74.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 127.8181 acres.
4. That compliance with all applicable county and state codes is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the sUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning AppealS for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without this Boardls approval,
shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Perm~ttee shall be responsible for complying with these
reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use
Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of t12,Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The present membership is 525.
7. A minimum of 170 parking spaces is to be prOVided.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

The attorney had submitted for the file a statement of justification indicatin
that this is an eighteen hole golf course, eight tennis courts, swimming pool
and social activities. The hours of operation for the clubhouse are 7:00 a.m.
to 11:00 p.m. Tuesday through Sunday and holidays and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Mondays and Tuesdays only following a holiday. The average number of employees
are 80, May - September, and 50, October - April.
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12:20 - TRUSTEES, ST. JOHNS EPISCOPAL CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11
of Ord. to permit use of trailer for church school purposes for £ , /
existing church, 9220 Georgetown Pike 13-2«1»8, (7 acres). ;J ~ c;r
Dranesville District, (RE-2), S-174~74 (Deferred from 11-20-74 for
proper notices)

12:20 - TRUSTEES. ST. JOHNS EPISCOPAL CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of
Ord. to permit trailer closer to side property line than allowed by
Ord., (2.4' from side line, 17.6' variance), 9220 Georgetown Pike,
13-2«1»8, (7 acres), Dranesvl11e District, (RE-2), V-175-74
(Deferred from 11-20-74 for proper notices)

Mr. Henry Mackall, attorney for the applicant. testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Richard
Shands, 644 River Bend Road. Great Falls. Virginia and E. S. DiBana,9306
Georgetown Pike, Great Falls. Virginia.

Mr. Mackall stated that the proposed trailer is 10' x 50' with 3 rooms. It
is intended for church school use on Sunday mornings only. Each room will
~commodate one teacher and 10 small students. Classes will be in conjunction
with regular church services. The trailer proposed will be similar to that
shown on the sketch that is in the file. The proposed location is well back
from the road and the owner of the adjoining land has consented to the use
of the trailer in' the proposed location. The location of the trailer is
dictated by the location of the existing church bUilding With its attendant
facilities and by the topography of the property which precludes location
of the trailer on the other side of the eXisting building. Such a location
would be .1mpractica.1 and too far from the existing building for the proposed
use without serious problems for the children who are using the facilities.
This church building is many years old and it used to bea barn and then a
dog kennel. The church started in 1966 approximately. At that time they
remodeled the bUilding and applied for a variance for a trailer in precisely
the same spot. That variance was good for three years. It was subsequently
removed. There is no room for Sunday School classeS in the existing building.
That building is only one room with a small kitchen and small vestibUle and
restroom facilities. There is a two story frame house on the premises that
is intended to be used by the minister of the church. This church has been
without a minister for some time and the house has been rented, but the church
now has recently obtained a minister and he will be liVing in that house.

Mr. Mackall stated that this is a temporary use as they hope to build a new
church sometime in the near future.

Mr. Kelley stated that with seven acres of land, he could not understand why
they need a variance.

Mr. Mackall explained that the trailer must be located near the church in
order for the small children to use the bathroom facilities. The trailer
can't be put on the other side of the eXisting church because there is a
steep hill on that side towards the parking lot.

Mr. Kelley stated that he didn't think this is a hardship. He asked why the
trailer could not be moved forward away from the property line in this
location on this side of the church.

Mr. Mackall stated that if it was moved forward, it would be over the pump
house. In addi thn to the other reasons for putting the tra1.1er in this
location rather than another location, /there is an area where a silo
used to be which has been filled and they cannot place it there, in front
of the pump house is a concrete driveway and they cannot place it there,
from that point there is a wall that is about 4 or 5 feet high and some of
that wall has fallen in and has had to be graded up toward the parking lot,
so none of these areas are suitable to put this kind of trailer. They
just would not be able to use it.

Mr. Runyon stated that his firm prepared the plats for this application. He
stated that the property line is not defined in the f~d. This property
was cut out of Mr. Shands 'property. If you go there. you would not be able
to see that the property line is there. This trailer is just something to
facilitate the use until they can get a permanent structure started. This
is exactly the location the previous trailer was in. There is quite a
bit of topography change between the building and the parking area.

There waSj~o one present to speak in favor or in opposition to this application

Mr. Smith stated that he agreed with Mr. Kelley that the Board will have to
determine whether there is an unusual situation here before it can grant
the variance. He stated that the fact that the contiguous property owner has
no objection and the fact that the church property was cut out of Mr. Shands'
property is unusual. Apparentl,. the previous Board in 1966 found topography
reasons sufficient to grant this variance.
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Mr. Kelley moved that applications 3-174-74 and V-175-74 be deferred for
final decision until December 11, 1974, In order for the Board members to
view the property.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker left the meeting at 1:10 P.M.

II

12:30 - ANTON SCHEFER T/A SCHEFER SCHOOLS. INC., appl. under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit use of church
facilities for general education school of 45 children, 8991
Brook Road. 28-2«1))12. (6.201 acres) Dranesville District. (HE-I),
8-179-74, OTH (Deferred from 11-20-74 for proper notices).

Mr. Anton Schefer testified before the Board. He presented notices to the
Board which were in order. The contiguous property owners were Pno Bu Quan~

Nguyen Lilhark Quan~ 8983 Brook Road, McLean and Lee and Lois Roper, 421
W. Hamilton Road, Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

Mr. Schefer stated that his school has been operating since 1968 in the
Lewinsville Church in McLean. However, Lewinsville Church wishes to expand
their activities and they have been asked to move. There were two schools
in the church which they propose to move into, the St. Thomas Episcopal
Church. Those schools were a school for mentally retarded children whfch
merged with Fairfax County's special education program and Accotink Academy
which no longer is located there. Toe Church has given them a one year
lease with a two year option. They would like to have 45 chUdren in their
school whose ages will be from 6 to 15. This is a school of special
instruction wherein they try to catch the children up with the public
school. This sometimes takes two to three years. This is a State tuition
program. The children have to be mildly educationally handicapped. The
particular county or city does not have a class available to these children.
They are trying to complement the pUblic school program 1n Fairfax County.
They presently have about 40 children. This is a corporation and the
Certificate of Good Standing has been filed.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would need to amend the application to read
Schefer Schools~ Inc.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to this
application.
__________________________RESOLUTION --------------------

In application No. S-179-74, application by Schefer Schbols~ Inc. under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit use of school for
general education on property located at 8991 Brook Road. also known as tax
map 28-2((1))12~ county of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of
Zoning AppealS adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by~laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals.
and

WHEREAS~ following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a 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 November, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trustees of St. Thomas

Episcopal Church. The applicant is the Lessee.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 6.201 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same i
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.
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2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration. 5;J 7

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind. changes in use. additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall const~te a violation
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit 40es not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying With
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The number of students is 45 with ages 5 years to 15 years.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Schefer stated that they do not use
buses in this operation.

Mr. Smith stated that he was sure the Board noted that the church parking
lot is not~lilaved and it is the Board's intent that this lot be allowed to
be used a~ow in existence and the applicant does not have to pave it
since this use does not put a greater impact on the church itself other than
additional day time use of the building. The Board should clarify the
point that the parking lot be allowed to be used as it now exists.

The Board members agreed.

The motion passed unanimously, 4 to O. Mr. Baker left the meeting earlier.

(Hearing began about 2:30 P.M.)
12:40 - FITZGERALD KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS HOME ASSOC., INC., appl. under

Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit waiver of paved parking lot
requirement, 7155 Telegraph Road, 9~-4«1))42, (4 acres), Lee
District. (RE-I), V-84-74 - (Deferred to allow applicant to get
final inspections on building from 7-24-74 and subsequent dates)

Mr. Pete Arban, attorney for the applicant, represented the applicant before
the Board.

Mr. Don Beave~, Zoning Inspector, reported that he had made a recheck on
the status of the inspections and the Fire Marshall's office indicated that
an in~pection was requested August 2, 1974. When that inspection was made,
five deficiencies were found. Counsel was notified. The Fire Marshall's
office indicated this morning that they have not yet been requested to
reinspect.

Mr. Smith questioned Mr. Arban as to why they have not complied with the
inspection request.

Mr. Arban ·stated that they furnished the Fire Marshall's office with
samples of the rugs and curtains. They put up the exit signs and some

,other 'things and as :far ashe 'l<new e.v:erjt,l:ti:ng_,ha-dbeen· conrple-ted.' -They
did request a final inspection' th~'day after they were here the last time
in September.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Arban stated that they are new
using the property.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, if the applicant started these corrections
or alterations prior to the end of the first year after the Special Use
Permit was granted, Mr. Beaver stated that the only thing that he could
determine was that they did not start until after the n~tice of violation
on March 21, 1974. At that point, no inspection had been made. There
have been two departments that have signed off on their inspections,
Plumbing and Electrical. Both were signed in May of this year. The Mechanica
Inspection has not been finaled. When the team inspection was made, there
was some mechanical work to be done which would require a permit. There
had been some work done on the furnace room.
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In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Arban stated that he did not know
whether they got a permit for the work that had been done or not.

Mr. Smith stated that this is h~ghly irregular. The Board needs someone
knowledgeable as to what is happening and what has been done.

Mr. Beaver stated that the Building Inspection "Department tells him
they have no request for an inspection nor has a building permit been
issued and there was some building deficiencies on the team inspection.

Mr. Arban stated that most of those deficiencies have been corrected. They
had to add a hand rail around the patio an~ the stair rail. They have a
Chairman who is supposed to be getting the work done. The Association
is doing the work itself. He stated that they do have one of the members
who lives nearby standby on the days the County Inspectors are supposed
to come to inspect.

Mr. Smith stated that first of all, they do ncrt:have a Special Use Permit unti
they get an occupancy permit, or Non-Residential Use Permit, and they have
been using the property in violation of the County Codes which puts the
organization and the County in jeopardY.

Mr. Kelley stated that he could not understand Why when they have a list of
things to do, Why they cannot get them done. He statea that he; and Mr.
Covington visited this property and from the looks of it,it looks as though
no one is ever around there. He said that the Chhirman had questioned him
on several things and he did not even know the answer. He stated that this
place shoUld be closed down until such time as the deficiencies have been
corrected. This case has been deferred from July 24,
August 2, September 9 and September 18 and other dates and he stated that
he did not recall the applicant or any other person from this organization
being present at any of these deferral dates. Mr. Kelley stated that he
wanted to know how to stop the use of this building until they have complied
W:rth the Code.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Zoning Administrator can make them stop using it.

Mr. Beaver snated that all this started when they inspected the site and
found that they did not have the parking spaces paved. Then, they realized
that the applicant did not have 'a Non-Residential Use Permit. Mr. Paul
Kelly was president of the Counsel at that time. On the 21st of March, 1974,
they weee told that they did not have a Non-RUP. He stated that he attempted
to give the violation notice to Mr. Arban, but he said he was just the agenG
and to give it to Mr. Kelly.

Mr. Smith asked why he would not accapt it as he was acting in the capacity
of attorney. He told Mr. Arban that the inspectors are only typing to do
their job. The Board does not require applicants to file a list of all the
officers.

Mr. Barnes moved that the Board defer action of the Special Use Permit
status for 30 days to alloW them to comply with the Fairfax County Codes and
get the proper inspections finalized.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith inquired if the Board wanted to waive the paved parking lot
requirement and lessen the number of spaces.

Mr. Kelley indicated that he did not feel the Board should do this. Mr.
Barnes withdrew his motion for a deferral and Mr. Runyon withdrew his second.

In application No. V-84-74, application by Fitzgera~d Knights ?f Co~umbus
Homes Assoc., Inc., under Section 30-6.6 of the Zon~ng to pe~t wa~ver of
paved parking lot requirement on property lacated at 7155 Telegraph Rd.,
also known as tax map 91-4((1))42, County of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the cpptioned application has been properly filed in ~ccordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and ~n accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and
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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 July, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Fi~zgerald Knights of

Columbus Home Assoc., Inc. of Alexandria, Va.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 4.0 acres.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker left
the meeting earlier.

Mr. Runyon stated that that would clear the record. Now, the applicant
need to clean-up this mess and request a change in the Special Use Permit
for a lesser number of parking spaces. They have a membership of 50, there
fore, they certainly don't need 70 parking spaces.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Board could do this by amending the
original Special Use permit, if there is one in effect at this time, if they
get all the -inspections finalized.

Mr. Runyon stated that if the applicant will ma~e that request in writing,
the Board would move on it after they get all the other ttems taken care of.

Mr. Smith stated that they could not use the property or occupy the building
or use it for any reason until they have complied with the requirements
of the orig~nal Special·Use Permit.

II

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

COMMUNITY COVENANT CHURCH OF SPRINGFIELD OF THE EAST CIDAST CONFERENCE OF
THE EVANGELICAL COVENANT CHURCH OF AMERICA, INC., S-49-74, granted
6-19-74.

Preliminary Engineering broUght a plat for the Board to review which had
several changes which they felt the Board should decide whether or not
were acceptable. They were: (1) Site plan only shows half of the structure
being constructed; (2) front setbacks are greater on the site plan
(56' instead of 40'); (3) and site plan shows 22 parking spaces being
provided insteaa of 20.

Mr. Runyon stated that actually the site plan shows only one pod of the
building instead of the two they had originally proposed, which is less.

Mr. Smith stated that he felf that the changes were all right, as long as
it was less.

Mr. Runyon stated that the question the Site Plan people raised is, will
the applicants have to submit a new application before they can build the
second pod of that building later on.

Mr. Smith stated that they would.

The other Board members agreed.

II
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Mr. Kelley moved that the minutes for November 6, 1974 be approved as submitt d.

Mr. Bannes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was not present.

II

The Board adjourned for a meeting with the county Attorney to take up
several matters.

I

II

By Jane C. Kelsey I
Clerk

Bate Approved: January 8, 1975
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held
in the Board Room of the Massey Building on Wednesday,
December 11, 1974. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairmanj Loy
Kelley. Vice-Chairmanj and Charles Runyon. Mr. George
Barnes and Mr. Joseph Baker was absent. MI'. Wallace
Covington and MI'. Harvey Mitchell were present from the staff.

III The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Wallace Covington.

10:00 - JANE C. BURSENOS, appl. under Section 30-6.6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance
to permit 6' fence to remain closer to front property line than
allowed by Ordinance (must be setback 60 1 from center line of street
to be more than 4' high), 7830 Godolphin Drive, 98-4«6))152,
Springfield District, (23,713 sq. ft.), (PDR 2.5), V-183-74.

)41

6' 'II

III

III

I

I

otices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners are
~uke Lamb, 7832 Godolphin Drive, and James McCracken, 8304 Cushing Court.

~~' Marinakas, daUghter of the applicant, testified before the Board on
ehalf of the applicant .. She stated that this is a corner lot, therefore.

they have two fronts and have to setback the full front setback on both
treets. The property is very narrow. In back of their property they have

a road which is used by VEPCO and is also used by motorcyclists who then
cut across their yard. This fence has been approved by the homeowners
ssociatio~'s architectural review committee. A letter is in the file

from the president of their Association to that effect. They were not aware
of the 4' limit when they erected the fence. It did not occur to them to
check with the County authorities and they thought that approval by the
~rchitectural committee of their community would be satisfactory. They did

ave a contract with Hechingers to do this work.

Mr. Smith stated that Hechingers would be responsible for putting the fence
n in accordance with the law. He inquired if they directed Hechinger to
uild it.

~rs. Marinakas stated that they did.

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to have a copy of the contract.

Mr. Kelley read an excerpt from the State Code relating to the power of the
~oard of Zoning Appeals to grant a variance.

Mrs. Marinakas stated that the fence is plaCed in this location for a number
of reasons. This particular corner lot is peculiar in that it is not only an
irregular shape but it abuts Ii VEPCO easement which has been deeded to
he Fairfax County Park Authority and will not be utilized as a residential

area. The fence, as constructed, screens the vacant easement from: their view
and also from the public view and also provides privacy for the owner from

he children that are playing in the park area. The fence alleviates the
oise, dust and traffic that was very offensive.

~' Kelley asked Mrs. Marinakas if they had read the report from Preliminary
Engineering which states that the fence should be relocated to 15' from the
right of way on Northumberland Road to provide for a maximum of sight distance

o the north from the intersection of Godolphin Drive and Northumberland Road. II

Mrs. Marinakas stated that they had read it and they felt that the fence
actually helped the problem at that intersection. The cars never stopped at
that intersection until they put up the fence. Now, the cars stoP for the
IStoP sign.

There was no one present to speak in favor of the application.

Barbara Curk, 8320 Cushing Court, Newington Station Subdivision, Springfield,
poke in opposition to the application. She opposed this application because

he felt that this fence does create a site distance problem.

There were three other ladies in the audience who indicated that they opposed
he fence for the same reason.

Mr. Smith stated that he didn't think there was any doubt that the fence is
creating a site distance problem and certainly it would not be allowed to
remain there.

Mrs. Marinakas stated that she did not agree that the 15 1 would alleviate
the site distance problem for automobiles or children. In answer to Mr. Smith I

question, she stated that the fence has been up about six months.

Mr. Covington indicated that there was a violation notice issued on"September,
20th,. 1974.
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Mr. Kelley moved that in application v-183-74 by Jane C. Bursenos that this
case be deferred for a maximum of 30 days to allow the applicant to contact
the Hechinger Company with regard to the ordinance violation and to give the
applicant time to work Qut the sight distance problem.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Baker and Barnes absent.

II

10:10 - AMERICAN OIL CO., A CORPORATION. appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit enlargement of eXisting gas pump
islands from 14' to 3D' and add two additional pumps to each island,
71-1«1})lOl. 7101 Columbia Pike. (25,853 sq. ft.), Annandale Dist.,
CC-D). S-184-74

The applicants did not have all the proper notices in hand and the Board
deferred this case until later in the day when they had obtained the proper
notices from the engineering firm that had sent them out to the property
owners. '

The case was heard at 2:30 P.M. after the lunch recess.

Notices to the property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Cit co and Michael Development Corporation.

Mr. Robert DUbin, President of the Petro Services, Inc., the contractor Who
will be making the changes, represented the applicant before the Board. Mr.'
James Hoffman was present from American Oil Company.

Mr. Dubin stated that American Oil wishes to enlarge the pump islands -and
add two additional pumps to each island to better facilitate the pumping of
gasoline and expedite service to the customers. There would be nO other
changes.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

__________~~ RESOLUTION----------------------------------

In application No. S-184-74, application by American Oil Company, a Corporatio
under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit enlargement of
existing island and the addition of two additional pumps on each island on
property located at 7101 Columbia pike, also known as tax map 71-1«1))101,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution: -

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the FaiTfax 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 11th
day of December, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is C-D.
3. That the area of the lot is 25,853 square feet.
4. That compliance with the Site Plan ordinance is required.
5. That the property is presently operating under SUP S-75-65 granted

April 13. 1965.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals had reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.
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3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind.
changes In use. additional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of
this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without
Board of zoning Appeals approval. shall constttute a violation of the condition
of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. There shall be no storage, rental, sales or leasing of automobiles,
trucks, recreational equipment or trailers on the premises.

7. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain
in effect.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Baker and Barnes absent.

10:30 - ST. AMBROSE CHURCH, appl. under Se~tion 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit addition of 61- 1 parking spaces to existing
parking area of existing church, 3901 Woodburn Road, 59-3«1))llA &
17A, (14.1990 acres), Providence District, (RE-l & RE-O.5), S-185-74.

Mr. R. D. Gentry, 3803 Woodburn Road, Annandale, represented the applicant
before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Fairfax
County School Board and Mr. and Mrs. R. D. Gentry.

Mr. Gentry stated that the existing parking lot is not large enough to
accommodate all the cars for Sunday services. The parking has spilled out
onto the road. This was called to the attention of the church by the Fairfax
County police. The seating capacity of the church is 600 and after they
have constructed the proposed parking spaces, they will have 199 parking
spaces. In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Gentry stated that the
private school that was granted by this Board several years ago is no longer
in existence here.

Rev. Robert C. Brooks, Pastor of the Church, spoke in favor of the application.
He stated that on several occasions, there has been parking on both sides of
the road which is hazardoUS since Woodburn Road is sometimes used as an
access to Fairfax Hospital.

There was no one to speak in OPposition to this application.

_______________________________RESOLUTION -----------------------

In application No. S-185-74, application by St. Ambrose Church under Section
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition of 61± I parking
spaces to existing parking area of existing church on property located at
3901 Woodburn Road, Providence District, also known as tax map 59-3«(1))
IIA & 17A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned aPPlication has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 11th
day of December, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APpeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Catholic Church, Bishop of

Richmond.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l and HE-0.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 14.1990 acres.

5'1 J
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4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable County Codes is required.
6. That the applicant was granted a Special Use Permit No. S-601-67, on

May 23, 1967, for the operation of a private school at this location.
Applicant states that this school no longer is in existence.

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date
of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board
of Zoning APpeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of
this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use
Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous ,place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of the
Director of Environmental Management.

7. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 199.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Baker and
Barnes absent.

10:50 _ MR. & MRS. JOHN SCHELLENG, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit room addition closer to side property line than
allowed by Ord., (12.0' required. 11.2' from side line), 2000
Jamestown Road, 102-1{(9))(9)17, (11,809 sq. ft.), Mt. Vernon Dist.,
(R-12.5). V-1B6-74.

Mr. Schelleng represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. Two of the contiguous property
owners were George Hernholm, 1912 Jamestown Road, Alexandria, and William
Read, 2002 Jamestown Road, Alexandria.

Mr. Schelleng stated that his house was constructed 18 years ago, or prior
to the existing Ordinance passed in 1959. The present ordinance requires
a minimum lot width of 80 l and his lot is only 70', therefore, his lot is
too narrow to add this addition without a variance from this Board.

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt this was sufficient justification.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

Mr. Schelleng stated that the addition would be of a design and of materials
that would be compatible with the eXisting house.
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RESOLUTION
In application No. V-186-74, application by John H. and JeannieA. Schelleng
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit reduction of the side
yard requirement from 12' to 11.2' (0.8' variance). on property located at
2000 Jamestown Road, alsO known as tax map 102-1«9»(9)17, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS ,.the captioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n
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 11th
day of December, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicants.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 11,809 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APpeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally narrow lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thi
Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain bUilding permits, residential use permit and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Barnes and Baker absent.

-S'l~
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11:00 - WALTER P. RUDOLPH, JR., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit
room addition closer to side property line than allowed by Ord.,
(12' required, 9' from line), 9205 Santayana Drive, 58-2«(10))272,
(11,774 square feet), Providence District, (R-12.5), V-l87-74.

Mr. RUdolph represented himself before the Board.

The Board ruled that the notices were satisfactory. The contiguous owners
were Mr. TUklitner, 3302 Midland Road and Mr. McClenning, 3301 Rocky Mount
Road. Both Mr. McClenning and Mr. Tuklitner were present.

Mr. RUdolph stated that the reason they need the variance is because of the an e
at which the·,aQuae- Is"p·1.aced on the lot. In addition, the lot is very
irregular. They are requesting a 3' variance which is a minimum variance.

Mr. Rudolph showed the Board a sketch of the roof line and the addition to
show the Board what the house would look like aft~r the addition is constructe

Mrs. Benjamin, 3324 Parkside Terrace, around the corner from the subject
property, spoke in support of the application. She stated that she felt
this addition would enhance the property.

Mr. McClennlng, 3301 Rocky Mount Road, spoke in opposition to the application.
He stated that he is the contiguous property owner that· would be most
affected by this addition.

Mr. Smith read his statement of opposition into the record. His main reasons
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for objection were that Mr. Rudolph had not complied with the restrictive
covenant to his deed by securing approval or the architectural control
committee. He stated that the addition would form an alley between their
houses and would completely close him in on that side and seriously detract
from the aesthetic qualities of all their backyards, destroy all spaciousness
to his patio and view from his dining room. He submitted pictures showing
their view from the end of the patio opposite the RUdolph's wall and roof.
His other reason was that the area adjacent to Mr. RUdolph's house on that
side is the natural drainage channel for all the water off the backs of
lots 294 and 273 which are very steep. He stated that by extending the
house into this area, he is going to narrow this drainage channel which will
either force the water over onto his ground or back it up onto lots 294
and 273. He stated that this area was originally a small creek bed.

Mr. Tuklitner, 3302 Midland Road, spoke in opposition stating that this
addition will move the nerve cente~ of the home too close to the property
line.

Mr. Runyon stated that Mr. RUdolph could still build without this variance
if he cut the addition off by 3 feet. He asked how this would affect them.

Mr. Tuklitner stated that it would still create a problem.

Mr. Smith stated that he had heard no real strong justification.

Mr. Runyon stated that his house is the only one of that four that is
skewed on the lot.

Mr. Kelley stated that a lot of corner lots are skewed on the lot.

Mr. Runyon stated that according to the sketch in the file, all the other
lots on that corner are squarely placed on the lots.

Mr. Rudolph stated in rebuttal that as far as their lot causing drainage
problems, that is impossible as their lot is the lowest lot and all the
other lots drain onto theirs. They did not obtain approval from the
Architectural Review Committee as they were told it was not necessary. Other
people in their development have built additions without going to that
Committee. They do not have a covenant to their deed which precludes this
construction. One of the reasons they cannot cut their addition by 3 feet
is the fact that it will not blend in with the existing house and the
existing roof line. It would look tacked on. They want to make this
addition pleasing to the rest of the neighbors. In addition, they would
have to remove a large tree.

Mr. Runyon stated that based on the placement of the house on the lot,and
the architectural design of the existing house, this is the only place
Mr. Rudolph could place this addition. If he moved the addition over 3'
or cut it off, the objections would be the same. The objectors are objecting
not because of the variance, but because of the addition itself.

There was a letter in ,the file from Dale H. StOUder, 3303 Rocky Mount Road,
objecting to the application and stating that they would not approve any
change in the elevation of their lot as it would directly affect their
property.
___________________________RESOLUTION ----------------------

In application No. V-187-74, application by Walter P. Rudolph, Jr. under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit room addition closer to
side property line than allowed by Ordinance (9' requested, 3' variance)
on property located at 9205 Santayana Drive, Providence District. also known
as tax map 58-2«(10))272, county of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes 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 11th day of December, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning AppealS has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Walter P. Jr. and Leila

O. Rudolph.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 11,774 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
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of law:
1. That 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 and/or buildings involved.

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 2 to 1, with Mr. Runyon voting No.

Mr. Smith told the applicants that they would have the right to come back
and ask for a rehearing when there is a full Board if they so desire.

II

11:10 - SLEEPY HOLLOW RECREATION ASSOC., INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit installation of 4 additional
tennis courts to existing recreational facility, 3540 Sleepy Hollow
Road. 60-4((1)1. (5.5556 acres). Mason District. (RE-0.5), s-188-74.

Mr. Lorenzo, 3126 Kayland Drive, Falls Church. Sleepy Hollow Manor Subd .•
represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Fairfax County Park Authority and H. G. Fitz. Jr .• 6716 Fern Lane. Annandale,
Virginia.

The applicant has been operating a community recreational facility on this
property since 1958. Mr. Lorenzo stated. They wish to add four more tennis
courts. The fence surrounding these courts will be located 5 feet closer to
the side lot line and 15 feet closer to the rear lot line than is allowed
under the Code. They are leaving 15' to the north to take care of an
easement which is on the property in the title to the land. They have two
courts now which are totally inadequate as far as capacity. The proposed
courts will be in flood plain and they understand they must go to the
Board of Supervisors for permission to build in the flood plain. but that
this is the first step they must take.

11:10 - SLEEPY HOLLOW RECREATION ASSOC., INC .• appl. under Section 30-6.6 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit installation of tennis courts closer
to side and rear property line than allowed by Ord., (15' from side,
20' reqUired; 10' from rear, 25' required), 3540 Sleepy Hollow Road.
60-4((1»1. (5.5556 acres), Mason District, (RE-0.5), v-189-74.

Mr. Lorenza stated that the reasons they need these variances are due to
the irregular shape of this piece of property and having approximately 1.7
acres of flood plain out of a total of 5.556 acres. By placing the courts
in this location it will also preserve nearly all of the large trees and
therefore have a minimum impact on the ecology.

Mr. Smith read a letter from the Fairfax County Park Authority stating they
have no objection as long as the contractor stays within the property line.
The memo further stated that on the Fairfax County Park Authority's adopted
master plan for Holmes Run I, a trail system is shown along Holmes Run. In
order to continue that trail system east to Sleepy Hollow Road, the Fairfax
County Park Authority staff requests a publiC access easement along the
eXisting drive and proposed relocated drive from the common property line
east to Sleepy Hollow Road. In addition. they requested that an attempt be
made to keep at least a fifty (50) foot buffer from adjacent property
owners.

Mrs. Margaret L. VanEvers spoke in opposition to this application. She stated
that these tennis courts will destroy several large trees and a bird
sanctuary to accommodate a small portion of the membership. She also
objected because it abuts her property and there is not enough buffer there
and inquired about what they plan to do to the easement on that property.

Mr. Lorenzo stated that they will protect nature as much as possible and
they are saving the majority of the big trees in the present program.
Part of Mrs. VanEvers IS' easement lane will be moved. He stated that he
does not know how far it will be moved until Mr. Hunsberger comes up with a
site plan. Some of the trees will have t9 be cut.

Mr. Kelley inquired why they do not move the courts toward the pool.
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In application No. s-188-74, application by Sleepy Hollow Recreation Assoc.,
Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit installation
of four additional tennis courts to the existing facility on property located
at 3540 Sleepy Hollow Road, also known as tax map 60-4((1)1, County of
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

I

I

a relocation problem with the
All the big trees are between

Mr. Lorenzo stated that they would still have
road and it would destroy all the big trees.
the proposed tennis courts and the pool.

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 11th
day of December. 1974.

Mr. Kelley stated that this concerns him. The Park Authority says that an
attempt should be made to keep a 15' buffer between the courts and the
property line.

Mrs. Van Evers stated that at the meeting of the Association where the courts
were voted on, they only announced that there was going to be three courts.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOWing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.5556 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follOWing conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contnned in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless 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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or
not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use
Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Hours of operation are 8:00 a.m. to dark.
7. All other items of the existing Special Use Permit are to remain in

effect.
8. Revised plats are to be submitted to the Zoning Administrator.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Barnes and
Baker absent.

Please note that any after hours parties must first have the permission of
the Zoning Administrator. These are limited to 6 per year.
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In application No. V-189-74, application by Sleepy Hollow Recreation Assoc.,
Inc., under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit tennis courts
15' from side line and 10' from rear line, on property located at lS40
Sleepy Hollow Road, also known as tax map 60-4«1»1, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning~als 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 11th day of December, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.5556 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
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,
(c) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

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 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 from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This variance applies only to the side yard of 15' in lieu of 20'.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fUlfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, non-residential use permit and the
like through the established procedures.

The rear yard variance is denied.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

I

I

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Baker and Barnes absent.
Mr. Runyon stated tbey wo~ld have tQe option of removing one court or conformi g
tQ_tbe_aetback_~eQulreweDta_aDd-mQ~lDi_tbe_cQurta_Qack~ _

11:30 - SUSAN LYNN SNYDER, REHEARING, app1. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 ,of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit one chair beauty shop in home, 5917 Ervin¥
Street, 80-3«2»(16)16, Springfield Subd., (8,447 square feet), Springf1eld
District, (R-IO), S-166-74.

Mrs. Snyder appeared before the Board.

Mr. Smith explained that there were only three members of the Board present
and there would have to be a unanimous vote in order for the application
to be granted.

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt it would be only fair to suggest to the
applicant that she request a deferral since he voted No at the last hearing.

Mrs. Snyder requested that the case be deferred one week for a full Board.

Mr. Runyon so moved that the case be deferred until December 18, 1974, at
the applicant's request for a full Board.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Baker and Barnes absent.
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11:50 - EDC JOINT VENTURE & EDUCO, INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of
~he Ordinance to permit addition of elementary school building ~o

existing school, 9525 Leesburg Pike, 19-1 & 19-3((1))19, (5.00 acres)
Dranesville District, (RE-l), S-191-74, OTH. •

Mr. Tom Lawson, attorney for the applicant, represented the applicant before
the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Yanka
Bachvarov, 9601 Leesburg Pike, Vienna, Virginia and Robert L. and James
Grave, P. O. Box 43, Paconian, Virginia.

Mr. Lawson stated that this is a request for an amendment to a Special Use
Permit that was granted four years ago for a private school for 300 students.
They are not planning to change the number of students, but they would like
to build::another building in order to accommodate these students. At the
present time, they have 110 students even though they are authorized by the
Health Department to have 120. They hope to have 100 students in the new
building for a total of 220 students. "This would still be 80 less than what
they were granted originally. The new bui~ding is proposed to be 132 1 x
221 7". There is a'-total number of 46 parking spaces which is in excess of
what is normally required. The proposed building will be used the same as
the existing building, between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., 5 days
a week, 12 months a year, nursery school through 6th grade. The building
will be aluminum siding. gold in color with a mansard styled roof with shakes
on the siding. It will be wooden shakes. This building will be harmonious
with the existing building.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Lawson stated that they do have 3 vans
that are painted yellow and 2 vans that are painted green that they use to
transport the children to and from the school. They are not expanding the
fleet. Mr. Cohen agrees with the concept that these busses should be
marked and in conformity and he has agreed to either paint the existing
busses or purchase new ones painted yellow,when the old busses wear out.

The Board discussed this point at length.

Mr. Lawson conferred with Mr. Cohen and agreed that they would have the busses
painted before the next school term and have the busses marked within a
reasonable period of time.

Mr. Yanka Bachvarov, 9601 Leesburg Pike, next to the subject property,
appeared- in opposition to the application. He stated that he objects to
this expansion of this facility as the children from this school plays down
nea~ his fence and are noisy and dump toys and trash over in his yard.
He stated that he did not feel this is enough ground for an increase in this
school. He stated that sometimes the children are playing outside late in
the afternoon. The school's playground is right next to his property. The
school has no fence and use his fence.

Mr. Lawson spoke in rebuttal. He stated that the other contiguous property
owner is Mrs. Dare. She is on the other side of the school and she is in
favor of the application. She would be most affected. This gentleman has
two german shepards and his yard is fenced with a 6' fence. He stated that
he was sure the dogs do bark when the children are out there.

In answer to Mr. Smithls question as to whether or not the school has a fence
around the property, Mr. Lawson answered that the school has a fence around
the playground.
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In answer to Mr. Kelley's
supervised at all times.
outside is 3:35 P.M.

question. Mr. Lawson stated that the children are
The latest in the afternoon that the 'children are

Mr. Smith stated that that was 'reasonable.

Mr. Bachvarov stated that it is 6:30 P.M. sometimes when the parents come to
pick up the children.

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt this complaint should be checked out by the
Zoning Inspector.

Mr. Smith stated that the plats indicate that there is a fence around the
play area.

Mr, Smith welcomed the students who had come to visit. He complemented them
on their behavior. These children were students of this school.

I

I
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In application No. 8-191-74, application by EDe Joint Venture and EDUeD, Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to
elementary school building to existing school-on property located at 9525 ~~/
Leesburg Pike, Dranesville District, also known as tax map 19-1 &19-3«1») -'
19, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 11th day of December, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.00 acres.
4. That compliance-with all applicable County and State Codes is required.
5. That the applicant has been operating, pursuant to Special Use Permit

No. S-250-69. granted March 10, 1970, for 300 students from Nursery
through Sixth Grade on said property.

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning AppealS has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless constr~ction 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
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use
Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall
be the duty of the Permittee_to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without
Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute a violation ox the
conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use
Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the grantin¥ of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place alongw1th the Non-Residential'Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of students shall be 220. ages 3 to 13 years.
7. The hours of operation shall be 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m •• five days per

week, 12 months per year.
8. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection report,

the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department and the State
Department of Welfare and Institutions.

9. Landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of the
Director of Environmental Management.
10. All busses and/or vehicles used for transporting students to and from

the school shall comply with County and State standards in color and light
requirements as agreed to by the applicant.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O.
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DEFERRED CASES:

CHARLES S. & LYNDA J. RoBB, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit
accessory use (tennis court) in front setback and to permit construction of a
10' chain link fence around a tennis court closer to front and side property
line than allowed by Ord., (28' from front; 50' required and 7' from side;
10' required) 612 Chain Bridge Road, 32-1((1))8 & 9, (3.92 acres), Dranesville
District, (RE-l), V-181-74 (Deferred from 12-4-74 for viewing) DECISION ONLY.

Mr. Runyon stated that Mr. Kelley, Mr. Barnes and he visited the site on
Thursday, December 5, 1974 and they met with Mr. Robb and the contractor.
After an extensive discussion and VieWing the property, they decided that
this request is for the minimum variance possible under these circumstances.
They went out with the intention of checking to see if the courts could
possible be moved and they came to the consensus that they had put the courts
just about the only place they could go. The Robbs have expressed the
feeling that they would relocate the courts at their own expense if the Vir
ginia Department of Highways wants the land for the widening of Chain Bridge
Road.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could make that a condition of the granting.
---------- RESOLUTION -------- _

In application No. V-181~74, application by Charles S. and Lynda J. Robb
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit front and side yard
variance for accessory use (tennis court) and 10' chain link fence around
tennis court on property located at 612 Chain Bridge Road, also known as tax
map 32-1((1))8 & 9, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the reqUirements of the 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 Zon~ng Appeals,held on the 4th
day of December, 1974 and deferred to the 11th day of December, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the ownern of the Subject property are the applicants.
2. That the present zoning is RE-I.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.92 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
condition exists which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning
Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship
that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or
buildings involved:
(a) exceptional topographic problems with the land.

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
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This variance is further conditioned by the fact that if the Virginia
Dept. of Highways reqUires additional right-of-way, no request for compensatio
will be made because of the court location and the fence and court will be
moved at the owners' expense.
FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his obli
gation to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and Mr. Barnes were absent.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Mr. Smith inquired of Mr. Covington if he wanted a bond on this to save the
county harmless.

Mr. Covington answered "No".

I
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TRUSTEES, ST. JOHNS EPISCOPAL CHURCH, 8-174-74 (Def. from 11-20-74 for
proper notices and from 12-4-74 for viewing) DECISION ONLY.

TRUSTEES. ST. JOHNS EPISCOPAL CHURCH. V-175-74 (Der. as above, DECISION ONLY).

Mr. Runyon moved that this be deferred for a full Board until next week,
December 18. 1974.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Baker
and Barnes absent.

Mr. Runyon stated that he prepared the plats for this case and therefore
would have to abstain.

Mr. Kelley stated that on the variance. they have already been given permlss10
to move the trailer on the property and already have the underground wiring
and it 1s near the pump.

Mr. Runyon stated that he knows that they are not using the trailer now, but
they have it ready to use.

Mr. Kelley stated that they have all the material in the trailer that would
be needed to use it.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt it should be allowed to remain.

II

BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES OF VIRGINIA, INC., V-167-74 (Deferred from 11-13-74
for discussion with the Zoning Administrator for up to 30 days)

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board defer this case until December 18, 1974. or
at least until four members are present. He stated that there is not a
question of time on this case, as the site is under construction.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

II

FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit Sunday School and Church services in mobil classrooms.
9524 Braddock Road, 69-1 &69-3{{1))21, Annandale District. HE-I. S-83-74.
(Deferred from 9-11-74 for proper notices and from 12-11-74 for clarification
of existing use without a Non-Residential Use Permit).

A copy of the Non-Residential Use Permit that had Just recently been issued
was in the file. This was issued November 8. 1974.

The notices had been submitted at the ofigina11y scheduled date of 9-11-74
and were in order.

Rev. Calvert, pastor of the church. stated that they have run out of space
in the church bUilding and wished to have these two trai1ers,12'x60', to
use for classrooms.

There were several letters in the file from the Staff. One letter from
Mr. Jack Maize, Inspector Specialist. regarded the sound level pressure
readings at this location pertaining to the air conditioning units that
had been installed earlier too c1oserto the property line and had caused
complairtB from the contiguous property owner. The Board had granted a
variance on these units. but asked the county staff to keep them informed
on the sound level to see whether or not the sound buffer they had
prescribed would be sufficient.

Mr. Maize in his letter stated that the "background" noise is high at this
location and the masonry wall constructed around the air conditioning eqUip
ment has been effective in reducing the sound pressure levels within acceptabl
limits. He further stated that when the background noises become more subdued
(at night or early morning) the noise emanating from the air conditioning
equipment will become more pronounced. He suggested turning off all or most
of the equipment at night which would eliminate some of the nuisance
experienced by Mr. C. B. Chase. the contiguous property owner.

The report from Preliminary Engineering stated that this use will be under
Site Plan Control. It was also suggested that a report be obtained from the
Department of Public Works regarding any possible increase in sewage flow
that may be created by this additional use.

553.
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FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE (continued)

There was also a letter in the file from Mr. W. W. Smith, Jr., Assistant
Branch Chief. Plan Review Branch, Division of Design Review, dated
September 20, 1974, regarding the drainage problem on this property.

The letter stated:
liOn september 4, 1974, a meeting was he1:d at the Fairfax Baptist Temple
to check the complaint of the adjacent property ownersj Mr. James B.
McRoberts, 9530 Braddock Road and Mr. Charles B. Chase. 9532 Braddock
Road, of excessive run-off from the Church property onto their land.
particularly Mr. McRoberts, both in front of and behind the house.

No major changes in the direction of run-off have been made as a result
of the Church construction, but the percent of run-off has been in
creased by the parking lot paving and roof construction of the Church.
The Church building is 20 feet from the property line and the ground
level at the Church has been raised generally about 3 feet at the front
and 1 foot at the rear causing increased velocities of flow. Installation
of the heating and air condition equipment on a pad 10 feet from the
property line at the front has aggravated the velocity problem. SolIs
in the area are predominantly silt loarns with slow to medium internal
drainage.

I

I

On September 6,
engineers and a
the site work.

a review of the situation was made by one of our
representative of the engineering firm, which designed
A report of that investigation is attached.

Observation of the run-off patterns is planned for the next hard rain
in the area, at which time a further report will be made to you. II

There was no further report in the file. The letter or the report that was
attached to the letter did not mention any objection to the additional
trailers being placed on the property.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

---------------------------RESOLUTION------------- -- _

In application No. S-83-74, application by Fairfax Baptist Temple, under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit Sunday School and
Church services in mobil classrooms on property located at 9524 Braddock
Road, also known as tax map 69-1 & 69-3«1))21, County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a 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
11th day of September, 1974 and continued to December II, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Z~ning Appeals has made the folloWing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trustees of Central Church

of Springfie Id.
2. That the present zoning is HE-I.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.000 acres.
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the folloWing con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the plats submitted in the application and is not transferable to other
land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these

I

I

I
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FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE (continued)

additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require approv
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details)
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute a violation of
the conditions of this special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the varioUS legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit i8 obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The permit shall run for three (3) years with the Zoning Administrator
being empowered to grant two (2) one year extensions.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Baker and
Mr. Barnes absent.

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

DEEPWOOD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION. S-225-74; Request for Extension.

Mr. Smith read a letter to the Board from the applicant requesting an extensio
due to financing problems.

Mr. Runyon moved that they be granted an extension for 180 days from the
expiration date of December 12, 1974.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0 with Messrs. Barnes and Baker absent.

II

KINGS HIGHWAY BAPTIST CHURCH. S-229-73; Request for Extension.

Mr. Smith read a request from the applicant requesting an extension because
they have had problems on the site which have caused a delay in getting a
building permit.

Mr. Kelley moved they be granted an extension of 180.days from December 12.
1974.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0 with Messrs. Barnes and Baker absent.

II

The Board adjourned at 3:32 P.M. to meet with the County Attorney.

II

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

APPROVED J42f1!1ZV1 ~~ Iq7£
V {q';te
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here was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

Rev. Samuel Edwards, Pastor of the Church, spoke before the Board.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

---------------------------- RESOLUTION -----------------~--- _

otices to property owners were in order.

The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held
in the Board Room of the Massey Building on Wednesday,
December 18, 1974. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairmanj
Loy P. Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; Joseph Baker,
and Charles Runyon. Mr. Wallace Covington and Mr. Harvey
Mitchell were present from the Staff.

10:10 - CALVARY ROAD BAPTIST CHURCH DAY CARE & KINDERGARTEN SCHOOL, appl. under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit operation of
day care center, ages 2-6 years, 225 children, 7:30 to 5:30, 6811
Beulah Street, 91-1((1))61, (6.236 acres), Lee District, (RE-l),
8-193-74.

Rev. Edwards stated that this church building was just completed. They re
ceived their final inspection just yesterday. This bUilding was designed for
this type school from the very beginning. He went into the details of the
operation of the school which he had also submitted in his statement of
ustification in the file. He stated that the day care portion of the

operation will be 12 months a year. The hours would be from 6:00 a.m. to
5:30 p.m., 5 days per week. The ages of the children would be 2 through 6.

HEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local
ewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property

owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 18th
day of December, 1974.

HEREAS, the Board of Zoning APpeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Beulah Baptist Church.
2. That the present zoning is HE-I.
3. That the area of the lot is 6.236 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
tandards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section

30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
ithout further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
he 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 the
plans submitted with this application. Aryy additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
his Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these

additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

In application No. S-193-74, application by Calvary Road Baptist Church Day
Care Center and Kindergarten School under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit operation of day care center and kindergarten, ages
2-6, 225 children, on property located at 6811 Beulah Street, Lee District,
Iso known as tax map 91-1((1))61, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that

the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution:

HEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
ith the by_laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and
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CALVARY ROAD BAPTIST CHURCH DAY CARE & KINDERGARTEN SCHOOL (continued)

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and state. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use
Permit Is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. That the maximum number of children shall be 225, ages 2 to 6 years.
7. That the hours of operation shall be 6:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M .• 5 days

per week. Monday through Friday.
8. The operation shall be SUbject to compliance with the inspection report,

the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department and the State
Department of Welfare and Institutions.

~r. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

10:30 - CENTREVILLE ASSEMBLY OF GOD, app1. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of a church. 14821 Lee Highway,
64«1»)34, (1.721 acres), Centreville District, (RE-l), S-194-74.

~ev. Mizelle, Pastor of the Church. Post Office Box 85, Centreville, Virginia.
~epresented the Church before the Board.

~otices to property owners were in order.

Rev. Mizelle stated that they would like to build this Church with a seating
capacity of 350. He submitted a rendering of the Church and stated that the
construction would be of block and brick. The architectural facade would be
~rlck and stone.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to this case.

----------------------------- Resolution -----------------------------------

In application No. S-194-74, application by Centreville Assembly of God under
pection 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of new
church building on property located at 14821 Lee Highway, also known as tax
~ap 64«1»)34, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
~ppeals adopt the following resolution:

~HEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
he requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance

with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

~EREAS. following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local
rewspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 18th
~ay of December, 1974.

~REAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOWing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Assemblies of God Church,

Centreville Pentecostal Tabernacle.
2. That the present zoning is RE-l.
3. That the area of the lot 1s 1.721 acres.
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

~D. WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following Gonclusions
pf law,

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
tandards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
0-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

OW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same
s hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
ithout further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in the
pplication and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
peratlon has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date

of expiratlon.
3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
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plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to
the Board of Zoning APpeals for such approval. Any changes (other than minor
engineering details) withou~ Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall con
stitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit
is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 5 to O.

The Board then took up the deferred case of

TRUSTEES, ST. JOHNS EPISCOPAL CHURCH, S-174-74 and V-175-74 deferred from
11-20-74 for prOper notices, from 12-4-74 for viewing and 12-11-74 for full
Board. This was for decision only.

Mr. Barnes stated that Mr. Runyon, Mr. Kelley and he viewed the property and
the trailer is near a large open field. There is nothing near it. He stated
that it looked all right to him as long as it was used only temporarily.

Mr. Baker stated that he would be in favor of it.

I

I

Mr. Kelley stated that he has no problem with this, but he could see no
topographic reasons for granting this since they have seven acres. He stated
that if it is allowed, it should be allowed only for two to three years.

Mr. Smith stated that
since been removed.
felt this should also

there was a trailer here several years ago and it has
Since it was granted preViouslY, he stated that he
be granted but only on a temporary basis.

I
There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this appllcation~ The
public hearing was held December 4, 1974.

RESOLUTION ------------------------------

In application No. S-174-74, application by Trustees, St. Johns Episcopal
Church Under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit
trailer for church school purposes on property located at 9220 Georgetown
Pike, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in aCcordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local
n~wspaper. 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
day of December, 1974 and deferred to December 18, 1974 for final decision.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOWing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trustees of St. Johns

Episcopal Church.
2. That the present zoning is RE~2.

3. That the area of the lot is 7 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is reqUired.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

I
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1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and· is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and 1s for the location indicated 1n
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior
to date of expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with thiS application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall consttute
a violation of the conditions of this Special Use permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential
Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on th?6roperty of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening is to be provided to the satisfaction of
the Director of Environmental Management.

7. This permit is granted for a period to run concurrently with Site
Plan waiver.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously, 4 to 0,
with Mr. Runyon abstaining.

In application No. V-17S-74, application by Trustees, St. Johns Episcopal
Church, under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit trailer
closer to side property line than allowed by Ord. (2.4' from side line),
on property located at 9220 Georgetown Pike, Dranesville District, also
known as tax map 13-2«1))8, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes 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 newsppp~r" posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held
on the ~th day of December and deferred to the 18 of December. 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-2.
3. That the area of the lot is 7 acres.

AND. WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that conditions exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hard~hip that would deprive
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) unusual location of existing buildings.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This permit is granted for two years with the Zoning Administrator
empowered to extend for two, one-year periods.



oou

Page 560, December 18, 1974
Trustees, St. Johns Episcopal Church

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this eounty. The applicant shall be 'himself responsible for fulfilling
his obligation to obtain building permits, non-residential ·use permits
and the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 4 to 0,
with Mr. Runyon abstaining.

10:50 THE C. HUGHES CO., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit brick
wall in front setback along Old Mt. Vernon Rd., and to allow 10'
chain link fence around tennis court in front setback area to
remain, 8815 Old Mt. Vernoh Rd •• 110.,.2«1»24. (5.4302 acres).
Mt. Vernon District, (RE-O.S). V-19S-74.

Mr. William--Hansbarger. attorney for the applicant. testified before the
Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Anne
T. West. 3609 Surrey Drive and Charles C. Wahl, Director of the Mount
Vernon Ladies Association. Mo~nt Vernon, Virginia.

Mr. Jack Ash. Zoning Inspector of this area, was present to answer questions
regarding this application, as there are violations of the Zoning Ordinance
involved.

Mr. Hansbarger explained that they would like to keep this wall that surrounds
this development and also keep the fence that surrounds the tennis court.
The tennis courts are lighted. He stated that he has been involved in this
project and knows the confusion that has existed on the part of the applicant,
and also on the part of the County because this is a condominium project
with single family type homes. The Ordinance had not anticipated this type
development., The County insisted that they prepare a subdivision plan to
determine that they had the right lot areas, setbacks. etc. prior to the
approval of the condominium. They dedicated 10' fer the widening of Old
Mount Vernon Road. There is considerable question as to whether or not Old
Mount Vernon Road requires a front setback. There are unusual circumstances
that make this property unlike any other in that itwas the only condominium
at t-hat time that was proposed in Fairfax County. They started out with 12
lots under an old subdivision plat and ended up with 11 buildi~g lots under
a new plat that conforms to the subdivision ordinance. This land will be
owned jointly by the 11 different homeowners. He said that under the definiti n
of lot frontage, the Ordinance says that the dimension of the lot measured
along the narrow side of the lot is the ·front of the lot. The front street
on alltthese houses is South Place. The definition goes on to say that
" ..• provided the frontage of a lot on which a building group is -located shall
be that lot line along the principal entrance ..• " If you consider this
a building group, then the front lot line will be that lot line along South
Place. It is a private street, but the Ordinance defines streets and setbacks
from streets by saying that it does not make any difference whether it is
a private or public street, but says, the same as designated on~the site plan
approved in accordance with the site plan ordinance. The County took their
site plan and marked through a portion of the brick wall and marked out the
"4 feet" and marked in red "6 feet." The County says they have dual frontage
here. When you go into townhouse development. for example, they say for
reverse frontage where the backyards face a thoroughfare, a privacy wall
or fence may extend and be placed along t~e rear lot line with the following
exception and that is, provided it is approved by the Department of Highways
for entrances, site distance. etc. The Department of Highways ,-ha3- approved
this fence and wall and, in fact, refunded the cash bond that was put up
in order to build the intersection.

Mr. Ash explained the violation notice to the Board. He stated that on
August 8. 1974, he issued a violation notice ,for the brick wall. Then, on
October 10. 1974, he issued anothe~ violation notice for the fence around the
tennis cou~t; Which is immediately behind the wall. He was given a copy of
the site plan and asked to check it out as to how high the fence and the
brick wall facing the highway were. He measured the fence and it measured
7' 311 or 7 I 4 11 • depending on the lay of the land. The wall is built on top
of a foot dike which makes the fence approximately 8' high. Then the tennis
court fence is above that. as the Board can see from the pictures.
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Mr. Covington confirmed for the Board that the street. Old Mount Vernon
Road, is a front lot line for setback purposes.

Mr. Hansbarger showed several slides of the wall and fence and the area
surrounding the houses.

Mr. Steve Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering spoke to the Board
regarding the site plan arid development of this project. He stated that
it was developed under the horizontal property act adopted by -the State
of Virginia and the site plan was submitted to the County; and as a result
of the submission, the County adopted an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance
that would allow condominiums in a single family zone with single
family houses. So, ~he site plan submission superceded the amendment.
The development was developed under the cluster density. It is not a
conventional type development as far as the density and the coverage is con
cerned. The setbacks that were used were the alternate density setbacks.
The Zoning Administrator at the time of site plan approval determined
that old Mount Vernon Road, Route 623, would require a front setback.

Mr. Covington stated that not only is the fence aad wall in violation of
the height requirement, but the tennis court is an accessory use which
cannot be allowed in a front yard.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that the Zoning Office went over this plan and
approved it.

Mr. Reynolds submitted the approved site plan to the Board. This is
Site flan No. 1145. As the Board members looked at sheet 2 of 5, one of
the members commented that this was signed by Gilbert R. Knowlton, Zoning
Administrator. Another member commented that "4 feet ll along Old Mount
Vernon Road was underlined in each place in red and the area where Mr.
Hansbarger had indicated "must be 6 I high" waS not on Old Mount Vel'non
Road, but was al'ound the poolon South Place, then the height dl'Opped down
to 3 1/2' on the cornel' of South Place and Old Mount Vel'non Road.

Mr. Covington read from Section 30-2.2.2.2 on page 482 of the Zoning Ordinan
which states fl ••• front yards whether required, i.e. minimum or in addition
thereto, accessory buildings and uses shall be located in no part thereof
provided however, that the Board of Zoning Appeals acting under provisions
of subsection 30-6.7 may permit the erection of an accessory garage in the
required front setback area-on a lot the average slope of the front half
of which is great.er than L foot of rise and fall in a distance of 7 I ••• "

Mr. Hansbarger stated that that would indicate to him that the County did
not look upon this as a front yal'd and they, therefore, would not need
a variance.

The Board then questioned Center Drive and Mr. Hansbarger explained that
Center Drive does not exist and is not even being built.

Mr. Reynolds stated that it does not provide principal access to abutting
pl'Operty owners. The developer is not proposing any access to this street.
Mr. ReynoldS stated that he had before him the first submission of the
site plan which proposes that a 6' wall be placed. along Old Mount Vernon
Road. They (Preliminary Engineering) in turn marked this plan stating
that the maximum height allowed would be 4 feet. They felt, as well as
the Zoning Administrator, that the maximum height along Old Mount Vernon
Road would be 4 feet.

Mr. Smith asked that they find out who wrote on the contractorls copy
"must be 6 1 II along South Place near the pool.

Mr. Hughes, 3906 Westgate Drive. explained how the change, occurred at this
location. He stated that at the time they were in bonding, the Board
of Supervisors passed an emergency ordinance requiring a six foot fence
around swimming pools. Since the swimming pool and the tennis court were
all one complex within a development. just a bonding, it was marked through
and changed to say it must be 6' high.

Mr. Smith stated that he could understand the fence being 6 1 high around
the pool, but the Ordinance does not require a 6' fence arQund a condominium
development.
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Mr. Desloge Brown, 4504 Ferry Landing Road, Alexandria, Virginia 22309,
spoke in opposition to the application, representing 600 homes in the area I
south and east of Virginia Highway 235 from Mount Vernon Estates to Bryant
Farms. His reasons for opposition were that under Section 30-6.6 of the
Zoning Ordinance, there is no basis for this variance to be granted, as
there is nothing irregular Or peculiar about this particular piece of
real estate that would restrict its reasonable use under the standard proviai s
of the Ordinance. Granting this variance would be contrary to the pattern
of construction of all existing developments and homes in this area. He
stated that he, too, measured this fence and it is over 7' and is backed up
by a 12' chain link fence surrounding the tennis courts. Permitting this I
house, wall, and fence so close to the road will make it more difficult
to make the needed improvements to Old Mount Vernon Road. He recommended
that this application be denied and the fence be removed.

was signed
"must be 6 I

brick wall.
No mention

states the
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There was no one to speak in favor of the application at this time.

Mrs. Martha Garvin, 4101 Woodley Drive, spoke in o~position. She stated that
the high school and the telephone company had to w1den the road when they
constructed their new buildings, but this builder did not. If the road
does get widened by the Highway Department, there will be a house and wall
that will have to be moved at the expense of the taxpayers. She stated
that she felt this fence is very unsightly.

Mr. Robert A. Sweatt, president of the Riverside Civic Association and
memeber of the Executive Committee of the Mount Vernon Council of Citizens
Associations, spoke in opposition. He stated that the wall and fence
protruding over it is very ugly and will be a detriment to the area. Mrs.
Russell, Chairman of the Mount Vernon Council of Planning and zoning Committe
was planning to be here to speak in opposition, but she has not arrived yet.

Mr. James W. Sybort came forward and requested that he be allowed to speak
in favor of the application. He lives at 8807 Old Mount Vernon Road, next
door to this subject property. He had no Objection to the wall, but did
object to the widening of Old Mount Vernon Road.

Mr. Smith stated that this was not the question before the Board.

Mr. Knowlton arrived to answer some questions the Board had. Mr. Smith
asked him if he approved the tennis court in its present location and
Mr. Knowlton replied that he did. He stated that this site plan came in in
several submissions and the one that he was involved in was not the 'final.
Two things were discussed regarding this tennis court. (1) This is an
unusual situation in that there is a combination of a cluster development
and a condominium development which means that they are clustering, dividing
some land over here for recreation, for the homeowners _association and not
putting lot lines around it; so,in essence, there is a parcel of land
which is devoted for recreational purposes. This ·is not an area in Which
there is a dwelling to relate it to. The thing that comes into play here
is the fence Which is a·',structure and a wall which is across the frontage
of the property. He stated, in answer to Mr. Smith's question, that-the
violations here are the wall along Old Mount Vernon Highway and the 10'
fence around the proposed tennis court.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that the paradox of it all is, that in order to
proceed with the condominium development, they had to prepare a su~division
plat to show that there would not be any violation of the Subdivision ordin
ance. If they had proceeded with tte~ subdivision under a cluster, rather
than a condominium, the front yards would be reversed to where he now
interprets them as being and there would be not violations. He stated that
it makes no sense to him that if you build under one type of ownership, you
are permitted a fence and wall on Old Mount Vernon Road and if yOU build
under another type ownershi~, you are in violation of the law if you have
the fence and wall. He aga1n stated that someone in the County marked
through "4 foot wall" and placed "must be 6 foot" on the plaris.

Mr. ReynoldS stated that he had in front of him the plan that
by their branch, Design Review, and in one place it is stated
high" and someone crossed out 4' where it is referring to the
However, this is on South Place along the swimming pool area.
is made about Old Mount Vernon Road and other places where it
wall must be 4' higb.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that he did not know how a man in his right mind could
look at that plat and tell you where the limits of the 6 1 fence were to be.
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The contiguous owners were
Dr., McLean and Clement Farrell,
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Mr. Hansbarger entered into the record two letters in support of the
application, one from Lucy Mulfore, 8810 Old Mount Vernon Road, and the
ofther from Harold F. Bugardas, 700 Adrian Drive.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is in receipt of a letter from Charles M.
Chambers in opposition to the application.

Mr. Hansbarger stated that he filed this application because the Zoning
Inspector had a warrant for Mr. Hughes arrest and the case was camming up
in court on Friday and they hastily filed this application. He stated
that he feels there has been a mistake made and he stated that he feels
he should amend the application to come under the mistake provision' of the
Zoning Ordinance. There is room for reasonable doubt here that there was
an error.

Mr. Barnes moved that this case be deferred for viewing and set for the
first meeting next year, January 8, 1975. for final decision.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

11:10 - DOUGLASS S. MACKALL, III, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to
permit resubdivision of lots with less frontage at building
setback line than allowed by Ord. and to permit dwellings to
be constructed closer to center line of road than allowed by Ord .•
(46 1 from center line, 65' required), east side of Balls Hill
Rd •• just north of Old Dominion Dr .• 30-1((1))71, (1.8497 acres).
Dranesville District. (R-12.5), V-196-74.

Mr. Henry Mackall represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order.
Stanley and Maria Mehr. 7166 Old Dominion
1200 Forestwood St., McLean.

Mr. Mackall stated that the eXisting approved subdivision plan for the sub
ject parcel provides for one corner lot and one interior lot along the
frontage of Balls Hill Road. Two driveways will be required, one of which wil
be within a few feet of the intersection of Old Dominion Drive and Balls
Hill Road, both of which are heavily traveled. They are proposing to have
one entrance serve the three parcels. The 200.85 foot frontage of the
subject parcel has existed for many years, it having formerly been a one
acre lot improved by a residence which was removed several years ago. The
proposed houses will be in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.
Locating the houses within 40 feet of the 12 foot road will permit larger
rear yards which will prove advantageous to the neighboring property. The
entire tract is zoned R-l2.5 but the three lots proposed will average
over 25,000 square feet, more than twice the ordinance requirement. The
proposed location of the 12 foot road will permit the preservation of the
large trees which will be between the proposed houses and BallS Hill Road.
The variance will not be contrary to the public interest, but will promote
it; and due to the special conditions, the proximity of the property to
Old Dominion Drive and its narrow frontage, a literal enforcement of the
provision of the ordinance will result in practical difficulty and unnecessary
hardship to the present and future owners of the property.

Mr. Kelley inquired if there would be any need for any additional variances
for these lots.

Mr. Mackall stated that he did not think so.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application.

--- Resolution --------------------_~

In application No. V-196-74, application by Douglass S. Mackall, III, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit resbbdivision of lots
with less frontage, on property located at the east side of Balls Hill Road,
north of Old Dominion Dr., also known as tax map 30-1((1))71, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax county Boand of Zoning Appeals,
~d
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Douglass S. Mackall, III

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 18th
day of December,-1974,and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Douglass S. Mackall III.
2. That the present zoning 1s R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 1.8497 acres.
4. That the lot areas are all 1n excess of 23,600 sq. ft.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the follOWing physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally narrow lot.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or struoturesindicated in the plats included with this application only, and
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Only one entrance for the 3 lots will be placed on Balls Hill Rd.

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this County. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling
his obligation to obtain building permits, non-residential use permits and
the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

11:20 - POOR SISTERS OF ST. JOSEPH, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of
Ord. to permit construction of guest house and extension of day
care center, and increase number of children to 44, 4319 Sano St.,
72-2((1))20, (4.819330 acres), Mason District, (R-12.5), S-192-74,
(Renewal of S-196-73).

Rev. Msgr. Maioriello represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices_ to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Father
Celinski,4329 Sano Street and Mr. Rodriguez. 6217 Ber1ee Drive, Alexandria.

This is -an application to renew a Special Use Permit that was granted
October 31, 1973. They had not begun construction and the permit expired.
Therefore, they had to reapply. They are requesting exactly the same thing
as they did before, to increase their enrollment to 44 children, to permit
structural addition to the day care center, and to permit const~uction of
quarters for male visitors at the convent. The Health Department reports
that the facilities can accommodate a maximum of 45 children at anyone time.
They plan to run their day care center from around 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P~M.,
5 days per week, all year.

He stated the dimensions of the proposed addition to be 27' x 45'. The
dimensions of the guest house are 29.33' x 34.0'.

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.

In application no. S-192-74, application by Poor Sisters of St. Joseph, Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction
of guest house and extension of day care center, on property located at
4319 Sano street, Mason District, also known as tax map 72-2((1))20,
County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:
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Poor Sisters of St. Joseph, Inc.

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 1n a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 18th day of December 1974.

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Catholic Church, Poor
Sisters of St. Joseph Convent.

2. That the present zoning is R-12.5.
3. That the area of the lot is 4.819330 acres.
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with a~l applicable County and State codes is

required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations:

1. This approval is granted to :theapplicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior
to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans SUbmitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning APpeals (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes reqUire a Special Use Permit,
shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty
of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for- such approval.
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
APpeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Resi
dential use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. That the maximum number of children shall be 44, ages 2 to 5 years.
7. That the hours of operation shall be 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., 5

days per week, Monday through Friday.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

11:40 - RESTON CHILDREN'S CENTER, INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit day care center for 60 children,
12100 Sunset Hills Road, l7-3«1»)pt parcel 1, 2.1677 acres,
Centreville District, (RE-l), S-197-74, OTH.

Madeline Fried represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The closest property owners were
A. Bowman, Sunset Hills Road, Reston, and Catherine Strickler, 571 Spring
Street, Herndon, Virginia. John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co. owns
all the land around the property.
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Reston Children's Center. Inc.

Ms. Fried stated that they have been operating in this area for over
seven years. but have had to move from their present location. This
is a private non-profit corporation that now operates at 11508 North
Shore Drive in Reston. They care for children between the ages of 2 1/2
through 10 years. They hope to have 60 children at anyone time at this
location. Their hours are from 7~00 A.M. to 6~30 P.M •• Monday through
Friday. twelve months per year. They have a total staff of 15 with 9
teachers/assistants at the center at anyone time. They serve the
Reston-Herndon community.

There was nO one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application.
----------------------------------Resolution--------------------------- ~

In application no. S-197-74. application by Reston Chlldren "s Center. Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3. of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit day care center
for 60 children. on property located at 12100 Sunset Hills Road, also
known as tax map 17-3((l})pt parcell. County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning APpeals.
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 18th day of December. 1974.

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals hal made the following findings of fact':
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is John Hancock Mutual

Life Insurance Co.
2. That the present zoning is RE-I.
3. That the area of the lot is 2.1677 acres.

AND. WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location in
dicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans submitted with this application. Ariy additional structures of
any kind, changes in ase. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning AppealS. It shall be the duty of
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning AppealS for such approval. Any
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee 'shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. ThiS permit SHALL Norbe valid until a Non-Resi
dential Use Permit· is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the. Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The hours of operation are 7 A.M. to 6:30 P.M .• Monday thrOUgh Friday
7. The maximum number of children is 60, ages 2 1/2 to 10 years.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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DEFERRED CASES:
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WILLA F. ECKLES T/A PETER PIPER SCHOOL, 1351 Scotts Run Road, S-131-74.
(Deferred from 11-20-74 for new plats and additional information. Decision onl ).
The Board was in receipt of new plats showing the proposed dedication.
However, there was' some additional engineering work that had to be done
and the final dedication plat had not yet been finished and approved by
Preliminary Engineering. At that time, their attorney will draw up a
Deed of Dedication which will take some additional time.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until January 22, 1975.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion pas3ed 5 to O.

B. P. OIL, INC. 1958 Chain Bridge Rd •• V-I02-74, (Deferred from 11-20-74
for rendering. Decision only).

The applicant requested that this case be deferred to a later date.

Mr. Baker moved that the request be granted and the case be rescheduled
for January 22, 1975.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

aBBY LINWOOD LAWHORN, between 7413 Little River Turnpike & Markham St.,
s-182-74, (Deferred from 12-4-74 for additional information. Decision
only).

The applicant requested that this case be deferred until~January 22. 1975.

Mr. Kelley so moved that this request be granted.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to o.

SUSAN LYNN SNYDER, REHEARING. 5917 Erving Street, S-166-74.
(Deferred from 12-11-74 for full Board).

Mr. John P. Huff. owner of the property at 5917 Erving street. and father
of the applicant, represented her before the Board.

Notices to prope~ty owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Stone. 5918 Dinwiddie Street and Harrision, 5919 Erving Street.

Mr. Huff stated that they requested this rehearing because there was certain
information in the file that" was overlooked at the first hearing. The
main thing was that there was in the file signatures from the surrounding
neighbors saying that they were in support of this application. He
submitted another petition from six additional persons indicating their suppor
of this application. None of the contiguous property owners indicated
any objection. He then read four letters written by people who also
had signed the petition in support of the application. One of the letters
was from Mr. Harrision. one of the contiguous property owners and a note signe
by Mr3. Stone, the other contiguous owner. Mr. Huff stated that the last
time this case was called on December 11. 1974 and deferred until today, there
were three people present in support of the application and they came
forward and gave their names for the record. They were: Mrs. Robert
Robinson, 5911 Erving Street, Mrs. James Shreckengaust, 5922 Dinwiddie Street,
and Mrs. Sutton, 5916 ,Erving Street. He stated that there was some opposition
at the original hearing, but that those people are not contiguous to this
property and do not even live on the same street.

Mr. Barnes ~ated that he voted agatnst this application at the original
hearing, due to the parking situation. but he did not realize that off-street
parking was not required for beauty shops in homes. The Ordinance has
been changed. therefore, this puts a different light on this.

Mr. Runyon inqUired about the hours of operation.
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Susan Lynn Snyder, Rehearing

Mr. Huff stated that Mrs. Snyder proposes to operate from 9:00 A.M. to
6:00 P.M., Tuesday through SaturdaY.

Mrs~ Sutphin, 5916 I~vlng Street. directly across the street from the
subject property, spoke 1n support of the application. She stated that he
had lived there for 21 years and sees no problem with Mrs. Snyder having
a one chair beau~y shop in her home.

There was no opposition to this application.

~------------------------------Resolution-----------------------------------

In application no. 3-166-74, application by Susan Lynn Snyder under Section
30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit one chair beauty shop
in home on property located at 5917 Erving St., also known as tax map 80-3
«(2»(16)6, county of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,
~d

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty -owners, and a pUbliC hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the December 18, 197~.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is John & Betty Huff.
2. That the present zoning is R-lO.
3. That the area of the lot is 8,~~7 sq.ft.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location in
dicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind. changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering detailS)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit,
shall require approval of the Board ofloning Appeals. It shall be the duty
of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval.
Any changes (other ,than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning
Appeals approval, &hall constitute a v.lolation of the conditions of this
Special Use Permit.

~. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State.. The Pe~ittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Resi
dential Use Permit is obtained.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The operation is for one client on the premises at anyone time.
7. There will be no signs permitted.
8. The operation will be on an appointment basis.
9: The hours of operation are 9 A.M. to 6 P.M •• Tuesday thrOUgh Saturday.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to 1. Mr. Kelley voted
No.
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Browning-Ferris Industries of Virginia, Inc.

BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES OF VIRGINIA, INC., 2813 Juniper Street,
V-167-74, (Deferred from 12-11-74 for full Board).

Mr. Runyon stated that the applicant has requested a deferral in this case.
They may be able to work something out that would require a lesser
variance. He therefore moved that the case be deferred until January 15,
1975.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

WALTER P. RUDOLPH JR., 9205 Santayana Dr., V-187-74 -- Request for rehearing.

The Board members had received earlier a copy of a letter from Mr. and Mrs.
Rudolph requesting this rehearing. Mr. Smith read this letter into the
record. One of her points in requesting this rehearing was that they
felt they had insufficient time for rebuttal to their opposition. They
also felt that they had new and supportive evidence which was not brought
out in the December 11, 1974 hearing. This included some rebuttal of the
opposition's statements made at the original hearing regarding the Mantua
Architectural Control committee, which the Rudolphs stated was n¢ longer
in existence, that their contiguous neighbor has a dense hedge which
screens his patio from their house and would also screen the addition from
his view, that his statement regarding this addition causing an alley between
their houses was unfounded as the open space between their houses is 41'
and that the new addition would narrow this space to 38' 3", that their
lot is at a lower elevation to lots 294 and the contiguous lot 273 and
consequently these lots drain on their lot. The foundation of the new
addition is several feet below the elevation of the aforementioned
lots and therefore will not affect the drainage pattern.

Mr. Baker moved that the request be denied.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O.

Mr. Kelley moved to approve the minutes of November 13 and 20.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion pasaed 5 to O.

Mr. Kelley stated that he would like to bring up the fact that Mr. Smith's
term expires on February 17, 1974 and he would move that the necessary
letter be written to Judge Sinclair recommending that he be reappointed.

Mr. Barnes seconded themotion. The motion passed unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 1:15 P.M.
II

by Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk
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