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April 10, 1956

The regular meeting of the Fairfax County
Board of' Zoning Appeals was held Tuesday J

April 10,1956 at 10 o'clock a.m. in the
Board Room of the Fairfax County Courthouse
with all members present except Mr. Herbert
IIssr.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Judge Hamel.

DEFERRED CASES:

1- HUGH MUNRO, to permit operation of a trailer court with 466 trailer sites,

on north side of Southern Railroad on east side 1/638, Rolling Road, Falls

Church District. (Industrial ).•

The following letter from the Board of Supervisors was read:

"Commonwealth of Vir«inia
County of Fairfax

Fairfax, Va.

5 April 1956

Board of Zoning Appeals
Fa1rf'ax, Virginia

Gentlemen:

The Board of County Supervisors, at its meeting
yesterday. di....cted that the Board of Zoning Appeals be
advised that the Board. of County Supervisors deems it ad
visable not to issue further use permits for trailer parks
until regulations gOTerning such parks have been adopted
for the County.

Very truly yours,

/s/Carlton C. Mas.ey
County Executive"

Mr. Lytton Gibson. representing the applicant. recalled to the Board that

this case had been deferred twice at his own request and twice awaiting

adoption of a trailer park ordinance. He had checked with the Zoning Offic

and f'ound that this ordinance was not completed and it was not contemplated

that it would be ready for adoption at an early date. Mr. Gibson said he

had made every effort to impress upon the Board of Supervisors and the

Planning CODlDlssion of the necessity of passing a trailer park ordinance in

order that the great number of trailers in the County - parked in violation

on individual lots - may have a place to go where they can comply with the

law. While he was very conscious of the heavy load of work being carried

by Mr. Schumann's office. Mr. Gibson. continued, he felt that some means sho d

be worked out whereby trailer parks could be granted either by agreeing to

meet proposed future regulations of the County. or by conformance with FHA

or FSA regulations. While he realized. Mr. Gibson said, that the Board did

not wish to act against the wishes of the Board of Supervisors _ he thought

something could be worked out to take care of immediate needs.

Mr. Schumann told the Board that the ordinance ultimately recommended by th

Planning Commission will not necessarily be in accord with that of FHA re

quirements - as he thought following those regulations would result in many

difficulties and objections in the County. Mr. Schumann said the work load

and lack of personnel in his office had made it impossible to complete a p ~

posed ordinance to cOver trailers. Just now his ofrice. is under tremendous

pressure and will be until in to May.
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Mr. Verlin Smith said he thought of FHA regulations only as a guids. He

further suggeet;ed that tentative regulations might be drafted by a com

mittee which could be presented to the Planning Commission and the Board

of Supervisors for their revision.

Mr. Gibson suggested that the immediate need for this ordinance might be

communicated to the Board of Supervisors and request the Board to appoint

a committe. to draft an Ordinance.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved that the Board draft a letter to the Board of Supe

visors suggesting that a committee be appointed to study ordinances on

trailers in other jurisdictions and the FHA and FSA regulations, and this

committee be requested to make a draft of an ordinqnce to be submitted to

the Planning CODlllisslon and the Board. of Supervisors, and. the Zoning

Administrator tor consideration.

Mr. Schumann indicated that his oftice has a wealth of material which will

be available to this committee.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

For the motion: Mr. V. Smith, J. B. Smith, Judge Hamel

Mr. Brookfield vote4 "no".

Motion carried.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to derer the M.mro application to May 8th ror

f'urther study.

Seconded, Judge Hamel

Carried, unanimously.
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2- M. T. BROYHILL, &; SONS, to permit dwelling to remain as erected, Lot 1,

Section 9, Broyhill Park, 33.3 ft. setback f'rom Kenney Drive, Falls Churc

District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Nea]IIJn represented the applicant. Mr. Mooreland recalled. the "hiatory

of' this case: stating that it had been the custom of his ofrice (against

his better judgement. however) to grant developers of new subdivision

permits £or two houses on acreage - houses to use for display. He had

cautioned the builder in each case to place these houses in such a manner

, that they could conform to requirements of their future development. He

had also advised developers that they are responsible for the house loca

tions and they must conform.

This 1s the result of a mistake in laying out the house. Mr. Nealson

said, and it was not caught soon enough to re-build. Mr. Nealson pointW

out that the house encroaches only at one corner and the distance from

Marc Drive meets requirements. Other houses in the area are sold.

Mr. Verlin Smith suggested moving the street back and perhaps taking oU

a portion of the lot joining the street. He thought every means should b

exhausted to remedy this without the variance.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case for 30 days to give the applicant op

portunity to attempt to correct the situation by changing Kenney Drive.
Seconded. Mr. J. B. smith Carried, unanimously.
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NEW CASES:

PEOPLES SERVICE DRUG S'l'ORES, INC •• to pennit ereetion of a sign on the wild

ing 5' x 20', located on north side 1/29, 1/211 and f/SO at Kemp Washington,

Providence District. (Rural Business).

Mr. Roger Wells represented the applicant. Mr. Wells showed pictures of' th

proposed sign wich 'they have used in other jurisdictione - pointing out th

this 1s the standard. size sign which has been used on lots with much less

t'rontage. The lot in this application has a frontage of' 166.62 1 with ,301.8 t

de'J)ttl. The store 18 located. 155 feet trom the street right ot way. They

have provided parking space in front for 98 cars. The sign will be 20·xS'.

There were no objections tram the area.

It was agreed by the Board. that the present sign ordinance 1s obsolete in

that it does not allow sufficient sign area tor larger lots. Mr. )k)oreland

stated that a change in the ordinance 1s contemplated but because of' press

other mateers revisions have not yet been made. Mr. Wells said he had work

with many other jurisdictions on their sign ordinance Cor this Company.

JUdge Hamel moved to grant the application as the sign eeems to b. in keep

ing with the size or the lot and the building.

S.conded., Mr. Verlln Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
DIAMOND H. CORPORATION, to permit division of lot with less areas than allo

ed by the ordinance, Lot 9, Leewood Subdivision, Mason District. (Agric.)

Mr. Edgar Hill represented the Corporation. A contll'act was negotiated last

Fall to purchase this property, Mr. Hl11 told the Board, contingent upon th

fact of dividing 'this property into five lots instead of four. These lots

will be slightly under the required 1/2 acre, however, since the original

surveys on lots in Leewood were not entirely accurate, Mr. Hill explained,

these lots will probably survey out closer to the 1/2 aCre than it now

appears. S,ptic requirements have been met on these lots. The Master Plan

indicates suburban lot sizes for this area, Mr. Hill pointed out, but the

Planning Commission has agreed to hold this area in 1/2 acre development

since the lots in Leewood are generally large. These lots will require a

very small variance and will not be out of hannony with other larger lots

in the area, Mr. Hill contended. The lots in Crestwood development across

the stream are in suburban classification. This division would benefit the

County because of the one additional sewer connection and the tax revenu~

from the firth house.

Mr. Johnson spoke in opposition to this division. He owns property immedia ely

to the west. Mr. Johnson pointed out that the land east at Back Lick Run

was subdivided in 1936 into very large lots. There are about 45 homes in

this area now - most of them located within their property so the lots caul

never be subdivided. This is a community or long standing, the homes are

individually built. It is attractive and rural in character. Mr. Johnson
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was of the opinion that squeezing lots would depreciate the area and chang

the type of development already established. Rezoning this area to subur

classification has been discussed, but the Planning ~ommls81on has agreed,

Mr. Johnson said. to retain the present lot size requirement and to allow

the smaller lots across Back Lick Run.

These lots in Leewood were originally set up in 1-1/4 to 7 acre tracts.

Suburban zoning has been consistently denied in this area. Hr. Hill sUC-.

gested that breaking up this tract in to less than the 1/2 acre areas,with

a little strip of small lots. would set a precedent for smaller lot sizes tah

would be out of harmony with the set pattern and not in k.eeping wit;h Ute

established policy of the Planning Conun18sion.

Mr. Bayard. the owner of Lot 37, objected. He showed pictures of the de_

velopment established in Leewood indicating the large wooded lots and att

ctive homes. He showed how these lots could not be resubdivided because

their shape and the houses being located with wide yards making 810reet de

dication practically impossible.

It was brought out that houses valued at about $20,000 would be put on thes

lots - all alike and located on these small lots would be out of keeping

with the wide yards and rural aspect of the present development, with t.he

custom built homes. Mr. Johnson said he could not see the value to the

County nor to the area to incorporate this small lot area within a develop

ment established on a rural basis.

Mr. Bayard recalled the petition with 42 names which was presented in the

former case requesting smaller lots in this area, which application had

been denied. The Suburban zoning on the west side of Back Lick Run, Mr.

Bayard thought, was logical but he requested to Board to protect this azoea

from a variance which would destroy the character already established.

Mr_. V. Smith moved that the application be denied &s it does not appear to

be in keeping with the area and it-appears that 1t~uld affect adversely

other property in the area.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
Jack Coopersmith, to permit erection and opera~ion of a serTice station

and to permit pump islands 25 feet from right of way of Edsal Road. Lot 20,

Omdoam Springs Subdivision. (Agriculture).

Mr. Coopersmith had asked that this case be withdrawn. because of covenants

on the property which prevent business uses.
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EDWARD E. BOGGESS, to penait an addition to rear of restaurant which is )1

feet :from :front property line, on west side #1 approximately l~ feet sout

11242, Laa District. (Agricultura).

This is an old non-conforming restaurant which the applicant said he had

purchased in 1956. ,It is in very bad repair and ha wishes to remodel, cut

off the front portion (about 12 feet) which is very close to the highway

right-o_f.waY,and add on to the rear. The !"ront will be bricked up and when

completed the building will be about 31 teet from tha right-or-way. This

is a presently operating restaurant. Mr. Boggess recalled that 15 feet of

this property had been dedicated for street widening.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Verlin Smith moyed to defer the case for 30 days to view the property.

Seconded. Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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5- J. A. SHIELDS, t.o permit carport 9.31 teet from Bide property line. Lot 6.

Block 41. Section 3, Springrield, (7407 Hastings Street). Mason Diet.

(Suburban Residence).

The driveway has been put in on this side or the house, Mr. Shields told

the Board - he wishes to locate the carport at the end of the driveway. It

was suggested that the little tool shed at the end of the carport be moved

in to conform to the 10 foot setback. Mr. Shields said he had planned a

passage-way between the tool shed and the house proper. The carport would

come 9.31 feet from the side line.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to grant the application because the variance: is

les8 than one foot and it does not appear to afrect neighboring property

adversely.

Seconded, Judge Hamel

Carried, unanimously.

II
6- ROBINSON E. DUFF. to permit erection of carport 25 1 6" from Lakeview Drive

Lots 20 and 21. Section 1, Lake Barcroft (7706 LakeView Drive) Mason Dist.

(Suburban Residence).

The driveway to the present garage comes in at about 8 feet above the stree

level, Mr. Duff e:p1a1ned. His plan is to excavate. bringing the driveway

in at street level and locate a carport in front of the present garage at a

lower level. The area back of the carport and under the present garage will

also be excavated for storage space. The present garage will be remodeled

into a bedroOM, whic~ will lead to a sun deck over the proposed carport _

which will be approximately 2 feet above the present elevation of the drive

way. A brick retaining wall will be built along the north side of the

driveway. Mr. Duff called attention to the fact that he owns two lots

(Lots 20 and 21). His house is built entirely on Lot 21 but he intends
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to retain both lots. The carport will come 25 t 6" from the front property

line.

There were no objections from the area, and Mr. ,Duff presented. an affidavit

from four p~perty owners adjoining him and near his property stating they

did not object to thia addition.

Mr. Ver11n Smith moved to defer the case for )0 days (May ath) to view the

property and to see the neighborhood.

Seconded, JUdge Hamel

Carried. unanimously.

II
COUNTRY CLUB HILLS RECREATION CORPORATION. to pennit cOlllllunity ew1Jlm1ng

pool and structures accessory thereto, southeast en<! or Embassy lane

(Greenway H1lls) on 7.95 acres of land, Providence Diet. {Rural Residence).

Mr. Lytton Gibson represented the applican't. A non-profit corporation has

been formed, Mr. Gibson told the Board, to set up this recreational area

which will include a swimming pool. a ball diamond and accessory structures

The membership will be composed of people in Country Club Hills and nearby

subdivisions and areas. They contemplate a total limited membership of

about 4.50 with 150 anticipated at'the present time. A coumitt•• was appein _

ad last Fall by the Citizens Association to look into acquiring land for a

recreational area, Mr. Gibson stated. The committee tried first to get lan

in Country Club Hills. The only ~vaUable·land was not satisfactory. They

then contacted the ~as family. Mr. Orr, and Layton Hall. all of wholR did

not wish to sell. The tract in question rooday was the only ground availa_

ble within the area.

In view of the need in the County for recreation areas, Mr. Gibson expresse

the opinion that a great deal of credit was due this group who had gone

ahead themselves in an attempt to furnish recreational facilities tor the

area. a place where children and adults can congregate under satisfactory

conditions. Mr. Gibson said he had understood there was considerable op

position to this development, especially because of the traffic which would

be generated. The. traffic would come only from the users, Mr. Gibson con

tended, as this project is on a dead end street. He thought that after

the area became developed. many people in the immediate area would be glad

to participate. In his opinion this project would serve a great and im

portant purpose in the area. in that it will promote the general welfare,

will aid in reducing juvenile delinquency. and will promote general good

feeling among residents of the community. He therefore asked the Board to

grant this application.

Mr. Dankhe, who lives near a similar development in Broyhill Park. told the

Board he had suttered no ill effects from living near such a use. He

noticed very little noise and the tratfic W83 in fact reduced since the

opening ot the pool - people slowing down for entrance.
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Colonel William Connerat, President of the ~ountry Club Citicens AS8oclatio t

told the Board of the plans for this area, the need it would fill 1n a grow () 0 7
lng community for young children where recreational facilities are so lack-

ing.

Jim Woods, Vice President of the Citizens Association told of his work with

the Little League Baseball group and the fintt work such an organization can

do with children. He too stressed the lack and the need of this type of

area. He recalled the saying "Little League Players make Big League

Citizens" - which he thoUf.;ht very appropriately applied to the ideals promp _

ing this project. there are many more boYs in the area wishing to join a

league than the present baseball facilities at the American Legion can take

care of - it is the ,hope of this group, Mr. Woods said, that these boys can

now be taken in when this project gets under way. Mr. Woods stressed the

need to get this project under way before all available gound is eaten up

with development, since land acquisition is a problem even now. It 1s the

plan that the high school groQnds will take care of the older boys and the

younger league will operate here. The day of sand-lot playing and the use

of open fields for Qaseball is over - now it is necessary to locate ball

parks on land set aside for that purpose, Mr. Gibson said. He again point

out the worthy purpose of this project. Mr. Gibson presented a petition

favoring the project.

Mr. Edward Pritchard represented a number of people in the area objecting

to this application. His clients are not objecting to the use, Mr. Pritch d

pointed out, but only to the location. They are in agreement that a re

creational area is needed and is a very worthy enterprise - but they do

object to having it located within a few steps of homes in Greenway Hills

SUbdivision, where it will be a hazard to the safety of children and will

destroy the peace and quiet of the neighborhood.

Mr. Pritchard continued - the people in this area bought their homes befor

the recreational area was proposed, they bought here particularly because

of the quiet and rural aspect of the neighborhood. The street (Embassy

Lane) on which the area will face, is "narrow _ having only a 26 foot pavirl.

with no sidewalks. The great number of cars coming and going. the people

walking down the street spilling over on to the yards, the noise from the

pool, and the depreciating a£fect on property near the area will present

grave problems and are rea.sons:for objections.

This recreational area is cut out of a 70 acre tract, Mr. Pritchard con

tinued, it is low and undesirq,ble for home development, therefore, the

developer had sold it to this group at a low price. He felt that sueh a

project should have been located within the subdivision which it will Berv

and not encroach upon home owners who had bought into an area thinking the

were protected from just this sort of thing.
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Mr. Jerry Wolman, bUilder of Greenway Hl1ls, pointed out the relationship

between his developnent and this recreational area. Mr. Wolman also stated

that he had no objection to the project, but it had worked a hardship with

him - that people had been opposed to buying near such a project and he

felt that it was an intrusion on the peace and quiet of the neighborhood.

Mr. Wolman also spoke of the topographic condition - the lowness of the

ground where the parking area is located. This is a flood plain area, Mr.

Wolman said (he had discussed this with Mr. Kipp, Public Works Adminlstra:to

and filling in this tract would back the water up and flood many of the ad

joining lots. Out of 45 houses which are sold. 4) or the .owners object

to this location, Mr. Wolman said.

Lt. Commander Brackett also opposed, showing pictures of the street lead

ing to this project,which indicated that passage through the street with

cars parked on either side would create a problem. This pool would be a

very short distance from his home - he felt that he was adversely arfected.

His objections followed the same lines as those who had spoken. The

Commander said he had waited many months for this particular house to be

completed - thinking it was located in a quiet spot. He felt- that he

would haVe: to move if this project is put in.

Mr. Pritchard presented an opposing petition containing 63 names.

Mrs. Cardice objected for reasons stated. She especially stressed the

danger to children fram passing cars. the destruction of yards. and danger

from lack of street lights.

Mr. Frank Long stated that he had talked with people in Broyhill Park who

lived near their recreational- area. and they had indicated that it was un

pleasant and d1strubing to live near such a development.

Mrs. Ellmore objected for reasons stated, also Mrs. Brackett.

Colonel Frank. owner of property immediately adjacent to this project ob

jected for the following reasons; it would adversely affect the safety 9£

persons and property of those living adjacent to this - this use is dis

similar to the character of the area and such a development would have an

adverse affect on the future development of his property. Colonel Frank

further objected because of the nearness of the wooded area which would be

un-policed. the possibility of littering caused by parties in this wooded

area, the resultant flooding caused by filling, the lack of fencing and

controlling of the area. and the fact that this development would block

his access road which is used by him and his tenants and would undoubtedly

be traveled by users of the project. He thought this project would cause

continual tresspassing on his property resulting in vandalism and damage

to his property. Co10nel Frank said he had no objection to thetype of

development planned - his objection was to the location. However. he
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actually did not know exactly what the proposed development encompassed as

he did not know of it until he saw the brochure andlearned of a petition

being circulated. He also thought they were including too large an area

the membership which he had understood would be restricted. to the imrnediat

area. Colonel Frank quoted from the Ordinance regarding granting of a use

that would adversely affect adjoining property. He .felt that his property

would be so affected, especially when and if he subdivided his property.

He thought it very uni'ortunate that Mr. Stafford. ~d not ProVided a re

creational area on his own property. He asked the Board. to protect adjoin

iog property owners from this encroachment.

Mrs. Cunningham objected stating that her property was bordered. on two sid

by this project - she owns 2-1/2 acres. The tennis courts will be about

100 feet from her house and the picnic area along her property line. She

could not afford to fence her property and felt that the noise and. general

armoyance from t.he development would be objectionable. She too objected t

only the location - not the project - a••he thought it would depreciete

her property.

Colonel Ray Walker objected saying he deplored the position of opposing

such a worthy project aa he realized the great responsibility of parents

to their children and the need to take children off the street and give

them something to do - such as this project would provide. However, the

Colonel continued, t.his recreation area, in his opinion, shOUld not be

established at the expense of property owners in Greenway Hills. He fUrth

stated that the reasons for not purchasing property in another location

Were not sufficient to warrant locating at this spot. He felt' that this

was probably the cheapest location they could find. If this development

is located here, it will be a source of continued bad feeling between the

two communities and there is a strong possibility that suits would result

against the association. Since the people in this area reel that they wil

be damaged, he asked the Board. to maintain the residential character of th

area by denying this case.

About 32 persons were present opposing this use, and 24 favoring the pro

ject. Many had found it necessary to leave•.

It was called to the attention of the Board that this' case must be decided

on the basis of the damage it would do to the health, safety and welfare a

the community and that the people in the ar.had conclusively shown that

they would be damaged in these matters.

Mr. Gibson stated in rebuttal that such a development of this kind would

probably always hurt someone. He recalled that many developers had set

aside areas' for recreation which was a very fine thing, but where that was

not done the community had in many cases banded together to get those re

creational facilities - which is the case here - a movement with Mr. Gibso

continued, is highly commendable. Mr. Gibson pointed out that the access
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road which Colonel Frank mentioned will never be used by this group as it

is so stated in the purchase contract. Mr. Gibson admitted that there

would be noise - but he had heard of no one moving in Broyhill Park becaus

of their recreational area. He thought adjustments were made by the peopl

themselves. There may be other available sites but they had not been-able

to find them - and they had made every effort to do so. It it is the

opinion of the Board that this will ultimately affect this area, Mr. Gibao

continued, then such use should be denied. but he felt that this had not

been established and asked the Board to grant this useful and worthy proje

Mr. Pritchard suggested that "Pictures are more eloquent than words" and

he felt the pictures shown had established the tact of a traffic problem

on Embassy Lane. He also recalled the fUling necessary to be done in the

parking area, which would undoubtedly create a drainage problem by affect

ing the now of the creek and throwing the water on adjoining property.

Mr. Wolman told the Board that he had set aside a small area for ncr-aatio 1

purposes in his devel~pment - which would serve the people in his sub

diVision.

Judge Hamel stated that in hie opinion the establishment of these community

recreational areas was a very desirable thing. and the people who took the

responsibility of working out such a project were to be h1ghly commended.

and such projects should be eneouraged. He realized that objections were

Always present in the location of such a use as someone was almos'" sure to

be harmed. He felt. however, that these objections were usually magnified

and exaggerated and that time would take care of most of the objectionable

features. He. t~erefore. moved that the application be granted subject to

approval of the various County authorities apply~g - County Health Dept ••

Engineering Dept •• and others.

Mr. Verlin Smith said he could not second this motion. although he thought

this a very commendable venture and a much needed facility - however, he

thought there were reservations which spould be considered in that it ap

peared to him that this might be detrimental to property owners on Embassy

Lane. The fact that both sides have shown that they favor this use. it

would appear that they might be able to get together. Mr. Smith moved to

defer the case until May 6th to give the Board the oppomunity to view

the property and he asked that consideration be given to the efrect of any

flooding in the flood plain area, since it appears that the filling might

change the course of the stream.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried - For the motioo; V. Smith. J.B.Smith, Mr. Brookfield.
Judge Hamel not voting.

II

0/0

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

I

I

I

9-

lLpru. ,LV,.L"O

NEW CASES _ Ctd.

MARY VAVALA, to permit extension of trailer court trom 36 to 42 unit.s,

Lot 18, Evergreen Farms (Gum Springs Trailer Court) Nt. V.ernon District.

(General Business).

Since the Board of Supervisors had requested that no TraUer Parks be

granted by this Board until a trailer ordinance is adopted, Mr. V. Smith

moved to defer this case until May 8th.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

HOWARD G. PHILLIPS, to permit carport with room above 5 feet fram Bide pro

perty line. Lot a, S~ction 1, Hollin Hills Subdivision (1223 Rippon Road)

Nt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Lenier, architect ror the applicant discussed this application with th

Board. While this addition would come to within 5 teet of the side line,

Mr. Lanier thought it would not adversely afreet anyone, as Mr. Merle

Thorpe owns the land joining on this side and his large acreage will pro

bably not be developed for many years. The Thorpe house is locat.ed deep 1

the property and the area between 1s largely wooded. Mr. Thorpe was. advi

of this requested addition and did not express objection. This prope~y i

located on a dead end street which stops at the Thorpe property. Since th

lot is very steep on the opposite side of the house where it would be very

expensive to excavate and in the rear the landscaping would be destroyed

by construction it would appear that this is the only logical place ror th

addition, Mr. Lanier stated. This room is designed for'an elderly relativ

The entrance to the room will be level with the back yard. This will give

privacy for the room· and will not be objectionable to anyone. The space

between the main house and the addition, which is about 10 feet, will be

lett for outdoor living and will afford light and air both for-the house

and the additional room. It was also noted that the lot line slants towa

the rear so actually only one corner of the addition is in violation.

It was brought out that while this property joins the Thorpe estate, which

may not be developed at present, it was certainly potential subdivision

property, since this is a generally settled area.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved that the application be granted for a 5 footvarianc

only - not to come closer than 10 teet from the side property 11ne, beeaus
not

this would/appear to affect adversely adjoining property, and because it i

to be used for family purposes.

Seconded, Mr. VerI in Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

J.J.

{) II
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SaCONT MOBIL OIL COMPANY, INC., to permit erection and operation of a

service station and permit pump islands 25 feet from right of way line *
on north side #644 and adjacent to west side of Springfield Eataees, Lee

District. (General Business).

Mr. Hobson represented the applicant. This is a request for the permit and

a 25 foot setback for the pump islands. It is a business district with ex

isting business zoning on the west and north.

There were no objections.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat dated.

January 1, 1956 and amended March 26, 1956 by Marlin 14cLaughlin, Certified

Surveyor, which shows the pump islands to be 25 feet from the front propert

line. granted as this appears not to affect adversely neighboring property.

Seconded, Judge Hamel

carried J unanimously.

O/(J-.

I

I

1-

2_

II
DEFERRED CASES:

EDITH THOMPSON,to permit erection and operation of a motel on two acres of

land with J1J feet frontage on Lee Highway (14 units), on north side of

Lee Highway across from Pleasant Acres Tourist Court, Centreville Dist.

(Agriculture).

The Planning Commission would not recommend a business zoning in this area.

This was granted by the Board in February 1952, but Miss Thompson said she

was unable to start during the allowable period. This will be a most un

usual and attractive motel, Miss Thompson told the Board. It will be

colonial in architecture am each room will be named for some f'amous histor cal

character. She will have 14 units. The perkolation test has passed the

Health Department. The bUildings will be back a considerable distance £ro~

the highway.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat by Walter

L. Phillips, Civil Engineer and Land Surveyor, dated January 30, 1952, but

that the building be granted as shown on plat titled "MOtel for Miss Edith

Thompson, Route 29-211" for 14 units, plat dated March 25, 1956 and drawn

by J. E. T. listed as Sheet #3, granted because this does not appear to

adversely affect adjoining property.

Seconded, Judge Hamel

Carried, unanimously.

II

JOHN H. HOWARD, to permit erection of an addition to dwelling 4 feet of

side property line, between Leesburg Pike and Columbia Pike, 400 feet sout

of Columbia Pike, Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

No one was present to discuss this case. Judge Hamel moved to defer the

case for 30 days.

Seconded, Mr. Verlln Smith

Carried J unanimously.

I

I

I
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DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

REGOR, INC' t to permit erection of dwellings )0 feet from the street right

or-way lines, Lots 1 through 16 inclusive, Block 39, Section 14, North

Springfield and Lots 24 through 36 inclusive. Block 9, Section 14, North

Springfield, Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

The Planning Commission had not yet made their recommendation on this.

JUdge Hamel moved to defer this case until the next meeting.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously_

II

The meeting adjourned.

... v
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.1..'+ April 24, 1956

The regular meeting of the Fairfax County
Board of Zoni~ Appeals was held Tuesday,
April 24, 1956 in the Board Room of the
Fairfax Courthouse, at 10 o'clock a. m.
with a full Board present.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Judge Hamel.

~~. Henry of the Soil Survey presented a copy or their report to each

member of the Board.

DEFERRED CASES:

CHESTER COPELAND, to permit extension of a trailer court with 14 additiona

units, Lot 25, Evergreen Farms Subdivision (Total 76 units) Lee District.

(General Business).

Mr. Baugbnight asked the Board to defer this case for one month in order t

complete their plats.

Mr. Verlin Smith so moved - deferred to May 22nd.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
c. & P. TELEPHONE COMPANY - Mr. Robert McCandlish came before the Board

with reference to his letter of April lath detailing his client's position

on the C. & P. Telephone case. The letter is quoted as follows:

"April 17, 1956
Mr. John W. Brookfield
Chairman, Board of Zonine Appeals
Springfield, Virginia

Re: Application of Chesapeake
.. Potomac Telephone Company
for Use Permit

Dear Mr. Brookfield:

On February 14,1956 the Board of Zoning Appeals granted the
above application prOVided the company put a roof on its pro
posed telephone exchange similar in appearance to that of
Pohick Church.

Since Section 15-650 of the Code of Virginia provides that a
petition for appeal must be presented to the Circuit Court
within thirty days after the filing of the decision in the
office of the Board

i
the Telephone Company on March 14,1956

perfected its appea to the Circuit Court. This was done
only to eliminate any later question of compliance with the
law and not to interfere with further deliberation of the
Board, and no steps have been taken under the appeal.

We understand that the Board proposes to take some final
action on the application on April 24th, and at that time
to either remove the architectural condition from the ap
plication or to reconsider and deny the application.

The company is fUlly aware of the duty that the Board of
Zoning Appeals owes the public, and particularly the peo
ple in the Lewinsville area, and the Company hopes that the
Board is likewise aware of the desperate need for expanded
telephone service in the area. The Company is prepared to
order a considerable amount of new equipment for this ex
change and it is imperative to meet the construction
schedule in order to satisfy the demands of the people in
the area for service.

I

I

I

I

I
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Letter from Mr. McCandlish - Ctd.

To avoid a long delay in the building program and the
consequent inconvenience to these people who need tele
phone service. the Company would like to propose the
following:

(a) That the Board of Zoning Appeals take no further
action on this application but that the Company pre
sa.-e the original use pennit and plans for a build
ing With a roof similar to that of Pohick Church to
the building inspector so that it may get a building
pe~it and proceed at once with the erection of the
exchange.

IJI
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I
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(b) That the Company proceed with its appeal in the
Circuit Court under the provisions of Section 6:12(£)2
of the County Code and Sections 15-850 and following
of the Code of Virginia.

We would agree that the Court could decide that. even
if the Board of Zoning Appeals could not impose an
architectural condition as such, the Boardfs decision
could be broad enough to refuse a pennit under 'the
above .findings if the applicant did not agree to erect
a certain type of building as prescribed by the Board
of Zoning Appeals on the proposed site.

This could be done by the Attorney for the Commonwealth
filing an answer to our petition for appeal setting
this out and the Company replying and denying such right.

After the Court reaches a decision in this matter (which
we would expect long before the building was completed)
the Company would agree that if the Court decided that
the Board of' Zoning Appeals could require this type or
roof', :for any reason, the Company would then put such
a roof' on its building. The ,Company would agree to put
such a roof' on the building in the event the C'Ourt decides
that the Board could refuse a permit if', in its opinion,
the proposed building without a roo.f of' this type would
be detrimental to the general welfare of the community.

If' the Court decided otherwise then the Company would
complete its bUilding as shown by the rendering it pre
sented the Board on February 14th.

Mr. Fitzgerald, who would represent the Board in the
Circuit Court. am I have agreed that this is perfectly
feasible from a legal point of' view if the Board sees
fit to accept our proposal and do nothing further in
the matter.

Thanking you in advance, I am,

Sincerely yours,

lsi Robert J. McCandl1eh, Jr.,
Attorney for Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone .n

Mr. McCandlish displayed the architect I s rendering of the proposed build-

ing for the C. & P. Telephone Company with a pitched roor, stating that if

the Board did not go along with his letter (quoted above) his client would

request a building permit on the basis o:f the rendering presented and weul

withdraw their sui't. This, however, Mr. McCandlish stated, was presented

as an alternative in view of the fact that if the Court should rule that a

special type of roof could not be required by the Board - the Board might

refuse the permit. They prefer to use the fiat roof design, Mr. McCandlis

continued, as they do not wish to set a precedent by changing their establ hed

type of architecture.



c. & P. Telephone Company - Ctd.

If the procedure in the letter is carried out, they will put the pitched

roof on the building if the Court so decides _ if the Court decides that

requirement is not within the jurisdiction of the Board. _ they 'Will con

struct the building with a flat roof, Mr. Mc{:andliah explained.

In answer to Judge Hamel I s question, Mr. MCCandlish said the bUilding will

have 5,000 square feet per floor - outside dimensions 80 x 60 feet.

A letter from the Board of Appeals to the C. &: P. Telephone Company was

read suggesting that in the interest of good public relations, they go

along with the pitched roof construction.

The rendering of the pitched root building was entirely satisfactory to

the Board. It was agreed that a building pennit should be issued on the

basi. of that building.

Mr. Verl!n Smith said he would like to read the back minutes again before

taking final action, he therefore moved to defer decision on this until

later in the day to review the minutes of February 14th.

Seconded. Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
A letter to the Board. of Supervisors. drafted for the Board of Appeals.

was read - requesting the Board to appoint a Committee to draft an Ordinanc

governing trailer parks - this to be submitted to the Planning Commission

and Board of Supervisors for revision or approval.

II

I

I

I
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NEW CASES:

C. H. FUGATE. to penni t erection and operation of a service station and. to

permit pump islands 25 feet of the street property line on the south side

of #644, approximately 400 feet east of 11789. Lee District (Rural Business)

Mr. James·.Poppleman represented the applicant. Sinclair Oil Company, who

will develop this property if the permit is granted. will put up a modern

three bey station costing about 130.000. The only variance they are asking

is on the pump islands. Mr. Poppleman stated.

There is another filling station about 300 feet east of this proposed site

on Mr. Fugate's property.

Mr. Vernon Lynch called attention to the drainage problem here whi<:h he

thought should be carefully considered. He was not opposing this use but

wished the Board to assure that the drainage would be properly taken care

of.

It was suggested that if granted this should be made supject to approval of

the Design Department of Public Works. and a signed agreement by 'the appl1_

cant.

I

I
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l-Ctd. Mr. Poppleman said that was their intention to ask for the permit' on the

basis of Public Works approval.

Mr. Verlin Smith questioned the size of this property for a filling statio

To which Mr. Popplema.n stated that he thought it perf.ectly adequate, and

that this property actually has more frontage than they consider necessary.

100 x 120 feet they have found is sufficient while this property has 130

foot frontage.

Judge Hamel moved to grant the application subject to approval by the Dept~

of Public Works as to drainage and subject to approval of the Highway Dept~

for ingress and egress, granted as shown on plat presented with the case

drawn by Merlin McLaughlin, Certified Surveyor, dated March a, 1956, and

subject also to a signed agreement regarding drainage plans~

Seconded, Mr. Verlin Smith

Carried, unanimously ~

II

... ,
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2- SALVATORE D~ GULLOTTA, to permit tool shed to remain three feet from rear

property line, Lots 77 and 7a, Fairhill on the Boulevard, Providence Diet.

(Suburban Residence).

This is a little frame shed, Mr~ GullottQ..told the Board, located about

100 feet back of his house. The property to the rear is open field." The

building was completed before he learned that it was necessary to have a

bUilding permit, 1~."Gullotta said. His neighbors do not object.

Mr~ Haar moved to grant the application as it does not appear to adversely

affect adjoining property.

Seconded, Judge Hamel

Carried, unanimously.

II
3- GLADYS M~ McCAW, to permit operation of a nursery school on west side o.f

Route #655, 1 mile north #236, Providence District. (Agriculture.)

This case was withdrawn by the applicant.

II
4- ROBERT H~ DELLAR, to permit erection of dwelling within 47.5 feet of stree

property line, on south side #636, 6/10 mile east of #638, Mason Dist.

(~grieUlturalJ.

There is a steep grade and irregular contour on his lot, Mr. Dellar told

the Board, which would make it difficult to locate the house back farther.

Is it is they have changed the plan of the house to have the kitchen door

open on to the side - as the rear of the house is so far above grade. How

ever, Mr. Dellar changed the front setback from the requested 47.5 to 53

feet. Mr~ Dellar showed by pictures that the street (#63&) in front ofh!

property curves in across his frontage. If this road is widened, which it

probably will be some day, as this is only a 30 foot right of way, the

Highway Department will no doubt straighten out this unnecessary little

curve - making his house set back still farther from the right of way.
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NEW CASES _ Ctd.

Even if more right of way is taken - he will still be back surflciently

far to create no adverse affect on anyonelse. The approach could not be

made from the side road because of the grade, which drops to a- stream, Mr.

Dellar explained.

Mr. Kurtz, who owns the farm to the rear has no objection to this violatio

Judge Hamel moved to grant a variance of seven feet as the topography of

the lot is such that it makes it difficult to locate the house within the

required setback and there is an angle in the road which When straightened

will give more front setback.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

OJ r

I

I

5- ANNIE LENA ~~A GRASMAN, to permit dwelling to remain as erected 14.4 feet

of side property line, Lot 2, Grabman Subdivision, Mason Dist.(Sub. Res.}

Mr. Reed, the builder, represented the applicant. A letter was read from

Mr. Brasse, adjoining property owner, stating no objection.

Mr. Reed said this was his first mistake in house location in 2g years. A

the time they made this location the instrument was out of fix _ therefore

they missed by a few inches. There is no plan for a garage. The lot is

level, and a gar~ge could be located to the rear.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to grant the application proYided the applicant ex

tends the driveway to not less than 20 feet in the rear of the house, if th

driveway is constructed ort the south side of the house.

Seconded, Mr. Haar

Carried, unanimously.

II
6- ELIZABETH CARTER, to pennit erection and operation of a dog keMel, on the

northeast side of #60g, 2/10 mile northwest of #602 opposite Franklin Dai
~

Farm, gP&R8B ille District. (Agriculture).

She has bought this property contingent upon the grant ing of this pennit,

Mrs. Carter told the Board. She would raise cockers and pug dogs. The

kennel will accommodate from 30 to 40 dogs. This kennel would be mostly

for breeding purposes - but she would possibly board a few dogs. Mrs.

Carter agreed to surround the kermel and runs wi.th a 72 inch f'ence. A sol

fence will be built facing her house - which will probably reduce the bark

ing. The dogs are allowed out only twice during the day.

Mrs. H. L. Dudley objected - stating that Mr. Franklin, who lives on the

opposite side of her property also objects, although he was unable to be

present. The DeHavens on the north side of the Carter property object •

Mrs. Dudley showed a plat indicating the location of the kennel with re

lation to the property of those objecting. They object to the noise and

nuisance. Her property joins the Carters, MrS. Dudley said - her house

would be just about opposite the kennels. They have woods in front but are

I

I
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NEW CASES - Ctd.

clearing between her home and the kennels.

Mrs. Hornbaker, who lives around the corner from the Carter property

objected - stating that she had lived near a kennel which was extremely

unpleasant. She thought this many dogs would be a serious nuisance to the

neighborhood.

Mrs. Carter was of the opinion that controlled dogs were not annoying.

She thought excessive barking unnecessary. She also suggestied that the

solid fence which she would put up between the neighboring property and

the kennels would make a satisfactory barrier. She recalled having dogs

in Jefferson Manor to which no one objected.

Mr. Verl!n Smith moved to deny the case because this does not appear to be

in keeping with the use of neighboring property and it appears that it wo·

adversely affect the property immediately to the east.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

For the motion: Brookfield, J. B. Smith, Verlin Smith

Not voting: Judge Hamel and Mr. Haar.

Motion carried.

II
GEORGE L. BAKER, to permit a convalescent lodge on five acres of land, on

west side of Hunter Mill Road, #674, approximately 800 feet north of

Washington Old Dominion Railroad, Centreville'District. {Agricultural}.

This Home will be located on a five acre tract'Which Mr. Baker said he

was purchasing from the Nichols 30 acre farm. The building is located

100 feet from all property lines. The house sets back 274 feet from the

road. All adjoining property is still owned by the Nichols _ who do not

object to this use. He would have nine patients, Mr. Baker continued.

His wife is a registered nurse. They will meet all requirements of the

County and State.

The following letter from Mrs. Elsie Graham of 'the Stat-e Department _of

Health, was read:

"April 17,1956

Mr. George Baker
543 Warwick Avenue
Fairfax, Virginia

Dear Mr. Baker:

On April 13 19.56 an inspection was made of a piece of property
located on Hunters Mill Road, Fairfax County, proposed for use
as a Nursing Home.

The following recommendations will have to be made- before a
license can be issued.

1. Full bathroom off library on first floor
2. Provisions made for a nurses' station. As suggested, use

Corner of reception room.
3. Dining room to be used for patients
4. Three compartment sink with drain boards and a sufficient

number of restaurant type wirod dish baskets to be
installed in kitchen.

S. Hood over kitchen stove, exhaust ran in kitchen
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7-Ctd. Letter from Mrs. Elsie Graham of the State Department of Health _ Ctd.

6.

10.

7.s.

I

I

All floors to be treated or covered with such
material as can be kept sanitary. Do not use scatter rugs.
Medical records to be kept on each patient
Standard. size hospital beds equipped with side raUs.
protective coverings for mattresses
Each patient to have a call bell, bed light, bedside
table, com£ortable chair and other fUrniture that is
necessary. .
There must be sufficient number of qualified nurses
on duty around the clock.

11. The occupancy of the home cannot exceed nine people,
this includes patients and emploYees.

Enclosed are application forms for a license. execute properly and return
one copy to this office with proper fee. '

When you have put into effect the above recommendations. notify this
of£ice. I will make another inspection before license will be issued.

Very truly yours,

/s/ (I~s.) Elsie K. Craham, R. N.
Nursing Home Administrator,
Bureau Hospital and Nursing
Home Services"

These requirements will be put into e££ect when and if necessary, Mr.
Baker said.

Also a letter was read from the Fire Marshall stating that having only

nine patients - this use did not come under the classification of a public

building - therefore, there are no definite requirements. However, the

Fire Marshall made several safety suggestions.

Mr. Baker showed a map indicating the location of all property owners in

the area who would be affected by this use, pointing out those especially

within one mile. Mr. Adams, who lives directly across the road from this

property does not object.

Mrs. Nichols who is selling to Mr. Baker, said they did not object to

this use and would in fact build their home near this property.

Mr. C. H. Meyer who owns 22 acres about 1-1/2 miles away thOUght this

would not affect the area adversely - also Mrs. Kitchen recalled that a

I

school had been operating here, which was not obj&ctionab1e. She thought

this would be an asset to the County - and a much needed project.

~~. Gorrell, who lives about 1/2 mile away had no objection.

Mr. Baker stated. in answer to Mr. Haarts question, that no mOre traffic

would be generated from this USe than from a normal home of this size.

This is a very large home, Mr. Baker continued, not 'suitable for single

family use. Mr. Baker presented a petition with 33 names favoring his

project - with indications that 23 of the signers live within one mile

of his property.

I

I
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OPPOSITION:

Mr. Maxwell Elliott, who owns property adjoining the Nichols farm, stated C> d--I
his objections, viz: that the use would adversely affect adjoining property

and property in the general area, that this use is not in keeping with d.e-

velopnent in the area which is agricultural and residential. Mr. Elliott

recalled a similar application on Hunter Mill Road which was denied by th.e

Board in 1951, which decision he thought perfectly sound. Mr. Elliott call

attention to the mysterious police school which has been operating in this

building - he didn1 t know who was operating it or if they have a psrmit _

however, the lease has evidently expired and the school is to be discontinu

Mr. Elliott pointed out that, in his opinion, the use was not within the

jurisdiction of the Board to grant, since it is not a hospital _ under the

definition of a canvalescent home and therefore cannot be granted under the

hospital regulations. In New York, Wisconsin, Pennsylvania and Texas _ thi

type of use has been considered a boarding house, which would not be permit ed

by the Ordinance in this locality.

Mr. Elliott likened this use to a 'block buster' which would break down

values and encourage other similar uses.

Mr. Alfred Kidwell, who owns a 200 acre dairy farm near the Nichols propert ,

recorded his objection.

L. A. Bachman, who lives on Hunter Mill Road about 1-1/2 miles from this

property objected, urging the Board to reaffinn their decisions of 1951

when they refused another convalescent home. He thought this wuld de

preciate values and be out of keeping with the residential character of the

area.

Also Mr. L. F. Shane, ~Irs. Janet Curr, and Joan Heinick objected for reason

stated.

Mr. Baker again pointed to his petition calling attention to the location

of the property of those who do not object to his plans. He stated that

there would be no architectural changes in his building and no additions.

There will actually be no outward change from any standpoint as they are

limited in the number of patients. Mr. Baker recalled that the case which

was refused by the Board involved the construction of a building.

Mrs. Jean White agreed that this use would not harm the neighborhood.

Mrs. Kerr said her husband had signed the petition opposing this use as

she had thought the use was to be granted to the applicant rather than to

the location. Her husband would like to have his name taken from the

petition opposing this use.

Mr. Haar moved to grant the application in view of the fact that the op

position has developed no satisfactory nor substantial objections. This is

granted for a period of ten years and to the applicant only, and shall

comply with existing County and State regulations.

Seconded, Judge Hamel
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Mr. VerIin Smith said he would vote "noll on this as he thought it would ad

versely affect the neighborhood as it is not in keeping with the develop

ment of the area, and he thought the points raised by Mr. Elliott should

be considered further, that the Board should have word from the Commonweal

Attorney as to the jurisdiction of the Board to act under the present

ordinance.

For the motion: Brook£ield, Judge Hamel, J. B. Smith, Mr. Haar

Mr. VerlinSmlth voted "no"

The motion carried.

II

's

I

I
8- NICHOLAS ZAPPLE, to permit erection of an addition to dwelling within 14

feet of the side. property 11ne, Lot 7, Walnut Hill, (1417 Timber Lane),

Providence District. (Suburban Residence).

This addition is requested to take care of' the needs of his growing f~ily

Mr.. ZappIa told the Board. When.they planned this addition, they were to

that they needed only 13 .feet between the building and the side property

line. They therefore drew their plans whic~ would bring the addition with

in 14 feet of the line. The addition will be on the back of an existing

porch. He could not move the addition farther wi thin the lot because it

would cover the entrance to the back door and it would be too expensive

to change the entrance-way. Also moving the addition to ,conform: .to 'set

tla'Ck8~\fPtUd ~over the ,basement entrance.

'1'here::~re;.no Object'ions-,,:tl"Olll the neighbors. Mr. Zapple said.

It was noted that a garage or carport could be located at the rear of the

house.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to grant the application because it does not appear

to adversely affect neighboring property and the variance is only o~e {'oot

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
9- ROBERT F. BEHM, to permit erection of a utility shed 72 feet from street

property line and within 10 feet of the side property line. lot 15. Pro

vidence F9rest. Dranesville District. (Suburban Residence).

Since his home has no basement, this is requested to take ~are of small
not

tools and yard equipment. He could/locate this building back farther on

the lot. Mr. Behm explained, because of the existing retaining wall and

the steep slope of the ground to the rear. The adjoining neighbor does

not object.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to grant the application for a setba~k of 72 feet

from the street property line as shown on plat by Robert F. Behm.• Architec

No. B-Q26662. as this does not appear to affect adversely nei8hboring

property.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

"
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WADFIELD FOREST 'CIVIC ASSOCIATION, to p~rm1t erection o~ 'two sipa with

larger area than allowed by the Ordinance, total area 235.2 square t ••t, ~ } J
Lota 12 and 13, Section 1, Wakefield Foreet, Felle Church Dietrict.(Agric.)

The two brick wall eigne vUl be constructed aD private property at the

entrance to their subdivision, the applicant stated. The wall will be

painted whi'te and the DIUIle of 'the subdivision printed on the wall.

Mr. Verl1n SIIlith aaked about the widening of Route #236 - eince it wae not

known what- the Highway Department plene for road width at th1e point, it

waa BUggeeted that thie be investigated before the eigne are put up.

It was brought out that the AS80ciation haa permiaslon to locate the sign

on one aide o£ the street - but haYe not yet obtained permission troll the

other owner who 18 out of the area It this time.

It WRa suggested that the caee be deterred tor the applicant to look int-a

tuture right of way tor street. widening and to get permission from the

second property owner to put up the sign.

Mr. VerItn Smith moved to deter the case until May 22nd..

Seconded. Mr. J. B. Bmth

Carrilld, unan1lloue1y.

II
JAKES H. O·BRIEN. to permit carport to r-.in as erected 7.9 f'eet f'rom Bid

property line, Lot 1, Block M, Section 2, Parklawn SUbdivieion. (741tl

Yellowstone Drive). Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

This addition must necessarily be located back o£ the chlaney _iob pro-'

jects on thia aide of' the bouse. Mr. O'Brien said be had plUmed tbis wi

the thought that it Would meet tbe regulations. Two inspectors had seen

the addition alKi when the distance to tbe side line was measured _ it was

f'ound to be in violation. He did not tbink it would in any way adversely

af'f'ect the neighborbood. Mr. O'Brien said. as 'the other housis on the stre

are located parallel With the street 11ne and th1s ls a corner lot where

the violation would not be noticable. and only one corner of the structure

i8 in violation.

Mr. Verlln Smith moved to grant 'the application as tbe violation i8 only

On one corner and the variance requested is only 2.1 teet and this does not

appear to adversely af't8ct neighboring property.

Seconded. Mr.J. B. 8m1th
Carried. unan1.lll0usly.

II
With regard to tbe c. & P. Telephone case - discussed earlier with Mr.

McCandlish - the Board took no action.

II
The meeting adjourned
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'fhe regw.ar m8e'tUlg or ~ne :traJ.nu l.iountoy
Board of Zoning Appeals was held Tusoday,
llay 8, 1956 in the Board RoClll of the Fair
fax Courthouse with a fUll Board present:
Mr. J. B. Smith, Mr. Brookfield, Mr. Varlin
smith J and the two new members - Mrs.
Lawrence Henderson and Mr. George T. Barnes

The meeting wae opened with a preyer by Mr. Verlin Smith

DEFE~ CASES:

HUGH IIJHRO. to permit operation of a trailer Cou.r1;i with 466 trailer sites

on north side of Southern Ra.Uroed on east side #638, Rolling Road, Falla

Church District. (Industrial)

The fol1ow~ng let'ter was read trom Mr. H. F. Schumann, Jr., Zoning Admini

strator:

"May 8, 1956

TO: Members of the Board of Zoning Appeals

FROM: H. F. SchUllllDn. Jr. J Zoning Administrator

This 1s to advise the Board that it 1s our intention to
present to the PlaMing Coamlss1on a draft of proposed
trailer park regulations on May 17th. It is planned that
the Commission will consider these regulations in detail
on May 24th.

Under this time schedule the earliest possible date on which
such regulations lIBy be made .rr.ct.lYe by the Board of County
Supervisors 18 on July 11th.

Very truly yours,

BY: lsi H. F. Schwaann. Jr.
Zoning Administrator"

Mr. Lytton Gibaon represented the applicant. Mr. Gibson said he was per

fectly willing to defer this case until after the adoption of the Trailer

Park Ordinance.

Mr. Verlin Smith mO'9'ed to defer this case until July 24th.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

I

2_ M. T. BROYHILL & SONS. to permit dwelling to remain as erected, Lo~ 1,

Section 9. BroyhUl Park, 33.3 toot setback from Kenney Drive. Falls Church

District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Dewberry represented. the applicant. This CAse had been deferred to giv

the applicant a chance to either re-subdivide or re-locate the road. Mr.

Dewberry said a tentative agreement had been reached on ,this. He asked tha

the case be deferred to the next meeting until the changes have been approv

It was possible at that time a variance would not be required.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to defer the case until June l21ih - pending completi

- of plans by the applicant.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I
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EDWARD E. BOGGESS, to pennit an addition to rear ot rea1iaurant which 1s 31

fee't from front property lin., on west side (11, approximately 1600 feet [) 7.-
soath #242, Lee District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Mooreland. cited. Page 194. Paragraph :3 as the au't;;hority under whicb the

Board might act on this request.

Mr. Boggess explained that he intendl to ask for .general business zoning

on this property in the near f'uture - but in the lIleantime he would like too

remodel this building tor immediate use. Mr. Bogges8 recalled his lormer

statements that he woUld remove the front 14. feet ot his buUdibg, which

will give a better setback froID. U. s. 11. and. the addition will be put on

the Niar. The building, when completed, will meet all requirements of the

building inspectors office.

Mr. Verl1n SIllitoh thought the applicant should make his rezoning application

rather than apply to this Board. Mr. Ver11n Sml1;h also Doted that the Boa

should bave certified plats on any busines8 use in an agricultural district

The plats presented are not cert'ified aa to building location nor to the

location of the parking area, no indication if 'ingress and egress, Mr. V.

Smith continued, and he thought no business use should be extended here Wit

out complete plats in order that the Board might know what they are grant

The plata should show the ex1sttng and proposed buildinc and their location

Mr. Boggess called attention to the fact that he could continue operating

in the existing building. However, whatever he will make will be an 1m

proyement, and the tact is the building is in such a bad condition he does

not like to attempt to continue as it is - for that reason the remodelling

would bene1"it not only himself but the entire area.

Mr. Mooreland called attention to the tact that interior changes costing

le88 than one hundred dollars ($100.00) could be made withcut a permit.

Mr. Verlin smith noted that with the cODlpletion of the Jon•• Point-Cabin

John Bridge Road, U. S. #1 Will be a major highway - he thought it not Wise

to allcnr further encroaching construction in this area. New construction

within th~ possible future right ot way would make acquisition ot right of

way more expensive for the State. Mr. Verlin Smith also suggested that the

sanitary situation should be taken care of.

Mr. Boggess said he had owned this property for only three months, and the

sanitary system was being checked by the County and would be approved. At

present he is digging up the yard to revamp the water system. Mr. Boggess

said he had another business just near this business and he was tamiliar

With the needs for improvement on this property.

Mr. Verlin smith said that when the Board viewed the property they had aeen

the sewerage running in an opeD ditch. He thought that a health hazard..
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Mr. Bogg8s8 said he had ..de 80me 1IIlproTem.ents in the short time he.owned

the property, but would make many more. He wanted to complete hie improve

ments in order 'to be able to operate on a better basts for this ...aon.

The setback from the right of way of U. S. #1 was also discussed _ as it is

difficult to tell from the plots presented just how tar beck the building

would be. The sketch presented with the case was not clear aad ftS 001;

satisfactory basis on whicb to grant any changes on the property, the Board

agreed.

Mr. Bogge.8 said he was not told that it 18 necesaary to haTe certl£led

plata. He objected to the delay in meeting this requirements. He could

have had the plats, Mr. Boggess said. had he known. A fUrther dealy would

seriously affect his plans.

Whether or not this could be granted. under the 1hardehip1 clauae was dis

cussed. However, the Board did not consider this a hardship ca.e.

Mr. J. B. Smith thought it more practiCal for the _ppllcant to ask for a

rezoning and if' granted - to put up' an entirely new bUilding.

Mr. Verlin Smith lIIO'Ied to deny the case because it is not within the power

of the Boaz,::l to grant an extension for the addition applied for under

Section 6-12, Sub-Beetion 3. regarding non-conforming uses, and there was

no evidence presented which would giTe the Board the power to act under

Section 12, Sub-section )-g, which is the hardship section.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
Mr. Verl1n Smith suggested that on all applications for similar business

uses in agricultural districts. the Board should haTe certified plats. He

recalled earlier resolutions the Board had passed requesting that. such plat

be tiled with these cases.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved that the Board consult the CODlQ,onwealth's Attorney

to see if' they have authority to request certif'ied plats tor slm1lar appli

cationa and if not that we request that that authority be given the Board.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
ROBINSON E. DUFF, to permit erection of carport 25' 6" from Lakeview Drive.

Lots 20 and 21. Section I, Lake Barcroft, (7706 LakeView Drive) Mason Diet.

(Suburban Residence). This was deterred to view the property. Mr. Duff,
recalled his statements at the earlier hearing when he stated that he WOuld

excavate in at the street level and put his carport in front of the present

garage. He is asking a 4-1/2 foot variance for the carport. The preserrt:.

garage w1l1 be converted to an extra bedroom and a winterized laundry.

I

I

I

I

I
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Mr. Duff showed hia plan to put a brick retaining wall on the north aide of

his driveway. On the other aide or the driveway the ~round will be sloped

off gradually with a planting of 1.".. His plan has beeD approved by Col.

Barger and Mr. Roth, architect. The structure he proposes will appear only

about 2 feet above the ground, Mr. Duff continued, and will ther,efore not

obstruct vision from the roadway. He owns the adjoining lot on this side 0

his property, Mr. Duff said. This 1s not a through street, it was noted.

Mr. Duff also called attention to his plan to put a railing around. the open

deck of the carport, which would assure no hazard to children. The C8roport

will be 17' 6" long.

Mr. Verlin Smith questioned. what some future purchaser might do if he used

this carport for a larger car. He might want to extend 11••

Mr. Duff said he had secured the approval of the people across the etreet

from him, and adjacent property owners. There were no objections from the

area.

Mr. J. B. smith moved that a four foot six inch (4' 6") varience be .granted

on the carport and that 'the retaining wall on the north aide be not higher

than the existing grade.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

• Verlin Smith oftered the 8JlJDendment that the slope be left so that the

driver in a car coming from the carport could see along 'the southwest side

ot Lakeview Drive a m1n1mum distance of fifty teet (SOt) before any portion

01' the car reaches the surface treated area ot Lakeview Drive. This is

granted because it does not appear to affect adversely any property in the

area and because this is a limited acceS8 street •

• J. B. Smith and Mr. Barnes accepted the amendment.

tion with amendment carried, unanimously.

II
COUNTRY CLUB HILLS RECREATION CORP•• to permit cOllllllUnity sw1ming pool and

structures accessory thereto, southeast end of Embassy Lane (Greenway Hilla)

on 7.9' acres of land, Providence District. (Rural Residence).

, Lytton Gibson reviewed the case briefly, stating that if the Board. wish him

to present witnesses substantiating his case he would do so - but for the

benefit of the new Board members he would go over the high lights of the la

presentation, The applicant is a non-protit organization, Mr. Gibson stat.ect

ormed over a year ago tor the purpose ot conducting a recreational center -

eluding a swimming, pool and baseball di8mond tor the Little League. They

first tried to find a site within 'their own subdivision - being unsuccessful

they tried other locations nearby. This slte was the most satlsiactory fro

every standpoint, being reasonable and central to the area. It is generall

greed, Mr. Gibson pointed out, that this type of facility is needed in the

community - the only objection being to the location. At the last hearing

on this, Mr. Gibson recalled, the main objection had been to the limited

CC8SS, possibility of flooding, and the noise.

t:.t
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1s project will aerYe not only Counery <::lub Estates but the general ar.ea

around 'the site. Theyhave contracted to purchase eight plua (8+) acres.

Since it was asked tha't the topographic conditions of tbb .ground be dis

cussed with Mr. K1pp of the Deportment of Public Works, Mr. Gibson &howed a

toPOgraphic map indicating the natural flow of drainage. The fOllowing

letter from Mr. K#.;pp was read:

"May 7, 1956

Mr. John W. Brookfield. Chairman
Board of' Zoning Appeals
County of Fairfax
Fairfax, Virginia

Dear Mr. Brooktielci:

At the request of one of the local residents and a _ber
of' the Country Club Hilla Recreation Corporation, I looked
over the propoeed _ing pool, porking lot, and baseball
diamond in 'the area southeaet or Greenway Hille. From my
inspection or the site and examination of the plans, I see
no reason why this proposed construction could not be
completed wi'thout interfering with the nood plain in this
area.

This work does not come under the jurisdiction of the Dept.
of" Public Works. I am writing you this purely at the re
quest of one of the local residents.

Very truly yours.

/ s/ Edward L. Kipp
Director of Public Works"

Gibson said they had also checked with the Planning Offi.e and found

hat this use - at this location - does not conflict with the Master Plan.

In tact the Master Plan would not consider residential development to be

practical in this area.

s. Henderson asked if the little dirt road shown on the plat would be

Mr. Gibson explained that that is a private road. part. of

hich has been abandoned. They do not plan 'to use that road. Mr. Gibson

that the one roadway-entrance would give this project a limited

- but he thought that made it more desirable than it this were on a

• Gibson asked the privilege-'o£ presenting individual statements support-.

iog his case - if' the Board. cared to go into detailed testimony.

e Chairman asked for opposition.

Ed. Prichard spoke, representing the people in Greenway Hills. who

the project. Mr. Prichard presented a chart showing the access stree

project - indicating the unsatisfactory tratric conditions and the

inconvenience to those living on the street. Double parking on Embassy Lane

uld make it impossible for anything but one way traffic and people would

experience difficulty in getting out of their driveways. The street is onl

6 feet from curb to curb. There are no sidewalks. which would na"turally

ring "traffic over the lawns. The people in the area objec"t not only "to the

traffic conditions. but to the noise which Would naturally result from such

I

I

I

I

I



- .........-...- .....-..... - .....-.

I

I

I

I

I

5-Ctd. a project 80 near hamesand the intrusion on the rural character of' the ar

Mr. Prichard particularly called attention too the Brackeets _ who live on

the lot edjoining this site. Mrs. Brackett's eighty year old grandmother

11ves in this house. and a Doc'torts Certificate has been presented Btating

that undue noise which would disturb her rest would be detrimental to her

health.

Mr. Prichard called attention to other sites which are available _ these

sites would be more expensive. but would be more desirable from the stand

point of objections trom. home owners. He listed tour parcels which could

be bought: one twelve acre parcel at $2500 per acre: a five acre tract at.

$2650 per acre; a tive acre tract at 13500 per acre. These parcele front 0

Route #237 and would be immediately accessible to the applicants. The topa

graphy on theBe parcels 115 better suited. :for this 1"80111ty as there would b

no filling and there are very few trees on the property which would make it

much easier to have a baseball diamond. This property 'WOuld have access

from four roads. While the property may be more expensive to purchase, the

work of conditioning it for this use would be tar les8 than t.he proposed

sire. The location would be accessible to the membership and would probabl

incur leaa objection. It was thought that the Greenway HUls residents mig

be happy to participate - if' this location 'Were chosen. This area could me

requirementa under which this use would be granted, Mr. Prichard contended,

under Section 6-12-2-a of the Ordinance - whereas granting this use in the

area proposed would certainly atr.ct adversely the welfare of the citicens

in Greenway Hills.

Mr. Verlin Smith asked Mr. Prichard if they would use the 20 toot outlet

road if it were made available. Mr. Prichard. thought. it would not be pract al

under any circumstances because of the location of their parking area and

topography. He also thought the people owning property nea,r this outlet

road would object. However, the people in Greenway Hilla would object lese

if this road were used.

Mr. Prichard recalled the maDy letters that had been sent to the Board

opposing this use, .and the petition with 94 names.

The Chairman suggested that the opposing letters be read. Mr. Gibson said

in that case he would feel compelled to present detailed evidence again als

that he had tried to eliminate repeating the details in order to spare the

Board, but he was willing to stipulate that there is oppositioD regarding

the traffic conditions, the drainage problem., and a lessening of property

values to those adversely affected, and that there is approXimately l~

opposition to this use in Greenway Hills.

Twenty-five stood opposing this use - twenty-five t'avoring.

Mrs. Colleen Hyams spoke stating that she had bought in this locality know

ing that there was no guarantee of what might be put on this property and

she realiZed. that the people living near such a project would naturally

object. However, in her work with youth organizations she was very conciou

of the need for such recreational areas as one means of aiding in t.he corre ion
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of juvenile delinquency. She felt that the good o£ the entire cotllllunity.

should be considered above tbat of the few who might be edvaroel.y affected.

Mr. Verlin Smith stressed the need for these recreational areas to be

planned and located before subdivisions are completed - 8~C. the need is

very evident for such areas - yet no one want s them near his own home.

It was brought out that the developer of Greenway Hills did not know that

this area was planned ror this project when he sold homes in hie subd ivisio

This property was bought. from the original owner and re-sold, Mr. Jess Ott

of the Greenway Hills organization told the Board. They were surprised whe

they learned that the land was being offered for a swimming· pool.

Lt. Brackett objected to this use, as it will change the entire character

the area. He considered this t.o be a nuisance to people living in the area

Lt. Brackett owns Lot. 15, which joins this project. He recalled that his

60 year old grandmother lives with them. ~e 1s in poor healeh and needs

regular rest every day. (The Doator's Certificat.e 'to this etfect had been

filed with the Board, Lt. Brackett said.). It is his opinion that this

noise and contusion will greatly. affect the health of the grandlllOtber•.whos

bedroom is about 15 or 20 yards from the pool. He also had had appraisals

on his home and found that in case this project i8 put in - the value will

be depreciated below his cost price. He felt that otharw would suffer the
I

same 10s8, and that the peop~e in Greenway Hillw should not be required to

carry the burden of such a project.

The motives and the sincerity of motives behind this project were questions

Mr. Roy Walker, a resident of G~eenway Hills, objected. He thought the

two citizens groups - Greenway Hills and Country Club Hills - should work

this out on an amiable basis. The group is not completely comitted to this

particular area, Mr. Walker said. he thought that if they really want a re

creational area - there is sufficient. land available to .find a location
•

satisfactory to everyone. He referred to the property previously listed as

another possible cheise of location - where there would be a better access.

leS8 traffic problems, and 1:ess objections from the area. The iSBue before

the Board. Mr. Walker said, is not the control ot juvenUe delinquency but

rather 18 there another available site where this project can operate with

out detriment to others. He felt that land was available where they could

all work together for an amiable eolution.

The applicant has an option on this property, Mr. Gibson said, contingent

upon this use b,eing granted. a $500.00 depOsit has been made. which eould

be refunded.

The Chairman asked that letters from the opposition be read in order to

further acquaint the new Board members with the background of this case.

0:30
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Lettere from the £ollowing people were read:

Paul Everbardt, Joaeph Bl1ckenaderCer, Mr. and Mra. Howard (telegram),

Richard Moore, WUliam Fedor, Robert Jones, James Butler, Stanley Ewell,.

Laonard Langdon, Phillip Cu#Dingham, Georga Elmore, Mra. Latty. Duahring,

F. L. Long, WIl. Frank, H. H. BU1, A. J. Cardice, Ralph Brackett, and Dr.

Wm. Harris.

Mr. Gibson stated that although one hour had been devoted to testl.1DOn,. of'

the opposition he did not wish to burden the Board with further wi:tn.sse••

He would therefore SUID up the caa8, unless the new members of the Board

wished him to pre.ent proponents.

With regard to the questioning of the motives and sincerity of thoa behind

this project, Mr. Gibson stated 'that the only motives back ot this project

are to haye a well regulated recreational area. It 1s a non-profit; organi

zation which these people are trying to promote f'or the good of' the entire

County. This 18 a needed facility, so recognized by the Planning Commissio ,

who make every effort to locate these areas in subdivisions wherever they

can get the developers to cooperate. Mr. Gibson noted that a baseball diam. d

could operate here on a private basis - that it is only the awi_iog pool

which brings this before the Board. Mr. Gibeon though~ they would meet the

same objections in any other location - just as the locationa of churches,

schools, etc. are objected to. This is not a ~lIIIlercia1 enterprise, ~•.

Gibson pointed aut - it is simply a needee raci1ity planned ror the benefit

or the c01JIIlUJlity.

They started 'this project. last. May, Mr. Gibson continued, looking for a

site. They plan a max~ of 4'0 members - there are only )0 homes in

Greenway Hills who might consider that they are affected adversely _ while

the net result w111. benefit uny hundreds. Mr. Gibson admitted that 'the

80 year old grandmother might be adversely affected - a1~ one or two. other ,

but what other use could be made of this land, he asked. It i. questionabl

if it could be used for residential purposes. The days of opportunity for

Children to play" in open fields is gone, Mr. Gibson continued,'it is highly

desirable that recreational areas be proVided where the youth can congregat

under well regulated circumstances. He thought the good resulting from thi

project would offset the harm.

Mr. Gibson stated again that if the Board wished he would ask proponents in

this case to speak.

Mr. Verlin Slllith. read from the Ordinance the paragraph under Which a decisi n

On this case would be made - if it would not affect the health and welfare

of those residing or working 1n the area.

Mrs. Henderson suggested that the two citizens organizations might get to

gether and work this out, and perhaps find another locat.ion. Mr. Gibson

thought. that. might. be dirt.cult.. He assured the Board that an honest. effo

had been made along this line but he felt that the Greenway Hilla people

were too deeply opposed. However, he thought that 1£ this project became

oJ J
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a reality - some of the Greenway Hills people might join.

That would be true, Mr. Pri<:h8.rd said - if' another location 1s found.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved thet the application be deterred untU after lunch.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Carried" unanimously.

On reconvening atter lunch, Mr. Verlin &nith made the following motion:

He moved that the application be deniedj that the applicatioo'·-1s being con

sidered under Section 6-4, paragraph k (as amended) and Sectton 6-12, F-2-a

The Board is conacious of the need for recreational facilities in the Count

but" nevertheless they llIUst eaks into consideration the wording of the Sect1 D

which sta'tes that the health .and .safety of the people residing or working

in the community must be considered, and. it 1s admitted in this case by the

Attorney th8:t this use probably Will artect adversely the health of one of

the persons living near by, and it is the opinion of the Board that the use

will afl"ect adversely people in the coamunity for the several reasons:

traftic conditions, the narrow street which will be used tor ingress and

egress, possible noiae, etc.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
Mr.· J. B. Smith nominated. Mr. VerIin Smith as the new Vice-Chairman of

the Board of Zoning Appeals.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
MARY VAVALA, to permit extension of trailer court from 36 to 42 Wllts,

Lot 18, Evergreen Farms (Gum Springs Trailer Court), Nt. Vernon District.

(General Business).This is a request for seven (7) additional traUer space

Sewer and water will be available to this park and she wUI add a playgro

area) Mrs. Vavala told the Board.

Mr. Charles Morrison also spoke for Mrs. Vavala, saying that it was 'the

applicants plan to rearrange the traUers with a turn-aroWld and the play

area at the end of the court. They are using a septic field now, but the

sewer lines run along the front of the property, am Mrs. Vavala wishes 'to

plan sewer connection lines for the entire tract.

The Chairman suggested that the request of the Board ot Supervisors to hold

up granting trailer parks would also apply to an extension.

Mr. Verlin Smith stated ·that hi would not favor the extension of any traUe

courts until the new ordinance is approved.

It was brought out that the sewer at this point would be ready by July _

since Mr. Schumann has stated that the new trailer ordinance will be ready

for approval in July - Mr. Verlin Smith suggested that this case be deterre

for completion of the Ordinance. He thought Mrs. Vavala would not be

I

I

I

I
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greatly inconvenienced with that. It was noe.el, however, that the new
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ordinance will most certainly require larger lot sises than Mrs. Vavala has

MIlo- Vanla asked if she should go ahead and put in the linee anticipating

that the Board will grant her thase additional trailers.

Mr. Verlin Smith answered that he would no't colllll1't h~self on how he would

vote in July. It will be necessary for 'the applicant to hook up 'to 'the

sewer - yet her project will probably not conform to the new ordinance re

quirements.

Mr. Mooreland explained that he understood the applicant was just wanting

to know how many lots she will get so she can put in the lines in a~cordanc

with the number of lots hooking on.

The unsanitary conditions of many trailer parks on U. S. #1 were discussed,

and 'the Board felt obligated to guard carefully any addi'tions to the exist

ing situation. It was noted, however, that this trailer park can continue

to operate as it is.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved that this case be deterred until July 24th, pending

the adoption of the new trail park ordinance.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Sml'th

Carried, unanimously.

II
JOHII H. HI1IfARD, to permit erection of an addition to dwelling 4 feet of sid

property line, between Leesburg Pike and Columbia Pike, MX> teet south of

Columbia Pike, Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

No one was present to discuss this case.

Mr. Verlin smith moved that it be put at the bottom of the 118t.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
NEW CASES:

MICHAEL VIGLIUCCI, to permit an addition to a' non-contorming building at

3941 Hiclunond Highway, Lee District. (General Business).

Mr. Andrew Clarke represented the applicant. This is an old building,

erected in 1929 on the present location. The property was purchased by Mr.

V1gliucci in 1939. Since a business 'Was operating on this .property, the"

applicant did not realize at the tim. of the adoption ot the zoning ordnian

that this was not zoned for bUsiness. He learned that his property was zo

for residence only when he asked for a permit to put on an addition. In

December of 1955 the Board of Supervisors zoned this to General Business.

ThebuUding is 20.40 feet from the right of way of U. S. #l.

is requesting an addition on the side of his building, which will come abou

25 feet from U. S. #1. The enlargement will provide kitchen and toilets.

The sewage from the property is emptying into the septic field, however, th

vv
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I

l-etd. water from the kitchen is running in an open ditch at 'the present time.

Mr. Kipp of the Department of Public Works has told the applicant, Mr. f:) 3 If
Clarke continued, that the collection mains are to be installed and will

be ready for connection in June. Mr. Clarke pointed out that this build-

ing 1s non-conforming as to setback only. I
Mr. Mooreland called attention to the back property line - where the

buUding face. on Old King. Highway - the plat indicate. that the buUdi

1s located seven feet from the centerline of the road. Therefore, if Old

King. Highway 10 a 30 foot road - thlo buUding i ••etting about seven fe

within the right of way. Mr. Mooreland said it wa. his under.tanding that

when the roads were taken over by the State, under the Byrd. Act I they we

taken at a )0 foot right of way. It was his opinion that this property

was probably DeTer surveyed, and no one knew~e building was in the r1gh

of' way. It was also questionable in his opinion, Mr. Mooreland said,

whether or not the Board had the authority to grant this under the circum

stances.

Mr. Clarke recalled the Stipes case which the Board granted a few neks

ago, which the Board did extend and Which, Mr. Clarke said, was very

similar t.o this case. Mr. Mooreland. recalled that that building was con

siderably farther from the road right of way, and the parking space was

the real consideration. Mr. Clarke noted that this proposed addition

actually takes the center of activity in the building farther from the

roadway.

Mr. Mooreland ca11ecbattention to the fact that the Board. should consider

this cas. under Section 6-12-F-3 (Page 94) of the Ordinance. That that

is the only Section under which the Board. can operate - it was a ma'tt.er 0

interpretation for the Board.

The paragraph referred to, 6-12-F-), refers to the extension of a us.

throughout the building, Mr. Clarke pointed out, while this is a matter 0

setbacks. Mr. Clarke recalled that the Board. had corrected many hardship

situations similar to this, and. he thought the addition proposed would

actually be an improvement at this intersection. He thought this a logic

case to relieve since the addition is very BJDal1 and would not create a

hazard and would improve the building.

Mr. Brookfield objected to the sewage running in the open ditch.

Mr. Clarke contended that raw sewage is not being dumped into the ditch.

The sewage from the bUilding runs into the septic and only the waste from

the kitchen sink nows into the ditch. This condition will be corrected

in June, Mr. Clarke continued, when complete sewer connection will be mad

The widening of U. s. #1 was discussed - also the by-pass which Mr. Clark

said was being discussed. It was not. known just what 1I!l planned t'or

U. S. #1 at this point.

There were no objections from the area.

I
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Mr. Verlin Smith stat.ed that in view ot the close proximity or the buUding

a. shown on plat dated March JO, 1956, by We.ley N. Ridgeway, to U. 5. #1

and Old lings Highway, he would move that the application be denied because

it 115 too gross a variance from the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance

and an extension ot this non-conforming use in this location would create

more of' a traffic hazard and would increase the use on thlls triangular

shaped piece of property.

Seconded,' Mr. Barnes

Voting for the motion: Mr. Verlin Smith, Mrs. Henderson, Mr. Barnes, Mr.
Brookfield.

Mr. J. B. Smith voted "no"

Motion carried.

II
N DOW, to permit dwelling as erected to remain 14..5 feet of the side

property line, Lot 9, Block 2, Marlan Heights, Mt. Vernon Dist. (Sub. Res.)

Mr. Mooreland informed the Board that Mr. Dow had to meet a delivery of

heavy equipment and could not wait for his case - as the Board. was 80 rar

behind schedule - he had therefore asked Mr. Mooreland to discuss his Case

with the Board.

When Mr. Dow applied for a permit to build this house (he had cut the size

of -the house to be sure it would conform to setback requirements) he relied

on the location of the stakes and he plans for correct position on the lo~.

Apparently one stake had been moved - one foot. This was not noticed until

final check was made. Mr. Dow 'then tried 'to purchase additional land from

the owner of Lot 8, adjoining, bu't the owner would not sell. He did not,

however, object to this Violation.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Verlin Smith thought there was no particular objection to this small

variance, however, he thought the Board. should know where a garage might

-be planned , if there is an apron and driveway on the property, and on whi-c

side at the house it is, or might be located and where the kitchen is locat

All of which would determine where a future garage could be requested.

Mr. VerI in Smith movid to defer the case to hear from the apPlicant.

There was no second.

Mrs. Henderson moved to grant the application.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried.

All voting for the motion except Mr. Verlin Sm.!th who _voted b no".

II
MRS. TULLY P. SANDERS, to permit teaching ot chUdren to swim by a paid

Red CroBs Instructor in a private swimming pool, part ot Lot 7, Reid's

Grove, Dranesville District. (Suburban Residence).

No one was present to discuss this case. Mr. VerIin Smith moved that it be

put at the bottom or the list.

Seconded, Mrs. Hende~son - Carried

UoJ
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AGNES M. FRANKS, to permit er-ection of carport within four feet of side'

property line, Lot 91, Section 2, W,esthampton (1112 East Greenwich St.)

Dranesville District. (Suburban Residence).

Mrs. Franks told the Board that she has lived in her home for six years.

When she bought,the two strip concrete driveway was put in on this side of

the house on which she nowwiabes to have her garage. She lives alone,

Mrs. Franks said" and it has been a hardship - especially in winter _ to

have her car uncovered. To locate the carport at the end of the concrete

strips it would be necessary to have it four feet trom the side line. This

leaves about e~ght feet between the house and the carport. The lot has a

gradual slope from the frOnt of the property, Mrs. Franks stated. _ in anawe

to the question or topography.

It was suggested that the posts holding the roof' might be plaCed in Earths

£rom the side line because of the three foot allowance for OTerhang t but

Mrs. Franks thought it would be necessary to set the posts out farther to

allow room to open the ear door.

Mrs. Henderson suggested moving just one strip of the concrete drive in

closer to the house - thereby eliminating the need for a variance. That,

also, Mrs. Franks thought too expensive. She stated that the neighbor on

this s1de:did not object. Their house is located 15 £eet l'rom the line.

Mr. Mooreland noted that the only hardship here was economics and the

Courts do not uphold that as a reason for a variance.

It was brought out that there is nothing in the County Ordinances to pr.e

vent a developer .from placing the driVeways so close to the side line.

Mr. Verlin Smith said he was entirely in ,sympathy with Mrs. Frsnke situ

ation but he could not vote for this variance because there 1s sufficient

rOOm to locate a carport within the ordinance on this side of the house ,and

the Board bad many times seen carports 80 located grow into enclosures. He

thought a granting of this would be defeating the purpose of the Ordinance.

Mrs. Franks called attention to many others in her area who have been grant d

substantially, the same thing - some of which are screened for porches.

To which Mr. Verlin Smith answered that one wrong hardly justified another

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to defer the case for )0 days to view the property

and also to view any screened porches or garages which are in Violation in

this area.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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WILLIAM R. THORIITOH, to permit erection of cerport with storege ares within

fivs (5) fsst of ths sids property lina, Lot 1504, Saction 5. Vienna Woods, D 3 7
(216 Harmony Drivs). (Suburbsn Residencs).

Only one corner of this proposed carport will touch within five (5) feet

of the side line, Mz:o. Thornton told the Board, the main part of the carport

will practically conform to 'the Ordinance. The 'two neares~ .houses on adjoi

lng Iota are located within the lots and are be'tween thirty ()O) and. thirty

eight ()S) feet from this proposed addition. The encroachment would there

tore not in any way be de'trimen'tal to those properties.

Mr. Mooreland suggested. moving 'this addition forward on the lot to give

greater clearance from the line. Mr. Thornton sald it would spoil the

architectural arreat as it would not be in harmony with the roor 11ne.

A change was made in the street line which in turn. changed. the side lot

line J after they had entered into a contract to purchase this lot. Mr.

Thornton said, the changing of which line caused this side or the bouse to

be closer to the side line than they had anticipated. They did not know of

the change in the lines, Mr. Thornton continued, until just betore settle

lDen't. They were told 'then that the 10'ts were re-aligned. They realized a't

that time that the setback on this side would be too small to have the car-

I

I

I

port within the Ordinance limitations. When they contracted for the house

they had thought the setback would allow a carport.

Mr. Mooreland said the developer had made three mistakes on the lot lines

on this street - thereby requiring the change in lot lines.

Mr. Thornton did not want a garage in the rear of the property as he though

it would pot be architecturally attractive.

There were no objections from the area.

The carport must be twelve (12) teet Wide, Mr. Thornton continued, as the

drl.veway comes in at an angle and it would be difficult to get in to a car

port wita less width.

Mr. Verlin Smith called attention to the fact that these setbacks are set u

for a reason - especially fire protection, and in this ease the building an

carport are of ;frame construction proposed to come within five (5) feet of

the line. Even a detached garage of frame construction is required to come

four (.4,) feet of the line, Mr. Smith continued - he thought this unreasonab e.

Mr. Ver1in Smith moved to deny the case because it 1s a gross variance from

the Ordinance.

Mr. Thornton contended that only one small corner of the carport is in vio

lation and the nearest houses are so far from the property lines - he tho t

fire hazard was not a case in point.

The motion was seconded by Mrs. Henderson - because there is another possib e

place on the property for a garage.

Motion carried, unanimously.

II
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WILLIAM E. MOSS, to pemit dwelling as erected to r_in within 13.6 feet

of side property 1ine,Lot ))1. Section 1. Chesterbrook Woods. Dranesville

District. (SUburban Residence).

No one was present to discuss this case.

Mr. Ver1in smith moved that it be put at the bottom of the list.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II

I

7- SAUL CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC., to permit dwelling to remain as erected

17 feet of side property line. Lot )0. Section 1, Westbriar Country Club.

Manor, Providence District. (Rural Residence).

Mr. Harry Otis Wright represented the app1.icant. This house location was

the result of a miat.ake in surveying, Mr. Wright told the Board. The house

on the adjoining lot is more than 25 teet from the line. Two houses were

located in elTor before t.hey noticed 1't, Mr. Wright continued _ one they

moved as it was not too rar along, but this house was ready for the roof

and would involve a great expense to move. They ,could not change the l.ot

l.1nes as the house.on this side is sold.

Mrs. Wilson spoke in opposition relating how they 'had told the foreman on

the job at Lot )0 that the foundation of that house was too close to the 1

The .foreman said he would speak to the builder about it. which he never did

Mrs. Wilson tried to get in touch with Mr. Saul, but could not find him.Sh

then spoke to Mr. lfitzenberger about it. who told Mrs. Wilson she was mis

taken. They had a heated discussion over it. Mrs. W11.son said they had

located their house a considerable distance from the line purposely in orde

to have their patio and outside liVing area on this side of their house,and

the location of the house on Lot 30 had spoiled that. Mr. Ritzenberger tal

Mrs. Wilson that he would. take this up With Mr. Wright - which he never did.

Mrs. Wilson then conta~ted Mr. Carroll of Mr. Wright's orfice. Mr. Carroll

found that Mrs. Wilson was correct and said they would apply .for a variance.

The certified plats showed the houses to be 4J. teet 8 inches apart when the

had expected that there would be at least 60 feet between the houses.

Mrs. Wilson recalled that she had noti.fied the .foreman o.f the violation wile

the foundation was no1; yet ont of the cinderblock stage. As it is now the

back yards of these two houses are right together with windows racing each

other.

Mr. Henry Mackall, representing Mr. Wright, called attention to the tact

that the house on Lot 30 is allowed to come 20 feet from the side line _ th

wide space bet.ween the houses 8S they had originally planned is not requ1r

They are asking only a three (J) foot variance. He noted that the error on

this lot had continued all the way down this street and when Mr. Wright

discovered this he moved the other house in violation.

I
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NEW ilASES - {ltd.

Mr. VerI in Smith suggested that in most cases the builder has the responsi

bility for wrong·house 1ocations - and this is the first ,ttme the engineer

has assumed that obligation. Mr. Wright said the surveyor must take care 0

the mistakes in order to protect his reputation.

Mr. Mackall brought out that Mr. Wright did not know the foreman had been

natU1ed of this mistake, and bad Mr. Wright known of it the house would

have been moved in the beg1nn1ng. Mrs. Wilson said she appreciat.ed the

response from Mr. Wright' 8 office.

Mrs, Wilson was 88ked if' she would be willing to negotiate the line tor a

change in location. She said-no - there was not room for an alternate line

and the carport too. She said they would not oppose this further if they

would agree to screen thlsproperty line With shrubbery and a fence.

Mr. Veritn Smith moved to defer the case until June 12th to view the pro

perty and to give the applicant and Mr. Ritzenberger the opportunity to war

out an agreement whereby the variance would not be necessary.

Seconded, Mr. J. B•.Smith

Carried, unanimously.

It was suggested also that Mr. Ritzenberger should be asked to come t.o that

meeting with 'the Board.

II
R. H. STOWE, INC., 1;0 permit dwelling to remain as erected closer to side

and tront property lines than allowed by the Ordinance, Lot 4&, Resub

diVision of Lot. 43 through 49, Dale View Manor, Providence DiBt.(Sub. Re•• )

Mr. Harry Otis Wright represented the applicant. An error was discoTered

here atter the lots ·were StaleR out. They had used the wrong radius at the

circle which threw the lot lines on this property to one side, crowding the

lots. When the circle 'Was moved to 11Is proper location they re-subdivided

the lots on the circle 80 the houses could conform. This one house was

located too close to the line. However, this is a cul-de-sac, Mr. Wright

pointed out, and with 'the curved street the difference in setback is not

noticeable. .

Mr. Brookfield lett 'the room and Mr. Verlin SDlith took. the Chair.

It was no'ted that the circle could not be changed as it must confonD. to su

division requirements.

Mr. Brookfield (who had returned) moved that the case be deferred to June

12, to view the property.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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9- ROBERT D. HUFFMAN, to permit erect.ion o:f a ~arage 40 .teet o.t Renee Street.,

Lot 7, Block 4, Glynalta Park, Lee District. (Agriculture).

Mr. George represented. the applicant. They have given considerable thought

to architectural values and.economics in thie, Mr. George 'told the Boe.reI,

and they have found this, is the only place a garage can be located. The

sep't1c field is on the lett side of the house. The house itself sits ona

little hill - a filled. area, and there is considerable drop .from the house

to the rear of the lot.

Discussion of the location of septic field am septic tank followed. The

applicant was not entirely sure just where either were located. Mr. Hut

had thought he could have his garage 25 feet from the line - the salesman

had told him that. (The house 115 about one year old).

Mr. Verlin Smith suggested that Mr. Huffman get the location o:f his eept1c

field and tank from the Health Department. He felt that if it 1s poesible

to locate a garage within the ordinance and no't over the septic _ it should

be done rather than to grant this variance.

Mr. George also noted that there is a chain link fence around the place

which would have to be moved it the garage were re-Iocated and the drop 1s

too great to locate the garage in back o:f the house,.also 1£ located in the

rear it would cut up the whole back yard and obstruct the view from the

kitchen.

Mr. Huffman said he may be sent over eeas within a short time and wished

'to do this buUding before he lett. Also his driveway is already put in

on this side. There would be considerable filling 'to move the garage

back as the ground has about a :four :foot drop. It was noted also that the

street slants away from the corner giving greater setback to the garage

at the tar end.

Mr. Verlin Smith said he could no~ vote 1'or a variance on this when th&r"e

is an alternate location.

Mr. Mooreland suggested that a 10 foat variance was hardly jus'ti:fiable when

there is an alternate location and the Cour't would not uphold a decision

on economic hardship.

Mr. Huffman thought a four foot fill would turn drainage on other property.

Mr. J. B. Smith, moved to defer the case until June 12th to view the pro-

perty.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
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GRAYSON A. !HALT & WALTER HEBB, TRUS'I'EES, to permit ewilIa1ng pool, boet

port and club house with accessory installations including parking for

private marina (boat dock-) on approximately S acres of land on south side

of proposed Bay View Drive (off end #601) a Parcel of S acres of land of

Proposed Belmont Park Estates, Nt. Vernon District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Millsap represented the applicants. The applicants are holding this

property in trust for the formation of a non-profit club which wUl take

over operation of this development, Mr. Millsap told the Board. The two

applicants, along with Mr. Von Herbulis, will develop the subdivision which

tans out to 'the rear ot this- club grounds. The owners of property in the

subdiVision will become the first members of the Club. Plats for the sub-

division are in the process ot completion in the ot.fice of the Planning

CommiSSion. The area of 'the Club grounds will embrace about eight acres.

A Club House which w111 also be used as a Community House, swimming pool,

boat port, launching ramp, fuel pumps and a parking area for 16S cars will

be developed. This permit runs to the high tide mark, Mr. Millsap pointed

out, the structures in the bay will be under t~e jurlsd.icltlon of the Army

Engineers. On this area will be Constructed the pier and docks. This will

be operated as the Belmont Marina Boat Club. Inc. The original lot owners

will control future membership or any expansion in membership -_ a max1mum

of which will be 250•. Mr•• King Fulton, who is experienced in this work,wU

operate the Club. Mr. Millsap also pointed out that no repairs will be

done on the Club grounds. This is the first venture of this kind in the

County, Mr. Millsap said, he 'thought it would be an asset in every way to

the County.

There were no objections.

Sanitary facilities were discussed. Mr. Millsap said they had had septic

approval on all of their Iota and the swi_ing pool will be approved by the

Health Department.
~

Since septic conditions are known to be difficult in this area. Mr. V. Smit

questioned 1£ a field could adequately take care of 165 cars. This, Mr.

Millsap said, would be subject to approval of the Health Department regula_

tions. He felt that the large investment going into this would assure the

fact that the operators would meet all County regulations.

Mr. Verlin SMith thought this to be a very logical use but he felt there

were several questions ~ich must be answered before granting _ he asked

about the 165 parking spaces i'or 140 lot owners - do they plan a large

expansion? Mr. Milsap said that Would be up to the owner-members of the

Club. New members must be approved by the lot owners, and in his opinion

it would not be likely that the membership would grow more than 100 members

It will be kept privete.

Mr. 'Kerlin Smith thought the various uses included in this should be listed

in the application. that the Board should know what 1s meant by lIaccessory

installations"•

.......
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Mr. Varlin Smith asked if the applicant could submit in writing what

activities w111 take place and show the US8S located. on the property and

how many members of that US8 are planned. Mr. Millsap was sure that could

be done.

Mr. Varlin Smith moved to defer the case until May 22 for the applicant to

present the detailed information requested.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
WILLIAM C. HOLTER. to permit dwelling to remain e. erected ,nthin 39.4 ft.

of Barbour Road, Lot 21, Dale View Manor, Providence District. (Sub. Res.)

In locating the house they failed to take the curve of the road into con

sideration, Mr. Holter said, therefor.e the house violates by six inches.

The building was up to the .first deck when this was noticed. They have

plenty of room on the lot t Mr. Holter said. and there was no intention of

squeezing the front lIetback. The apron tor the garage 18 in on the lett

side ot the house. The house on the adjoining lot has the driveway on the

lett side also. The house on the adjoining lot 1s located 24 teet from

the line. Garages on these lots are in the basement.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to grant the application because the lot 1s located

on a curved street and the location does not appear to adyersely affect __

ec:! 15 rts"' adjoining property and the error is only .6 or a foot.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
3- MRS. TULLY P. SANDERS. This uae was granted a permit in AprU 1954 ancl

operated during the summer of that year. Mrs. Sanders said she wished to

continue this year and perhaps during the following summers. It is arrange

so the pupils come three days a week and two cars bring them. The classes

continue for approximately siX hours.

Mrs. Osborne told the Board. that she had osbserved Mrs. Sanders work close1

lO~Ctd.

11-

and thought it very worthwhile - that every precaution was taken for safety

and not to bother other people. She recomm4nded granting this permit.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application to the applicant only for a

period of two years.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

I
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NEW CASES - ~td.

WILLIAM E. MOSS - No one was present to discuss this case.

Mr. Ver1in 5IIl1th moved to defer to June 12th.

Seconded t J.B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

JOHN H. HOWARD - No one was present to discuss this.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to defer this case to June 12th.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
c. 10 P. TELEPHONE COMPANY

The following letter was read £rom Mr. Robert McCandlish regarding the

C. 10 P. Telephone Company building at LewDsvil1e:

"May 1, 1956

Mr. John W. Brookfield, Chairman
Fairfax Board of Zoning Appeal.
Fairfax, Virginia

Dear Mr. Brookfield:

In connection with the application ot the Chesapeake & Potomac
Telephone Company for a re-zoning of property at Lewinsville,
I am writing you to clarify our positlon.

I enclos8 herein a photostatic copy of the rendering exhibited.
to .the Board on April 24, and I should appreciate the Board's
revoking it. parmit of February 14,1956, and granting a parmit
tor the erectton of .a telephone exchange a8 shown on the en
closed rendering.

This will eliminate any question as to the type roof that the
Board has in mind. and I think will make things much Simpler
for the building inspector when the time comes for him 'to
issue a building permit.

We will. of course. upon receipt of the new permit. immediately
dismiss our suit.

Because the design of telephone buildings ,is determined by a
number of factors. such as inside space requirements, materials
and engineering to support varying stresses and loads, topo
graphy, and other circumstances, the enclosed design can not
be considered as necessarily a prototype for future structures.

Thanking you in advance. I am.

Very truly yours.

RICHARDSON, MCCANDLISH, LILLARD,
MARSH 10 VAN DYCK

BY: lsI Robert J. McCandlish, Jr."

Mr. VerIin Smith said he would like to see the plats on this before voting.

The case was put aside until the plats could be obJained.

II
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VEPCO - to erect and operate a substation on Powhatan Street. Mrs. Osborne

had asked for time on the agenda to discuss this case - which was granted.

by the Board on December 27. 1955.

Mrw. Osborne referred to the motion which was passed on this: That the

substation be granted provided that a screening of natural growth be pro

vided and that the place be maintained attractively••••••

The minutes of the two previous hearings on this were read. Mrlh Osborne

contended that the Company had not followed the intent of the hearing. She

recalled that Mr. Anderson had a'tated that 'they would have a curved. drive

way into the property - following Overlook Drive. They have not done that.

The entrance leads in on the edge of the VEPCQ property which borders her

property. The Company has cu't OU't a wide peep of 'trees along 'the property

boundary which has been very detrimental to 'their property and which she

considered bad faith. They have ~ken out very large trees. many of them

hundreds of years old - the area is left bare and ugly. As the property is

now. there is no possibility of screening the structure. Mrs. Osborne want

in~o detail telling ot trying to etop the tree-cutting - when ehe was un

successful she tried to con'tact the Company - again ahe was unsuccesstul.

The cutting continued. Now the banks of the stream are bare and the land

Nt"""has been completely desecrated. She thought the -Company had a~

obligation to the area in which they were building. and ~ested 'that now

that such widespread damage was done the Company should either put the in

stallation underground or put up some kind of residential structure which

would fit into the area. and. this should be surrounded wi'th plan'ting. The

28 foot tower. planned would be impossible to shield.

Mr. and Mrs. Collier were also present - objecting.

Mr. Henry Noble. from VEPCO stat.ed that. his interpreta'tion of the motion

passed by the Board was that. 1.f 'they took out the trees. and planted back.

the intent of the motion was being carried out. He said they took out

trees which they had considered dangerous. Mrs. Osborne disagreed with the

sta'tement that the 'trees ,.-ere dangerous.

Mr. Mooreland said he had talked with the Commonwealth's Attorney. asking

if VEPCO could be stopped in their tree cU'tt1ng operations. The CODIDon

wealth's At'torney had said that if VEPCO had 'to remove trees that are

dangerous to their lines and would replace them with a l!lcreening of ever

greens or shrubs, he was of the opinion that there was no authority to

stop them. The Commonwealth's Attorney was guided by the motion passed.

Mrs. Osborne thought the motion was based on the evidence presented and

the intent of the Board.

Mr. Fields. from VEPCO. said they were putting in the driveway to follow

their lines - which he had thought practical rather than taking out trees

both for the lines and the driveway. however. this was left up 'to the

engineers.

I
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VEPCO - Ctd..

Mr. Verlin Smith said he had considered the curved driveway and the SCreeD- 6 t.tS
lng of trees a satisfactory arrangement.

Mr. Noble said his Company regrets the feoling of the peoplo in the noighbo

hood but when they finish the job he thought the planting and tho rehabili

tation or the area would not be objectionable.

Mr. V. Smith expressed the opinion that this was a most unfortunate caS8 _

that he had thought the screening would be of the trees already on 'the pro

perty. He considered the people in the area were adversely atfected. 'to a

great degree. He thought a' copy of the minutes of the Board should be sent

to VEPCO. It is eVident. Mr. V. Smith continued, that the Company has not

done what was expected both by the Board and by the people most aCtec'ted

in the area.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved that a copy of the minutes be. sent to VEPCO and that

we in the meantime consult the Commonwealth's Attorney regarding the case.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
C. & P. TELEPHONE COMPANY - With regard to the C. & P. Telphone case, Mr.

J. B. Smith moved that the Board rescind their motion of February 14th

granting a permit to the C. & P. Telephone Company tor a dial center at

Lewinsville based upon the resolution.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. Verlin Smith asked wha:t about the back of the building which will be

bare cinderblock. Mr. J. B. smith thought the Board should be satisfied

to get the hipped roof•••••

Mr. J. B. Smith moved that a permit be granted the C. & P. Telephone <:ompan

for the erection and operation of a dial center at Lewinsv1l1e in accordanc

with a letter from Mr. Robert McCandlish dated May 1, 1956, in accordaJu:e

with plat dated January 12, 1956, presented with this case, and in accordan

with rendering entitled "LewinsvU1e Dial Center", McLean, Virginia, by

Chatelain, Gauger and Nolan, which rendering shows the building with a

hipped roof.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

"rried, unan~usly.

The meeting adjourned

John W. Brookf'ielct, Chairman
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The regular I118eting of the Fairfax County
Board of Zoning Appeals was held Tuesday,
May 22, 1956 a~ lO'o'clock a.m. in the
Board Room of the Fairfax County Courthouse
with all members present.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin Smith

DEFERRED CASES:

CHESTER COPELAND. to permit extension of a trailer court with 14 additional

units, Lot 25, Evergreen Farms Subdivision, (Total 76 units), Lee District,

(General Business).

No one was present to disuCS8 this case.

Mr. VerIin Smith moved to defer the case until July 24th.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously_

II

I

I

2- AKEFIELD FOREST CIVIC ASSOCIATION, to penuit erection of two signs with

larger area than allowed by the Ordinance J total area 235.2 square feet I

Lots 12 and 13, Section 1, Wakefield Forest, Falls Church Dist. (Agr1c.)

Mr. Strang represented the applicant. Mr. Strang read a -lebter from the

owner of Lot 1; J on whose property one of the entrance signs will be placed I

stating he did not object and would grant the Civic Association an easement

to, locate "this sign.

Mr. Strang also stated that Mr. Smith of the State Highway Department had

told him that Route #236 Would be widened but the additional right of way

would be 'taken on the other side o£ the road. The planned sign is 4 feet.

8 inches high and will be placed practically on the right of way.

Mr. Mooreland quoted £rom the Ordinance Section 6-11-10 calling attention t

visibility on corner lots and ).5 foot height restrict-ions on structures.·

Mr. Verlin Smith suggested" that the proposed sign be r-e-d.eslgned to conform

to the ;.; foot height. In that case the visibility -requirements would not

apply as a structure of that height could be placed on the property line.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved that the application be granted as shown on plat

drawn by John R. Strang, Architect, dated April 4, 1956 and titled "Propose

Entrance to Wake£ield Forest Subdivision" provided no part of the entrance

sign exceeds ;.; feet in height.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

It was suggested that an amendment be added reqUiring that the ,Highway Dept.

approve the light - which is shown on the map. Mr. Mooreland 'was of the

opinion that the Board has nothing to do with the light.

Motion carried, unanimously.

II
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NEW CASES:

FRANCONIA ROAD DEVELOPMEIlT CORP., to permit dwelling to remain within J8

feet of" Franconia Road, #644, Lot 1, Block A, Fairfax Homes, Lee Di-strict. DL{ ?
(Suburban Residence).

Mr. Roy Miller represented the applicant. This is a two foot encroachment

on Frqnconia Road, Mr. Miller pointed out - it was a mistake in location.

They cannot tell how it occurred. They have consistently stayed 41 f:eet

from the right of wayan all other houses in this development _ to be sure

of conf'orming to requirements. They dedicated 25 reet along Fr-anconia Rd.

for widening purposes, Mr. Miller recalled - which probably was a factor

in making this incorrect location. "It was also pointed out that there is

sliBht, gradual curve in the road at this point which also might contribut

to the reason for error. Mr. Miller stated that they had also dedicated

300 feet on the rear of this subdivision for the arterial highway.

There is a bsmk alonr; Franconia Road which will be graded down to the right

of way. While this is a model house, ~lr. Miller said - the plat was re

cordtld before the house was built. It was noted that under any circumstanc s

th house would not fit on the lot without a variance.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved that the application be granted under Section ~-12

7-b-3-g because this is an exceptional lot since it has streets on three

sides and because a variance can be granted without substantial detriment

to the public good and without impairing the intent o:f the zoning map and

there is a curve in Franconia Road at this point and the width or Franconia

Road at this point is 40 feet from the centerline on the side on which this

lot is located.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

Carried ~ unanimously.

II
G. E. TITHERINGTON, to permit an addition to dwelling 7 feet o£ side ·pro

perty line, Lot 74, Section 4, Pimmit Hills, (408 Pimmit Drive),dranesvill

District (Suburban Residence)..

This is a pie-shaped lot - narrow at the front and widening gradually to

the rear. On one side of the lot (the side on which this variance 1s re

quested) is a drainage easement 37+ feet wide with a drainage ditch down

the middle.

If' he put this addition on the rear of h:is home it would cut the sunlight

out of the living room. Mr. Tltherington called attention to the plat whi

shows that the addition violates only at the front corner - the rear con

forms. J~. Titherington stated that considerable water flows down the

drainage ditch at times.

There were no objections from the area.
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Mr. Verlin Smith said he thought this should be referred to Mr. Kipp as

the Board does not know what the drainage situation is here - that this

probably is all right, but with further large scale development in the

area the run-off could be increased to the point where it might endanger

Mr. Titherington1a house.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to defer the application to June 26th to view the

property and that this should be referred to the Director of Public Works

with specific reference to the drainage problem and possible erosion as

more development may take place in this water shed.

Seconded J J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously

II

I

II

ROBERT E. HARGROVE, to permit erection of carport with storage area at the

rear 12 feet three inches from side property line, Lot 76, Section 1. Pine

crest (6403 Park Street) Mason District (Rural Residence).

Mr. Hargrove presented three letters (rrom the neighbors on twe sides and

one lot away) stating they did not object to this adqition and in ract

thought it would be an improvement to Mr. Hargrove's house and to the nei or

hood. There are 47 £eet between his house and the house on the adjoining

lot. Mr. Hargrove stated. He could place this carport at the rear, Mr.

Hargrove explained, but he wished to conrorm to the architecture o£ his II
pouse and locating this addition on the side would conform more nearly to

other houses in the community.

When there is an alternate location, Mr. Verl!n Smith pointed out, the

Board does not have the right to grant a variance merely to conf'onn to the

architectural design o£ a house. He, therefore. questioned the authority

of the Board to grant this. It was suggested that the posts of the car

port be moved in two feet nine inches _ allOWing the rooE to extend three

.leet for protection. In this way the structure would conform and would

give maximum protection.

Mr. Mooreland called attention to the fact that the Courts are holding mor

and more that aesthetics may be taken into consideration in these ~ses.

Mr. T. Barnes moved to grant the application because it does not appear to

adversely affect property in the "neighborhood.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

For the motion: J. B. Smith, Mr. Brookfield, Mr. Barnes

Against the motion: Verlin Smith, and

Mrs. Henderson not voting

II

I

I
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NEW CASES _ Ctd.

DAnD __L. SKINNER., tp permit:carport to remain as built closer -to side lot

line than el10wed by the Ordinance (1.25 ft.) Lot 68, Fenwick Park (222

Stuart Drive) Falls Church District (Urban Residence).

When this addition was put on the builder apparently measured incorrectly

from 'the' side line. It was noted that the lot narrows considerably toward

the rear and the measurements did not take that into consideration. The

inspector found ~e error and theref'ore Mr. Skinner said he made applica

tion for the variance. The house on the adjoining lot is set well back on

the lot facing on Elmwood Drive, therefore, this addition would not affect

that property adversely, Mr. Skinner contended.

There 1s a drainage problem on his lot and the adjoining lot, Mr. Skinner

said, which they are trying to work out with Mr. Kipp, and Mr. Kipp had sai

that this construction probably would help solve their problem.

Mr. Skinner said he thought he could move the columns in a littole .farther

from the side line but the projection o.f his chimney would probably crowd

him too close.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to defer the case until June 26th to view the propert

Seconded, Mr. Verlin Smith

Carried, unanimously

II
HAROLD L; TURNER, to permit erection of an enclosed porch 9.25 feet from

31de property line) Lot 23, Block 23, Section 14, Belle Haven (9 Arkendale

Road) Mt. Vernon District. (Urban Residence).

The concrete slab on this side of the house has been used for a carport.

The applicant planned to screen this for a porch but was told when applying

for a permit that it could not be enclosed without a variance.

It was suggested that the structure be moved back within nine inches of the

edge of the concrete slab, but Mr. Turner said there were no footings under

the concrete slab. The building inspector had said that footings would

have to be put under the slab to make it conform to regulations. It would

be impractical to dig back and put the footings nine inches tram the edge.

Building on the slab as it is would be simpler and more economical.

The lot drains slightly "to the rear but it would be possible to locate a

garage in the rear of the house.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to grant the application for a variance of nine inche

because this would not affect adversely adjoining property owner or anyone

in the neighborhood.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

For the motion: Mr. Brookfield, J. B. Smith and Mr. Barnes

Against: Mrs. Henderson and Mr. V. Smith

Carried

II

.........
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AMERICAN TRAILER COMPANY, to pennit extension of trailer park by 90 units

making a total of 170 units, Lots 15 and 16, Evergreen Farms SUbdivision,

on west side #1 Highway, Lee District. (General Business).

Mr. Griffith Garnett represented the applicant. Also Mr. Lee Painter was

present. Mr. Garnett told the Board that he was aware that applications

for Trailer Parks had been consistently deferred by the Board in response

to a letter from the Board of Supervisors requesting such deferrments until

af'ter a Trailer Park Ordinance had been passed by the .county_ Mr. Garnett

said he would like a ruling from the Board on this - as in his opinion

there is an existing Ordinance governing trailer parks - he referred to

Section 6-16, Use Permits - Section d. Mr. Garnett said he considered

deferrmen~ on these cases to be inconsisten~ Eor the reason ~hat they can

be granted under the present Ordinance.

The reason they are wanting an immediate decision on this, Mr. Garnet~

continued is tha~ public sewer will be available to this property by the

first oE July and they must tie in at that time. There are existing 80 uni s

in this park. It is the plan to sewer the entire area (170 units) and it

will be necessary to put in lines which will take care oE the entire system

If this is granted they will then know the size type and location of the

lines.

Since the applicant is asking for a ruling from the Board, Mr. Verian Smith

asked that the Commonwealth's Attorney be present to hear Mr. Garnet~'s

presen~ation. Mr. Fitzgerald aa't with the Board during Mr. Barnett's pre

sentation.

Mr. Garnett re-stated his contention that deferrment in trailer park cases

is not necessary Eor the reason that an Ordinance exists which controls

such parks. Mr. Garnett told of the good standing of the American Trailer

Company, their high standards in operation and of the need in the COuDty

for trailer parks. This Company owns the presently operating Oak Park

trailer park and have contracted to purchase additional area for expansion.

The present project is operating on ia=r septic fields, Mr. Garnett con

tinued, but the entire area will be sewered. This is low swampy ground wili h

has for many years presented a drainage problem. That, Mr. Garnett con

tended, will be cleared up if they are allowed to develop as planned and

sewer the area. Mr. Garnett showed the layout which indicates an average

lot size of 30 x 50 teet, playground area, laundry and recreation building.

It is the requirement of the County Engineer that they tie into the pUblic

sewer by July 1, 1956. This will be in the interests of the health and

welfare of the County, Mr. Garnett continued, and will clear up an unsanitar

situation. This will comply in every respect with County reqUirements, Mr.

Garnet~ contended, therefore the granting of this use permit would not be

against the health and welfare of the County and will not adversely aff'ect

the safety of persons working or liVing in the area. By proper grading of

this particular area it will aid in handling the drainage of surrounding p perty.

I
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A letter was read from Mr. Farnum the owner of Lots 12 and 1) Qf Evergreen

Farms, adjoining property owner, stating that he did not object to this

trailer park. Also, property owners on the west and north have stated they

do not object to this use, Mr. Garnett stated.

Mr. Garnett told the Board that research has revealed that mobile homes

have become an integral part of American life _ that in the beginning trail

parks were thought to be a stopping place for a gypsy-type of population,

but it has developed that these trailer parks housing trailers which cost

an average of about $5500, cater to very desirable citizens. These parks

are used especially by migratory workers, service personnel, retired person ,

and others who consider this a desirable way to live. They are good sub

stantial citizens and it itl the desire of the trailer park companies to hel

create a better way of life for these people by improVing trailer parks and

meeting a high standard of trailer park operation. This they can do on thi

property if the Board grants this application so they can plan their sewers

and tie in by July 1st, re-grade the ground and improve the entire area.

In answer to the length of time most people remain in the trailer parke

Mr. Painter said about eighty percent (80%) of the personnel in Oak Park

were military people - remaining from sik to nine months. They average

about three-quarters of a child per coach. There are now twe!ve children

from Oak Park (containing eighty trailers) in public schools - .several in

private schools. Some of the people have been there tor ten years.

It was brought out that the applicant could go ahead with his engineering

and hook in7fthe presently operating park by July 1st. However, Mr. GaI"ltett

suggested that the new area they are purchasing has a terrific drainage

problem and. it' that is not tied in and the entire drainage problem worked 0 t

it would still create a bad situation. This area collects drainage trom

many septic fields in the area, Mr. Garnett said, and the health menace

could not be wiped out without planning complet.ely for the entire tract.

The applicant has owned the present trailer park since 1941, Mr. -Garnett

said, the present conditions did not exist at the time of' purchase but have

become increasingly worse during the past years, mostly through other de

velopmen~s on higher ground surrounding.

Mr. Verlin Smith asked about approval ot' ingress and egress, which might

change the situation through increased use. There will be no need for any

further approval, J.fr. Garnett said, as there will be no change. The high

way department has said nothing adverse to present conditions of ingress

and egress.

Mr. Verlin Smith recalled that. subdivisions on primary roads have been re

quired to build a service road along the highway_ Mr. Garnett said his

client will work that out with the State and meet their requirements.

oS-I
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Mr. Painter said they had hard surf'aced all the roads and put in curbs.

here is no objectionable condition existing with regard to entrance and exi , DS3
Garnett stated, and 'they will comply with all requirements of the state

and County for saf'ety.

While the drainage situation has been unsatisfactory on the presently exist

tng trailer park for some years, Mr. Garnett told the Board, they have done

the best they could without sewers - however, he felt that the existing con

ditions have been mostly caused by development in the area.

Mr. Ver11n smith recalled. a ruling that the Board. could not make conditio

grantings in these cases.,

With reference to the request of the Board of Supervisors to t.he Board of

Appeals to defer action on trailer parks - Mr. Garnett contended that such

request did not include extension of existing parks - at least in talking

with one member of t.he Board - that was his understanding.

The following let.t.er requesting these deferments from the Board was read:

"April 5, 1956

Board of Zoning Appeals
Fairfax, Virginia

Gentlemen:

The Board of County Supervisors, at its meeting yesterday,
directed that the Board of Zoning Appeals be aav1sed 'that
the Board of County Supervisors deems it advisable not to
issue further UBe permits for trailer parks until regu
lations gOTerning such parks have been adopted for the
County.

Very truly yours,

1.1 Carlton C. Ma••ey
County Executive"

It was noted that. the Board of Supervisors did not distinguish between exis

ing trailer parks and newly established parks.

Mr. Fitzgerald told the Board. that his thOUght of the Board I s act10n was

that they wished to hold up further trailer park development until the

County has an Ordinance which will control lot sizes and £a'Oi11ties. This

need has been the concern of the Board for some time and they have asked

Mr. Schumann to draft the Ordinance. Mr. Fitzgerald continued. In view of

the tremendous load of work in the Planning Office. the Ordirl4Dce has not

yet been presented to the Boardj the question therefore resolves itself int

the fact of how long applicants who have filed applications with the Board

of Appeals will have to wait while the County comes up with an Ordinance.

This is a matter of what is reasonable. Mr. Fitzgerald stated.

With regard to the ability of the Board of Appeals to place conditions on

the granting of a use permit - Mr. Fitzgerald recalled that, referring

part1cularly to the architectural desi~ of the C. & P. Telephone building,

he had stated that in a matter of architectural praterence i£ the Board

thought that what was presented would be detrimental to the neighborhood,

the proper action would be to deny the application until the applicant come

baCk with a plan which would not be detrimental. Under the present Ordinan

I
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6-Gtd. Mr. Fitzgerald continued, the Board of Appeals has the right to designate

such conditions as to assure that the permit will comply with the foregoing

requirements: that it shall not be injurious to neighboring property, ad

versely affect the health and safety cf people working or residing in the

area, etc... In acting 00 this use it it is found that it would not affect

the safety' or health of those in the area the Board has the power 'to impose

those conditions and 11' those con:1itio08 are Dot met the Board has the pow

to revoke the permit. The granting of an extension would not be proper, NT

Fitzgerald continued, unless proper streets, drainage, etc. can be made a

part of the conditioning ot the granting.

Mr. Fitzgerald called attention to the fact that the Board of Supervisors

may request or advise the Board of Appeals regarding any action but they

cannot tell the Board to take any certain action because this 1s an iDde~

pendent body with definitely set uppowers and whatever weight this Board

gives the letter from the Board of Supervisors - 1s entirely up to the

members of the Board of Appeals.

Mr. Brookfield noted that the Board had honored, the request of the Board of

Supervisors in three other cases. After deferring those cases, he asked,

could the Board grant this and be consistent and fair to those who have bee

deferred?

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that in his opinion the Board had the right to defer

action as long as it is reasonable. De£erring can be arbitrary, Mr. Fitz

gerald continued, if' it 1s done without reason - then it becomes arbitrary

and capricious.

Mr. Garnet't recalled the length of time which has elapsed since the old

trailer park ordinance was dectared void - which was in 1948. He thought

it unreasonable that regulations have not been adopted since that time.

He also recalled that Mr. Painter had advised the County Board at the time

the other ordinance was thrown out that he and his Trailer Association

would be glad to help draft a new ordinance for regulation of trailers, re

gulations which .would be acceptable to the industry and to the Coun'ty, but

the ofter was never accepted. Mr. Garnett thought this a gross error as

the help of people in the industry who understand the needs of a growing

business could be of great value to the County in building its ordinance.

This~ was made eigh't months ago and nothing has been done.

Mr. Fitzgerald suggested that the Board might no'tify the Board of Superviso

that they are deferring these cases for a certain period of time with the

expectation that a copy of the new regulations controlling trailer parks be

in the hands of' the Board of Appeals by that time.

Mr. Keith Price stated that Mr. Schumann plans to bring a draft of the

trailer park ordinance to the Planning Commission on May 28th for recom

mendation, and that the load of work has prevented Mr. Schumann t S preparing

the ordinance before this time.
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6-<:td. Mr. Verlin Smith asked Mr. Fitzge....ld if he did not think it was in the

best interests of the County that the Board have the benefit· of the new

ordinance before making a decision on this case.

Mr. Fitzgerald agreed that the present ordinance was not adequate.

There were no objections from the area.

It was brought out that the average lot sizes on this plan~d tract would

be 30 x 50 feet.

Mr. Painter said the FHA have recognized that their requirements of 3000

square foot lots 1s too large as such a development would tend to throw

trailer parks into residential areas - which the indu8try does not want.

Re thought from the standpoint of economics and good living the 30 x 50 to

lots weri completely satisfactory.

Mr. Ver11n Smith asked if Mr. Painter was considering a larger recreation

area - in lieu of the additonal lots. Mr. Painter said he was not planning

mori recreational area - that they have understood that they can use addi

tional land adjoining this tract to the rear for play area. They have no

contract that this land will be available nor do they know tor how long ~he

can use it, Mr. Painter continued... He did not think they needed more re

creational area, Mr. Painter said, there had been no demand for it, and so

far as he was concerned he did not expect to furnish it. He did not know

what ratio of recreational area FHA. required - as he was not representing

FHA. Again Mr. Garnett recalled the necessity for granting this at this

time, their desire to clear up a bad sanitary condition, and to work out

their engineering plans for the whole tract.

Mr. Verlin Smith stated that in view of the letter from the Board of Sup~r

visors and in view of the st~tements made by the Commonwealthts Attorney,

to the affect that there appears to be a definite need - which is also

borne out by the applicant - for a new trailer park ordinance to improve th

l~v1ng conditions, sanitary facilities, and recreational areas for trailer

parks, and to p;ive the applicant the opportunity to get approval from the

State Road Commission for ingress and egress to the property and their re

commendations to be shown on the plat, and for the Board to view the proper y,

he would move that the application be deferred to July 24th, 1956 ..

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously

II
Mr. Garnett made the statement that the applicant objected to the decision

to de~er this case on the grounds that he has presented all the evidence re

quired for the granting of a use permit and no showing has been made that t e

application should not be granted under the terms and conditions of the use

permit section of the Zoning Ordinance.

II
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HILLWOOD SQUARE MUTUAL ASSOCIATION, INC •• to permit construction and opera

tion of a conmunity swi.rmll1ng pool on west side of Cherry Street f approxi

mately 250 feet south of Defense Drive, ~al18 ~hurch Distrlct.(Sub. Res.)

Mr. Hansbarger announced that the applicant has withdrawn this case.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved that the case be withdrawn from the agenda.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

Carried, unantMously.

II
NORMA.N N. SHEPHERD, to permit operation of a motel of 10 units and a servic

station on west side #1 highway, approximately 700 feet south of #2~2 on

6.65 acres of land, Lee District. (General Business).

Mr. Mooreland told the Board that in the rezoning of this land. a 70 £oot

strip was excluded along the Washington-Richmond highway for future widen

ing purposes. That land 1s not in general business zoning. Therefore I the

motel bUilding sets back 70 feet from the right o£ way o£ No. 1 highway.

Mr. Shepherd said he had had a satisfactory perkolation on this property.

There were no objections from the area.

The relative distances to other filling stations and other business were

discussed. this being about one mile from a filling station on one side

and perhaps "1'!"'1/2 miles from business on the other.

Mr. Verlin Smith recalled that the ordinance requires filling stations to b

located in compact groups. This. he conside~d. was an isolated spOt. He

thOUght the scattering ot such business along the highway was impairing the

intent of the ordinance.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application for a motel as shown on plat dated

April 30. 1956 by O. A. Patermaster. C. E. No. 324LS. be approved because

this conforms to the requirements o£ Section 6-16 o£ the Ordinance.

Seconded. Mr. Barnes

CaITied.

This motion excluded the filling station which Mr. Shepherd said was the

prinCipal parto! the application he was wanting - so he could get along

soon.

Mr. Barnes said he had not understood, when he seconded the motion, that

it did not include the rill1ng station - he thought the filling station

was a logical use here.

Mr. Shepherd said this use was requested when 'he put in £or his rezoning _

the motel was something he would like to have later on.

Mr. V. Smith said he could not vote for the filling station because he

thOUght it would add to the number of cars pUlling in and out on the high

way which was already dangerous. He considered this would greatly add to

the hazard. He thought the larger substantial business areas planned to be

developed not far from this would take care of tbe'rneeds and by concentrat

ing business it would lessen hazardous traffic.

Mr. Barnes moved that the filling station be accepted as a part of the

0'55
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motion to grant the motel.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried - voting for the motion:Mr. Barnes, J. B. Smith, Brookfield and
Mrs. Henderson

Mr. Verlin Smith voted "no".

II
STRAW CORPORATION, to permit carport as erected to remain within 9.45 teet

of the side property line, Lot 24, Block Bt Section 1, Parklawn (6S09 Bradd k

Road) Mason District. (Suburban Rasidance).

No one was present to discuss this case.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved that it be put at the bottom of the agenda.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes

Carried.

II
PEOPLES SERVICE DRUG STORES,INC., to permit erection of two signs with larg

area th~n allowed by the Ordinance, 362 square feet, on south side of

Arlington Boulevard at Seven Corners., Mason D18t~1ct. -(General Business).

Mr. Roger Wells represented th~ applicant. Mr. Groff', architect for Seven

Corners shopping cent-er was also present. The space in the shopping center

taken by Peoples will race both on Route #7 and Arlington Blvd. thereby

necessitating two signs, Mr. Wells explained. The sign requested tor the

Route 1f7 side will have a square tootage of 154 feet, placed on a 50 toot

store, and the one racing Arlington Blvd., 208 square feet, located. on a 75

foot store frontage. The store will be on two levels.

The owners of the Shopping Center have drawn up specifications, Mr. Wells

told the Board, to which all stores must conform. These specifications re

st.rift the type, size and color of the signs along wit.h many other require

ment.s which will assure t.hat the Center will be developed in a dignified a

attractive manner.

Mr. Gro£f described the sign plan far the development, showing pieturea o£

the concourse, the promenade, the various stores and the proposed signs. H

described the sign specifications drawn up by his client after wide r~aear

of how other like shopping centers are handled. They are very conscious of

the need for attractive and well designed signs and of the necessity to kee

the signs in conformity with each other - therefore the detailed specifica

tions have been drawn up and ·wil1 necessarily be agreed to and followed by

each t.enant. Some of the larger stores within the center will require

variances from the Board but most of the stores with smaller square f~otage

will be able to come wit.hin County re8trictions, Mr. Groff 8aid, they will

have no frontage on Arlington Blvd., nor on Route #7 and. will have only the

sign on the promenade or on the concourse.
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Mr. Groff noted that all signs must keep within an overall heigbt of four

feet (4') and shell be white. He showed pictures of the signs ee they waul

appear on the outside of the buildings.

Mr. Mooreland said he had discussed a blanket variance on these signata be

granted by the Board to the owners of Seven Corners. He had asked members

of 'the Board to see the buildings in order to better underst.and the need to

the signs. the type of bUildings and arrangement of the signs. He recalled

that the Board has no jurisdiction over signs on the concourse, which the

sign specifications restrict to one foot high. Mr. Groff had broUght up th

question of the blanket variance - which Mr. Mooreland said he would like

the Board to discuss. Such application would be made at a later meeting.

This blanket variance would be used, Mr. Grot'r pointed out, only in cases

which exceed the County Ordinance - ot~erwise they would be governed by the

specifications drawn up by Kass-Berger. However, they are willing to apply

indiVidually, Mr. Groff explained, if the Board so wished. Under any cir

cumstances each tenant would have to obtain a permit through Mr. Mooreland'

office and pay the necessary fee. It was his thought,Mr. Groft continued

that the blanket variance might save time on the part of the Board and woul

be just as effective in control of the signs.

Since this blanket application was not before the Board, Mr. Verlin Smith

suggested that it be discussed between Mr. Mooreland and the Commonwealth1s

Attorney.

Mr. V. Smith stated that in view of the overall picture of this shopping

center, which is large and the setback is in excess of 300 feet tor this

particular application, and the remainder or the development of the shoppi

center - which is to have uniform grouping of signs in the center as ,to

color and size, that this application be granted because it does not appear

to adversely affect neighborbing property.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

It was added to the motion that this application is granted in accordance

with the plat submitted with the case, dated May 2, 1956, drawn by Regal

Sign Company, Inc. This addition was accepted by members of the Board

II
DR. A. W. TENNEY, to permit erection of a National Headquarters Building

for the Future Farmers of America, on east side Route #235 and ~ao £eet

south of Route #1, Mt. Vernon District. (Rural Residence).

Dr. Tenney represented the Future Farmers of America. This is an organiza

tion of 400,000 members Dr. Tenney told the Board, organized under national

headquarters. The organization bought this thirty acres some time. ago. The

built old barracks for temporary use. They now have need of a modern build
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to take care of their expanding activities. Since this could not be ac

co~plished in a residential area under theordinance. after conferences with

Mr. Schumann. an amendment to the ordinance was proposed and adopted govern

ing such organizations. Both the Planning Commission and the Board of

SUpervisors have been most helpful, Dr. Tenney said. in working this out.

They will meet every restriction of the new ordin4nce. The building pro

posed will be 1n architectural conformity with Nt. Vernon and Woodlawn.

Dr. Tenney showed a sketch of what they propose along with the landscaping

and parking area. The building will be 176 x 40 feet. The property will

be graded and filled. Sewer will be available before the building is com

pleted.

The old grist mill is on this property and will be ·open to the public.

This project will be an asset to the County. Dr. Tenney continUed. There

will be no local retail sales on the, property. all of this being done by

mail. The buUding will cost about $250.000.

The certified location of the building was discussed - which Dr. Tenney sai

would be presen'ted at the time the permit was requested. They do not yet

have a survey of the entire tract. Dr. Tenney also stated that the old

green house and the old barracks would be torn down.

Mr. Verlin Smith asked about organized recreation - if it might be annoying

to homes in the area. The neighbors do not object. Dr. Tenney said. and

they will have no noisy recreational activities - perhaps 50ft ball or some

similar'slight activities.

Mr. Verlin Smith said in h"is opinion this was one of the most outstanding

youth organizations in the Country. He moved to grant the application as

shown on the sketch presented wit.h the case because this conforms to the

amendment 6-4-15 and subsection of this amendment.

Seconded, J. ,B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

Dr. Tenney told the Board that he felt greatly in debt to the County for

the good treatment he had received while working out this project.

II
ROZIER C. BAYLY. to permit an additional store with less setback from stree

property line than allowed by the ordinance, northeast corner of Telegraph

Road and Farmington Drive. Lee District. (Rural Business).

Mr. Hugh Marsh represented the apPlicant. When Mr. Bayly made this appli

cation. Mr. Marsh told the Board, he thought he would need a five foot

variance. but his architect has since worked out his plans so he will ne~d

only a three or four foot variance. Since Farmington Drive is a 40 foot

street, it would be necessary to set back from that street 55 feet. Telegra

Road is 30 feet wide and. the front of the building is 79.3 Ceet from the

right-or-way, which is considerably more than required. Even with the wid

iog of Telegraph Road he would still be set back farther than the ordinance

requires, Mr. Marsh pointed out.
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Mr. Marsh present.ed a s'ta'tement signed by five adjacent and nearby property

owners stating they have no objec'tions to the vari'lnce requested. () 5'q
Mr. Marsh showed .pictures of the house on the adjoining lot - the proposed

bUilding would be located about 40 feet from this house.

This building could not be located back farther as there is a steep bank

at the rear of the lot and a retaining wall which would be expensive to

move and replace. If the applicant cut down the size of' the building 'to

conform. or cut off the front corner - where the violation would occur ..

it would not be practical. A 16 foot building as planned is abou't the leas

width for a store, Mr. Marsh said. It was noted that the front corner 1s

the only part of the building which would violate because the lot graduates

wider toward the rear, therefore the balance of the building conforms.

Cutting ott the tront corner of the bUilding would spoil the architecture a

make an unattractive front. Because of the distance from Telegraph Road,

Mr. Mqrsh contended, there would be no traffic hazard and no obstruction to

corner clearance. About two acres are zoned tor business on this tract and

the total noor space 'WOuld be about 12,000 square feet. There is a stor-ag

space on the opposite side of the bUilding.

It was not certain that Telegraph Road is 30 feet wide at this point, but

Mr. Bayly stated that he thought the State had taken another ten feet from

this side ot the road in 1954.

Mr. Verlin Smith said he saw no hardship here and the topographic condition

was not surficient to warrant gratning this. This was just a matter of add

tiona1 expense to the applicant - which he did not think should be the de

ciding point for the Board, unless a sufficient hardship could be establish

Mr. Marsh recalled that his client could have located his store closer to

Telegraph Road - yet he has given a wide setback, the steep bank at the rea

and the retaining wall would be impractical to move. There is sufficient

parking space on the lot, the building cannot be located on the other side

of the present building as the lease with the tenant states that a build

ing will not be put there, and the variance requested is only three feet.

He thought the hardship was established and an addition here would be an

asset to the area - also there are no objections trom property owners in

the area. This building would house a beauty shop and barber shop.·

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to deny the ca::se because he could see no hardship

for this property owner which any other property owner might have on a

similar piece of property.

Mr. V. Smith thought the lot could be excavated at the rear and the build

ing moved back to conform - therefore this could not be considered an un

due or exceptional hardship.

Mr. Marsh thought this could be considered a reasonable request, the varian

is very ::small, no one objects, no traffic hazard would result, and that

this would not impair the intent and purpose of' the ordinance.
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ll-Ctd. Mr. V. Smith thought the granting o£ this eould encourage other similar

requests. He read from the ordinance regarding the granting of cases be

cause of hardship.

Mr. Bayly said it would cost $4000 to move the wall and excavate _ which

would preclude his building if he hsd to do that.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that the applicant bought the property with full

knowledge of its physical condition.

Mrs. Henderson seconded the motion to deny the case.

For the motion: Mr. V. Smith, J. B. Smith, Mrs. Henderson

Against: Mr. Brookfield, Mr. Bames

MOtion to deny carried.

II
12- ELLIS C. PRINCE, to permit erection of a garage within five feet of the

side property line, Lot 50S, Block 3, 1st Addition to Temple View, 303

Martin Street (formerly Birch Drive), Mt. Vernon Dist. (Sub. Residence).

A gravel driveway was in on this side of the house when he bought, Mr.

Prince said, and he later covered it with concrete. The neighbor on this

side does not object to the encroachment. There is no topographic con

dition - the lot is level.

Mr. V. Smith suggested extending the driveway to the back and locating the

garage behind the house. Mr. PriDce said he could but that he has a ramble

and an extension on the side of the house would be much more attractive

and in keeping with the 'architecture. He had thought of locating the ga~

on the opposite side of the house, but that was impractical as the kitchen

is on this end and it would give a logical and easy entrance whereas on the

other side it Would disrupt' the livability of the house.

It was also suggested that the garage be cut to 13 feet wide. This would

not be practical, Mr. Prince said, as the house sets a little diagonally

on the lot - this particular corner is closer to the side line than the

front of the house. He felt he could not cut down the garage entrance.

There were no objections from the area.

The house on Lot 506, adjoining, is about 30 feet from the side line. His

driveway faces Mr. Prince's driveway.

It was agreed that the builder had made the mistake of putting the driveway

and kitchen on the side with the lesser setback - Mr. V. Smith suggested

that it was not the function of this Board to correct mistakes of the

builders. Mr. Prince recalled that there are many others in the County who

have gotten permits with less setback than he is asking.

Mr. V. Smith said that while he was in sympathy with Mr. Prince he felt

that the builders have made so many similar mistakes and granting one alway

encourages others to ask the same thing - he felt that the Board would be

violating their oath to grant this.

()(pD

I

I

I

I

I



Thie was enclosed without a permit and. not know1ng the regulations, Mr. to

said. When the Zoning ottice found the violatioD, he made application for

the variance. Part of this will be used tor storage and the balance for a

play space for the children in bad weather.

Mr. Mooreland called attention to the tact that this 18 a new subdivision.

Mr. Verl1n Sm1t.h moved to deter the case until June 26th to view the prope y.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried.

12-Ctd.
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Adjoining garages and driveways were diacuaaed.. Mr. Mooreland said 'they

had not worked out; satisfactorily.

Mr. J. B. smith lIIOVed to defer the caee until June 26th, to vie" the pro

porty.

Seconded t Mr. Barnes

carried, una.n1Dtously.

II
ELLIS E. LORD, to permit enclosure of carport as .rec'ted to remain wit-bin

12 feet of eide property 110e (3905 Apple Tree Drive), Lot 2, Block 3,

Section 1, Roae Hill Farms, Lee District. (Suburban Residence.)

II
DAN C. RUSSELL, INC., t.o permit. erection of a pumpin& plarrtf'or Saniearr

Sewer, access between Lots 1 and )0, Blo~k9, Sectionl, Springfield Estat.e

Lee Dhtrict. (Suburban Residence.)

Mr. Holland,who represented the applicant, was unable t.o remain f'or the

hearing. The Planning CODIIllssion recolllDended. to grant ehis request..

Mr. Mooreland called attention to the f'act that ehis plant. has been okayed.

by agencies coneerued as eo design - and it is bef'ore the Board for loeae10

only.

Mr. Barnes moved 'to grant Ule application - adding at ehe sugteseion ot

Mr. Verlin SDd:th that this be subject to approval by the Sanleary Engineer.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASE:

GRAYSON A. A81LT.1r. WALTER IlEBB, TRUSTEES, to permit swimming pool, boat

port. and club bouse with accessOry installations including parking tor

private marina (boat dock) on approximately S acres of' land on south side

of proposed Bey View Drive (off #6(1), a parcel of 8 acree of land of

Proposed Belmont Park Es'tates, Mt. Vernon District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Millsap recalled 'that. this had been deferred for further 1ntormatlon

which he presettted in t.he £ollowing lett.ers:

v ...

() (p I
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·Fairfax County Health Department
Fairfax. Virginia

May 17,1956

Mr. Burch Millsap
lS6 HUlwood Avenue
Falls Churck, nrl!l1n1a

Re: Club houae aite, Belmont Park Subdivision

Dear Mr. Milloap:

The ,above site haa not been tested tor percolation but it
testoed and aat1atactory results are obtained it -gould be
approved' tor a septic tank system.

An alternate type system that may be possible 18 a sand
.filter systUl. The sand fUter type system would be sub
ject to approYBl ot the State Waeer Control Board.

If we can advise you further please let us know.

Very tnlly yours,

leI Harold Kennedy, M.D.
Director"

--------------------------------

"Gibson and 81%
Falle Church, Virg1nia

May 17, 19S6

Board of Zon1Dg Appeals
Fairfax, Virginia

The following 1nformat1on 1s subm1tted 1n compliance with
your request of May 6. 19S6 upon the application ot Grayson
A. Ahalt and Walter Hebb, Trustees tor a permi't to construct
anc1 operate a private marina at Belmont Bay. Fairfax County.
Virg1n1a.

The max~ membership of the association shall be 2'0 members,
although 1t 1s not expectsd that full membersh1p will be
obtained for a period of two or three years.

The request. for accessory inst.allations may be 11mit.ed to one
small store to be locat.ed tither between the fuel· pumps and
t.he 01ub house lawn or at. the end of the boat port l both areas
be1ng shown upon the plat submitted to the Board or Zoning
Appeals. ... "H •••« hi ....J]. ho."..,......., ,. fw a••
• Hi· .hIll· i. HI' tl9! I , The purpose of this st.ore is
for 'the sale of rope, HIe preservers, bolts and other 8mAl1
items necessary tor -.intenanoe and emergency repairs. There
will be no ,repair shops or major repairs permit.t.ed upon the
premises subject to the requested permit..

All items to be sold on the premises other than in t.he accessory
store shall be lllllited t.o the club house. The club house will
contain a kitchen and therefore short orders, sandwiches,and
soft drinks will be sold t.o the members and their guests,_

A letter has been request.ed from the Fiarfax County Health
Department relative to the Sewer or septic tank inst.allation,
and will be submitted t.o the Board on or before the meet.1ng
of May 22, 1956.

Very truly yours,

lsI . Burch MUlsap·
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WhUe the percolat.lon testa have not yet been made on the club alte - Mr.
Millsap said, a satisfactory system will bs installed - if the percolation

teat 18 not sufficiently adequate. It the pennit 115 granted, Mr. Millsap

suggested that it be granted subject. to satisfactory sanitary system ot one

kind or another. These people have spent a grea1i deal on plana tor ~i8

Club, Mr. Millsap continued, and will not stop until they han a completely

adequate system installed. It will either be a sand f'llt.ertype or whatev

will be Ba'tlistactory to the St.ate Water Control Board and ~ the 'County.

Decision of the f1nal type plant will be handled by Dr. lennedy and

by the State. This bas been discussed w1:th Dr. Kennedy.

Mr. Millsap agaoD discussed the need 1n ebB County for this type or install _

t10D, s1;atlng that control at the project will be directly under the owners

of' lota in the subdlvlalon - who will also control the increased. membership

It was brought out that Route {IOOl will be extended and improved - leading

into the project.. This will be shown on the plat of the subdivision _

Belmont Bay Estates. Route Hool will have a cont1nuous right of way of 50

uu

OftJ3

I

I

teet..

Mr. Millsap called at~ention to another subdivision about. on. mile from th1

project, thedeveloper of which is coneidering a dispoeal. syat_ - 11' that. i

practical it could be possible they will tie in with that. However. that i

tor the future. and wou1,d depend upon future developments around. t.Ms area.

The Cba1rman asked tor opposit.ion.

Mr. Laieon who owns ~4 acras adjoining this propsrty with a '/00 foot water

front, object.ed. Alao Mr. Bryant who has about. 500 teet ot water front.,

object.eel. Both Mr. Lamison and Mr. Bryant. looked over the proposed plans.

Mr. Lamison sa1d t.hey have no objections 'to 'the property owners in the pro

posed subdivision haVing boats in t.he bay but they did object t.o the com

mercial aspect being introdUced int.o the area.

Mr. Ahal:t said. t.his was planned tor a limited membership - the property own rs

plus a few o£ their friends who would. have use of t.he £&ci11t.ies. It was

purely a non-profit. arrangement..

Mr. Bryant. t.hougbt. t.h1s a very undesirable location tor a marina because of

tide conditions, which rip:' around t.he perimeter of the bay - blowing the

wat.er back from the shore line in 8U.ch & manner that the wat.er clepth at. the

bay's edge is pract.ically nothing. He showed a geological Burvey map at

the soundings in the bay. It would be practically impossible to keep the

I
bay sufficiently open 'to a depth practical tar boats.

Mr. Lamison sold at a friend who had spent over $20,000 dredging the channe -
and which was at.1ll unsatistactory.

Mr. Ahalt said the Army Engineers will keep the channel open - that the bay

area is completely under their control, and they will maintain it in a

navigable condition. Mr. Ahalt showed the proposed locBtion of the channel
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area.

• Lamison and Mr. Bryant detailed experiences of others who had tried to

channel open but because of the peculiar chopping and churn1Dg ot

he tide they had found it impossible to keep it open for more than six

They were both greatly concerned over the tact that this would appe r

be uneconomical and unfeasible and that it would ruin a secluded beauti-

My "'''',J.'J',o
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hey would dredge - by blowing out the dirt and accumulation.

• Lamison thought the accumulation ot trash, beer cans, and refuse result-

ing from a project of this typo would ruin a very lOVely area whl<:h is one

of the few spots lett in the County which 1s rural and free ot cluttering.

• Lamison also expressed the opinion that because or the trash, big treee,

telephone poles. timber, driftwood, etc - which are blown into the bay dur

ing winter storms - this area would not be practical for such a use. Boats

sink and are lett to rot. Then the water recedes and the accUllUlat10n i.

lett scattered over the area. This area, Mr. Lamison contended, 1s not prac leal

because of the nature of the tide. Mr. Lamison apoke of a marina on the

is 1n the process of being developed, and which location h.

e cODlDercializat.ion of the project. was also discussed. This. Mr. Bryant

Mr. Lamison object 'to. They also objected to the non-resident members.

again the objectors discussed t.he cost of keeping the channel clear _

and questioned if the Army Engineers would do that - at such a cost and in

view of the destructive and unpredictable wiritl.r winds.

It was questioned whether or not the Board would allow peopie to invest in

something which was not econ1mically feasible.

• VerliD. Smith read the portions of the Ordinance under which the Board

can act in-'this - Section 6-12 2- a-b and 4-&-15-c, which stat.es tha~ this

could be granted it it is found that persona reaiding or working in the area

are not ma:ter1a1ly affected adversely or that the location wID not adverse!

aftect the neighborhood, etc.

It was noted that economics was not taken int.o consideration.

• Millsap noted that most ot the operations here will be within the tide

water - which is not under control ot the County. As far as it. being un

ecollomical, Mr. Millsap said, his clients had spent much time and planning

on this - they have had what they believe to be expert advice and are wUl

to take this calculated risk. They have made studies ot other similar pro

jects and believe they have something which will be satisfactory to the

members of the Club and to the area.

• Mooreland recalled that the Board had nothing to do with anything beyond.

the mean tide line - that they could consider only the recreational area-on

land.
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Mr. Millsap again stated. that the control of this recreat10nal project woll1

be invested in the owners of land in the SUbdivision. and that the outsid. 0 C:>
membership would abo be controllad by the land ownere. There would be a

ma.x1JDwa of 250 members. No articles would be sold on the premises except

_11 accessories necessary to boating. No repairs would be cOndueted here.

Mr. !halt said the homes to be cODs'tructed will range from about .20,000 up

bu't that the priceot 'the lota would preclude an undeairable development.

The non-profit corporation will be established and turned. over to the pro-

perty owners aa soon aa there are enough to warrant that t Mr. Ahalt said.

There will be no profit to anyone. Each lot purchaser will get a share ot

stock, Mr. Abal't continued.. Mem:bere ot;her than property owner. who are

later adm1t'ted. will pay a t •• to be de'tenalned.

Mr. Lamison asked it there _. any plan to lease out any ot 1;1118 project.

Mr. Ahalt. said "no" - that that had been talked or at one time but they p

definitely not to do that.

Mr. Verlin smith. questio,ned. granting this until t.he non-profl~ corpol"atlon

is formed. and. UDt.il aanit.B.ry conditione and. the road into the project are

settled. Mr. Smith said he felt that this could operat.e to t.he best intere a

of the property owners it it. is properly installed andproperly operated.

Mr. Millsap questioned. which cue first - the ronaatioD ot the non-profit

corporation, or the completion or all the plans - which would involve a

considerable BUIll. of money - when the granting of this application was not a

certaint.y.

Mr. Verlln Smit.h thought the unknown factors were perhaps too numerous 

who will operate the project, sanitary conditions - it would be difficult

for the Board to determine if this would materially affect the neighbor

hoed adversely.

Mr. Mllloap thought the granting of this use was TOry 1IIlportant in their

sales campaign - that they couldn' t tell people a share of thie stock would

be turned over to them· _ without complete assurance that they could deliver

that atock. The plats are now awaiting final approval in the Plaming

Office. As f'ar as actual construction - they probably could not get going

now unt.il next lIUIIII8r, Mr. Ahalt said, but he f'elt it very necesaary to

know what he can tell the purchaaera.

Mr. Verlin Smith told the applicant that 1f' they would submit a letter st.a1;

lag that they would within a cer'taingi'l'en time turn over the operation of

this marina to the control ot a non-profit corporation for control by the

resident. ot this subdivision, and those residents will decide on any addi

tional members up t~ 250, he felt that the Board would 'approYe this.

Mr. Millsap said he could bring such a letter to the Board or have it ready

t.his evening. Mr. Ahalt agreed to giving the Board a letter covering these

things
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Mr. Lamison and Mr. Bryant agreed that the term. ot: the letter _eKed

by Mr. Verl1D &11th would satiety them, and they would withdraw their

objections.

It was agreed that this meeting would be adjourned until Friday night, May

25th at 8 p.lI. tor presentation or the suggested le't'ter and tor the passing

17 a resolution.

NEW CASE

STRAW CORPORATION - No one was present to discuss this case

Mr. J. B. llmith moved to defor it until June 26th

SecoDded, Mr. BarIl••

Carried

//

The meeting ad.journed untU Friday May 25th at g p.m. t

.....~..**.****••••••*••**..***.

Adjourned meeting - May 25,1956

8:00 p.m.. in the Board. RoOll or the Fairfax
Courthouse - with all members present.

GRAYSON A. ABALT, ETC. - The following let.t.er was read:

"May 25. 1956

Board. ot Zonilll Appeals
Fairfax, Virginia

Gentlemen:

In compliance with .y agreement with· the Board of Zoning
Appeals of May 22,1956, you are advised that within two
years from this date that control in the Belmont Park ClUb
and Marina. will be turned oyer to a non-profit organIza
tion comprised or the lot owners in the SUbdivision of
Belmont Park Estates.

This agreement is entered into with the consent of Walter
Hebb and. Walter O. VonHerbulls, the other owners. The
three of us being the sole owners and. comprising the only
parties in interest.

Respectfully SUbmitted.

/0/ Grayson A. Ahalt"

• Millsap suggested that U the Board granted thiS case it be done subject

to the three letters submitted by him.

I

I

I

I

I
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GRAYSON A. !HAL!. E'1'C. - CM.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved that t.he application be granted. and the granting be

on the ba.is of letter. submittod br the applicant - letter. dated Mar 17.

1956 and Mar 25; 1956 and this i. grantod under Section 6-4 sub.ection l5-c

and Section 6-12 paragraph 2 a and b and that this is subject to approval

of the sanitary facUitiee by the County Health Department and by 'the Sta:te

Water Control Board or any other governing body which may baYe jurladlctlon

Seconded. Mr. J. B. Smith

carried. unanimously.

II

The meeting adjourned~

John W. Brookfield. Chattman

~.
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The regular meeting of the Fairfax
County Boerd of Zoning Appeals was
held Tuesday at 10 O' clock, June 12.
1956 in the Board RoQll of the Fail'
fax Courthouse, with all members
present

The meeting wae opened with a prayer by Mr. J. B. Smith

DEFERRED CASES:

1- JOHN H. HOWARD, to permit erection of an addition to dwelling It f.eet of

side property line, between Leesburg Pike and CoIUlllbia Pik., 400 t ••t south

of Columbia Pike; Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

Since Mr. Howard. was not present to discuss his case J Mr. V. Smith .aved

that this case be placed at the bottom of the list.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
2- AGNES M. FRANKS, U» permit erection of' carport within 5-1/2 teet of side

property line, Lot 91. Section 2, Westhampton (1112 East Greenwich Street),

Dranasville District. (Suburban Residence).

A Ie'tter was read from Mrs. Franks stating that she had reviewed her plans

and. found that the garage caD be located. 5.5 teet .from the side line rather

than the ,.. feet requested - and restating her reasons for asking this

variance - that she can use the concrete strips which are already in and

the need for a shelter for her car. especially in winter.

Mr. V. Smith said he was entirely sympathetic with Mrs. Frank's problem but

he found it difficult to approve this because there are alternate locations

f'or the carport withQGt variance from the Ordinance. Mr. V. Smith suggested

that by the addition of a little gravel to change the driveway the carport

could be located at the rear of the house line.

Mrs. Franks said this would inter£ere with the utility windows and would be

expensiye to tear out on~ of the concrete strips and relocate the driveway.

Mr. Mooreland suggested that the carport could be detached - continue the

concrete strips to the back line of' the house and locate the carport 4 teet

from the side line - all within the Ordinance. This would necessarily have

to be behind the rear line of the house and 5 £8et from the bouse.

Mrs. FI"IlDks said she bad not realised that - that such an alTaDgement would

be 8atis£actory to her.

Mr. V. Smith therefore moved to deny the case because it does not conform

to minimum requirements of the Ordinance and there are alternate locations

to place the carport on the lot without a variance.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II

I

I

I

I

I
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DEFERRED CASES

3- WILLIAM E. MOSS, ~o permit dwelling a8 erected to remain within 13.6 feet

of side property line, Lot 3)1, Seotion 1, Chesterbrook Woods, llrene.ville () (p q
District. (Suburban Residence)

No ODe was present to discuss this case.

Mr. V. SIII1th moved that it b. put at tho bottom of the li.t

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried t unanimously.

II
SAUL CONSTRUCTION COMPAIfI,INC., to permit dwelling too remain as erected 17

feet ot side property 11ns,· Lot )0, Sectlon 1, Westbriar Country Club Nelno

Providenoe District. (Rural Re.idence).

Mr. Mackall represented t.he appl.lcant. Since the t'lrst· hearing on thie,

Mr. Mackall said they had negotiated with the Wilsons (owners of the adjoi

Ing lot and the objectors to this variance at the last hearing) and have

agreed to furnish materials for a tence between the two lots - toes 31 &. :3

Mr. saul Ritzenberg, the bUilder, was also present. He apologized. to the

Board for not being present at the original hearing - he bad thought it wa

not necessary.

Since the Wilsons bave 1"elt that they were hindered by the error in locati

01" the hO\llle on Lot 30. Mr. Rit.enberg said they had agreed to give them

what they have requested in an effort to reduce the injury. The 1"ollowing

letter from Mr. Mackall to Mr. Wilson detailing the conditions under which

the Wilsons would withdraw their opposition was read:

"Law 01"t1ce8

PICKET, KEITH &: MACKALL
Fairfax, Virginia

Charles Pickett
nmies Keith
Henry C. Mackall

7 June 19S6

TelepJ:lone.
(3-o3~

Crescent ()...Q)21

I

I

Mr. and Mrs. J. Carroll Wilson
4237 32nd Road 9.
Arlington, Virginia

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Wilson:

Pursuant to the request of Mr. Ritzenberc and with the 'Concur
rence of Mr. Wright. I am writing to advise you that 1£ you will
agree not to oppose the granting of an exception to the side
yard lines of the Fairfax County Code. and not take any· o1vil
action in connection with the location of the house now being
constructed on Lot )0. Niblick Drive. Westbriar 'Country Club:
Manor. Fairfax County. Virginia. they will agree to furnish all
of the material requested. by you for the purpose o£ erecting
a fence between the above mentioned lot and 'the lot on 'Which
your house i. being bUilt, with tho understanding that the
shrubbery is to be changed 'to arborv1'tae as soon as the variance
is granted by the County Board of Zoning Appeals. To clarity
the "as BOon as" provision this will be furnished within 10
days from the elate 'the variance is granted. It 1s my under
standing that you have already agreed with Mr. R1tzenberg that



DBFEIlIlED {lASllS - {ltd.

SAUL CONSTRUCTION CO.,INC. - {ltd.

Letter from Mr. Mackall - ctd.

you will accept this ofter, and if such is the eaae, I would
appreciate your signing ths original of this letter and re
turning it to me, 80 that I may present it to the Board of
Zoning Appeals at its meeting on the 12th.

Yours very truly t

/s/ Henry C. Mackall

I

HCM:ghe

Copies to: Saul Construction Company, Inc.
1026 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C.

Mr. Harry Otis Wright, Jr.
Fairfax. Virginia

I

Noted and ret.urned:
Accepted by

(signedl
( signed

Loia F. Wilson
J. Carroll Wilson"

Mrs, Henderson asked Mr. Rltzenberg why they continued construction on the

bUilding atter they knew the houae was in violation.

Mr. Ritsenberg recalled the early details - stating that when Mrs, Wilson

told him she thought the house was too close to the line I he answered her

that he did not know if that was 80 t and 8ugges'ted that she contact Mr.

Wright's office to find out just what the sltuat.lon was, A.t that time the

bad completed about '8,000 worth of construction on the house. When Mr.

Ritzeoberg talked with Mr. Wright - Mr. Wright told him to continue with

the construction and to put the carport on the left side ot the house.

Mrs. Wilson had previously talked with one of the brick layers. Mr. Kitlen rg

said. and he did not know anything of the violatioD untll he met Mrs.

Wilson on the job - and a1't.er that he talked with Mr. Wright.

Mr. J. B. Smith asked Mr. Ritzenberg it he didn't check the locations ot

his buildings. Mr. Ritzenberg said yes - to a point. but that when it co

to engineering ma:tter8 - that was lett to his engine~rs·. Theretore. when

Mr. Wright told him to go ahead w1tp construction - he did so.

Mr. J. B. Smith recalled also that Mr. Ritsenberg had gone ahead with COn

s'truction after the County had told him the house locati0D: was wrong, and

now 'the house is practically completed. Mr. Ritsenberg admitted that that

is 80 - but he thought the engineers would take care ot the violation - as

indicated in the following letter :

I

I

I
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IlEFEIlIlEII 'CASES - 'Ctd.

SAUL <:llNSTRUCTION CO•• INC. - Ctd.

"April 12, 1956

Saul Construction Co. ,inc.
1028 Conn. Ave.,N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Gen'tlemen:

We agree to pay to you all necessary cost on Lot 2S
Niblick Dri.,.! W..tbriar Country Club Menor, Fairfax,
Ba.; for dug ng foundatloD8. digging and pouring
tootings and retilling old foundations which was located
incorrectly due too the error on the part of our engineer••

We instruct you to continue with construction ot bouse
on Lot 1130 Niblick Drive, ·W••tbriar Country Club, Fairfax·
Virginia t even thOughbudue to our error the house has been
placed. incorrectly. ' r intention is to get; the loning
board. ot Fa1rf'ax Countll Virgin.a, to approve present
location of house but 11" in any event you are required
to make any chang.. due to our error we will gladly b..r
all costs to you. It 1s understood that· you will put the
carport on the lett aide ot house inl!l!tead. of right side
to help us in this matter.

lours very truly.

HARRY OTIS WRIGHT,JR.

/./ Harry Oti. Wright, Jr."

Mrs. Charlot1;e Nurge asked it ~he foo'tinge were not inspec1;ed betore a-ctual

construction began. Mr. Mooreland aa~d the building inspec1;or checks the

f'ootings and construction is supposed not to have gone beyond thAt first n
joie1;l!I. but on large scale developments it is impossible for his office to

check location of footings in the beginning. The builder is required to

furnish his office with certified location plats when ~he house is up.

Since there is aC1;ually only a three foot violation here. Mr. Mackall said

it would b. possible to 1;ake off the three foot encroachment. This will be

expensive. Mr. Mackall con1i1nued. bu't it could be done - rather t.han 'to tea

down the house. However. since this Is ·only a three 1'C:>0t variance. Mr.

Mackall recalled that the Code" sa~. relier can be !1:ran'ted if it doea not 1m

pair the public good. He could not see where this granting would be a

serious detriment to anyone. Mr. MacKall also stated that in the beginning

bis rim had thought t.his was just an honest mistake, and that the Wilsons

were unreasonable. but they had found that the WUsons did have a just com

plaint. At the same time. Mr. Mackall continued. he did not think the gran

ing of this would do any substantial harm.

Mr. V. Smith thought. it would bave been reasonable to at least stop work on

"the building until the case was settled with the County.

If it is necessary 'to take orr the corner of the house, Mr. Ritzenberg said

one might as well tear down the whole house, that they are working under a

V.A. loan and must meet. t.heir requirements. they couldn't sell the house

under the V.A. loan if they cut the size of the house. He thought this wo

jeopardize their loan.

.~

07/
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DEFERRED {lASES - Ctd.

If the carport or garage can be worked out for the other side ot the houae

that would be satisfactory with him, Mr. Ritzenberg said - otherwise they

could try to sell the house either with or without the carport. Mr. Ritsen

berg again stated that there was no intention to Violate any ordinance,

that he had relied upon Mr. Wright' 8 judgement as Mr. Wright ie tamUiar

with these matters. He thought the matter was well straightened out with

the Wilsons, who have agreed with the .proposal made by Mr. Wrightts attorne

They had continued construction because they thought this would be worked

out satisfactorily.

Mrs. Henderson stated that since no hardship bas .been shown in the evidence

as outlined in Section 6-l2-g of the Ordinance, and the onl~ hardship shown

has been that which was created by the buUder, 8h~ would mOTe to deny the

application.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Voting tor the motion: Mrs. Henderson, J. B. Smith. V. Smith, Brookfield.

Mr. T. Barnes voted "no"

Motion carried.

II
Mr. V. Smith thought in this case that the County was lax in not requiring

plats to be submitted at the rirs~ floor joists level; that Mrs. Wilson

had done all a reasonable perso~ could do to adVise the buUder of the erro

and after Mr. Ritzenberg told Mr. Wright or the error that iDlllediate action

should have been taken to correct it.

II
R. H. STC1flE, INC., to permit dwelling to remain as erected closer to side

,nd front property lj.nes than allowed by the Ordinance, Lot ItSA. Re8ub

division of Lote 43 thru 49. Dale View Manor, ProVidence Dist.. (Sub. Rea.)

Mr. Ed Carroll represented the applicant. Mr. Carroll recalled. the eITor

here - wherein they had staked out the houses around the cul-de-sac. Af'ter

the houses were completed they discovered an error in the location of the

cul.-de-sac. When they re-located. the cul-de-sac it was found that all the

houses on the cul-de-sac were in violation. They then resubdivided and

corrected all the errors except this one which they were unable to make

conform.

()7 ;;...

I

I

I

I
Mr. v. Smith suggested that by moving the cul-de-sac a little farther into

Lot 43-A it would relieve the setback on Lot 4S-A. This would corrict one

error but would create another, Mr. Carroll said, as the house on Lot 44-A

would then be in violation. There is a contrac'!; sale on the house on Lot -A. I
Mr. V. Smith then suggested that it would be better in his opinion to re-

quest a variance on the 50 toot radius of the cul-de-sac rather than on th

house. The house on Lot 4g-A is located 32.1 teet from the right of way.



DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.
IV

()73It was noted that the plat did not show the .exaet setback distance of the

houses on the cul-de-sac - therefore, Mr. J. B. Smith thought it might be

possible t9 check these distances for a possible relocation of the cul.de- c.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until July 10th to give the applicant

an opportunity to work out a different layout with special reference to tb

possibility of moving Le1~hton Drive and the possibility of moving the car

port to a different location.

Seconded, Mr. J. 8. Smith

Carried, unan1mously.

II

5-Ctd.

I

I

6- ROBERT D. HUFFlUN, to permit erection of a garage 40 feet of Renee Street,

Lot 7, Block 4. Glynalea Park, Lee District. (Agriculture).

No one was present to disouss this case, therefore Mr. J. B. smith moved

to put this at the bottom of the list.

Seconded I Mrs, Henderson

Carried unanimously.

II
NEW CASES'

I

I

I

1- RUSSELL S. REVERCOMB. too permit erection and operation of • service garage

on south aide /129 - #211, spproximately 400 feet west of Village Drive,

Centreville District. (Rural Business).

Mr. Stuart DeBel~~_ represented the applicant who was present also. Mr.

Revercomb is a partner in the Trio Motor Sales Company who have been operat

ing a used car dealer business and filling station since 19~9, Mr. DeBell

told the Board. During the years 'they have paid out a .great deal for

garage repairs. They wish now to service cars in their own garage witb a

mechanic on duty full time. This will also bave a car inspect10n station.

This 1s a generally developed business area, Mr. DeBell continued, with

commercial zoning on one side and a business use (Millican Kennels) on tbe

other. This lato'ter property has agricultural zoning. There is also rural

business zoning across 'the storee't.

The garage building will be located behind the office and filling station.

They will Bleet all se'tbacks.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith questioned the fact that the plats did not show ingress and

egress. Mr. DeBell explained that the entire frontage is black-topped to

the right of way and the ingress and egress is already established, having

been approved by the Highway Department at the time of installation of the

filling 8'tation. It was noted that a small curbing is located in front 80

cars will enter on one side of the cuti.ng and exit on the other.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the applicat.i01'!- under Section 6-16 of the Zoni

Ordinance because it conforms to the requirements of that section.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried unanimously_
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NEW CASES - Ctd.

3- FRANCIS L. MARTIN, to permit enclosure of carport a8 a recreat.ion room,

10.53 feet off side property line, Lot 18, Block 23, Section 8, Springtiald

(731g Essex Ave~.) Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

This carport is built onto the house - being a a.ntinu.atlon of the root and

actually an integral part of the house. It is enclosed by one full brick

wall of the house and by the utility room at the rear. It will be rela

tively inexpensive to enclose this, Mr. Martin said. Mr. Martin noted that

just about two bloCks away from him the zoning changes and one would be

allowed to come this close to the line without a variance.

Since this is a new section in the subdivision, Mr. Brookfield suggested

that the Board see this property before taking any action.

Mr. V. &a1th said 'that since there would appear to be altemaee locations

for this addition he felt the case probably should be denied.

Mr. Martin felt that it was impossible to put on an addition in any other

location because of the fact of the~expense, that this 1s a practical place

for an addition and would not be detrimental to anyone.

Mrs. Henderson called attention to the fact that the utility room is alread

in violation.

Mr. Mooreland said the builders bad been putting u,'1lity rooms at the rear

of these carpo~8 which are now allowed an extra' 5 toot leeway. It had bee

difficult to refuse the utility rooms but the net result ha,s been UDsat1s:"

I

I

I

I

I

WILLIAM R. SMITH, JR., to permit erection of carport closer to side and rea

property lines than allowed by the Ordinance, Lot 10, Block 20, Section 4,

Belle Haven, (233 Belle Haven Rd.) Mt. Vernon District. (Urban Residence).

It was suggested that the applicant moYe the carport toward the center ot

tho lot - allowing tha required .o1l>ack. Mr. Smith said 1£ ho did so it

would be difficult to get; two cars into the carport because of the sharp

curve. Mr. Smith noted that the house on the adjoining lot 1s about 50 fee

away therefore he did not think the request

and 0.9 feet trom the rear would artect the owner of that property adversel

Mr. Barnes suggeeted. swinging the bUilding to give a slanting entrance wi
would probably give room tor a turn-around in tront of the carport and woul

also conform to setback requirements.

Mr. Smith said Belle Haven Road 1s little traveled and it ends within about

two blocks - therefore most people back our of their garages into the stree

with no particular danger.

Mr. V. Smith thought all possible locations £or the carport should be ex

plored and from the plats it would appear that there are other locations,

he therefore moved to defer the caSe until July ~h to view the property

with speCial attention to checking to see if it is not poasibleto locate

the carport without a variance.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

carried unanimously.

II

2-
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NEW CASES - CtcI.

factory in that a carport bUilt t as this one t 10 t"eet from the side line

with a utili'ty room at the rear - it actually brings the house wi'th1n 10 0 75'
feet of the side line. He thought the 5 foot leeway on garages should be

removid from the Ordinance. It has been abused and has not served the pur

poae for which it was intended.

Mrs. Henderson thought this would encourage other property owners down the

line to ask the 8&JDe variance, which it would be dif'ticult to deny.

There were no objections from the area.

It was noted that the urban zoning, which would allow this encroachment t

1s about three blocks away.

When he bought the property, Mr. Martin said, the sales- talk was that he

could have the oarport enclosed. This was n~ in writing, however, but it

was his understanding.

Mr. Brookfield noted that Essex Avenue and JlaDeve.r ~treet - its connecting

street - are bo'th heavily traveled 'thoroughfares.

Mr. V. Smi'th said that granting this would bring in so many other requests

for the same thing and he felt if the Board had t;ranted such requests in

the past - it actually was amending the Ordinance, and should not have been

done. He suggested that if a group of the people in this neighborhood

are wanting such a variance - they band together and ask the Board of

Supervisors for urban zoning.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until July 10th to view the property.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
Mr. Martin told the Board that there are others in his area (two) who have

enclosed carports located in a similar manner.

II
CLAUDE B. COOPER. to permit shed as erected to remain within 2 feet of rear

property line, Lot. 426. Mason Terrace (107 Bolling Road), Falls Church

District. (Suburban Rssidsncs).

Mrs. Cooper said they had built this shed to take Care of garden tools _

since they have no basement and no stDft8e room. They did not know it was

necessary to have a permit tor 80 8JDa.ll a building. When they had the

foundation in they were told they should have a permit. Inspection re

vealed that they were too close to the rear line. ThereEore they came to

the Board with this request. This is a cinderblock shed about 8 x 6 feet.

The neighbor at the rear. most affected, gave Mr. Cooper a letter which was

read. stating he did not object to the tool shed. - in .fact he would ap

preciate having it there as a means of better taking care of Mr. Cooperls

tools.
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I

I

I

I

The building is on a concrete slab, Mrs. Cooper said, it would therefore be

difficult to move, although Mrs. Henderson thought the slab could still () 7 "
be used if it were lett and the bUilding moved.

Mr•• Henderson stated that while she was sympathetic with Mr. Cooperls

situationJhe felt the building should be made to conform to reqUirements I
she therefore moved that the application be denied because it is possible

to move the shid forward 6 feet, which would comply with the regulations.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried unanimously.

II

side line.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case to July 10th to view the property.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

carried unanimously.

5- GILBERT C. MORRISON, to pennit carport as erected to remain within 4-1/2

feet of side property line, Lot ltQ8, Mason Terrace (2oo Winchester Way),

Falls Church District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Morrison said he had planned. to build his carport in 1952 and 53, bu't

got no further at that time 'than the foundation and. wall. However, he put

in a concrete slab and driVeway with the plan to locate the carport at the

end of the driveway. He thOUght it would be all right to place the carpor

4 feet from the side line. Atter he started construction of the carport

he was told (by whom he couldn't remember) that he should have a permit and

have his setbacks checked - but he thought that any construction UDder .300

was exempt from the permit requirement. Therefore, he went ahead with con_

struction without a permit. When asked if he knew there were zoning. re..

gulations in the County, Mr. Morrison said he had thOUght that strict regul tiona

were not in effect at the time he buil~. He noted that there are 46 teet

between his carport and the house on the adjoining lot.

Mr. Morrison discussed the White Post Walkway which borders his property

which he aaid had been littered with trash and was badly overgrown. He ha

cleaned. that up and had build a wall to 'take care of the water that runs

down this ten foot strip.

Mrs. Snyder, who lives on the adjoining property told the Board. that the

fence Mr. Morrison had put up 1s within the 10 foot walkway by four or

five feet - the walkway belongs to the County. (Her complaints about the

Morrisons were disregarded· by the Board). She said that since the walkway

was not taken care of by anyone (it waa put through here for convenience

of children snd bicycle riders) Mr. Morrison had used it by extending his

It-etd.

II
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HOOPER CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION, to penn1t d"ell1ng to rema1n as ere.ted

)8.48 feet of Forrest Lane, Lot 29A, Section 2, Briggs' and Rcopers' Addi

tion ·to Chesterbrook Woods, Dranesv111e District. (Suburban Residence).

No one was present to discuss this application. Mr. Barnes moved that it

be put at the bottom ot the 11st.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Sm1'th

Carr1ed unsniJllously.

I I

I

I

I

I

7-

//
OOCTOR HENRY J. HORB, to permit operation of Medical Researeh Laboratory

on east side of Chichester Road, 4./10 aile south of Iso, Providence D1at.

(Rural Res1dencel.

Dr. Horn told the Board that he would 11ke to us. the existing building

shown on his plat for research work of a medical nature. There will be no

manufacturing on the premises. The building 1s located 200 feet or more

from all property lines, within a wooded. area. The building 1s valued at

about $20,000. Th1s laboratory ,,111 be anllable to Doctors 1n the County

tor clinical research services. At present DoctorB~ve to take their

patients to Arlington tor diagnostic studies. The research would be done

particularly on nUids - blood, urine. etc. However. Dr. Horn said he did

not wish -to limit the scope of his work - as he is interested in other type

of research also - including cancer. Dr. Horn said he is a member or the

Fairfax County Medical Spcieey.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson asked for a definition of the word. "scope" - used in the

ordinance. Mr. Mooreland said that was put in the ordinance 'to control

manufacturing in ,connection with research.

Doctor Horn said the neighbors had been advised at his plana and many ot

them had said they WOuld be glad to sign a statement indicating their ap

pro'Yal. The Boy Scouts have been meeting here. Dr. Horn 'said, and he that

they also had spread the word. Dr. Horn said he would live On the premise

Mr. V. Smith pointed out ,that this would be grantid (1£ the Board does g

it) on the basis at the plat presented. - and operations would take place

in the existing bUilding, without approval tor extension - however, Mr.

Smith noted that Dr. Horn could come back to the Board at any time to re-

quest expansion.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application under Section 6-4-15-m and re

lated subsections, because the application conforms to these sections. Th

application is granted as shown on plat - Survey at Property of Henry J.

and Anna C. Horn, dated 8/7/54 by A. C. Moran, Cert1f1ed Land Surveyor No.

359, and rev1sed 8/12/54.

Seconded. Mrs. Henderson

Carried. unanimously.

//
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carport.

Mrs. Henderson suggested adding to the rear of the carport along the house.

That is the location adjoining the kitchen and it would make the kitchen

dark. Mr. Lewis said. He wanted this area kept open for air and light.

There were no objections from the area.

I
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Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes.

Carried. unanimously.

II

GWYN E. MURDOCK, to permit carport to remain as erected within 5 feet ot

side property line, Lot 365, Mason Terrace (201 Winchester Way) Falls Churc

District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Murdock said he had built his carport withOut a pemit _ thinking ths

permit was not necessary because the construction cOst was under 1300.

Winchester Way 1s narrow and he wanted to get his car orf 'the street. Mr.

Murdock explained. He put in the driveway and slab and constructed a shed

type of root over the Blab. There are 55 reet between his house and the

house next door. (This 1s across the street from the Morrison case above

described) •

Mr. Murdock said he d¢ not think the Structure unsightly. He had thought

zoning regulations applied to business property only. and that the setback

was up to the contractor.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deter the case to view the property - deterred to Jul

10th.

Since July 10th is election day. Mr. V. Smith moved that the July 10th hea

ing be changed to July 9th. and that all apPlicants be so advised.

Seconded. Mrs. Henderson

Carried unanimously.

6-

9- MAURICE A. LEWIS. 'to permit erection at an enclosed povch II teet at side

property line. Lot 5. Section 8. Holmes Run Acres (23l7 Executive Avenue)

Falls Church District. (Suburban Residence).

This would be a 12 x 16 toot addition. Mr. Lewis explained. punned to be

used as a porch in summer and to have some kind ot enclosure tbr the wint

He could not locate t.his addition on the opposite side ot the house. where

there would be sufficient room to meet requirements because of the acceS8

which would be through the kitchen sink or the bathroom. It would n9t be

practical 'to break through. There are about YJ feet be'tween his house and

t.he neighbor who would be aftected by this. Mr. Lewis said. Mr. Lewis

called at'tention to a neighbor near him who had obtained a variance in a

similar situation last year. He enclosed a carport which was toward the

street. He has a carport on the opposite side of his house. Mr. Lewis sai

which he could not enclose for this room. as his front door opens into the
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Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because there is an alternate location

to construct this requested addition.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Garried, unanimously.

II
ROBERI' HALL CLOTHES, INC., to permit erection of two eigns - one sign 120

square feet in area, and one sign 210 square feet in area. total area ))0

square feet - on west side of U. S. Ill, 1140 feet north of the southerly

in1iereectlon of U. S. #1 and Route l/62a immediately north of Luther A.

Gilliam Subdivision, Lee District. (General Business).

Mr. Ed GaSBon represented the applicant. The ~pany wishes to erect two

signs, Mr. GaS80D told the Boar.d, one on the 21' foot wide building and

the other a pilon. The sign on the building will have 120 square teet the

pilon - 210 square reet on each side. This is the style sign the Company

wishes to use 8S their trade mark, Mr. Gasson said, it is used now through

out the Country on their stores. This is a chain operation, four stores in

the Metropolitan Area.

(It was noted that this applicant has made two applications, one on Rt. flso

and the other on U. S. #1. Mr. Gasson said he would combine discussion on

both applicat,ioDs).

Mr. Gas80n recalled that the Board had granted signs of similar or larger

dimensioDs at Annandale and for the Giant Store at Seven Corners. Mr. Gass n

also pointed out that if' this 215 toot frontage were divided into small

shops they could have six signs, which would total about 160 square teet

more sign area than they are reques'ting.

Mr. Gasson con'tended that theee signs were necessary tor competitive reaso

Each store will employ about 30 people and in the neighborhood of $120,000

will be added to the property value - therefore, Mr. Gasson contended, that

this is a reasonable request, particularly in view ot the other similar

signs granted by the Board.

Mr. Wells from the sign company was present also. In anSWer to Mrs. Bender on'e

question regarding color and lighttng of the sign, Mr. Wells said the light

ing will be diffused on the pilon sign - the lights are on the interior ot

the sign - shining through the surface material.

The signs on both the buildings will be the same - the only difference in

the two applications it the size of the lots.

Mrs. Henderson called attention the number of residences On Route #50 which

might be adversely af'fected by too much sign illumination.

Mr. MOoreland called attention to the re~son8 tor granting the other large

signs - which reasons do not necessarily apply in this case - at Seven ~orn rs

the pilon had to be larger because of the rise in the land and the other

large sign was located bery far back from the right of way.

('j



11- ROBERT HALL CLOTHES, INC. t to permit erection of two signs -' 1 sign 120

square feet in arM, and one sign 210 square teet in area, total area 330

square feet, north side of Arlington Boulevard, approximately 200 teet west

ot Cherry Street, Falls Church District. (General Buainess).

Mr. Gasson discussed this application with the one iIImediately preceeding.

II

o
lO-Gtd.

12-

June 12,1956

NEW CASES - Ctd.

Gasson said he was merely making a comparison of sizes. He indicated

he applicant would be willing to move the sign location if the Board wished

Mooreland said the site distance condition did not exist here.

Gasson recalled t.hat some of the Board. members had stated that the pre

sent sign ordinance 'WaS lnadequat.e - with which he agreed•

• V. smith said he _8 not in tavor ot such large signs on business pro

perty - that he felt the Board should have an opportunity to study sign siz

particularly on U. S. #1. (Mr. Mooreland. said·the sign permits were availabl

in his <t' ticel •

• V. 5mith moved to deter both Robert IIell Clothes applications until

July 9th - for study.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously_

II

BAYARD D. EYANS, to permit erection and operation of a tea room approxi

mately 365 feet from #123, on west side of Chain Bridge Road, #123 adjoin.

Church property on north, Draneevil1e District. (SUburban Res1dence).

Mr. Evans told the Board that he had covered the area and the neighborhood

with petitions in an e£1'ort to know if' there was opposition to this use and.

whether or not the people approved 01' it. He presented two petitions, one

with 36 names - the other with 93 names, stating they did not object. Alao

the Board of Trustees of the Lewinsv1lle Church have no objection. Many ot

the people in the cODlDunity have expressed the opinion that a tea room of

this type will be an asset to the cOPlJlunity and is badly needed. Since the e

is nothing comparable within a reasonable distance. The site select.ed, Mr.

Evans continued, is very beauti£ul. It is high - with a view of the Wash

ington Cathedral and the Naval Hospital at Bethesda. He showed a topo

graphic map of the area, and the building location. ~here 1s only one home

near the proposed site - that 01' the Sniders, so own a quarter acre adjoin

1ng the Evans property on the east. They do not object. Mr. Evana also

showed pictures 01' buUdings similar to the one he would put up. The build

ing will be 367 £eet £rom Route #12), and 3A feet from the side line. Other

setbacks are tar in excess or any requirements. The building may be turned

slightly if a road which is proposed to go through the Evane property is

definitely planned. However, it will still meet the setbacks shown on the

plat.

o '! 0
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He plans to make this a very attract!? operation which will be an asset to

the County. WhU. the plat sbows parking for 1-24 cars, Mr. Evans said the

have .- much larger area which could be used if' necessary. Water will be

aTa1leb1e.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat exhibited _

drawn by D. H. Drayer, Architect, deted 5/1515~; end plat by Joseph Berry
.--~ .-

dated February 11, 1956 - prOVided the builcling as shown on the plat does

not come closer than 50 .feet from the side property line, and that the ap

plicant present a plat showing the existlng' buildings on the property

located substantially 8S those buildings are shown on the plat presented

wit.h the caBe today and that sufficient parking space be provided f'or all

users of the use. This 1s granted because it conforms to Section 6-5;

6-4-15-jj and Section 6-12 of the Ordinance.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
IR NG BERGER & GARFIELD KASS, TRUSTEES, to perllli't variances 'to Sign Ordinance

'to allow uniform signs according to spec1fica'tions by owner at Seven Corner

Shopping Center, Mason Dis'tr1ct. (General Business).

Mr. Groft represented the applicant. This application WIlS rUed in view ot

~he Boards discussion at a previous meeting _ to grant a blanket variance

to the Ordinance' to allow unitorm signs according to specifications pre

sented by the applicant.

Each person will get his own permit. Mr. -Grofti told the Board. and Mr.

Mooreland IS o.ffice Will check in each case to see that it conf'orms 'to the

above mentioned specifications.

The total frontage involved. inclUdes Arlington Blvd.•• Route 117, and Thorne

Road - approximately 3,424.8 feet, and.. a total sign. area of approXimately

6,000 square feet.

Mr. V. Smith stated that in view of the desirable sign specifications which

have been presented by the Seven Corners Shopping Center, and because the

Board feels that such uniform sign limitations will be an asset to the

County and. to the Center, he would move to grant the applicat.ion as out

lined in a letter dated March 1. 1956 containing .four pages which outline

the sign specifications f'or the Shopping Center. This is granted under

Section 6-12-3-g because there is an extraordinary and exceptional situa

tion here and the strict application of the sign ordinance would result in

peculiar· and exceptional practical difficulties and the variance can be

granted without subst.ant.ial detriment to the public good and without. im

pairing the general purpose and tnt.ent of the Ordinance and of the provido

ot this Chapter.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried unanimously•

.II
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No one was present to di-scU8S any o£ 'the cases which had been put at the

bottom of the list. The Board discussed whether or not to handle -the three () ~ ~

cases which were deferred.

3- WILLIAM E. MOSS. Mr, V. Smith moved that Mr. Moss be notified that unless

1_ JOHN H. HOWARD. Mrs. Henderson moved that the applicant be notified that

the two new members of the Board did not hear the original presentation o£

this case, and request that he be present at the hearing of July 9th.

I

I

I

I

I

ROBERT D. HUFF1IAN. After viewing the property, Mr. V. Smith said ho saw

no reason to grant this - he therefore moved to deny the case because it

does not cont'om to the minimum requirements of the Ordinance and there is

an alternate location tor the garage which would meet requirement8,

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

,.J ~/~1<k:/~,
(/

John W. Brookfield, Chairman

Juno 12,1956

he is presen'!; at the July 9th meeting or shows cause why he cannot be pre

sent, this case will be dropped from the agenda.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimou~ly.

HOOPER CONSTRUCTION COMPANY. Mr. T. B8.rnes moved to defer this case to Jul

9th and that the applicant be not1i'ied to appear in support-·ot his case or
it will be removed from the agenda.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

The meeting adjourned.
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The Regular Meeting of the Fairfax 'County Board
ot Zoning Appeals was held Tuesday, June 26eh,
1956 at 10 o'clock a.m., in the Board Room of.
the Fairfax Courthouse with all members present ..

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

DEFERRED CASES:

1- Gerald E. TitheringtoD, to permit'" an addition to dwelling 7 feet of side

property line, Lot 74, Section 4, Pimmit Hills, (40$ Pimmit Drive) Dranes

ville District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Titherlngton recalled that this case was deferred to view the property

and to talk with the County Engineer regarding the drainage ditch rurm1ng

down the side of this property ..

Mr. Mooreland stated that Mr. Kipp had suggest-ed the Boarcl allow no en

croachment on this right-of-way because of the drainage flow.

Mr. Verlin Smith callecl attention to the fact that when the sanitary dlstri t

1s formed in this area and. development takes place in this water shed, there

will likely be a great deal .aore water flowing down this creek which could

cause considerable damage if the drainage easement is not left tree to take

care o:t the increased run-ort - and in fact it might be necessary to have

more ground ror drainage way. Mr. V. Smith also pointed. out that the appli

cant has an alternate location tor this addition.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to deny the case. in view Qf the Director of Public

Works' statement regarding the posslbill'tyof utilizing the -maximum width

of the drainage easement and as additional development takes place in the

water shed there 1s the possibility o:t having to acquire more land for the

drainage easement.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
2- David Skinner, to permit carport to remain as built closer to side lot line

than allowed by. the Ordinance (1.25 ft.) Lot 68, Fenwick Park, (222 Stuart

Drive) Falls Church District. (Urban Residence).

Mr. Skinner presented a letter from Mr. John Barry the one neighbor aCtecte

by this variance, which stated that Mr. Barry did not object to this and di

not think that it would affect his property adversely.

In answer to why and how he got a building permit on thiS, Mr. Skinner sai

. the carport was staked out at a time when he was away. There was considera

ble contusion regarding the line. When the carport was staked out it was

thought it was within his boundary lines. When he returned and looked int

the matter ot location - he discovered he was in Violation of the setback

requirements. However, Mr. Skinner noted that his fence is well within his

own lines.

()~3
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DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

2-Ctd. Mr. Mooreland recalled that Mr. Kipp, Director of Public Works, had said

that anything the Board could do to help this man would be very fine, as

Mr. Skinner had been very cooperative in helping to Solve the drainage pro

blem through here. (It was noted that Mr. Kipp made no stat_nt regardin

the granting of this variance).

Mr. Skinner told the Board that as he has planned the carport it will take

some of the drainage away from his neighbor. pulling it to the tront _ tha

they had had a serioua drainage 81tua1;10n here aod had all worked togeeher

to try to clear it up. A garage or carport located in the rear yard would

create further drainage problems, Mr. Skinner continUed.

Mr. Skinner noted that his house sets at a very slight angle which makes

the rear corner protrude if' the side wall of the carport 1s set parallel

with the house. He also noted that his chimney extends into the carport

about ODe foot, making the 14 foot Width almost necessary to be practical.

Mr. Skinner pointed out that the house on the neighbOring lot is located

about 60 feet away to the far side of the lot, facing on the curved drive

(Elmwood Drive) and no building could be located. between the hoos". Aske

it he would be satisfied with a 3 foot setback, Mr. Skinner said he would

rather not, a8 it would cost him considerable to change the footings and

pour additional concrete.

Mr. V. Smith stated that in view of the drainage problem that exists on

this property, and the adjacent lots, and because a garage or carport

located in the rear yard would create an additional drainage problem, that

the apPlication be granted provided the carport comes no closer than 3 fee

from the side property line. This variance is also gran~ed because of the

irregular shape of Lot 6t and the lot to the southwest (Mr. B~rryts lot).

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimoUsly.

II
3- Ellis C. Prince, to permit erection of a garage within 5 feet of the side

property line, Lot 508, Block 3, 1st Addition to Temple View, 303 Martin

Street (formerly Birch Drive), Mt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Prince presented a petition signed by 12 of his illll1ediate neighbors,

stating their approval of this variance and of the pELrticular proposed loc

tion of the garage.

Also Colonel Thompson, Zoning Committee Chairman of Groveton <Citizens Assn.

asked the Board to grant this request as in his opinion this addition will

be an improvement to the neighborhood and will not in any way harm anyone

in the area. C010nal Thompson said he had talked with many others in the

area who did not object. While he is a strong supporter of compliance wi

all regulations of the County, the Colonel stated that there are .cases whe

a variance 1s not out of keeping with the intent of the Ordinance and

do no harm and will actually be a great improvement to the lrJ:lividual

and to the area. He thought that applied here.

I
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In answer to the suggestion that one variance granted was an invitation to

others to ask the same thing - and the county could end up with practically

row houses - Colonel Thompson said he thought each case should be handled

on its own merits and should not set a precedent.

Mr. V. Smith said the Commission had set up these set back regulations for

a purpose - to allow for air. light and fire protection. In granting t41s i

was recalled. the applicant must show a hardship, the only reason applicabl

Mr. Prince said he had no basement for storage and he plans a storage a~

within this garage.

It was brought out that the lot is level and actually the carport could be

located on the lot in another location within the Ordinance requirements.

Mr. V. Smith quoted the clause under which this could be granted " ••••••••

exceptional practical difficulties to or exceptional and undue ~ip upon

the owner •••• " He felt this case did not come Within that clause.

Mr. Prince called attention to several others in his neighborhood who had

been allowed to come close to the line with no better reason than his - he

felt he was being treated Ul'l£airly.

Mrs. Henderson suggested. locating the garage behind the house•. Mr. Prince

agreed that he could do that - but it Would not enhance the value of his

house, whereas locating the garage on the side of his house would add to the

attractiveness of the building and would be less expensive:

Mr. V. Smith reminded the applicant that the Courts have ruled that appearan e

and cost cannot be taken into consideration in these cases.

Mr. Prince said he could cut the garage down by ,one root - but he wanted to

build over the presently located driveway.

Mr. Prince's neighbor who would be most affected, stated that the proposed

garage would come about 5 feet rrom his line - to which he did not object.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because there are alternate locations

the garage without a variance and no evidence has been presented by the

applicant showing an undue hardship.

Mrs. Henderson seconded the motion stating she did 80 because in her opinl0

a line must be drawn some place and simply because some other similar varian es

may have been granted is no reason to grant this. She felt that &ranting

this would encourage others to ask the same thing, and as a result the Board

would in effect be changing the zoning in the area.

Carried, unanimously.

II
Ellis E. Lord, to permit enclosure of carport as erected to remain within 12

feet of side property line (3905 Apple Tree Dr.) Lot 2, Block 3, Section I,

Rose Hill Farms, Lee District. (Suburban Residence).

The Board had seen the property and thought this not a justified request.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case because no evidence was shown that un

due hardship exists nor practical difficulties to the applicant, and to
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I
Straw Corporation, to permit carport as erected to remain within 9.45 teet

of side property line. Lot 24. Block Bt Section I, Parklawn. (6809 Braddock

Road) t Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. William Stewart represented the applicant. This was one of those un

accountable errors, Mr. Stewart said. They have two st.andard carports they

use on these houses. one 1s one foot smaller - which they use when the set.

back 1s cramped. They used the larger carport here. which created the small

violation.

II
5-
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4-Ctd. grant this case it would in etf"ect be the beginning of a change in -zoning.

This 18 a new subdivision with a suburban zoning whi-ch should be maintained.

This 1s a level lot with no topographic condition and there 1s an alternate

location on the property for location of an addition.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Car~iedt. unanimously_

Mr. V. Smi~h poin~ed out ~ha~ ~h. P08~8 could be moved in ~he one foo~ ~o

make the carport conform. Mr. St.ewart agreed that that could be done _ but e

also noted that it would be disrupting to move a bed of posies.

Mr. V. Smith said that; while he was very sympathetic to mass production and

to posies, he would move to deny the case because there 1s no evidence of

an undue hardship- nor practical 'difficulties and the posts can be moved in

to conform to requirements without dif£icu1ty.

Seconded, ,Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

I
II
NEW CASES:

1- National Memorial Park, to permit erection of a crypt within l' 4" of Holly

wood Road, #704. 555 fee~ north of Rou~e #29 and #211 on .a.~ 8id. of #704.

Falls Church District. (Suburban Residence).

This case was tjilthdrawn by the applicant .•

Mr. V. Smith thought the Board should have a letter requesting the withdra

Mr. Mooreland considered that not necessary.

2-

II
John G. Ray, to permit an addition of dining room and an enclosed porch wit n

5.76 teet of side property line, Lot 14, Block 13, Parcel 5, Section 4, Buc 11

Manor, (820 Rollins Drive) Mt. Vernon District. (Urban Res1denee).

Since he has three children and the mother-in-law living in the home, Mr.

Ray stated, and the house is small, they need additional living spaee. This

addition will give them a separate dining room and a good sized en.c1osed

porch - however, it will bring the house within 1.76 feet of the side line.

This will blend in with the architecture of the house and add considerably

to the value of his home. This is not unlike many other additions in the

neighborhood, Mr. Ray continued. He had checked with his close neighbors

and had found no objection to the addition.

I

I
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There were no objections from the area.

In answer to the suggestion that the addition be put on the rear of the

bouse, Mr. Ray said he would get better light and air if the addition were () ~ 7
on the side. Also if it were put across the back it would be necessary to

enclose the bathroom fixtures and window. He noted that this same plan ot

expansion has been used by others in the area.

It was suggested bringing the porch back farther and cutting down the width

of the dining area to about 9 feet. Mr. Ray said he had planned the add 1

tion just that way - but his contractor had said that was not a good arr

ment and he would not enclose the bathroom as that would not confonn to the

plumbing code. Mr. Ray said he had no plan tor a garage. The driveway is

in on this side of the house.

Mr. V. SDlith suggested that it was logical that the front area of the end.

of the driveway might some day grow into a garage if the house were sold.

The carport could be located in front of the proposed dining room.

It was thought that by granting this - other simUar houses would be in

line for the same addition. Mr. Ray said some others already had this same

addition, and. they look good' - are a real improvement to the houses. He

recalled that one person in his neighborhood had come betore the Board and

was given a permit for this addition. (Mr. Lewis on Swathmore Drive).

Mrs. Henderson suggested locating the porch on the other side of the d1nin

room, which Mr. Ray did not like because of the extreme afternoon sun.

The Board disCU88~ at length With Mr. Ray other ways of expanding his

house Within Ordinance requirements, but without agreement on Mr. Ray'S

Mr. V. smith said it would be d1f'ficult to grant this since there 1s no

topographic condition, the lot is level, ~d there are alternate locations

for the additiOD and no undue hardship has been shown.

Mr. Ray called attention to the t'act that this is the last section in the

subdivision - the property faces a farm on the rear and there are only

seven houses of this type in the area. He asked how others got a permit

on a similar variance,which the Board coUld not ansWer without going into

the minutes of those cases.

Mr. V. Smit.h quoted. the hardship clause from the Ordinance - the only sect n

under which the Board has authority to grant this case. Since these stand s

are set up for a purpose, Mr. Smith said he was ot the opinion that since

no undue hardship bas been shown - the Board bas no authority to grant thi

request.

It was noted that the addition could be extended in the rear to within 25

feet of the rear line. Plumbing regulations were again discussed, also a

rearrangement of the rooms.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because there has been no evidence of

undue hardship or no adverse topographic condition, and to grant the appli

cation would set a bad precedent.

Seconded, J. B. Smith Carried, unanimously
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Irving Ber~er and Garfield Kass. Trustees. to permit erection andoperation

of a service station and. to allow pump islands 25 feet of right of way line

of Arlingron Blvd., Tract I, Parcel 0t Foote Tract at Seven -Corners Shopp

ing Center, Mason District. (General Business).

Mr. Berger explained their purpose in Bsking for a service station on the

property, orienting the Board by displaying a complete plan of their develo _

mente This station, Mr. Berger continued, will be wholly within their own

property with a Ce8SS to the Service Driva only - no access to Arlington

Blvd. The architecture will conform to that of the development. He showed

a rendering of the plans with all elevations.

The pu~pose of this service station - to which will be added a WsBtern Auto
~o

Supply Shop - will be/furnish an automotive service center for customers

of the Seven Corners deTelopment. By the addition of this service station

it will give the customers a complete shopping service _ all with the one

stop, Mr. Berger explained. People can leave their cars for complete servi ing

and can purchase accessories. Since this will be located entirely within

their own property, it w1~1 not affect any reSidential property, and being

on the service road will not add to traffic congestion. Mr. Berger also

pointed out that this station will not be in competition with other filling

stations in the area as it will not have access to ~he boulevards. People

will not naturally make the extra ef£ort. of turning in to the service drive

to buy gas.

The parking ratio on the shopping center is about 7-1/2 cars per 1000 squar

feet of sales area, Mr. Berger told the Board.

Mr. John Stevenson, owner of a service station on Route #7, objected

stating that the independent service station operators in the area did not

know of this planned serv~ce station until one week ago, and therefore ~d

not employed council, and have had little time to prepare their opposition.

He presented a petition from the retail gasoline dealers in the area oppos

ing this USe on the following grounds:

At the present time there are nine (9) filling stations located within 1/2

mile of this area, therefore, this would not appear to be a needed f'ac11ity

since Arlington Blvd. is designed for a high speed-limited access highway

the additional traffic from this station was not consistent with highway

plans; no further tax revenue would accrue to the County from this station

because while this service station may gain business the other nine would

suffer loss of business - therefore producing less revenue; this use would

reduce the available parking space. This pet1tiion was signed by eight (8)

service station operators in the area.

Mr. Stevenson suggested that a policy similar to an amendment to the Falls

Church Zoning Ordinance might be appropriate in Fairfax County. This amend

ment prevents filling stations from locating too close to each other. It

was recalled to Mr. Stevenson's attention that the Fairfax County Ordinance

reads just the opposite - to locate filling statio~ in compaet groups.

I
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A letter was read from Mr. Hora-ce Walker, Executive Director of the Retail

Gasoline Dealers, to Mr. Woodbury of Falls -Church regarding this amendment

and encouraging its adoption.

Mr. Berger noted that the only opposition to this use was from other fill

ing station operators - which he thought very natural. However, Mr. Berger

continued, he did not think the matter of competition was a case in point

because of the location of his filling station entirely within the property

With nO access to Arlington Blvd. J and that their sole purpose in adding

this business to the shopping center was· to give complete service to their

customers. Mr. Berger noted that their plans have always included the fill

log station - which knowledge was open to everyone. He again stated the

reasons for this Use and what he considered would be the ultimate good and

the ultimate result - that it would not be in competition With stations on

the highways. it would not interfere with trarric. as there is no i~sS

and egress to Arlington Blvd., that this would be a needed and complete

automotive service ror their customers.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat by James R.

Shull. C.C.E., dated May 24,1956 and plat by J. & O. Daverman -Company,

dated June 15,1955 - granted because this conforms to reqUirements or Secti n

6-16 of the Ordinance.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
Huntington Citizens Association. to permit erection or a community building

52' x 24', adjoining Section .3, Huntington access .from Washington Avenue,

Mt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Frye. Vice ~resident of' the Huntington Citizens Assn., represented the

applicant. These plans are the result of a cORll1UILlty need for a cOlllDunity

building in which to hold teenage meetings, boy and girl scout gatherings.

etc•• particularly to take care of' Youth activities. The citizens in

Huntington have donated $2000 toward the building rund and will donate thei

labor. This is purely a community project, Mr. Frye told the Board _

greatly needed in the area. Total area is about 2.5 acres. Semi-detached

houses back up to the proposed playground.

It WaS noted that the plat presented showed only part of the area to be

used" • the plat shown is the part dedicated in this particular section or

Huntington.

There is a 15 foot alley-way at each end of the play area, Mr. Frye said,

for entrances and also a 10 foot walkway from Washington Avenue to the area

Mr. V. Smith asked 1£ the Board could See a plat of the SUbdivision which

would show the ingress and egress. Mr. MOoreland said that would probably

be shown only on several plats - no one plat of Huntington would cover this

entire area.
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veto power.

However, they have talked with those around the perimeter of this property

and found that there was practically no objection.

While they are asking the use on the entire 240 acres, they do not expect

to use the entire area for perhaps many years. The cemetery would be de

veloped in sections like a subdivision. After he gets the permit, Mr.

Prichard continued, Mr. Mathy will start in SOme particular location _

perhaps near Little River Pike. It is his desire to prove to the property

owners in the area the type cemetery he will develop with the result that

there will be no objection to it, and development will expand.

Since the population of the County has increased so greatly during the past

few years "and no new cemetery has been established since about 1947, Mr.

Prichard contended that the need is obvious. This tract is well located,

Mr. Prichard pointed out, being in an area which is not ye't built up and

of the Ordinance. There is a State law, Mr. Prichard pointed out, which

will "give protection to neighboring property owners _ Section 57-26 of the

State Code which gives the veto power to property owners adjoining a ceme

tery. This law states that the cemetery may not come closer than 2'50 yards

to a residence without that property owners consent - or in case of the

cemetery being separated from the residence by a state highway the cemeter

may not be established without consent of the property owner - closer than

2,0 feet from the residence. Therefore, Mr. Prichard pointed out, any pro_

perty within either 250 yards or 250 feet, whichever applies, wUl have t

J. J. Mathy, to permit operation of a cemetery on approximately 240 acres

land, on north side 1/236 on both sides of Scheurman Road, #655, Providence

District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Ed Prichard represented the applicant. Mr. Mathy was present also. Mr.

Prichard located the Mathy property as being bounded by Little River Pike,

Little River Hilla, Country Club Estates and the Candido property. Mr.

Prichard stated that this psrmit is being asked under Section 6-4-a-15-a

II
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4-'C'td. Mr. V. Smith stated that the Board should see a plat of the en":-ire area

proposed to be used showing the dedicated entrances and the- Board should 0 q "
know that permanent entrances are available. He thought 15 foot dedication

too small as while this may be a walk-in project, people usually follow the

line o£ least resistance, and it may become necessary to have more right I
of way for car entrance.

This will be a very small project, Mr. Frye said _ just for the local

children - a place tor playground with the small building to house their

play equipmant.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until July 9 to give the applicant the

opportunity to show ingress and egress to the property.

Seconded. T. Barnea

Carried. unanimously.

5-
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subdivisions developing in this area wul know of the establishment of

the cemetery. This will be a cemetery without monuments developed in a pa

like manner, which Mr. Prichard thought would eliminate objections.

Mr. Mathy told the Board that since farming had become unprofitable and land

values have raised taxes, it has become necessary to turn their land to an

other means of' profit. He does not like small house development J Mr. Mathy

said. The modern cemetery without monuments and with attractive landscaping

has to ~ great extent eliminated the old prejudice against cemeteries. Mr.

Mathy said he would continue to live in his home - also his mother will keep

her home - and he will control the development of the cemetery. He felt tha

he could create a very beautiful park which would be a credit to the County

and which the neighbors will come to like and perhaps prefer to small house

development.

Mr. Mathy told of a cemetery at Rockville, Maryland (Park Lawn) which has

been developed mu~ as he plans on his property and which has raised pro

perty values in the area. This cemetery was located in a very rural area

. and since its beginning subdivisions have been bullt up adjoining the ceme

property. In fact his own land became so valuable that the owner of Park

Lawn developed part of the original cemetery tract into a SUbdivision. Th~r

was apparently no feeling against the cemetery and whatever 8queemish~ess

people had in the beginning it faded out when they saw the type ot develop-

mant.

Mr. Prichard told the Board that in order to let the neighbors know just

what he was planning, Mr. Mathy had inVited them to his home, showed his pla s

and. discussed this use with them. Most of the neighbors were present and ha

no objections.

The Chairman asked for opposition:

Mr. Hardee Chambliss, representing Mr. Jesse Johnson, spoke opposing. The

.ract that the Code in Chapters 57-26 grants neighbors the right of' veto

indicates that objection to establishment of cemeteries is a recognized tact

Mr. Chambliss said. Even in National Memorial Park, Which is recognized as

a very fine developn1ent, there has been serious objection, Mr. Chambliss

pointed out, and considerable litigation. There is considerable difference

of opinion regarding cemeteries, Mr. Chambliss continUed, as to the affect

they have upon neighboririg property. The Jesse Johnson Company is concerne

as to how this use would affect the sales of their subdivision. Mr. Chambli s

thought that buyer-resistence would develop regardless of how this cemetery

might be developed, as there is a natural squeemishness at the mention of a

cemetery.

Mr. Johnson will build from $16,000 to $20,000 hOmes on 1/2 acre or larger

lots - and some of these homes will be very close to the cemetery line.

Mr. Chambliss thought the dedication of 240 acres for this cemetery was en

tirely unnecessary, that there are already sufficient cemeteries in the

,County to take care of the needs for many years to come. After its many

91
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Mr. Macatee represented the Candidos who own adjoining property on the east

of Mathy. He showed a detailed map of the Candido property, discussed the

investment and pointed out the nearness of this use to their property,which

he considered would be depreciating. He thought the natural objection to

nearness to a cemetery could not be wiped out just by lack of monuments,and

even though the law might allow damages - the mental anguish caused by havi

ones property bordered by a cemetery was a permanent thing and should be

seriously considered. Mr. Macatee also thought cemeteries were not taxed,

appraiser, stated that in his opinion the location of a cemetery near res1

~ential property did affect the residential property adversely. The 1000

foo~ buffer strip would probably reduce the adverse a££ect to some extent,

but in any circumstances land adjacent to a cemetery is less desirable, Mr.

Kloeppinger said.

It was brought out that the establishment ot Park Lawn in a purely rural

area was not comparable to this location, which is lrrmediately in the area

at potential subdiVision property.

Mr. Kloeppinger agreed that the park-like cemetery was more desirable than

a monument cemetery, and less depreciating.

Mr. Jesse Johnson related the history of his purchase and his plan of devel

ment - 200 lots with a 5 acre recreational area - cOnstruction S'tarted on

six sample houses. They plan immediate development bordering the Mathy fa

Mr. Johnson thought it would be possible to bury 2000 people to the acre 

which would make this large amount of ground unnecessary. Mr. JOhnson also

pointed out the desirability of locating cemeteries in a more rural area -

that placing cemeteries in an area of expensive deVelopable land was deprec t_

ing and unfair to property owners who have large investments.

It was suggested that 50 acres would take care of 37,500 burials. Mr. Cham iss I
thought that might be a generous amount of ground, if the Board grants this

June ilb,J.'j)b
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years of operetion (established in 19451 the National Memoriel Park \lome

has les6 than 240 acres, and they still have area for expansion. It was

brought out that one acre will bury 750 people - which would take care of

180,000 people.

Mr. Chambliss suggested that for future purchasers it mjght work all right,

as people would know about. the cemetery - but when Mr. Jolmson bought the

Price tract DO cemetery was contemplated. Had he known that a cemetery was

to be located so near this property he might not have bought.

Mr. Chambliss said he did not enjoy opposing Mr. Mathy, but he felt it was

in the best interests of his client. He suggested that Mr. Mathy develop

the cemetery, it the permit is granted, in the center of his property, leav

ing a buffer of 1000 feet around the perimeter as a protection to adjoining

owners. He would like that much ot a buffer on the Johnson property side,a

Mr. Johnson feels that locating any closer would be a detriment to his prop y.

Mr. noeppinger, from the First Federal Savings and Loan of Washington, an

..ctd.
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therefore a housing developaent would be tar more prot'i~ble to -the <::ounty.

He suggested also that cemeteries should be located in more rural areas. 0 q s-..
Mrs. Candido spoke of the p08s1blity of moving Scheurman Road to the east,

which would bring the cemetery too close to their property.

Mr. Everett Long objected for reasons stated. Also Jack Gossin, who lives

adjacent to Mr. Long, objected.

Mr. Charles Pickett said he opposed this application reluctantly, due to hi

friendship with Mr. Mathy_ Mr. Pickett recalled that he had been ref"uaed

a use permit for a nursery school at his home on Scheurman Road because of

the desire to keep this narrow County road from overloaded tr.a£fic. Mr.

Pickett later supported Mr. Mathy's request f'or rezoning hie property for

.smal1.er lots £'or a housing project. That, however, was turned down by the

County Board. Mr. Pickett thought the nearness o£ a cemetery and tuneral

processions passing ones door would be depressing for property owners in th

area and that it is not a neceesary use. He suggested that Mr. Mathy deve p

his property for the use o£ living people.

Mr. Prichard recalled that the granting of this use was not actually estab sh

ing a cemetery - that that did not take ~lace until the actual dedication

takes place, and in the meantime .the people have veto power. If Mr. Mathy

gets the permit, Mr. Prichard continued, he would stArt developing with t

hope that people would not object w.nen they see the type of development.

Under any circumstances, the people could keep the development 750 feet

from. their homes. If Mr. Mathy starts development on the Little River Pik

the people in the Jesse Johnson tract would know of the cemetery and would

not need to buy near it, the 750 foot buffer could be established.

Since the initial expense is very high, Mr. Prichard continued, Mr. Mathy

could not develop on a lesser amount of acreage.

Mr. Prichard recalled that Mr. Johnson had developed Arclm.ore within one

block of a cemetery and the development had apparently been profitable.

Mr. Prichard said this type of cemetery would pay taxes, contrary to Mr.

Macatee's statement. The Candidos have the right of protection under the

State law, Mr.. Prichard continued, as outlined previously.. He thought Mr.

Long and Mr.. GOsain were too far away to be affected, and a8 to Mr.. Picket's

objections to funerals on Schuerman Road, Mr. Mathy would see 'that funeral

would not come by his door. Mr. Prichard recalled the -meeting he had held

with people in the area and those nearest (Little River HUls) did not

object. Country Club Hills, to the rear of Mr.. Mathy, is not yet develop

and so far the owners of the property have voiced no disapproVal, and they

too will have the power of veto ..

Mr. Mathy said he was not interested in buffer strips nor was he intereste

in operating on a 50 acre tract, since the initial expense would be so

great the smaller acreage would not be practical~ He thought the 750 teet

as set up by the State Code was sufricient to protect adjoining property

owners.. He asked the Board to either grant the permit on the full 240 acr 8



NEW CASES - Ctd.

or - nothing.

The Board adjourned for lunch and upon re-convening Mr. Verlin Smith made

the following motion: That this application 1s heard under Section 6-4-1'5

which'section refers to Section 6-12-t_2 a and b, and as the application 1s

presented on the entire 240 acres based. on the plat presented with the ~se

that the location of such a use will ultimately adversely affect the use of

development of' neighboring property as related. to the zoning regulations

and map J and will also atrect adversely the general welfare of the colllDUD1t

(Sec. 6--12_F_2, atb) therefore Mr. Verlin Smith moved that the applica~ion

be den1~.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

For the motion: VerIin Smith, T. Barnes, Mr. Brookfie1d.~Mre. Henderson.
~, ",.

Mr. J. B. Smith"voted "no".
Motion carried.

II
6- Walther Lederer, to permit an addition to dwelling 13 teet of side property

line, Lot 40, Section 3, Resubdivision of Lot 26, Tauxemont (5 Westmore~and

Road) Mt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence and Rural Residence).

Mr. Lederer stated he was asking this' variance in order to enlarge the hous

to make it livable for a permanent home, that this add~tion affects only

one neighbor, and that neighbor's house 1s abOut 100 feet away from the pro

posed addition. He presented a letter from Mr. and Mrs. John SUiter, the

only ones affected, stating they not only did not object to this addition

but urged the Board to grant it l as they conside~ed this a desirable im

provement.

This is only a two foot variance. Mr•. Lederer pointed out, and they will

probably not use all of that - this measurement was made with SOme leeway.

The addition would come about 13 feet from the side line.

Joirs. Lederer showiid the architectural sketch of their proposed plans which

had been carefully designed to continue the roof line and so it will be, in

keeping with the pre8en~ structure. The house is placed in such a manner

on the lot so that this is the ·only logical place for an addition. They do

not have a carport and do not plan to have one.

Mr. Verlin Smith suggested taking off the corner of the addition to make it

conform. This, Mrs. Lederer thought would detract from the building.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. T. Barnes stated that in view of the location of the house on the lot

and the fact that the neighbor most affected did not object and that only

one corner of the addition is in viOlation and the nearest neighbor's house

is a considerable distance from this addition, he would move to grant the

application.

There was no second to the motion.

I
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The zoning on this property was discussed _ whether a rural or suburban

setback was required. 0 q?
Mr. Verlin Smith stated that the only section under which the Board could

grant this application was the hardship clause and. due to the amount of are

in the lot and there are alternate locations for the addition without a

variance and 'there 1s a question if this setback should be 25 feet or 15

and this 1s located near houses with a 20 foot setback, he would move to

deny the application.

Mr. Lederer, calling attention to the' tact that there are many such acldl

tiona in the area, that ihese are small houses, and this addition will not

adversely affect anyonelse - asked the Board to consider these things.

Various other locations for the addition were discussed - each of which war

unsatisfactory to the applicant either because it would be too expensive or

would block other windows or would not be architecturally attractive. Thea

things, Mr. V. Smith said, could not be taken into consideration. He did n

feel that the hardship expressed was sufficient to warrent grant ing. He f

that the architect could re-design the addition to conform to regulations.

Mrs. Henderson seconded the motion.

For the motion: V. Smith, Henderson, and J. B. Smith

Voting "no" - T. Barnes and Mr. Brookfield

The motion carried.

II
Suburban Rod and. Gun Club, to pennit operation of a Skeet Range on 77.757

acres ot land on south side ot Braddock Road, 1/620, 1-1/2 miles west or 1112

Centreville District.(Agriculture).

Mr. Russell Grose, President of the Club, represented the applicant. This

Club is tOnDed by a group ot men at his place of business, Mr. Gross told

the Board. They spent considerable time looking for a suitable location.

Mr. Gross showed the location on the plat at the trap and indicated the

direction of the shooting, which would be into a natural bank. The range

will be located in the middle ot an eight acre ;field. Shooting range is

about 225 yards. There are no houses near this wooded tract, Mr. Gross

continued, the nearest house is about 1/2 mile away.

The property is about 1200 .teet trom the existing road. They will build a

club house later. There will be very little shooting on the range except

on Saturday, Mr. Gross said. They will engage in competitive matches with

other Clubs - these matches will be held on Saturday. They now have thirte

members, all trom Fairfax Countoy, Alexandria. Arlington and Washington.

There were no objections fram the area.

They discussed this project with each of the neighbors. Mr. Gross said, wit

no objections. While Mr. La Belle was not home, they did contact someone a

the home wh~ did not object. Mr. Gross thought the noise lfOuld not be
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objectionable as the sound would be muffled by the thick growth of trees.

They do no1; want a permit for a lol'\g time, Mr. Gross said, as this property

may be sold and the owner does not wish to give a lease. One year would

be sufficient. They would move the 'trap back farther from the zooad, Mr.

Gross, continued, to assure no shooting dangers •.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the appl1cetion under Section 6-4-15-0 and

Section 6-12-£-2-a and b, the granting 1s based on the plat prepared by

Joseph Berry, C. S.t dated February 27, 1956 and the sketch showing the

O. J. LaBelle property location as related to this proposed use, and the

locations of Boswell, Harris, and others and the application is limited to

the applicant only for a period of one year and the trap and. firing line

location shall not be les8 than 300 feet from all property lines.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
Town of Vienna, to permit construction and operation of a sewerage disposal

plant on 3.002 acres of land, approximately 650 feet northwesc of Hunter

Road and 950 feet west of Cedar Lane, Providence District. (Rural Res.).

Mr. BloxtOD, Attorney for the applicant, presented the case. In explanatio

of the background of this case Mr. Bloxton stated that this is the third

disposal plant designed to serve the Town of Vienna and surrounding area.

Mr. Bloxton read from Section 629 of the Code which indicates cont;rol at

this type of facility by ~he State Water Control Board and the State Health

Department. Under this section, the Town is required to submit to these

two State offices the plans of the plant, which they expect to construct,

establhhing the efficiency of the plant. From these plans the State will

consider and pass on the ultimate feasibility and efficiency of the pro

posed plant, the number of homes to be serviced, contamination of streams,

and the ultimate affect upo~ health conditions.

These ·plans ~ve been 8ubmitted to the State offices, ~. Bloxton continued

and approval has been given. This approval is evidenced by letter dated

May 25, 1956 to Mr. LoUis N. Moore, Mayor of the Town of Vienna, and a lett

from the State Health Department to the State Water Control Board, dated

May 7, 1956. Both letters are on file in the records of this case.

Pa8sing on the location of the plant and its ultimate affect on adjacent

property owners are the only functions of this Board, Mr. Bloxton said.

However, Mr. Bloxton questioned any jurisdiction of the County Over the

Town. The Town now has two units operating. The operation of these plants

has been checked periodically for impurities and operation, and having con

sidered those reportis the State did permit the first plant to be overloaded

in the amount of fifty percent. It was fOUnd that even with this overload

ing there was no resulting hazard from the plant. Since the second plant

has been in operation there has been no overloading.
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The presently planned plant will be locat.ed on Bear Brandl - which empties

into Accotink Creek. The nearest residence is about 700 feet trom the

plant itself. In considering the possible results of operat.ion of this

plant this Board will be placed in the position of not being able to eval

that from other plants in the County because the best operated plant in th

County 1s only seventy-four percen~ efricient. The proposed plant will ha

a much higher degree of e££1ciency, Mr. Bloxton continued, based on the

efficiency of the other two units they expect to have ninety-five percent

efficiency. The State Water Control Board Will can'tlinue to exer.cise eon...

t.rol over these plants and have designated that the design will have the

•

capacity to serve 2000 homes. (This statement, however, was in error. It

I
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was established later in the meet.ing that the plant is designed to take

care o£ 500 homes). This is the same type unit as those already installed,

Mr. Bloxton pointed out - which have operated with complete satisfaction.

The plant load could possibly be increased to handle another 50 or 75 homes

and still operate with e.f£1ciency, Mr. Bloxton contended, however the Town

must have permission f'rom the State to increase in this amount. They will

make periodic reports on the plant to the State and from these reports

and State inspections the plant will be graded. Mr. Bloxtoo called attenti n

to the £act that their £irst unit was given top rating and was designated

as one of the most ef'£icient plants in the Stat.e.

The ai'£ect on residential property ~ Mr. Bloxton continued, is an engineer

ing and scientific problem. The MayoI' of the Town of Vienna 1s working ov

this problem at this time. Mr. Blonon admitted that these plants do give

off an odor and the -..u o£ methane and ethane is sometimes noticeable.

Mr. Bloxton also noted that FHA has stated that they will make loans within

approximately 500 feet of' these plants, depending upon conditions.

Mr. Louis Moore, Mayor o£ the Town o£ Vienna, spoke supporting the applica

tion. Mr. Moore detailed the past experience ot the Town o£ Vienna in

establishing their disposal plants - the £irst plant built in 1948, designe

to take care o£ 2000 homes, the subsequent bond issues and the completion

of the two plants. Mr. Moore told of the satisfactory operation or these

plants and the lack or objection to them.

The presently planned plant is a typical aeration plant designed £or a

population of 2000 people. It is composed o£ primary treatment 'tank, in'ter

mediate and f'inal settling tank, small efnuent lagoon with two air circu"!!

lators, sludge drying beds and separate sludge digester - these to be put

in as needed.

The installation o£ this plant will eliminate tbepresent three pumping

stations in this area. They have round the pumping stations d1f'ficult to

operate satisfactorily in stoms, Mr. Moore continued, and to keep raw

sewage £rom entering into Bear Branch. (Mr. Moore correc'ted Mr. Bloxtonts

statement that this plant was designed to serve 2000 families - the £igure
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being 500 families). As development ~rows in the area they will probably

need an increase to 750 famU1es, Mr. Moore stated. This plant will pro

bably serve portions ot the Town of Vienna as well as the outlying ar.ea.

Mr. V. Smith asked to see a map of the overall area to be 8en:~, which Mr.

Lester Johnson, engineer tor the Town, displayed and located the present

pumping stations.

It was asked how the pumping stations were put in - by permit from the Boa

of Appeals? Mr.Moore said these had been put in by developers and dedicat

to the Town. He reCalled that the Town had condemnation rights and never

had obtained permits tor these plantse

Mr. Sam Wolf, Town engineer, also discussed the proposed plant, recalling

the necessity tor the pumping stations - to take care of areas which could

not be served by gravity. As development moves farther down the slope, Mr.

Wolf pointed out, it is evident that the pumping station will not be suffi

cient - therefore this disposal plant is necessary in order to assure that

raw sewage Will not now into Bear Branch. Even with auxiliary engines the

pumping stations have not been efficient.

Topographically speaking, Mr. Wolf· continued, this is an ideal location _

the plant will be located in a "V" shaped pass a£fording good gravity now.
Mr. Wolt recalled that people in the area had said Bear Branch has become;

too badly con'taminated tor the use of cattle. This, Mr. Wolf contended, is

from septic tanks along the Creek, as there is no affluent trom the p~ing

stations now"belDg dumped into the Bear Branch, yet the contamination still

exiuts.

I

I

I
Mr. V. Smith was of the opinion that conUlmination of the Bear Branch could

very well result from irf'luent contamination. Mr. Wolf thought not.

It was established. however. by question from ~. V. smith to Mr. Wolf.

that when the pumping stations, which have only a minute retention, do not

work - sewage is dumped into Bear Branch.

In answer to a question from the Bo~, Mr. Lester Johnson. engineer. esti

mated that there are about 1000 acres in the area to be served by this plan _

by gravity. There are approximately 300 homes in the area now hooked up to

the sewer lines.

Mr. Lester Johnson discussed the septic conditions in the area. saying one

of the small subdivisions in the area was unable to constroct all the homes

they had planned because of inability to get septic approval.

The following letter from the State Water Control Board was read, regard

ing the design of this plant:

I
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"COMIONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
State Water Control Board

Richmond,Va.

May 25,1956

Mr. Loui. N. Moore
Town of Vienna
P. O. Box 127
V1enna, Virginia

Dear Mr. Moore:

Set forth below is a tentative draft of Minute 27 from the
, pro~eed1ng8 ot the Board at it.s meeting on May 10-11 t 1956.
If you have any comments or changeB, please advise us with
out delay so the tinal draft can be tonaulated and submitted
to the Board for approval.

Minute 27 - Town of Vienna

On May 7, 1956, the State Depart-ment ·o.r Health sent. the Board
its cOlIID.ent.a on final plans and specU'1catioDa for the pro
posed Southside sewage treatment plant to eerve the Town of
Vienna. 'nle Board t by letter ballot completed on March :3
1956 in accordance with a memorandum dated February 28,1956,
from Paeaaler, ruled that 'the Town of Vienna be permit1:.ed.
to construct ita proposed Southside sewage treatmentJlsnt;,
provided the effluent it produces will meet the spec ications
covering the concentration or constitutente in the effluent
(set in accordance with Numbered. Para~ph 1 in Minute 37 of
the Board'. January 26-27, 1956 meating) from the Town of
Fairfax sew&&e trea'tJaent plant'. The plans and specificat,ions
re1'erred tiC in the Health Department' a le:tter are in substantial
accordance with the preliminary plans previoualy submitted.
by the Town's engineer to the State Department of Health.
The state Department of Health letter states that the 'plant
is a typical contact aeration plant designed for a population
of 2OOO.!

The Board, upon recoaJllendation of the statt approved the
plans and specifications for a population or' 2OCX:>, proVided,
howeverl that when (1) the influent biochemical oxygen
demand B.Q.D.) of the plant reaches 250 pounds per day
(1500 population at 0.1&7 pound. per day B.O.D. per capita),
the owner shall submit monthly operat'ing reports to the Board
showing the increase in B.O.D. loading as additional connections
in excess at 1500 are made to the sewerage systelli tributary
to this plant and (2) the effluent concentrations of B.O.D.,
suspended SOI1dS! and other constituents included in the speci
fications ot err uenta to be discha~ged into Accotink Creek
reach an average monthly value of 90';' of the specification
values, no further connections to the system shall be made
without express authorization of the Board.

A copy of the State Department of Health letter dated May 7,
1956 is enclosed herewith.

Very truly yours,

/./ A. H. Pae••1er
Executive Secretaryn

It was brought out that the criteria set by the State Water Control Board

will be more than met by this plant and operation will not only meet but

exceed standards reqUired, that the Town engineers are thoroughly familiar

with conditions of the Accotink Creek and will meet all specifications,that

'i:rt1uent will not further contaminate the streams because of the high degre

of treatment.
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Mr. Mooreland recalled that these pumping stations were installed without

a permit. He asked who was responsible. The location of these stations

must be approved by this Board, Mr. Mooreland continued.

Mr. Johnson stated that the stations were designed and approved by the

County Sanitary Engineer, that the subdividers put the stations in

originally .. then the Town of' Vienna took them over. There was no intentio

to bypass the Board. They did not know a permit from this Board was neCes

sary.

Mr. V. Smith asked 11' there was an InDDedlatie demand for this plant. Mr.

Johnson answered "yes" .. that a 500 home project was being planned on

property which is to come before the Bau-d of Supervisors tor rezoning.

These homes which it will take "two or three years to complete will rUl th

capacity. The plant wUl have to be enlarged at that time. Mr. Johnson di

not think there was any question of the rezoning going through.

When asked why Vienna was stretching out so far to locate this plant, Mr.

Johnson answered that Vienna was selling water in this area.

It was shown that no County sewers would be available to this area, and

that this plant would take care of the existing development and that plan

for the area.

Mr. Bloxton brought out that the Cedar Lane School in this area has a septi

problem which can be solved. by their use of this plant. The Town has tenta

tively agreed to supply the school by connection with this plant. The

school has no septic field at this time and at the time of cODstruction"of

the school there was no definite means of adequate sewerage. When the acho

opens it will be necessary to haul sewage until either this plant is com

pleted. or other means are resorted to.

Mr. Bloxton pointed out that since the eol1 around the school will not take

a septic field a fund of ~rom $25,000 to $30,000 has been set up to build

a pumping station and pump the school sewage about 1000 feet to a 8pot lther

the soil will take a septic. However, the school would prefer to hook on t

this plant. It is possible that the pumping station will be built as a

temporary measure and abandoned when and if this plant 1s built.

Septic conditions at Murmuring Pines were discussed - where larger drain

fields were constructed.

The question of a political subdivision expanding its sanitary facilities

in to the County was discussed by Mr. Bloxton, who reterred to the situa

tion at Goose Creek. It is an open question, Mr. Bloxtoo continUed, just

what responsibility the Town of Vienna has to the County of Fairfax in this

It was his opinion that the County has no authority to prevent the Town

from going ahead with construction of a plant which has been approved by

the State authorities.

The Chairman asked for opposition:

Mr. Walter EYles, who lives on Hunter Road and whose property adjoins the

proposed site for the plant, objected. The plant would be 45 teet trom his

I
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property line. Mr. Eyles recalled that t.he rezoning for the 500 houses,

which this plant 1s supposed to serve, was refused previously by the Board

of Supervisors, and he felt that there was no assurance that it would go

through this time. Mr. Eyle. felt that the plant would be damagiJ]g to hi.,....'property and suggested that if the plant would be odorless _ why locate it
A

in the middle of the proposed new subdivision.

Mr. Harry Davis, a builder in the County who owns property across from the

proposed site, objected. Mr. Davis said he had sold four homes on 1/2

acre tracts with aeptlcs and. has ten more lots on which to bUild. He is

building home. in the $27,000 to $30,000 cla... In hi. opinion this plant

would be damaging to his property.

Mr. Kumm, who 111"8s on Hunter Road, objected - a.greelng with Mr. Davie tha:t

the plant would be detrimental to property in the area. He mentioned the

outstanding type of building Mr. Davis has been doing. Mr. Kumm also stat

that Bear Branch goes dry very often - he wondered if the Stoate Water Cont 1

Board knew that.

Mr. R. E. Roberts also objected. His property adjoins the plant site. He

felt that location of the plant here would make it difficult for him to

develop and sell his property. He owns 35 acres.

Mrs. John Frece, who lives on Hunter Road, objected for reasons stated.

She owns SeYen acres. Bear Branda borders her property _ she objected to

its being used in this manner. Mrs. Frece said they had lived here for

15 or 16 years and. had had no septic troUble, nor did she know of anyone

in the neighborhood having septic trouble.

Mrs. Eure, whose property joins that of Mr. Kyles, objected. Bear Branch

also goes through her property. She objected to the contamination of the

stream. This is an area of good homes, Mrs. Eure said. She suggested

that the Board see the area. She also mentioned that Bear Branch often

goes dry. It was brought out that Bear Branch has gone dry so often it

was necessary in some cases to pond the water in order to take care of

cattle. They have lived here for eight years, Mrs. Eure stated, without

septic trouble.

Mr. Baldwin, who owns .97 acres and who lives across from Mrs. Frece,

objected for reasons stated - particularly to the odors. He also stated

that he knew of no septic troubles and felt that contamination of the

stream was due to the break-down in the pumping stations.

Mr. Frank Grayson, who lives on Hunter Road near Lee Highway, objected for

reasons stated.

Mr. John Rece, who lives near Hunter Road, objected. He owns 27 acres.

He thought the location of the plant and the odors would be objectionable

to the community.

J..Uv
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Mr. W.~. Pheiffer, who owns 5 Bcres. objectoed t'or reasons stoat-ed..

Mr. Bloxton said he was not surprised at the objeetiohS to the odors be

cause people were probably apprehensive because they did not know what to

expect. He thougbt perhaps Mr. Eyles, who was nearest the proposed plant,

had a justified objection. However, he thought the objection would be

negligible and that it was better to wait and see just how serious the

damage would be, rather than force the Town' to start condemnation proceed

1oga. Mr. BloxtCD called attention to people living near the other plants

Without objection. He felt that the close inspection would take care ot

the odors.

Mr. BloxtCD pointed to the need for this plant in order to continue de

velopment, stating that the only places in the County which are expanding

are those which can furnish sewer and water. Mr. Bl.~ton thought people

in this area had overlooked the ract that property within the sewered area

Will increase by 1/3 in case of' availability of this plant. This is in

accordance with land appraisers statements regarding this 10calitYJ Mr.

Bloxton said.

Mr. Bloxton said the State Water Control Board and the Health Department

do know of' the condition of Bear Branch - their inSPections and studies

of the area have been complete and exhaustive. They know of' the conta

mination of Bear Branch and they know what the condition of' the stream wil

be after the plant 1s put in. Contrary to previous statements of good

functioning septic tanks, Mr. Bloxton said he knew of many people in the

area who would be glad ot the opportunity to use this plant - people who

have had a great deal of' trouble. He thought the people were not competen

to determine it the odors will be detrimental to them - that they must

rely on the State authorities for that decision, which 1s already evidenc

by their approval of this plant.

Mr. Bloxton recalled that the engineers at Belvoir had withdrawn their

objection to disposal plants on the Accotink a£ter they had gone into the

facts. He thought the rights of property should be considered realistical

considering the good of the whole rather than small selfish interests.

This plant will be for the good of all the people in this area.

Mr. Bloxton read a statement from an Engineering Journal conmenting on an

OXidation pond in Florida where the lagoon was used as a small zoo. This

plant should not be jUdged by other unaatis£actory plants, Mr. Bloxton

continued, plants which have only a 7fY1, e£ficiency. He also recalled
~that the lakes in Golden Gate Park are aff'luent lagoons.

Mrs. Henderson asked if this case had been taken before the Planning Com

mission for recommendation, a requirement before the Board can act.

It had not. It was also brought out that no plans had been put in the

hands of the Board of Supervisors for their approval of sufficiency and

/0 <f
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and approval of laterals.

Mr. VerIin Smith moved that this case be deferred for refelTal to the Plann

lng Commission for recoDll1endatlon. and to view the property and study the

application, and that the Planning Commission be requested to give the Boar

their ideas regarding the affect of this plant on the $20,OOO,{)()() County

sewer bond issue.

When Mr. Bloxton objected to the latter part of Mr. Smith's motion. Mr.

V. Smith quoted from Section A In· the Ordinance stating that approval may

be given if it is established that the granting will not materially affect

adversely either persons residing or working in the neighborhood or the

general welfare of the community, that such granting will not ultimately

affect adversely the use or development of neighboring property in accordan e

with the zoning regulations and the physical development ot' the unincorpora ed

territory of the entire County.

Mr. V. Smith added that the application be deferred for 30 days.

Motion seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
Mr. Bloxton indicated that irrespective of approval or non-approval by the

County, the Town is ready to go ahead with this plant and they would do so.

II
Dominic Bock , to permit storage shed to remain as erected within one f'oot

of rear property line and within three inches of side property line, Lot

429. Mason Terrace (105 Bolling Road) Falls Church District. (Sub. Res.)

Mr. Bock could not wait for his case to come up, and asked that it be de

terred for )0 days.

Mrs. Henderson moved. that the case be deferred for 30 days.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
Virginia Water Company, to permit erection of three water storage tanks,

on east side of #617 in rear of Merriman's Store, Mason Dist. (Agric.)

Mr. Howard Richards represented the applicant. This is a request for an

additional tank on the property which his company has bought for this pur

pose, Mr. Richards said. After purchasing this property in 1951 his

Company applied for permit to construct a storage tank, Mr. Richards said,

which was granted. They find now that expansion requires two more tanks,

one ot which will be built immediately and the third tank when needed,

which will probably be within two years. This is on an a7,122 square root

area. The tanks will be identical - 38 teet high and 95 teet in diameter.

There were no objections from the area.

.... v'"
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lO-Ctd. Mr. Verlin Smith moved to .grant the application because it does not appear

to adversely affect neighboring property and this seems to be a necessary

facility. This is granted as per sketch attached to the case "Virginia

Water C_any" land of R. B. and J. W. Chaney, dated January 29, 1951 _

by J. A. McWhorter.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously_

I D~
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II
Jesse Johnson, to permit operation of a community recreational area with

structures accessory thereto, on north side #236, approximately 150 feet

east of Taylor Drive. Providence District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Hardee Chambliss represented the applicant. This 1s a request under

Section IV, A - 15-0 of the Ordinance. Mr. Chambliss told the Board.

He located the property as being about two mlies from the t'own of Fairfax.

on the old Price property of about 212 acres, which is being developed into

a 1/2 acre subdivision. There is a house on the property which probably

will be used as the ClUb House. They plan a sw1mm1ng pool, bath house,

tennis courts, hand ball and badminton courts along with a sufficient park

ing area, which will be conducted on a 5 acre tract.

Mr. Chambliss 'pointed out that there will be no direct entrance to Rt. #236

from the recreational area. With an additional 25 foot dedication on Sky

view Land, making a 75 foot right of Way back into the subdivision, and an

SO foot right of way on Prince William Drive - leading into the subdivision

and to Rt. #236 there will be no direct entran~e £rom the area to the high-

way.

Since this recreational area is designed to serve property owners in 'the

subdivision, very little 'traffic will be generated outsld~ the immediate

subdivision area.

Mr. Chambliss explained that Jesse Johnson, Inc. has formed the Westchester

Club and will operate it for one year until the membership 1s suffieient to

take over management. Jesse Johnson"has agreed to install certain improve

ments, sw1nJning pool, parking area, will improve the dwelling tor club

purposes, etc., agreeing to cover the installation with insurance and to k-e p

improvements in repair and to pay 'taXes.

Active membership of the Club will be primarily limited to property owners

in the Westchester Subdivision. Atter memberships have been sold out the

ownership and operation of the Club will be turned over to the permanent

membership to operate. (During the interim period the Club will be managed
an

by the incorporators and/additional ten who will have charge of the 'Club

until the final permanent members will take over).

This is a non-profit, non-stock Club, Mr. Chambliss continued, which will

I
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be comple~ely planned and ready for operation as soon as the subdivision is

sold ou~. The initiation fee and dues will be small and no indivldual will

receive compensation. If the purchasers of lots in the subdivision do not

total up to sufficient members to operate the Club, the members themselves

may take in a few outsiders - that to be controlled by the by-laws. Howeve

this club is established, Mr. Chambliss continued, primarily for the

of those in the subdivision. They plan a membership of about )00 families.

Mr. Mooreland brought the question up of the Club leasing out concessions

individuals. If' the Club wishes to operate any business, Mr. Moor-eland

asked that that be indicated and limited or controlled in the granting of t

application.

Mr. Chambliss said there was no intention to have pro£it making concessions.

The right of way of Route 112)6 was discussed and the need for a service

drive - which Mr. Schumann said could be required only under Subdivision

Contro~. The service drive was not considered necessary since there is no

immediate accese to Route 11236 and the Cl'\1h will be dfJI!\I1gned primarily to

serve the subdivision.

The possibility was discussed of the subdivision not selling to the extent

that this Club could be profitably operated by owner-members. Mr. V. Smith

asked what would happen then? The Club would. be in the hands of Jesse

Johnson, Inc., Mr. Chambliss an~red - but that is a contingency they do

not expect. However, a limited m4mbershiP from the outside could be taken
!

in.

Mr. V. Smith said h. did not think the Board should make any kind of blanket

approval for use permit - he felt that the uses permitted, the structures,

and just who is going to operate the Club should be tied down by statement
fooyo. ......

b, letter from the applicant. He referred to the type of statement made by

the Belmont Bay Marina applicant af being entirely satisfactory.

With regard to a food or snack bar, Mr. Chambliss said they would plan to

merely break even on that. Mr. Mooreland said he had had many applicatione

for permit to operate snack bars bftcause no one within the Club was in

terested in operating a food stand. Mr. Chambliss said they would be per

fectly willing to have a curb put on that.

Mr. V. Smith said he thought this a very worthy plan, but he would like to

see definite information on who will operate the Club, the max1Jllum number of

members, and the uses. It was brought out that these things are stated in

the Certificate of Incorporation and the By-laws.

Mr. Brookfield left the meeting and Mr. V. Smith took over as Chairman.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that a letter covering the information he had re

quested be drafted and presented to the Board, to which Mr. Chambliss agreed

and asked if the decision could be deferred until later in the day for him

to draft the letter for Mr. Jesse Johnson. The Board agreed to that.

II
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National Sign Company, to permit arection of a sign with larger ar.ea than

allowed by the Ordinance, Parcel CJ Fenwick Park ( S. W. corner of Lee

Highway and Lawrence Drive). Falls Church District. (General Business).

Mr. Richard Kinder represen'ted the applicant. This is a request to use

the uniform sign which ~lties Service have been using throudDut the count

Mr. Kinder told the Board. The overall dimensions are 6' x 15' _ however

the actual space used by the lettering is much less than that. It probabl

comes to about 70 square feet, Mr. Kinder said. This is a single faced

sign which will be located on top of the parapet wall of' the building.

A letter from Mr. Rimkus, objecting to this size Sign, was read. It was

noted that the back of the proposed sign faces Mr. Rimkus.

Mr. Mooreland recalled that the use permit included in the granting pro

vides that a certain type of screening would be put up.

It was asked if the hedge which the adjoining neighbor is putting in for

screening between this business property and his would be sufficient. Mr.

Mooreland asked the person who was putting in his own hedge for screening

to send a letter to the Zoning Office stating t~t he was us ing his own

hedge, and that that is satisfactory for screening purposes.

Mr. J. B. smith moved to grant the application beCause it does not appear

to affect adversely the use of adjoining property and the size of the re

quested Sign is so near the size sign "'he Ordinance will permit, and. the

Board has many times permitted signs of considerable more area.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

For the motion: J. B. Smith, T. Barnes, Mrs. Henderson.

Mr. V. Smith voted "no".

Motion carried.

II
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13- DeLashmutt Associates, to permit dwelling as erected to remain within 4.6.)

feet of Street property line. Lot 425, Section 4, Barcroft Lake Shores,

Mason District. (Rural Residence).

Mr. Potter represented the applicant. This error, Mr. Potter told the

Board, was not' discovered until the house was up to the first floor joists

Mr. Mooreland pointed out that this is one of the few lots in Section 4 of

Barcroft Lake Shores subdivision which has rural zoning and it backs up to

suburban zoning. It was noted that the suburban zoning line runs through

this lot. It was noted that the house is located about five feet from

the storm drain easement,which runs through the center of the lot.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Mooreland thought it better that the house is not too close to the dra nage

easement.

Mr. Potter said the drainage ditch could be piped under the house but it

would be expensive. It was not known just how deep the drainage ditch is.

I
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13-'Ctd. Mrs. Henderson moved to grant the appli'Catlon because of ·the peculiarities

of the lot, the two types o~ zoning and the -drainage ditch whi<:h 1s loca

ted just to the rear of the house.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously_

II
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14- H. F. Schumann, Jr., Director of Planning, to permit a setback of 25 feet

instead of 40 feet, proposed Lots 1 through 35 inclusive, BloCk a, Picot

Tract, on south side of Franconia Road, #644 east of Lewell Park, Mason

District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Schumann showed a map indicating the location of Arterial Highway No. 4

with relation to these lots. This highway runs through the south end of

the Picot tract, immediately north of Section 2 of Rose Hl1l. Mr. Schumann

also pointed out the natural drainage swale along this area. Since Rose

Hill is practically built up, practically all of the right of way for

Arterial No. 4 falls on this subdiVision. The developer will provide the

right of way for the road and in doing that he loses 21 lots - out=' o:f 226

lots. Since the subdivider does not have to eive the r~t o:f way nor the

easement, Mr. Schumann said he considered that. a hardship was created _ a

hardship which the Board at Appeals has the authority to relieve. I:f the

right of way is not provided in this manner and if it became necessary to

take right of way from Rose Hill, it would be at a tremendous expense to

the State in that they would have to condemn houses. This would be dedicat

with no cost to the State. This is an exceptional condition, Mr. Schumann

pointed out, but he felt that a reduction in setback for one tier of lots

on this undeveloped land was justified.

Mr. V. Smith recalled that trading setbacks for right of way was a little

unusual, and something that has not come before the Board before.

It was noted that this frontage where the 25 foot setback is requested, is

about 1/4 mile long. The lots are 80 feet wide by 92 feet deep.

There were no objections from the area. --It was brou~ht out that this highway has the sameA certainty as the other

planned highways, but Mr. Schumann thought it appeared to be necessary.

Mr. J. B. Smith thought this should first be approved by the Planning ~om

mission. It was also noted that the Planning Commission has not yet approv

a-master plan of highways. Mr. Schumann also pOinted out the effectiveness

of tying into the drainage swale with this location - farther south would

create a sharp curve to get into the awale.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case for reference to the Planning Commis on

for their information and more definite information about the road - whethe

Or not the road is to be definitely planned.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

The motion was withdrawn as it was realized that the Commission does not

plan to consider the Highway plan before this property is likely to develop
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It was suggested, however, that the plat could be approved including the

road - if this is approved by this Board.

Mr. V. Smith thought it a bad precedent to trade right of way for setbacks.

Mr. Schumann told the Board that the developer had made every attempt to re

design the subdivision without this variance and including the road right

of way. This seemed to be the best solution. However, Mr. Schumann said

he would be glad to take this to the Commission if the Board so desired.

Mrs. Henderson moved to refer this case to the Planning Commission for re

commendation, which shall be in the hands of the Board by July 9th.

14-C~d.

Seconded, J. B. Smith Carried, unanimously.
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Jesse Johnson,Inc.

Mr. Jesse Johnson:

Mr. Chambliss presented the following letter signed by

"JESSE JOHNSON. INC.
5050 Columbia Pike, Arlington,Va.

June 26, 1956

Board of Zoning Appeals of
Fairfax County, Virginia
Fairfax, Virginia

Gentlemen:

Relative to the application of this Corporation. for a "Use Permit" pennitt
ing the operation of recreational uses on a tract of land containing 5.5455
acres, as shown on plat filed with your Board, you are advised as follows:

(1) The maximum number of active memberships will consist of the
members ot ;00 families.

The uses contemplated are as follows:
(a) Swinming and wading pools, together with filtration

system and all necessary accessories inclUding bath house.

(b) Areas for 2 tennis co~s, 1 handball court, 1 badminton
court, and picnic area, and parking area.

(c) Use of existing dwelling, as shown on said plat, a's a
Clubhouse for club members and their guests.

(;) The uses contemplated on said area, including the sale of food and
refreshments to club members and their guest, will not be operated for prof t.

I
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man

(4)

Very truly yours,

/s/ Jesse Johnson. President
JESSE JOHNSON,INC."

*,"s. Henderson made the following motion: That the application be granted

pursuant to plat presented with the case certified by DeLaShmutt Associate

Certified Engineers and Surveyors, dated June 1956, and pursuant

of the letter presented by Mr. Hardee Chambliss, signed by Mr. Jesse Johnso ,

dated June 26,l956,wh1ch letter shall be a part of the records of this cas

along with a copy of the By-laws and the Certificate of Incorporation of

the Westchester Club, all of which are filed in the records of this case.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes
II
The meeting adjourned

Said recreational area, and all uses contemplated thereon will be
operated by "Westchester Club", a non-profit, non-stock Virginia
Corporation to be formed in accordance with Title 1;, Chapter 1;,
Code of Virginia, 1950. A copy of the proposed Certificate of in_
corporation and By-laws of said Corporation has been riled with
your Board.

It is requested that the "Use Permit" be issued to Jesse Johnson, Inc. ,and
WestChester Club.
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The regular meeting of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals was
held Monday, July 9, 1956 at 10 a.m.
in the Board Room or the Fairfax
Count.y 'Courthouse.

In the absence of Mr. Brookfield J Mr.
VerUn Smith took the Chainnanship.
All other members were present.

The meeting opened with a prayer by Mr. T. George Barnes.

DEFERRED CASES:

JOHN H. HOWARD. to permit erectIon of an addition to dwelling 4 feet or
side property line, between Leesburg Pike and -Columbia Pike, 400 feet BOut

of Columbia Pike, Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

Mrs. Howard discussed this case with the Board. This addition is request

for bedroom on the first noor; Mrs. Howard. explained, the Doctor haVing

suggested that. her asthmatic child should not sleep on the second noor.
In answer to Mr. Verlin Sm.lth t s suggestion that the addition be put On the

back of the house. Mrs. Howard said they had an upstairs dormer extension

across the back which would make that an awkward location for this room.

Since there is a steep slope on this side of the house, Mr. Verlin Smith

suggested that if the adjoining neighbor should do any kind of excavating

along his line it could cause a serious erosion problem. Mrs. Howard said

she would cut the room to a 10 foot width, allowing a 6 :foot setback if th

Board wishes. However, there are two ·outside chimneys on this side which

would cut the size of the room considerably. Also, Mrs. Howard continued

if the room were put across the back it would allow a very small spa.ce for

an entrance door :from the liVing room. She had planned to USe one of the

windows for entrance on the side.

The small buildings in the rear are a garage and tool shed combined., and

an abandoned chic~en coop.

They had tried to buy additional property from Mr. O.1Shaughnessy but he

woUld not sell. Because o:f the topography on the adjoining O'Shaughnessy

property, Mrs. Howard explained that a house on that property would neces

sa~ily be put back a considerable distance, which would not be affected by

her requested variance. The road will curve away from the end of her lot,

Mrs. Howard said, and will .run to Columbia Pike.

Mr. Verlin Smith still contended that the addition on the rear would be

more satisfactory, especially because of possible erosion on the side.

That would be more expensive, Mr. Howard said, and they hoped not to put

too much into this house in order that they might some day sell and re-bui

A letter from Mrs. Howard stating her case was read - Mrs. Howard -contend

ing that the condition of her asthmatic child established the hardship.

It was suggested turning the porch on the opposite side of the house into

a bedroom. That would be impractical, Mrs. Howard explained, as their

only rear and basement entrance was through that porch.

.L.L.L
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Mr. J. B. Smith moved t-o deny the 'Case as he could not see how the Board

could justify its granting since there is an alternate location for the

addition.

Mrs. Henderson seconded the motion reluctantly, as she was sympathetic

with Mr. Howard IS problem, but she felt that the Board could not do other

than deny the case because of the Ordinance.

Motion carried, unanimously.

II
WILLIAM E. MOSS, to pennit dwelling as erected to remain within 13.6 reet

of side property line, Lot 3Jl, Section 1, Chesterbrook Woods, Dranesv~lle

District. (Suburban Residence).

No one was present to disucss this case, for the third time.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case since the applicant had been notified

and no one was present.

Seconded, Mr. Barnes.

Mr. James Hooper asked to speak in Mr. M08s' behalf, as he knew something

about the case. It was his understanding that the building was started

from the wrong pegs, which error was not discovered until a final location

survey was made. He thought it would not be pOSSible to bUy additional

property to make this violation conform.

The motion to deny carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

I
3- R. H. STOWE, INC., to pennit dwelling to remain as ere;cted closer to ai,de

and front property lines than allowed by the Ordinance, Lot 48A, Re

subdivision of Lots 43 thru 49, Dale View Manor, Providence Dist.(Sub.Res.)

It was recalled that this was deferred for possible relocation of the

street. No one was present to discuss the case, therefore Mrs. Henderson

moved to deny the case.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
4- WILLIAM R. SMITH, JR. J to permit erection of carport closer to side and

rear property lines than allowed by the. Ordinance, Lot 10, Block 20, Sec.

~J Belle Haven (233 Belle Haven Rd.), Nt. Vernon District. (Urban Res.)

Mr. Smith presented new plats showing location of structures on the propert ,

Mr. Verlin Smith stated that in viewing the property the Board had come

to the conclusion that this could be accomplished within the Ordinance if

the columns are located back 4 feet from the property line, allowing the

2 foot overhang on the roof. It was noted that if this structure is encl06 d

and constructed of brick it could COme within 2 feet of the side or rear

line. Whichever way the applicant chose to construct the building it was

noted that it could be done within the Ordinance and it was sugges'ted that

the case either be denied or withdrawn.

Mr. Smith withdrew this case.

"

I

I
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CIS L. MARTIN, to permit enclosure of carport as a recreation room.

0.53 feet off side property line, Lot H!, Block 23, Section a, Springfield J (.3
(7318 Essex Avenue) Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

t was brought out that this carport could be screened - with the screening

eating on the brick wall - which would be within the Ordinance. Mr. Moore-

and called attention to the many cases where screened porches become en

closed room with storm windows in winter. Mr. Mooreland also recalled that

tatements were made at the last hearing on this case that there were four

r five cases in the area like this which were either granted by the Board

r are in violation. He had sent an inspector to the area, Mr. Mooreland

ontinued, and found that four of the cases cited are in an urban zoning

hich would alloW' the setback, and the other case mentioned was not in

olation.

s. Henderson moved to deny the case.

econded, Mr. J. B. Smith

rried, unanimously.

/
ERAlD TITHERINGTON whose request for an addition to his dwelling was denied

t the last meeting, had sent a letter to the Board restating his case,which

e thought had been inadequately done before the Board, and asking for re-

consideration. The letter was read and discussed.

8. Henderson moved that the Secretary to the Board be instructed to answer

he letter saying that the Board had received Mr. Titherington's letter and

ave considered his point and have reaffirmed their position taken on June

6th,1956.

econded, J. B. Smith

arried, unanimously.

/
ILBERI' G. MORRISON, to permit carport as erected to remain within 4-1/2 ft.

f side property line, Lot 40e. Mason Terrace (200 Winchester Way). Falls

Church District. (Suburban Residence).

It was brought out that the Width of the White Post Walkway is 10 reet. how

ever, Mr. Morrison admitted that his fence was within the Walkway easement.

robably several feet, and he thought his carport was about six or Seven fee

rom his fence. This would appear to bring the carport considerably eloser

o the walkway than the plat shows, Mrs. Henderson noted. Mr. Morrison said

here were no stakes on his property and he had measured from the house in

ocating his carport. It was questioned whether or not the carport itself

ight be within the walkway right of way. since the plat shoW's considerable

ariation between the front and the rear of the carport with relation to

he side line.
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Mr. Morrison po1n1ied out that the house on the lot oppos1tethe carport

side is 31 feet from the line. Mr. Morrison's house 1s 8 feet from that

line. By adding the Width of the carport and the house it would appear toha

the carport is well within the property lines. Since there were no stakes

on his own property, Mr. Morrison said he had measured from the adjoining

property, which was at one time surveyed, and which they believe is correct

ly located.

Mrs. Snyder, who lives on the adjoining lot - on the carport side _ objecte

to the fence and the carport. While it was agreed that the Board had Doth

to do with the location of the fence, Mrs. Snyder thought it was at least

4 or 5 feet within the walkway, and the carport was therefore much closer

to the property line than the plats indicated. Mrs. Snyder said they had

put their retaining wall one foot from the walkway line. If the Board gran s

this, Mrs. Snyder thought others would be asking the same thing.

It was brought out that the walkway is a permanent easement.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case· until August 14th, for a report on

a survey to find out where the property line is ~ctually located.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

It was noted that it may be difficult to get a survey within this time, but

that every effort should be made to locate the line. It was agreed that it

was not necessary for Mr. Morrison to be at the next hearing if he will se

in his report.

Motion carried to defer

II

I f If

I

I

I
7- HOOPER CONSTRUCTION CORP., to permit dwelling to remain as erect.ed .)6.48 £'t.

of Forrest Lane, Lot 29A, Section 2, Briggs I and Roopers t Addition to

Chesterbrook Woods, Dranesville Dist. {Suburban Residence}.

Mr. Hooper, the builder, stated that this was his mistake. This house i8

being built for an individual purchaser who is very tree conscious, Mr.

Hooper told the Board, and they had made 'every effort to save as many of

the trees as possible. However in scaling the distances the complete arc

was not 'taken into consideration, and this small violation resulted.

Mrs. Henderson suggested that the street be moved slightly - graduating it

over to give the extra 1.5 feet necessary to make this conform.

Mr. Hooper said he would be glad to try to do that, however, the lots aeres

the street have been sold and it might involve a little difficulty in mak

ing a rededication of the street. The curb and gutters are in.

While Forest Land is not now a through street, it was noted that it could

in time be joined with adjoining property, which may be subdiVided.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case until August 14th for Mr. Hooper to

investigate if it would be possible to move the street out so .the corner

of the building on Lo~ 29-A will conform to setback requirements.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

For the motion: Henderson, J. B. Smith, V. Smith

I

I
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7....ctd. Mr. T. Barnes voted "no".

Motion carried to defer to August 14th.

II
ItS
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GWYN E. MURDOCK, to permit carport to remain as erected within 5 f'eet ot

side property line, Lot 385, Mason Terrace, (201 Winchester Way) Falls <:hur

District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Murdock said he thought the setbacks of' the carport shown on his plat

were correct as he had measured from his adjoining neighbor's monuments,

which were put in by a surveyor and he believed they were correctly located.

His own rear stakes are in, Mr. Murdock said. There are 55 feet between hi

house and the house on adjoining property.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson questioned the rear corner of the carport - the possibility

of its being within the Whitie Post Walkway right of way. Mr. Murdock said

he had used measurements from his own rear stakes and his nei.$'oor's stakes

and felt very sure 'that setback was correct as shown.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case for a report by August 14th on Mr.

Murdock's efforts to get a lot survey in order to determine the exact loca

tion of the White Post Walkway, the house and the carport.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
ROBERT HALL CLOTHES, INC., to permit erection 0:£ two signs, one sign 120

square feet in area» and one sign 210 square feet in area - total area :330

square feet, on west side of U. s. HI, 1140 feet north 'of the southerly in

tersection of U. S. III and Route 1628 1JlI:nediately north of Luther A. Gillia

Subdivision, Lee District. (General Business)

Mr. Ed Gasson represented the applicant. Mr. GasBon stated that in order t

meet the Board's objections to the pilon sign they have reduced the square

footage to 159 square feet, which is 51 square feet less than applied Cor.

Mr. Gasson discussed the fact of the location Qt this property _ within a

purely business area, the large lot (250 ft. x 253 ft.) with a building

120 feet x 70 feet - all of which justified a larger sign area than'allowed

by the Ordinance. He referred to the safeway sign at Fairfax with a less

square footage building on which a sign was allowed 150 square feet on the

building and 180 square feet for the standing sign. He also referred to 'til

second Sateway store at McLean with its large sign - granted by this Board,

and the large signs allowed at Annandale and Seven Corners. Mr. Gasson re

called that conditions on these signs were not entirely parallel (referring

particularly to sight distance) at Annandale and at Seven Corners. Mr.

Gasson compared the difference in the sign which could be granted on a line

footage basis with the requested square footage - which would be cons1derab

more than asked tor.
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Mr. Wells displayed the type sign to be used, which was a plastic type ma- II b
terial having diffused, concealed lighting.

Mr. Gurfield, engineer for the applicant, discussed sign problems whi~h he

had run into throughout the Country - such problems caused because of la~k

of uniform sign laws. This is a national chain, Mr. Gurtield pointed out,

planning to establish .four stores in the metropolitan area. They depend

upon the COIIIDWlity and are very conscious of the fact that they must have

community support to be successf'ul in this area. They are making every

effort to have an attractive well designed store, with sufficient parking,

and signs that are in keeping with the area and which will at the same time

give them sufficient advertising.

It has been his experience with signs, Mr. Gurfield continued. that a sign

must be large enough to be seen for from 5 to 700 feet, in order that peopl

driving by may see the sign easily at a distance and have time to slow down

without hazard. to traffic.

While they would still rather have the original pilon sign designed, they

feel that the reduction is the very smallest sign compatible with the size

of their lot and building and for adequate advertising. Mr. Gurfield noted

that they had taken orf the family group on the sign - which they are using

in their national advertising. The sign as designed, Mr. Gurfield .continu

is simple, attractive, and because of' the dif'fused lighting will not be

glaring or in any way hazardous.

Mr. Gasson explained that the sign requested was, in his opinion, compatabl

with signs the Board had granted in other instances, that such a sign is

necessary for competitive purposes. He urged the Board to give a favorable

decision.

The size of the Safeway sign at Kamp Washington was discussed - Mr.PHende!"s n's

figures were considerably less than that quoted by Mr. Gasson.

The location of this sign - on the right of way - was considered hazardous

and distracting to motorists.

Mr. Verlin Smith suggested that the Giant sign at Seven Corners is visible

for about 1500 to 2000 feet. Mr. Gurfield answered that that was probably

true - that the type of sign would determine the visibility distance. The

Giant sign probably has a stronger lighting, whereas the sir,n proposed on

this property has reduced visibility by about 50 percent because of the

diffused lighting, which was also less hazardous to traff'lc.

It was recalled that the major reasons for the granting of the Giant store

sign was that the sign was for the leading store in the area. the store it

self is well back from the highway and the sign is on the store instead of'

standing on the building line. Also the Safeway sign at Kamp Washington is

attached to the building.

These signs, as now requested~ Mr. Gurfield pointed out will be: on the

building 15 x 24 feet - total 120 square feet, the pilon 159 square feet,

making a total of 279 square feet and it was brought out that a less square

9-Ctd.
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footage than requested could be granted by the Board.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the sign designed to be placed on the bUilding

calling for 120 square feet be granted.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the pilon sign be denied.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously• ...,/

II
Mr. Brookfield came in dUring the latter part of this discussion. However,

Mr. Verlin Smith retained the chair for the time.

II
ROBERT HALL CLOTHES, INC., to permit erection of two signs, one sign 120

square feet in area, and one sign 210 square feet in area, total area 330

square feet. north side of Arlinr;ton Boulevard, approximately 200 feet west

of Cherry Street, Falls Church District. (General Business).

Mr. Ed Gasson represented the applicant. This is SUbstantially the same

request, Mr. Gasson pointed out, the main difference being the location and

the fact that the lot is smaller. The building will be the same size. Mr.

Gasson again pointed to other signs which have been granted by the Board a

which he considered comparable to thJs request. Since he thought this a

reasonable request, Mr. Gasson stated that if the sign is denied - they

'WOuld find it necessary to take the case to the Ci~cuit Court.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the sign on the building on Route #50 be granted.

This sign contains 120 square feet and is granted in accordance with the

sketch presented with the case.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

With regard to the pilon requested. Mrs. Henderson moved that the sign as

shown on the sketch presented with the case, be denied. because of the

distance from the highway and in her opinion this lighting in conjunction

with the lights coming over the hi:1-l from Seven Corners would create a

traffic hazard. and this is a gross variance from the Ordinance.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
NEW CASES:

MRS. RUTH BRYANT, to permit operation of a nursery school, Lots 7 and a,
Block D, Collingwood Manor (102 Chadwick Ave.) Mt. Vernon Dist. 1Rural Res.

Mrs. Lois Miller, attorney for the applicant had asked for a ;0 day de

ferrment on this case, as she was unable to be present.

.L.LI
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Seven residents from the area were present objecting to this use.

It was explained to those objecting that the Board could vote to hear

their objections, but no decision could be made on the case without the

applicant being present.

Mr. Brookfield moved to defer the case until Ausust 14th.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously. Mr. Wm. F. Brown, 607 W. Boulevard
asked that he be notified the time of the new hearing.
II
It was brought out by the objectors that Mrs. Bryant is conducting the

nursery school at the present time, and it was asked if she could be

stopped.

Mr. Mooreland said no - not until the hearing.

II

I

I

2- H. T. MOONEY, to pennit erection of building -within 25 feet of Pine Street

and within 10 feet of the side property line, Lots 19. 19. 20 and 21 _

Annandale SUbdivision, Falls Church District. (General Business).

Mr. Mooney told the Board o£ his attempt to erect a bui1d1n~ to house the

post o££ice at Annandale. Negotiations and the drawing and redrawing o£

plans have been going on for the past year. When he came up with a plan

to erect a 3000 square foot bUilding, the Post O£tice Department stated

that they would take the space but would give only a cancellable lease be

cause of the tact that there was no space in the bUilding for future ex

pansion. Since he was 'unable to get financing on such a lease, Mr. Mooney

re-designed the building with a to~l of about 5000 square feet. - allowing

3000 square feet for the Post Office and two addltionalstores - which

could later be used for Post Office expansion if the'y desired the spaee.

On this basis the Post Office Department will give a 15 year non-cancel1ab e

lease. In putting up such a large building it will require a 25 foot set

back from Pine Street and a 10 foot setback from the side property line.

V.r. Mooney noted that the building setback line had been established on

an old plat showing a 25 foot setback line on Pine Street. He had thought

that setback held. Since Pine Street carried very little traffic. Mr.

Mooney thought this reduced setback would not have an adverse affect.

With reference to the side yard setback, Mr. Mooreland explained that the

Ordinance required that the adjoining residential setback must be observed

unless granted a variance. In this case it is 15 feet.

Mr. Verlin Smith-suggested moving the building closer to the existing

~ouse on adjoining property which is zoned for business. Mr. Mooney

called attention to the fact that the building could then be only 16 feet

wide at that end, since the lot narroW's at that end.

The parking area was discussed, which appeared to be sufficient. However,

Mr. Verlin Smith suggested that the applicant was attempting to put too

large a building on a small piece of property.

I

I

I
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2-Ctd. Mr. Mooney recalled that he c'ould have put up this building had he made ap

plication when he bought the property - as he 'Could have observed the old

setback at that time.

Mrs. Henderson noted that a building sufficiently large ~nough to take ~ar~

of the Post Office could be built within the Ordinance - she thought Mr.

Mooney was crowding the property with the largest possible building.

Mr. Mooney said the two extra stores were built merely to take care of

future expansion of the Post Otfice and to make it possible to get the loan

There were no objections !rom the area.

The width 'and setback of Pine Street were discussed. It was agreed that a

40 foot setback from the right of way line should be observed.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case because the amount of' ground is not

large enough for the building ~roposed, and it is feasible to put a build

ing on the land that will conform to Ordinance requirements.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

For the motion: Henderson. J. B. smith, V. Smith, T. Barnes

Mr. Brookfield voted "no".

The motion carried.

II

d

J- JOSEPH J. DRAGOS, to permit erection and operation of a service station,

Part of Lot 31, Evergreen Farms Subdivision, north side 1/1 Highway, 305

feet west of Forest Lane, !1t. Vernon District. (General Business).

There is presently a sn~l office on this property which has been used for

the filling station building. This will be developed into a modern t1rst

class filling station, Mr. Dragos told the Board. It was noted that there

are existing apartments and a restaurant on the property immediately ad

joining.

No variances are asked, Mr. Dragoe pointed out. The building will conform

as well as the island setback.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Brookfield moved to grant the application

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

For the motion: Brookfield,J. B. Smith, T. Barnes, Mrs. Henderson

Mr. Verlin Smith voted "no" because he considered this a dangerous inter

section and he thought the installation of the filling station here would

add to a dangerous situation.

Motion carried.

8 4-

II
MALCOLM MATHESON, JR.,INC., to permit an addition to dwelling 18 feet of

side property line, Lot 25B, Block C, Correction Survey part of Block C,

Resubdivision Block D and part of Block C, Nt. Vernon Terrace, Mt. Vernon

District. (Rural Residence).
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No one ~a8 present to discuss the application.

Mr. J.B. Smith moved to put the case at the bottom of the list.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
FOOD FAIR SUPER MARKET J to permit erection of signs with larger area than

allowed by the Ordinance, on north side #29 and #211 at lamp Washington.

Providence District. (Rural Business).

Mr. Stone represented the applicant. Mr. Stone showed the type of sign to

be used - one on the bUilding and the oth~r a standing sign. Mr. Stone

pointed out, however, that the actual lettering on the sign on the building. ~

had only 32 square teet of lettering.

The pilon sign is 40 teet high (Mr•. Stone noted that the build1ng is 16 ft.

in height) and is located in the parking area on the building line. It is

about the same height as the Sateway sign which is on adjoining property.

The sign contains 243 square fee't on each side.

There were no objections from the area.

No location map was presented with the case.

Mr. Verlin Smith thought it necessary that the Board. have more complete in

formation before handling the case.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the sign on the building be granted as requested

for 104 square foot area.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

With regard to the pilon sign, Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case until

July 24th for the applicant to present a map showing the exact location ot

the sign with relation to Route #50 and #211 and the location of the build

ing and parking lot, and the locat ion of the sign showing the distance from

the highway right o:f way.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
CULMORE INVESTMENT PROPERTIES, INC., to permit an addition to store closer

to East Glen Carlyn Drive than allowed by the Ordinance, on East Glen Carl

Drive, 1800 feet Bouth of Route #7, Parcel 2) Section A) Culmere. Mason

District. (General Business).

Mr. Baritz represented the applicant. This request is for an addition to

Drug Fair. Mr. Baritz told the Board, badly needed because of expanding

business. The length of the present store is 112 feet. They are asking fo

a 25 foot addition, which will come within 20 feet of the property line.

Setback should be 35 feet.

Mr. Mooreland called attention to the fact that a considerable more street

dedication was made here than was needed) and a portion of the dedication

has not been used. Mr. Mooreland noted that the building on the opposite

I
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side of Culmore, on Glen Carlyn Drive West was allowed to come within 15 it

of the right of way because of the large dedication to public use which was I d-- I
not used. It was noted that Glen Carlyn Drive has an 80 foot dedication on

the south side and 50 feet on the north.

Mr. Verlin Smith noted on the plat that a 20 foot dedication was r.ecorded

all along Glen Carlyn Drive - which if this is correct would bring this

proposed building within 10 feet of the dedicated right of way. However,

there was a question just where the right of way of GlenCarlyn Drive East

was located.

Mr. Hillman. manager of the Drug Fair, explained their need of more space,

saying the other Dnlg F",ir stores 1n the County have from 8000 to 11,000

square feet of area while this store has only 5000 square feet.

There were no objections from the area.

It was suggested that the same setback on this side of Glen Carlyn Drive

as on the other side was reasonable. However, Mr. V. &pith recalled the

difference in right of way - SO reet as against 50 feet.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case under Section 6-1)-7 as it would not

appear to promote the health, safety and comfort or the general area in

that open space in this area is already limited and that area which is open

should not be fUrther encroached upon.

There was ,no second.

Mr. Brookfield took the Chair and Mr. VerI in Smith seconded Mrs. Henderson'

motion which she restated: to deny the case because it would not promote

the health, safety and welfare of the County and because with the apartment

development, such open spaces are necessary.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that the motion should include reasons for denial

under Section 6-l2-7-3-g (Hardship clause) which states that the applicant

must show peculiar and exceptional' difficulties or exceptional and undue

hardship upon the owner to comply with the required setback. That, Mr. V.

Smith stated, has not been shown.

Mrs. Henderson accepted this addition to the motion.

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson, V. Smith

Against the motion: J. B. Smith, T. Barnes and Mr. Brookf"ield

The motion lost.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deter the case for further study - deferred to Aug.

14th, 1956.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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KARL VON LEWINSKI, to permit erection of dwelling within 35 feet of the

Street property line, Lot 15, Block 17, Section 10, Stratford Landing, Mt.

Vernon District. (Suburban Residence).

No one was present to discuss this case.

Mr. Verlln Smith moved to put the application at the bottom of the list.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
S. & L. CONSTRUCTION CORP., to permit carport as erected to remain Within 471

feet of the side property line, Lot 45, Block G, Section 4, Bren Mar Park,

Lee District. (Urban Residence).

Mr. Dennenberg represented the applicant in the absence of Mr. Luria. This

lot was originally slatid for a split level house, Mr. Dennenberg told the

Board I but because of the .,,;reat amount of grading necessary to put the lot

in shape they changed to a rambler. This is the only way they can aecount

for the error in location of the house, Mr. Dennenberg said. The house 1s

practically completed. It is not possible to locate the carport on the

opposite side of the house because of the steep bank and the generally hil

topography of the lot.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to grant the appltcation because of the topography

of the lot.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

HUNTINGTON CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, to permit erection of a conmunity build

52 t x 24', adjoining Section 3, Huntington, access from Washington Ave.,

Mt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Marsh, President of the Association, asked that this be deferred to

August 14th. Members of the Board disagreed on whether or not there

be a right of way into the Huntington recreational area for cars.

Mrs. Henderson thought that since this would be in use during the day for

children, most of whom would walk to the area, cars coming. in and out

create a hazard. The only meetings where adults would be present in any

considerable numbers would be at night - and whatever parking they needed

could be taken care of on adjoining streets.

This Mr. V. Smith thought not practical. He thought the tendency was to

travel everyplace by cars and that even during the day many people would

want to drive to the area and therefore there should be adequate ear ingre

and egress and parking space.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the application be granted for a community build

ing as the case was presented to the Board at the first h.-aring: and that

I
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I

I

I

there be no access for cars. There was no second
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DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

Huntington Citizens Assn. - Ctd.

Mr. VerI in Smith moved t-o defer the case to August 14th.

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
H. F. SCHUMANN, JR. Since there was no report rom the Planning .commission

on this case, Mr. VerI!n Smith moved to defer t is case to July 24th.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes.

Carried, unanimously.

II
KARL VON IEWINSKI. This 1s a request from the urchaser who is employed by

FHA, asking that the house be placed f'orward. on the lot in order to preserve

a very large tree at the rear of the house. Th building would come about

35 feet trom the front line. Since this is not a long straight street, it

has only four houses, and the street curves int a cul-de-sac, Mr. Lewinski

thought the variation in setback would not be n ticeable. Also this is a

wooded lot - the other lots on the street have ery little woods, this would

also minimize the difference in setback.

Mrs. Henderson suggested designing the house a There are fou

house designs in the subdivision. Mr. Lewinski this one appeared

to best fit the lot. All the houses are the sa depth. Not being a custom

built house it would be impract~cal to attempt 0 change the house design.

The plans have been okayed by FHA and to redesi n the house would mean start

ing allover in order to get FHA approval.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to deny the case because there is no evidence of un

due hardship on the applicant. Mr. V. Smith no ed that there might be 1000

lots in the County which would ask a similar va iance - there would appear t

be no reason to grant this.

Seconded. Mrs. Henderson

For the motion: V. Smith. Henderson. J •. B. Smit

Against: T. Barnes. and Mr. Brookfield.

Motion carried to deny.

...... "
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WILLIAM E. MOSS - Mr. Hooper came before the B

Moss case. which had been denied by the Board.
neither

deferred twice because/Mr. Moss nor his

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to reopen the case.

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

Carried

rd. and aaked that the Willi

e reopened. The case was

tat1ve 'was· present.



DEFERRED CASES - (ltd.

J William E. Iloss - Ctd.

This was an error in staking out the house, Mr. Hooper said. He did not kn

why it was not caught before the house was erected.

Mr. V. Smith asked if' any attempt had been made to buy additional land. from

the adjoining property owner.

Mr. Hooper answered "no" - that the owner of that ground is overseas. The

house on this adjoining lot, which 1s a very large lot, is about 40 teet

from the side line, Mr. Hooper explained. While the owner of that property

does not know of this encroachment - the renters do not object.

Mrs. Henderson thought attempt should be made to contact the owner of the

adjoining property with respect to purchasing more property. The house on

the other side of Mr. MOSB 1s on a corner lot and is close to the side l1Ae

It was brought out that Mr. Moss has a basement garage on the opposite side

of his house, from which he is asking the variance. It was also noted that

his- lot is very large - fanning out in the rear. For this reason it was

thought that he might exchange some of his rear lot land for more frontage,

which would widen- out his lot and make his building conform.

Mr. Hooper contended that trading £rontage land for rear didn't usually war

at least it would make an expensive deal for the one acquiring the frontage

There were no objections from the area.

This error was not noticed until the house location survey was made, Mr.

Hooper said. The lot is level, sloping slightly up from the street, but

there is no topographic condition.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer this application until August 14th to give the

applicant the opportunity to correspond with the owner of the adjoining lot

(Lot 332) to see if he can acquire additional land.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

When Mr. Hooper suggested that it might be difficult to contact the owner

of the adjoining property, Mrs. Henderson asked that the Board have'a repo

on this at the August 14th meeting.

II
NEW CASE:

4- MALCOLM MATHESON,JR.,INC. No one was present to discuss this case.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the caSe be deferred to July 24th.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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Mr. William Mooreland asked the Board for an interpretation on side and

rear setbacks for corner lots in subdivisions. Mr. Mooreland drew a hypo

thetical case showing the required setbacks on two sides of a corner lot

(two streets) and asked the Board which if either of the other two lines

should be considered the rear line. The required rear setback is 25 feet,

Mr. Mooreland continued, and in this case a side setback would be 15 feet.

In case the house is set at an angle, it has been the determination of the

Zoning Office that the two lines (other than streets) were both side lines,

and the applicant could therefore setback the 15 feet .trom both lines. The

Ordinance says, Mr. Mooreland pointed out, that a fence or wall may be buil

5 feet high on the side lines but that it may be built 7 feet high on a

rear line. Both the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors and JtIr. Moss, of

the Board, have told Mr. Mooreland his interpretation was wrong, that the

25 foot setback must be observed on the two lines. If this is correct, Mr.

Mooreland stated, what is considered the rear lines of the corner lot would

be the side line of the man on adjoining property and. you have two circumst nces

prevailing: the corner lot - with the two rear lines could put up a 7 footi

fence but the man on adjoining property would consider this his side line

which would not allow the 7 foot fence. Mr. Mooreland asked the Board _ ca

a man bUild a 7 foot fence on such a line - or a 5 foot fen-ce? By -consider

iog the two lines t'o be rear lines - is there no side line on corner lots?

Mr. J. B. Smith thought the Ordinance should be change:d to allow only a 5

foot fence - on side or rear linese,

Mr. V. Smith moved that this matter be re£erred to the CODlDomrealthls Attor ey

for his interpretation.

Mr. Mooreland infonned the Board that the Commonwealth I s Attorney would not

interpret the Ordinance - that that is the function of this Board. He was

very certain that the Commonwealth's Attorney would not make a decision on

this.
(;..,lIlflN lI• A .t7

Mr. V. Smith thought the Board should have the counsel of the e 5 's

Attorney since he is the Board's legal advisor. Mr. Smith said he was very

conscious of the Board's obligation to interpre~lthe Ordinance, but that
C.I'f"'IN"'A.tr~

the Board should have counsel from the em [.' s Attorney in making that

interpretation.

Mrs. Henderson agreed that the Board should have advice and should know how

this has been handled in other jurisdictions. It was brour,.bt out that this

question has been confusing to other jurisdictions also - each having made

some kind of determination - but that conditions were not necessarily com

parable. Even in case of a definite decision on this it was the opinion of

the Board that a change in the Ordinance was the only way to make a final

decision which would stick.
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Mr. J. B. Smith seconded the motion to refer this to the Commonwealth's

Attorney for counsel.

Carried, unanimously.

II
ROBERI' HALL CLOTHES, INC. Mr. Gasson came back to the Board and asked to

make another statement regarding the two 1t>bert Hall cases - both of which

received a denial on the pJlon signs. Both of these signs were denied be

cause of the fact of the location - so close to the highway right of way.

He would, therefore. like to ask the Board to consider locating each 81«n

on the building or attached to the building.

Mr. Ourfield said they could revise the sign location, locating it at one

end of the building attached to the roof or standing free - provided it doe

not protrude beyond the tront roo£' line of the building.

Mr. Gasson said both of these buildings are well along in construction and

they would like to know today, it possible. it it would be possible to have

the signs with this change. Mr. Gasson called attention to the tact of the

service road on Route #50 which puts the bUilding back a considerable dis

tance trom the main highway.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the ptlon sign as modified for the Robert Hall

Clothes bUild~g on U. S. #1, the position being changed to pla~e the sign

again&t the building and th~ sign not to extend beyond the root overhang.

be granted.

Seconded. Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
ROBER!' HALL CLOTHES, INC. The circumstances on the building on Route #50

are about the same. Mr. Gasson said. They will also pull the sign back aga st

the building. Mr. Gasson pointed out several similarly located signs which

have been granted by the Board. Mr. Gasson noted that this lot while it ha

less area than the lot on U. S. #1 - it has a greater frontage. There is

no residential property joining this lot, a large sign is now located on th

property adjoining, the 30 foot service drive necessitates the bUilding bel

located well back from the highway - 225 feet from the centerline, and ther

are no objections from the area. Since other similar signs have been grant

Mr. Gasson asked the Board to give favorable consideration to this sign.

Mr. Gasson presented a description of their new proposal for the sign re-

terred to at the earlier hearing.

Mr. V. Smith stated that in his opinion, the location on Route #50 presente

an entirely different situation from the sign on U. S. #1. He recalled tha

Howard Johnson, which he considered compar£!.ble. was granted a 100 square f

sign, therefore, Mr. Smith stated that with regard to the pllon on 'llihe Rout

#50 property he would move that it be granted for a sign not to exceed 100

square feet in area. and that the sign be located on the building or attach

to the building. not to come closer to the front property line than the

edge of the roof of the bUilding.

I
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10- Ctd Robert Hall Cloth•• - 'Ctd.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried.

For the motion: Brookfield, V. Smith. J. B. Smith. T. Barnes.

Mrs. Henderson voted "no".

II
Mr•• Henderson suggested that the Board get together on their plan of handl

ing the several trailer park cases which will come before the Board on

July 24th. She. therefore. moved that the Board ask Mr. Hardee 'Chambliss

for a written statement of how to handle these cases - so the answer given

by the Board on that date Will stand up in Court.

Mr. Mooreland recalled that it would be necessary to have the approval' of

the Board of Supervisors to employ Mr. Chambliss.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that many aspects of trailer parks and their 1mpa..ct

upon the County should be considered by the Board in giving their answer _

especially tax revenue and the overloading of facilities.

II

...... I
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The meeting adjourned.

John W. Brookfield, Chairman
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The regular meeting of the l'airf'ex
Count.,. Board or Zoning Appeals was
held Tlleeday, July 24, 1956 at 10
o' clock a.m. in the Board Rooa ot
the Fa:1rfex Courthouse with all
members present.

The meeting .... opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin SIII1th

Dl!Fl!IUlED CASES:

HUGH MORRO. to pe:nnlt operat.ion of a trailer court wi'th 4.66 trailer a1te8 0

north side of Southern Railroad on eaat .ide #638, Rolling Road, Fall.

Church Diatrict. (Induatrial).

Mr. Lytton Gibson represented the applicant. Mr. Gibson told ~e Board. 'that

h. wae at a 10S8 to know how to advise hie client on this appllca'tlon _ ~t

it has been before the Board since January. deferred. month b7 IDOnth walt1Jlg

tor the Trailer Park Ordinance to be completed. The Ordinance 1. DOW 1n

drat't torm, and 18 being studied by the American Trailer ASSOCiation. (Mr.

q;Lbaon stated. he we called. in to go over this with m8lllbera or the Aa8001&t1 n

and advise them on it) but the draft. Orcl.inance 18 long and lnvolYed and he

haa not had t1me tor proper study ot it. But, Mr. Gibson continUed, he caul

8&y that hi. client will be bound by whatever Ordinance tbe County lligbt

adopt - it a motion to grant 1s ..de cal'T'11n&: that stipulation _ or 1£ the

Board eo desiree the caee .., be deterred again until completion of the

Ordinance - either will be 8&tiohctory to hi. client.

he Trailer Park A8sociatlon will ccmplete their studies by .tJgult6'th, Mr.

would be agreeable to a detenoment to early September, 'with tohe under

atanding that the caee will be heard at that me.ting, regardl••• of whether

the Trailer Park Ordinance is completed or not.

Munro has had several opportuni'tie8 to' eell his land. for lm.uetrial use.

Gibson toold the Board, but has ret'used 'to do eo as he would preter to

develop with the'TraUer Park - but he does not want. to be in the positoion

seUing his land at present - then 'the possibility develop1J:tg 'that the

oard of Supervisors may chang. the classification of hi. land from induetri 1

o residential - 'precluding 1ta use tor a TraUer Park. Therefore, he would

Ue 'to establish the Trailer Use nato later than early in September.

here were no objections t.o the determent •

• Jack Wood atated that he bed been employed by a group of people owning

perty in the 1JiIIIediate vicinity ot this property - and they do not object

o the deterrment.

&ranted. at this meeting, Mr. Gibson said, his client

uld agree to come under whatever Ordinance is adopted and tohat could be

a part ot the granting.

Henderson moved to deter the case until September 11th.

unanimously.

I
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MAIlt VAVALA, w penll1t exten.1on ot traUer court from 36 eo 1,2 unit.,Lot 1

l!Yorgreen FIU'IIS. (Gum Spr1ng. Troller Court) Nt. Vornon D18tr1ct.(Gon.Bu•• )

Mr. Paul Dolonoy r.pre.ented th. appl1cant. Th1. 10 a r.que.t to 1ncreaa.

tho ox1.t1ng Troller ParIi: from 36 unit. to 1,2 unit., Mr. Doloney wld the

Board. lira. Vavala has mad. a change troll hor or~1nal plat to locat. tho

road down the middle of the property, raUler than haying the road. on the

north side o£ the property, .a it 1. preeently l~ted. Th1a will aUow to

larger lote and. tor a play area at the rear of the property.

Mr•• Vavola told tho Board that abe had operated th1. Park cont1nuoualy dn

191,2. Sh. or1gU>ally had more lot. than the 36 but curtalled the number to
meet County Health reqUirement. - because of the aewerace .situation. n.
extension ehe 18 now askins 18 baaed on the fact that CoUDty eewer. will

soon be available, at which t1Ju ebe will connect all trailer lots to the

eewer. She do.. not know yet ijUll1i where the County sewers will go, Mrs.

Va1"8.l.a said, and. for that reason abe wishes to have her cOllplete plan eo the",

, 881!'8ra and water can be laid down the center of her property. The preeentol

operat1ng TroUor Park 10 eoned w1th a aopt1c t1eld.

Mr. Charlee Morrie, _Dager ot thia T-railer Park, told the Board. that eea.

ot the pre.ent lota 111 the Park are too amall - eIlat Mr•• V.yala wiebea to

red.sign the lot. 111 the Park so they will all be larger al'd will giye more

apace. They have tUled the play area. Mr. Morris continued, and in hi,

op1rdon the rel:0cation ot the road am changing t.he lots will make a Car

better layout.

The preaent. structures attached to traUers will be torn dow. however. the

preaent. buildings on the property will remain. These addit.ions to the

t.railers were not put up under building permit - they were' hauled in aDd

a'titached to the trailers. They ba"garbage pick-up twice a week.

The buildiDi_ on t.be property are U8ed for laundry. utilitie. and. t.wo or

three buUdil\l8 are rented tor light housekeeping. Theae bUildings haye be

on the property e1nc. 191,2 or 191,5. Thoy aleo have two apartment. 1n th.

dwelling. shown OD the plat. When asked. it 'these apartments were built wi't

a defin1te land. requirement. Mrs. Vavala said they were not - however, they

were bullt UDdor perm1t. Mr. Mooreland oe1d at that t1ma tho pel'll1~ d1d

not show the aJlloun't ot ground to be used•

• Vavala said she had no dra1nafj;e plana - abe was not uked to show that.

It _. brought out that tho rood entor1ng ~he Trall.r Park·lo not a pub11c

highway. and therefore DO setbacks could be required tor the dwelling. but

Mrs. Vavaia said there was plent.y of' room tor the building. the road runs

on e1ther s1de ot the bu1ld1ng and 1t allow. epaco tor park1ng. Thlo rood

runs into a cul-de-sac B't the playground.. The cul-de-sac scaled about 3'

teet 1n d1ametor. Mr. Vorl1n Sm1th ~hought tha~ ncC'b1g enough tor a t1r.

truck to turn around in.

)30
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Dl!FBRRED CASES - Ctd.

Mr. Mooreland noted that in tha propoaed Trailer Park Ord1nance there is a

non-conforming clause whereby Trailer Park operators will be required eo

conform to the new Ordinance within a specified. 'time. }3 I
There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Verlln Smith moved that the application be denied because the street

rwmiDg in 'to the area -18 'too narrow tor tire trucks "to tum in. The plat

shows a dwelling 1n which 'the applicant 8tates are two apartmenta, aDd. whict

building ls almost campletoelf surrounded by roads, which would a£tord. the

occupanta of the ·dwelling insufficient air and light. therebr creating a

hasardous condition, and. the applicant Is asking the appro1'8l ot conditioDe

as they exist today trom 'the drainage standpolnt., and also the approYal ot

three permanent struc'tU1"ee whicb are a'ttached.t.o trailers, therefore, the

case should be denied. because it; will afrect adversely the health and aaCR
in

ot persons residing or-working/the neighborhood and will be detor1aental too

the public welfare.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

For tohe mation: Mr. Verlin 8IIIith, T. Barnes, Mrs. Henderaon, Mr. Brookfield.

Mr. J. B. Sm1:th not voting because he stated that he would. like to ... the

applicant take the plata back and reviee their plane and. brine back eo.e

thing concrete,to work by - rather than deny the caa••

Motlon carried.

II

CHiSl'ER COPELAND, to permit ezteneion of a trailer colK'tw1t-h U additional

units, Lot 25. Evergreen Farms Subdiv1aion. (Total 76 units). Lee District.

(General Businesa).

The letter from the Board of Appeals to the Health Department asking tor ,8

report on health conditions on this trailer park was read, toge~.r with tm

tollowing answer: There .hould be no further additions to this court

until public eewerage 18 provided. There are too an, traUer. tbere now

for 'the faci1itle. available••••••• tt - Signed b)' Dr. Harold honed)', M.D.

Mr. Copeland said the County sewer lines w111 be avallable in SeptSDb~ and

if this extension i_ approved at t.h18 time the lines w1ll be put in to aerv

the entire trailer park. There are 1+0 existing trailers in operation. Dr.

Kennedy bas aaked that they bave their linea in 80 they can hook on when th

sewers are ready, Mr. Copeland said.

Mr. Verlin smith asked where 8 fire truck could. turn around on the 20 toot

roads. Mr. Copeland said the 20 foot roads were adequate to t.ake care at'

'the type ot equipmen't they would need in a trailer park - tha't the tire

department had answered calls there and found the roads all that ia neceU81 v.

The road which runs through the park will give entrance at both enda of ths

park. The rear entrance, hovever, was not shown on the plat.

.
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Mrs. Henderson aekedif' a recreation area was planned. They haTe suftlclen

ground, Mr. CoP8l4". answered, and 11' the 'County asked tor that he lOOuld

put in a play area.

He plans a road on the lower side of the park, Mr. Copeland said, and by

fUling and raie1ng the preeent road adequate drainage would be provided,

Mr. Copeland continued. Mr. Verl1n Smith BUggeeted that the Board haTe a

new layout showing the changes contemplated.

Mr. Mooreland eaid he would l1ke to have 'the tinal layout in hil office to

lOOrk from, and· auggeated that if the Board granta this - it should not be

baaed on the plats 8S pre"ently presented - but on a revision. However,

rather 'than deny this case - which would perpe'tuate a bad sltuat10n, Mr.

Mooreland. thought the Board could very well pass on a Dew layout which wool

better conditions.

Mr. Verlln Smith poin'ted out that thle 18 inadequate as it 115. that it

actually ia a health hasard - as eVidenced by the letter from the Health

Department. There 1. no turn-around shown or planned, anci no recre&'tloDa1

area shown." Mr. V. Sm1th thought a topographic map aho~d be ehown. which

would explain the drainage situation. He thought the caS8 should be denied

Mr. Brookfield thought rather than continue the com-itions as they are tbe

applicant should be g~Yen a chance to present better layout plana. In that

case, Mr. Verlin Smith said, Mrs. Vaftla should also 'be given a chance to

present revised plans.

Mr. Verlin Smith recalled that in other cases the Board has required. a .'ta:t

ment from the Fire COIIIIIIis8ion saying the roads were adequate tor equipment.

Mr. Copalandasked that his caae not be hald up - in order that he may go

ahead with the plumbing and linea. He will definitaly improve the place,

Mr. Copeland continUed - he has the new plats ready 1Clich show the road

along the lower side 01' hill property, and he would get a letter from the

Fire CCXlmisslon .t.ating that the 20 foot roads will be satisfactory. Mr.

Copeland was willing for the Board to defer hi. ca.e for presentation of

the new plat· and word. from the Pire Department.

Mrs. Henderaon -aaked why the clothes line is located acroS8 the road froll

the utll1ty-la~dryroou. It just so happened, Mr. Copeland said.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to defer the caae until Auguat 28th to gi'fa the

applicant "the opportunity to submit another layout, to show approftl from

the 'ire "Department stating that the 8'treets are adequate, the plat. 'to show

a recreational 'area, the sise of the existing buUding in the trailer part
be shown and that a typical layout for the lots be shown and. that the' appli

cant get the approval from Mr. Kipp's office tor drainagi and that. approYal

be shown from the Health Department for sanitary facilitiea.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unaniiaoualy.

II
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DEl"EIlRIlIl CASES - Ctd.

AlII!JlICAII TRAILIlR COIIPAIII, to p&ro.it oxtondon ot trallor park by 90 unito,

mok1Dg a total ot l?O UD1t., Lot. 15 and 16, ETorgroon Faro.. Subdivi.ion, } 3 3
on ...t .ido #l Highway, Lae Diatrict. (Genoral Buaino.. ).

Mr. Gr1tt1n Garnett represented the applicant. This cae. was defelTed. Cor

State Highway approval ot ingre•• and agreaa, Mr. Garnett recalllOd. He

pre.ented a drawing by "Mr. Cecil Cron, Engineer, which showed tour

to U. S. #1 and which Mr. Go.rnott aaid had boon approTOCI by tbe Highway

.Dopartaont. The·plan ohowod curb. and i.land. and a decelleration·lano bo

1ni: U. S. #1. The Highway Department will put 1D a black topplOd decellorat n

lane and hia client will put in the curb. and ioland.. Hia client hal put

up a one thouaand dollar <$1000.00) bond to a••ure completion ot the work

aD 1;he curb. and -lsland.· and. entrance.. This work haa b.en done, Mr. Game 8ald.

Mr. V.rl1n Salth asked tor a photostatic cop,. or their agree.ea:t with tohe

Highway Department.

Mr. Garnett aloo explainod that tho otorm draillOgo difticulty hod boon ooly

that. the _lS1;er storm sewerage drain at the edge or thie clients propert~

bad been broken and clogged up 80 it would not carry the _'ter. The State

and County have reinstalled a new dra1D. carrying the water to the culvert.

Thla 18 now completed, JIro. Garnett sald. Also the laterals have been run

'the traUer park are. ~ tle 1nw the culyert - this drains the park. Thill

drainage system was worked out with Mr. lipplll oftice, Mr. Garnett lI8.id,and

was _,proved, by M....

The Board. aekeel that' Mr. lipp make a atatament of liis approyal to the Board.

The meeting .s held 'up wbUe Mr. lippi, office wa. contacted.

Mr. Garnett expla1Dod that he did not hove a cnmplote drainage plan ot the

traUer park because' he was not asked. f'or one.

Mr. RaSllUSlJen, repreaentiDa: Mr. Kipp's ottice, et.ated. when he ca.e be1"ore

the Board. that he had' not seen drainage plana on the .~ra.Uer park a.1Xl bad

not approved. them, and that he knew nothiDg o£ the State Higtiwayl. re!natal

iog the _lJter drain 'nor the culvert.

Mr. Garnett said again that he wall not reque.ted. to show draiDage plane alXl

they bad no ariteria to go by on the drainage, but they had worked. out the

eyatem baaed. on good engin.ering practice. They bad therefore thOught t.h1s

was sufficient. 'HoweTer, 'they will be willing, Mr. Garne'tt continued, to

abide by any permit granted. subject to approval of' draiDB.ge plans. Mow the

!sewerage condition baa been corrected. alXl it ia the Op1n10D of hie client's

eng1Deoro that it ia satiatactory. They would be glad to oupply the Board

with whatever drainage plana the Board. requests - but since 'l;hey' had DO \

criteria to go by - they have done what they considered to be adequate. '

That io whet the Board wanto, Mr. Verl1D Smith told Mr. Garnett, the plano

to ohow County epproval.
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Mr~ Garnott alked tho Board to grant tho appli<:ation subjoct to presentatio

of approTed dra1nage plans. Mr. Verlin Sm1tn suggested also the presenta

tion of photostatic copy of the High_ya approval on entrance••

Sowerago will bo available about July 31st, Mr. Garnett aaid.

Mr. Gamett alked if the Board wanted tho drainage plat submitted to Mr.

Klpp and approved. by him. The anewer was "ye.".Mr. Garnett asked what

standard they were to go by ... does this Board set standards or what i •. t_
criteria. Mr. Verlin Sai1th sugge8ted. that this could be worked out w1.~ Mr

Kipp. Again, Mr. Garnett alked tho Board to grant the application subject

to this approval.

Mr. Verlin 8m1th noted that the traUer lots ron to the right-Of_way line

U. S. #l • he thought a setback mould be obsorved. Mr. Mooraland stated

, that since a trailer waa not a structure no setback Could be required.

(The required setback tor a structure here 1s 35 teet). ,They baft no in

tention to USe the lot~ iJlmediately bordering U. S. #1 for rented trailen,

Mr. Gamett told the Board • they could lean an open area along the higb_

way which would be used tor display purposes. They would b. willing to lea

a certain setPack to the rented lots. (Mr. Mooreland. called the Board's

attention to the tact that "display purposes" lleaDS display of a Lrailer•• )

There were no objections troll the area.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to defer the case until August 14,1956 to give the

applicant the opportunity to. submit and get approval by,the DepartmeDt ot

Public Works on the clrainage layout and. tor the applicant to show on the

plat a setback tor the rented trailers which nll be in line with 'tbeex1at

ing approTal by the Highway Department showing agreement tor ingress and

egrey and. the deceneration 1......

Mr. Gamett oaid he would like the Board to understand that they would not

put more. than two dieplay trailers in tb,e Eront setback area.

Mrs. Henderson seconded the motion.

Carried. unanimously.

II
TOWN OF VIBHRA. to permie construction and. operation ot it sewage treatment

plant on 3.002 acres of land. approximately 650 feet H. W. otHunter Rd.'.

and 950 feet west of Cedar Lane, Providence District.(Rural llesidencel.

Mr. Alex Dlonon repre8ented the app1ic&n't. Mr. Bloxton said he had not

be. present at the Planning CoIlll1asion meeting at which this application

wall diecuseed. but he had heard 'that the Commission t s discus8ion &Del re

commendation were based on the tact that this plant was designed. 'to serv.

the area proposed to be 'annexed. ratther than 'the Town ot Vienna.

The Board asked. that .heresay evidence and annexation have no part in this

hearing.

J3 l.-j
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Mr. Bloxton recalled that the Commi.e1on we. asked by thi. Board to g1Te an

opinion of' the affed10 of this plant on the County Sewer Bond Issue. ae

thought that had no part in this ca.e 81ther. and. was not within 'the scope

of' the Board.' II authority 'to consider.

However, with reterence to the area to be eerYed by this plant, Mr. BloxtoA

told the Board that neither this Board nor the Commis.ioD had the true

tact.. The need "tor th1. plant 10 to el1m1note tho tIlJ>ee pumping otat101lO

which are now pumping from t hi. area over into the Town _tar shed. The.e

pumping stationa are actually d••lgned to be used either temporarily or tor

a, limited amount of sewage or when it Is not practical to haTe a disposal

plant. They are dangeroua, Mr. BloxtOD continued, when they are overloaded

ae evidenced by the recent blow-up or one ot theee plantae Now the Tow 18

in despera:te need of the dlepoaal plan't. They have put in tllMlPOt"ary aUXil

facUlties now - but theae 't_porary plante need coll8tant maintenance and

even then are not aatlat'ac:tory.

Attor the nood1ng ot the pumping etat1on, Mr. Bloxton continued, the Town

Councll met and authorised a bond iasue for a complete overall plan ot' noo

control in this area. In order to have an adequate s8lffIrage system - nood.

control must also be taken care ot'.

There is a preseing need for this plant, Mr. Bloxton explained, and it i.

not predicated on annexation. The need is to take care of diaposaJ. within

ia ltater shed. with complete sanitary facUities. This wKer shed area i8

partly within the Town - porhopo 5Ol' ot it. Tho plent wao not dooigned wit

annexation in miDd, Mr. Blonon cont'1nued, but to take care of area w1:thln

the Town 11m1ts and a portion of ~e County_

The State WaterCoutrol Board had inspected the Vienna plant atter the

nood, Mr. Blorton infonoed the Board, and found. it operaM.ng with 9~

oU1c1oncy. Th10 plent 10 ourpaooed by DO other plant 1n NorthamV1rg1nia,

Mr. Bloxton contended, and. the proposed plant will be of the same design.

It is true that this plant will .erYe area around it - in the County, Mr.

Blonon SAted, but the County haa DO plan to serve thia area. The Town

hoo tho tacU1Ueo end "tho ebU1ty to go ahead with th10 - end mould there

fore haTe the righ't to· expand.

With regard. to location ot this plant, Mr. Bloxton said, that was contoroll

by engineering factors' and the requirements of the State Water Control Boa

A SUM'ey waa made by their engineers and this area was the first choice of

the State Water Control Board and the State Health Department, to properly

eerYe the area. ,(They plan two additional plants at a later tiJlle, which

Will take care of an expanded area, Mr. Bloxton added.) It was agreed that

this application COTers only one plant. One plant, Mr. Bloxt.on eaid, to

eerYe 'the Town of Vienna and a emal.l area within 'the County. Mr. Bloxton

t1gured thot only ebout 1/10'.. 1/12 ot the aroo to be oerTed wae W1thlD

'the County.
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Mrs. Henderson recalled tha:t Mr. Lester Johnson, the Town'. Engineer, bad

stated at 'the previous hearing that about 1000 acr•• would be a_ned. That

1000 acres would be asned by the future proposed plants, Mr. Bloxton

answered.

Mr. Varlin SIIIi~h askeel 1£ ~hlo plan~ coUld n~ ba "'Teel farthar up-a~l"8&lII,

closer to the pumping atations whicb it propose, to relieve and clo••r to

the area it will aerYe. Mr. BlonoD answered that the location ot the ~

waa determined by the Water Can'torol Board. The state was probably look:1Dg

ahead ~o ~ha tu~ura po.o1biU~y of furn1ahiug 1500 acr.. in ~hlo area, Mr.

Bloxton .ugg••~ad. Tha~ araa, Mr. VarUn SIIIi~h eaid ha had undar.~ood Mr.

Bloxton 'to Bay would be .ernd by the fUture plants. Mr. V. Sa1:th .'till

contended that 'the plant should be cloeer to the pump1~ .'t.a:t1oue. Mr.

Blonon recallad ~ha~ ~ha Town did ha...~ of cond_tion.

Mr'. Verim 8mlt.h asked that 'the minute. show that Mr. Bloxton bad no't shown

why the plant could not, be IIlOTed farther up on the II'tream nearer to 'the

pumping na~ions.

Mr. Blonon Mid tbe location ot the plant at this point wae considered

tOpOgraphically practical and the best location to serye the "~er ahed.

Mr. VarUn S1dth askeel it ~h1s plam w11l .arva ax1niug housa. in ~h. area

The answer _a "yes".

Mrs. Henderson asked how about the sao homes planned by Mr. Yoenaa'

Those homes cannot be built, Mr. BlonoD answered, until the area 1a

annaxad. Thay cann~ ba bu1l~ w1~hou~ sani~ary faciU~ia••

The f'ollow::1ng recommendation f'rom t be Plann1ngComm1seion wae read:

"Tha Fairfax Coun~y Planning ColIIIl1s.ion at it. ma.~ing of dUly
2nd voted to disapprove the application tor the Town at Vienna
Di.poaal Plan~, w1~ ~h. following rasolution: .

Mr. Baker MOTed to recOllllDend. denial of' the application ~o the
Board of Appeal••

Seconded, Mr. Johnson

Mr. Johnson stated the reasons, wh1ch were made a part at
the motion:

The sewage disposal plant 1s intended to eerY8 an area
wi~in Fairfax Co~y and no~ ~h. Town of nanna.

The stream in which the Atnuent i8 to be placed i8 en_
tirely inadequate tor the demands which will be placed upon it.

There bas been no adequate demonstration that it will no1;
result in pollution of the stream nor in case of' overloading
~ha nr.am has an~iug bean shown w1~h re.pac~ ~o ~e ablli~J
of the stream to handle 'the overflow of wa'ter.

A substantial number of citizens of Fairtax County who Cael
that. they would be adversely affected by such plant have ex
pressed objection to the location in a residential area to
its detriment because at odors and sewer gas and other oftenaBS
which accompany sewage dlspoaal systems.

5. No need has been shown tor the plant........... .
6. No Jteed has been shown by the Town of Vienna that there is

a need, at this plant to serve its reeidente.

For the motion: Baker, Ma88ey, Gray, Johnson and Mrs. McCona.ick
No1; voting: Lamond, Rust, Brookfiela, Hollway, Thompson, Price. "
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Mr. Blo:l<ton re-sta~ed ~ha~ ~he decision of ~he Comission ..s based on fac~

that do not exist.

The plat presented with the calle was discussed. Mr. Bloxton said that Bea

Branch ""uld be diverted sl1gh~ly ~o ~he side of ~e plen~. The lake w1ll

be ~ocked wi~h fish. The drying shed should be covered end they plen ~o

renee t.he ait.e.

Mrs. Henderson thought the drying shed should be screened with trees or

plantiDc as it llakea a 'Yery une:ttraetive lS'tructun 1n an area ot homes. Tha

could be done. Mr. Bloxtoo agreed. - it had neTer been dlacusaed.

In viewing ~he plan~ aUo. Mr. Verlin Smi~ said he had though~ the plent

itself would be on tbe o'ther aide o£ t.he stream. As it 18 shown on t,he plat

11; appeared very clo•• too 'the Byl•• home - he atUl augg••ted. that the plan

should be moved. up-stream. Mr. Bloxton said there had been 80me discussion

be1iween Mr. Griffith and tbe Town Engineer re acquiring more land around t.h

plen~ a1~e.

Mr. Verlin Sm1~ ~ated ~at he had though~ ~e plant si~e ""uld be fairly

well screened with trees. but that upon looking over the property it appear

to be within an OpeD aliia. He though'" the Eyle. bCllll., which 18 relatively

cl08e t;o the plant, would be adYerael,. affected. Mr•. Bloxton agreed that

the whole area could be acreened. with shrubbery. The Town doe. not wish to

advereely affect any property, Mr. Bloxton ~old the Board, it i. possible

they would contract to buy the Byle., property. Even tben, Mr. V. Smith

thought the plant was too close to homea and that it should b. moved nearer

the area to be aened.. As·~be plan~ 18 loca't.ed., Mr.V. Smith said, h.ecould

not vote for it as it certainly would adversely affect adjoining property

owners. Only one or two houses, Mr. Bloxton contended. By locating the

plant farther UP-8~reaJII it would be~ter the drainage condition, Mr. V.

Smi~ ~ough~.

Mr. Verlin Smi~h suggested deterring ~e case for ~e applicants ~Q work

out aD alteM\llte loca~ion. Mr. Bloxton explained that the bids are out on

the construction ot the plan't and t.he,. are working on a tiM schedule

a~teoapt1ng to take care of a public heal~ probl.... to plan for fiood cont 1

and. el1.Dl1nat.ion of t.be pumping stat.ion - all or which are tied together and.

are of iDlediat.e need. He did not want further delay.

It was suggested that. the pumping stations m1ght work satisfactorily it

they were property maintained. However, Mr. Bloxton pointed. out. that under

. an,. circuma~anc.a thoee StatiODS are not sa~istactory as permanent. lnst.alla

tiODS and he t.hought ~hem. hazardous. Mr. Bloxton pointed. out also 'that oth

sites were considered but. the purchase was made on t.hie one after the Water

Control Board hal de'a~1;""':,'it'~iI;a~ the:Hloa't 1':ea.•1ble. How,ver., the Wa~er

Control Board. did not say that this was the only location the plant could

take but that it _81 the moat logical location when viewed in connection

with the future proposed plan~s. Moving ~he sUe up-s~ream might preclude

the necessity at condemning an,. homes or purchasing other property, Mr.

.J..u/

/3 '7
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Bloxton admitte4 - tha Town did not wish to enter into any condtllll11lltion pro

ceedings unless necessary. They would b. willing to discuss this again wit

the Wat;er Control Board, Mr. BIOX1;On agreed, if the Board requested. them 'to

do 80.

Mr. Verlin Smith called attention to tha fact that on tha plat prelente4 _

the stream runs through the plant. Since the Board would grant any use on

the baais of the plat presented - the plata would a't leurt haTe to be ra

ViaH and corn.ted. Mr. Bloxton laid they would do that.

Mr. Verlin Smith lIOTed that thia cale be deferred 1Ult11 July )llt, 1956 to

give the Town of Vienna Engineers, the State Health Department, and tha Wate

Control Board an opportunity to conlult on the posa1bllity or IlOV1ng th1e

plant up-l!J'tream, and if' this cannot. be done that a eat_em. be preseneed.

from ths State Water Control Board to the Board or Zoning Appeals stating

the reaeoDa why it c&JUlOt, be 80 located. AlISO the Board. requesta a new pla

showing location of 'the plant and. the actual diversion ot the 81iree.m away

from the plant, snd aloo that the plat show llbsre thl additional land pr0

posed to be purchased will be located in relation to the land already de..
Smith

algnated., for tobe plant alto.. Mr. VerliD,A18o requested 'that the area to be

served by the plant shall be shown.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. SDl1th

Carried, UDanimously_

II
Mr. Verl1n Smith eugg8111'tedthat the plant be DIOTed· AI tar up-I'treaa &1 1't

could go and as near the pumping statioRs' and &1 near· the a~ to be served

as pos8ible.

II
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6- DOMONIC BOCK, to pera1t storage shed to remain a8 erected wi'th1n one to01o

of rear property line and. within three inches of lide property line, Lot ....

Mason Terrace, (105 Bolling Boad), Falls Church District. (SUburban Reeiden ).

Mr. Bock· asked that 'thil ca•• be deferred .e he could not wait for hearing

'time.

Mr. Verlin Smith IIOve4 that th1e cael be deferred to A-"t 14th.

Ssconde4, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried.. unanimously.
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GLEII BUTLER, to permit encloaed porch aa erected to remain within 15.9 £..st

of tha aida property lina, Lot 16, Section 2, Overlook !nolla, t2024 Sleapy

Hollow Road), Falla Church District. (Rural Reaidence).

Mr. Joe Oreigb repreaented the applicent. Mr. Oreigb preeanted a pstition

with 17 DaIlIes of property owners in the ID11ediat. area. stating that the,.

did not Obj8at 'to the granting or this ca... Th. open porch was conet.:nlcted

in 1955 - later Mr. Butler encloaed the porch without a building permit.

There are ....6 f.et between thia addition and the hows. on adjoining property

hleb Would more than .et. ald. setback requlr8lUnta, Mr. Cre1gh pointed out.

Mr. Mclay, .mo owna the adjoining property, baa atated thia will baTe no ad

verae aftect on hi. property. in tact he thought the addition was a credit

both to Mr. Butler and to h1.lllael£.

Thi. error was diacOT8red when he certified to the title, Mr. Crelgh told

the Board. There was no intention to .,10lat8 the Ordinance, and ain•• the

addit10n enhances the value ot the property. and. there 1s sutficient dis

tance between house., Mr. Creigh asked the Board to grant thia application.

There were no objections fro. the area.

Mr. McKay hae .t.a~.d, Mr. Creigb ~old the Board, ~ha~ since bie be<iroou are

on ~bis side of his houae, he will neTer wan~ an addi~ion here. He bas OYer

1/2 acre of ground and would n'ever know this addition on Mr. 'Butler'e hou.e

i8 in violation.

Mr. Verlin Smith sugseeted Mr. Butler purchasing a few feet of ground. troll.

Mclay.

Mlt. T. Barnea mOTed 'to grant ~he applica'tion ae there are no objectlona froll

~he neighbor., i~ 1. a emall variance and doee no't appear to adTereely &free

other property. There was no second.

Under the Ordinance, Mr. Verlin SIIl1tb told the Board, the applicant IlIUSt sb

an undue hardsh1p - that baa not been done and therefore he telt the Board

could do nothing -other than deny the caae. Mr. Smith lIOYed to den., the case

because no evidence ot undue bardship bas been shown.

Seconded by Mzoe. Henderson who auggeat.ed that Mr. Butler and. Mr. McXa., adjua

the line between them and make this eetback confom.

For tbe motion: Mr. V. Smith, Mrs. HendersoD, Mr. Brookfield, Mr. J. B. SIIIl

• T. Barnes voted. "no••

t10n carried..,

JAMES J. McGUIRE, to permit shed as erected to remain with1n seven teet o£

the aide property line, Lot 16 and 1/2 of Lot 17, Block E. Courtland Park,

(6616 Washington Drivel, Falla Church District. (Suburban Residence) •

• McGuire said he located this storage ahed seven feet from the side 110e

er noticing that several other homes in the neighborhood had ebeds

similarly located. He poured a concrete slab and built the shed with the

same pl'tch roof and same color as his home. It makes an attractive bu11diq

....... '"
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Mr. McQuire said. He did not know b. was in T1olat,lon unt.il not1.ce ca..

from the Bon1ng ott1ce. The build1ng 10 tbr••-quartera COllple1>ed. H. did

not know a perm1:t was nec_seary. This 1a not a hazard 1n any way, Mr. McOu.

said, it 1a a well built permanent. type structure, t.he lot is lar•• and the

abed 10 well back froll the dwelling - about '0 f ••t, and 31, or 1,0 f.et frOll

the rear propeny lin••

This 115 an old aubdh'lalon, Mr. Mooreland told the Board, llhere many ot the

bOile. are withiD seven te.t ot the aide line (the Ordinance atate. that

under certain condit-iona howse. l18.y b. built ten t ••t of the sid. line _

or seven .teet troll the line it masonry construction) but the Ordinance does

not give the same l ....y tor accesaory buildings.

In view of the fact that 'this 1a an old 8ubd.l'f181on and Mr. Moorelandts

atatement. th8:t there are many house. in the subel!v1810n located with1n 7

foot of the ald. 11ne, Mr. Verlin Smlth lIIOTed to grant the applicatlon.

Seconded, J. B. 5Ia1th

Carried, unanimously.

II
THQ(AS H. O-CONNOR, to perml't ereceion of a carport within 8 teet at the

slde property 11ne, Lot 449, Mason Terrace, (214 Boll1Dg Road), Falls Chur

District. (Suburban Reaidence).

The p.ople on the adjoining lot have th.lr carport on tbla ..... ald. of the

house, Mr. O'Connor told the Board. A:t present he ls parkiDg his car on

the street, Mr. O'Connor explained, bu't 1't has coae to the point where a

carport or some ahel'ter tor his car 1s neceeaary. There is a gr":t amount

""ot runoff in 'thia area and. weYer a heavy rain cOlles his car 18 d.aaaged.,
with aa much &s three teet ot wa'ter anci debris coming down the s'treet. The

storm sewers are 'tOo sall 'to take the :tUDOtt and it has created & serious

conciition f'or care to stand in tbe atreet.

Tbia addition would add to the appearance of the bouse, Mr. O'Connor 8'ta'te

Re cannot locate the port on the south side as the bank is s'teep and the

water 10 .1th.r running or atand1Dg on that part of hla lot. He would ra1

the e1en.tion of' the garage a little, which he thought would help to drain

the lot.

Mr. Verlin Smlth _eoted raislng the back yard ln tb....... we1 and locat

ing 'the carport there. The water comes down in back too, Mr. O'Connor eX

plained - vor.e 'than on tbe south sid. of' the house.

Mr. Verlin SII1tb auggeated that the applicant take tbla a1tuatlon up wlth

the Board of' Supervisors. Mr. O'Connor said no one will 'take the respou!

bi;~,.. of 'this f'looding conditioD. - each one to whoa he baa complainecl baa

~_~.-he'bas no jurisdiction.

There were no objectioDS from 10he area.
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Mrs. Henderson maTed 'that in v1ew of' the evidence Which shows an exceptio /

and practical difficulty hare and tho bardohip on tho owner to have to wade I~
through throe toot of water to got to hlo car. tho application bo granted.

Socondod. J. B. Smith

For the motion, Mrs. Hendereon, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes, Mr. Brookfield.

Mr. Verlin Smith voted "no••

Motion carried.

II
MARTIN L. AYRES. JR•• to permit an addition within 20 toot of tho roar pro

perty line, on eaet aide 11 Highway, approximately 4-00 teet north of inter

.oction ot 1/626 and 11 lI1ghway, Mt. Vornon Di.trict. (Rural Buoina..).

Thia ia a request to build a f8ll1ly room on the rear of his house _ to keep

hi. chUdren off.t.he st.reet - Mr. Ayres saW. H1e lot 18 about. 125 x 125

teet and ~e house on adjoining property to the rear, which would b.afteet;

by this addition, 1s about 75 or 80 teet away. Mr. Ayres presant.ed state

ments from four neighbors eaY1Dl the,. did not object to this addition. Mr.

Ayres said he owns three houaes here along U. S. 11.
There were no objections from. the area.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to defer the case until August 26th to view the pro

perty.

Seconded, Mr. Varlin Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

5- ALBAN REALTY CORPORATION, to permit erection and operation of' a BeMice

station and to allow pump blands 25 feet ot EdBa! Road right. ot way line,

property at the northeast corner of Edaal Road, 164S and Shirley H1ghwa7,

Loo District. (Genoral Buoina•• ).

Mr. Hobson repreBented the applicant. This ia an area ot 18,000 or 19,000

8quare teet, Mr. -Hobson told the Board. An 80 toot right ot way had been

dedicatod tor Edoa1l Road. Ho bao chockod with the Stet. Highway Dopartlllent

~sk1ng 1£ there ia a plan to construct a clover leat on the northerly side

at the Shirley. The answer was - no plan tor that.

In discussing the need tor a cloverleaf in the future, Mr. Brookfield though

it would never be needed as t.he grade approach bas pro.,.ed satisfactory.

8. Henderson moved to grant the application according to the plo~ plan da~

y 4,1956 ahowing tho aotback and o.rvico road, plat drawn by D. E. Rodgor.

dated July 9, 1956.

• Verlin Smith said he was not in ta.,or of the 25 foot setback tor the pum.

islands - he thought the 35 toot requirement should be IUt. This was agr.eea

le to Mr. Hobson. Therefore Mr. V. Bmith offered the amendment that the

ump islands shall be 35 feet troll. the right of way and the requested 25 fo

.etback bo'.donied.

8. Senderson accepted the amendment, a1ao Mr. J. B. Smith
tiOD carried, unanimously
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WILLlAII T. HICIDWl. to permit dwelling ea arected to remain within 18' 6" 0

ehe side property line, toe 106, Section 2, Springfield Froest, Lee Dlstric

(Rurel Reddenca).

Mr. Hickman presented a letter trom tha tllO neighbors - on both -sid.a of

his property - B'tattug they had no objection to this Tiola1;10n. This WILe

simply a -miataka in the leyout. Mr. Hickman add. The gar",e 1a on the

violating side. The house was aboved to one side of the lot because of a

group of trees on the oppoe1te lide - but they go1; 11; too Ear, Mr. Hickman

said. Suburban soning, which would allow this setback is to the south and

east of this property. This is a split leTel house, Mr. Hickman continued,

with the bedroom over the garage. Since the hou.e sets at an angle it was

noted that onl,. the front corner 1s in nolation.

He could not buy a strip of land from tha adjoining ne1gh~r. Mr. Hickman

informed the Board, as that neighbor has only enough square footage to meet

requirementa.

Mr. Verlin Smith suggested a trode with that neighbor to squara up th1e

violation and. give the neighbor compensating area, slanting the side 11ne

aWSf from his tront corner. That wotl1.d require a resubdivis1on, was the

anewer, and. he did not know if the neighbor would be interested in that.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved. to gran1; the application because it would appear that

no adverse affect on neighboring property would result on this sise lot and.

the garage 1t8elf ia not in violation.

Seconded., Mr. 'f. Barnes

For the motion: J. B. Smith, Mrs. Hemeraon, T. Barnes, and Mr. Brookfield.

Mr. Varlin Smith not voting.

Motion carried.

II
T. WILFRED ROBINSOIl " FRAIlCIS E. JOIlllSTOIl. to pel'lllit extena10n of pel'lll1t

granted October 19. 1954, to t.ake, level, grade the land, 8011, sand and.

gravel in 'the 8ald tract and 'to strip in 8udh a way as to prepare this trac

for qevelopment. and to comply fully with the applicabla Connty Ord1nancaa,

property located 3.500 teet northeast lnteraect,1on of nne_ Highway and

Telegraph Road; Mt. Vernon D1etrict. (Agriculture).

Mr. Moncure represented tohe applicant. This 18 an extenslon oC the permit

which was granted. two yeara ago - on October 19. 1954, Mr. Moncure told the

Board. They haft been working slowl,.. Mr. Moncure continued, and there Is

still a great deal ot graYel to be taken out. 'lbere bave be. no objectl0

during the two years - conclit.loDs are not changed since that granting. Tb

have left. a Boreening or woods along 'the slde where homes are located. aDd.

have taken the graTel out on Klngs Highway &8 agreed upon am the area on

Telegraph Road Me not been mol••ted. t'hey will leave the same butter

strips as agre~ upon in ehe original applica'tion. This is a large traC1;

Mr. Moncure continued - they need as much tiae as ehe Ordinance will allow.

It will make a good development when this 1s completed.

I

I

I
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Mr. Verl1Jl lImith moved to grant the epplication ao providod on the plat and

under the same conditione a8 the original permit waa granted. Thie to be

granted tor a throe year period otarting troa October 19, 1956 _ the date 0

tho expiration ot the prooent perait.

Seconded, J. B. lImith

Carried, unan1mouol:r

II
CCNGRESSIONAL SCI«JOL RECRlIATION AIlEA, to permit operation ot e dey camp with

buildings accelilSory 'thereto on 10.6696 acree ot land, property on .eat aWe

ot Carlyn Spring Road at interooction ot Spring Drive, Falla Church Diet.

(Suburban Residence).

Mrs. Deavera explained to the Board that this 10 acrea 1a illlllediately adjoin

tag Arlington County,Mbere this recreation area 18 now in operation. Thie

le requested. :tor an exteneion of that are.. The only bul1dlnc they plan 1.

a property batih house - as shown on t.he plat.

Mr. Verl1Jl 8JI1th ouggeeted moving the bethhouae tarther trom the "eet line,

but MnI. Dea1'era aaid that adjoined the school propertoy and would aerve thei

purpo.e better to be at that. end of the area. No one would be df'ected by

thia u••, Mr•• Deaver. said • the only owner near 1a a Mr. nine troll 14u.

they are negotiating a purcha... No group activiti•• are planned. near any

hoaee.

Mr. Varlin Smi'th moved to grant 'the application al shown OD plat by Deta t

Allociatee. C.L.S•• dated June 1956 - which shove 'two parcele ot land.; one

7.~287 acree...the .o'ther '.5603 acres and. ·'that the Itrpcture called. "prop.

hath houoe- abell not be located cloeer than 45 toot tro. the eide line.

Granted because thil does not appear to attect neighboring property adversel

Seconded. Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unan1mouol:r.

II
GILBERT R. GARDMER. to per'llit enc10lure ot porch within 41 f"t. ot the stre

property line and to permit an addition as erected to remain within lli •.5.te8

ot the eide propert:r line, between Route #7 and Route #193, 250 teet "ot ot

Route #f:IJ2 at Draneaville. DranesvUle District.. (Rural Business).

Mr. Mooreland explained to the Boord that the original tront of the house he

now become the rear of' the hou.e - caused. by the relocation ot Route #7.

This relocation lett Mr. Garclner's house high and dry; making it necesaary

tor him to ute Route #193 ae his entrence. Mr. Mooreland pointed out that

this property • .bieb. ia soned tor Rural Businesl. will be used f'or busine••

sOlDtl day. Mr. Mooreland alao called. attention to the tact that there 18 a

high bank along Route #7, which has an SO toot right ot ...y.

There were no objectiona trom the area.

"" ... v



9-Ctd.

IlEW CASES - Ctd.

Mr. Varlin SIIlith 1IlOYed. 'to grant the appllca'tlon because the property 1a J, 'i '-{
zoned Rural Buslneaa and. the 10cat10n of the propert.y, with frontage on two

roads does not appear to atfect advereely neighboring property.

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unan1Jloualy. I
II

10- BRYAN H. HELLER, to permit enclo.un ot porch within 40 teet ot road right

ot way line, at the southweat corner ot Route 150 and Route #606, Centre

ville Di.trict. (Rural au.ine•• ).

Mr. Heller aaid be would 11ke to have a at.atement from Mr. Mooreland be

tore going low his case. Mr. Mooreland Baid he could .not approve the re

quest to enclos8 thla porch - therefore, Mr. HeUer made hie appllca'tlon to

the Board. Mr. Mooreland al80 called. attent10n to the taR 'that the plate

do not giTe a true picture ot the ca.. as there 1s a road coming out on

the ea.t Bide ot the property which put. the .tore and tho porch 9 teet t

the right of way - the corner of the present store building Is about 7 t ••t

trom the right of way.

Mr. Heller said he would enclose the porch, it this is granted.. putting in

large plate glaS8 -windows to giTe the store - which i8 an old building -

a modern at'tractlTe look. He will lGIl1c:e no structural chang•• , but with the

addition at the bricked. up tront it will add greatly to the appearance ot

the building. When he went into business here, Mr. Heller 8tated~ he had.

a good trade, but since the coming ot 80 many large shopping centeril wi'tb 

modern .tore. be had found. bUlinea8 dropping ott considerably. He tele tha

it- he could dress up the building a little, moderni.e the root line and put

in the windows, which would give a good view ot hi_ stock, it would help

greatly. The buUding is old but it baa a good toundation and would be

worth doing over. Th. theatre which 10 being in.talled at tho other end of

Rouee 1fJJ8 wil~elP his bus1neaa - it he can modernise enough to attract

the trad.e. The wideD1ng ot Route *,0 waa d.ll1cU8sed and it was recalled. tba

Mr. Gretchen III busineS8 to the west waa moved back by the Highway Dept. £or

widerring purposes. Mr. Gretchen bad a contract with the Highway Dept. 'to

IlOTe him back, Mr. Heller aaid, but this property can't b. IIOved back all he

baa only 0.362 ot an acre.

The store bUilding i8 already non-conforming, Mr. Heller poiuted out, but

Bou'te #608 ia not heavily traveled.

The aetback on one 8ide, Mr. Heller pointed out, i8 about 39 teet, and on

the other side it comea within approximately 10 feet or the right ot way.

The change in his store is merely an attempt to go alona with_ progress, Mr.

Heller continued, in order 'to maintain his busines8 and. to enhance the TaJ.u

ot hi. prop.rty.

I

I

I

I
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Mr. Verlin smith stated that he was very conscious of what Mr. Heller wants

to do and why - but be thought with the opening of the open air theatre

Route f/«JS will be heavUy traveled and a great deal of traffic will be

added to this already bazardous intersection. H. felt that adding to this

store which is already so clos. to th. right of way would not bo in the pUb ic

interest and would be hasardous to traffic.

Mr. Varlin smith moved to deny the case because it would aftect adversely

the general welfare and aatety of the public.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson.

For the motion: Mr. V. smith, Mrs. Hender8on. Mr. J. B. Sm1tb. Mr. Brookf'ie d

Aga1net: Mr. T. Bernes

Motion carried.

II
WILLIAM S" ERVINJ to permit erection and operatian ot a repair garage. Lots

15. 16 and 17. Fairhill on the Boulevard. Providence District. (Rural Bus.)

Mr. Roy Swayze represented the applicant. The applicant has been in bual

neS8 1n the County since 1945 I Mr. Swayse told the Board, he bas eet.abliebe

a repu'tation tor tairneS8 and good. work and has built up a good basin.ss.

He has been opereting on Leo Highway. Recently his building, which was old

and of frame construction, was burned - almost completely. Since this is

a non-contonning buUd1ng and is probably destroyed. more than 5~, he baa

not been able to rebuild - under the Ordinance. However, 'the posalbU1ty

of rebuilding 1s UDder consideration DOW. Since he needs to expand, Mr.

Swayze said,' bis client 1a aaking this new location on bueines8 property - .

further dow the highway - toward other exist1ng buainess. Since there 1s

other busines8 in· this area, Mr. S-yse contended that this was a logical

location. Mr. Ervin now employees three persons - with the expanaion he

will hire three more. Thia will be a aubstantial business for the repair

of vehicles, atraighteaing fenders and the like. This will be operated

5-1/2 days a Week. There will be no junk or ears parked - except thoae

being worked upon, no 'noxious fumes nor disturbing nolse. Mr. Sway•• asked

the Board to grant this logical use.

Mr. Edward J. Bush spoke in opposition. He was repre8en'ting himself and 40

neighbors, Mr. Bush told the Board - all of whom objec't to 'this location.

Mr. Bush made i't clear 'that this was not opposition to Mr. Ervin peraonally

'that they 'trade with him and 'they consider him a reput.able person who turns

out very good work - but they do not want this type of business so near

homea. Mr. Bush showed a chart indicating the location of the opposing

neighbors with relation to the proposed business.

It was brought out that thie area was zoned for JIuro,l Business during the

1940's and most of the people now living in the area bough't their homes

after this zoning was e.ttective.
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ll-C~. Mr. Bush said .. knowing the :former shop conduct-ed by Mr. Errin _ Mr. Ervin

did .tore wrecked cer., which th.y did not ...nt in this plac.. H. thought

stich a business- located here would create a hazardous conditioD, 'this 1s •

dangerou8 intersection where many accid.enta have occurred and One person ..

killed. Thor. are about )0 chUdren in th. 1IIIIIsd1at. area whOll h. thought

would b. aff.cted adv.r••ly. Mr. Bush said Mr. !rvin bad conducted hi.

other business at all tl..es of day and. night. The very nature of this bus1

ne88 would almost require the ~klng ot wrecked. care, Mr. Buh continued _

he t~ougb.t th1e should be located in an industrial area .. rather than 80 ne

home.e

Mr. Tepper objected because of resulting slIOke and fume. and also because

this location 18 at the low poin't near the creek. Mr. trepper said no busi

neS8 was operating in the area when b. bought and. he did not know it this

was busines8 property &'t that tilDe - he juat al!!lsumed not.

Mrs. Anna Wants objecttd, e'tating that Mr. Ervin was retused continuance ot

busineas 1n his present location, probably because he kept such a messy

place.

Mr. Mooreland stated that that was not so - continuance or the business is

contingent only upon the possibility o~ reconstruction of the building unde

the Ordinance.

Mr. Bush suggested a location for this type or businesB in the area ot

Merrifield, which 1s bUild1~ up into business comparable to this _ heavy

equipment, lumber bUllineslI, open a~ theatre, etc. They do not wiab too dis

poasea anyone or depriYe him of a meana ot making a living, Mr. Buah con

tinued, but the o~poeition feel a that either Mr. ErriD should continue on

'the original location or locate in an area where 11ke busine••e. are operat.

inc and hOlIes will not be adYereely a1"fected.

Mr. Mooreland said he had asked for elltiEtee on the old burned building _

to determine it it is more 'than ,o.c d.estroyed. The owner at" the propert.y

eager for Mr. ErYin to continue hi_ busine.8 on hi. propert.,..

Th. following l.tt.r .... read from Mr. A. Claiborn. Leigh:

"July 24,1956

Board of Zoning Appeal.
Fairfax County
Fairfax, Virginia

Gentlemen:

You will have betore you the application of William S. Errln to
erect an automobile rePair garage on lots 15, 16 and 17, Fair_
bill on the Boulevard.. Without wishing to take sides on the
merits of this case, I would simply like to point out for your
consideration the fact that the Board. of Supervisor8 is now pro
posing for adoption an amendmento to the Zoning Ordinance whIch
would eliminate the pos8ibility of persona erecting automobile
tilling 8tation8 and repair shops without a change trom Residential
to Commercial .oning.

Hoping this information may be or assistance to you in your deli
bera1iion, I am,

Very truly yours,
f.f A. Cl.iborn. L81gh

Supervisor,Draneaville Magisterial District"

I
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Mr. Verl1D Smith recalled that the Ordinance under Section 6-6 stat•• that

repair shops should be located in "compact groupe" _ aa Car asposs1ble.

There are no repair shops near this location, Mr. Smith noted, and. locBtil\g

this business at this location would result in -undue scattering" _ he

theretore moved to deny the cBSe.

~conded, Mrs. Henderson

Mr. T. Barnes did not agree a8 this 111 located clOse to MelTineld where

many kinds of businesses are located. - be thought this would put business

in. "compact group" and result in les8 scattering of busin••• in general.

Mr. V. smith noted that this would. be about 1/2 mile to the nearest bus1n••

However, Mr. V. Smith withdrew hie motion and moved to defer the C8S8 until

August 14th.

asconded. Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried., unan1IIloualy.

II
RICHARD W. ANDERSON, to permit erection of carport lS- of aide property line

Lot 7. 1st Addition to Fairview, (209 Eaat Fairview Avenue), M1o-. Vernon

District. (Suburban Residence>.

Thia ia an old subdiviaion. Mr. Anderson told the Board .. wi10h a 10 tOO1;

£ron1oage. There is a retaining wall along the property adjoining the car

port side. Mr. Anderson preaen1oed. ata1oemen1;s from three neighbors saying

they did not object to thia addition.

He could not locat.e t.hia addition at the rear, Mr. Anderaon stated-, a8 the

101; is low and water noods or 8'tands there much of the time -and the. locatio

of a garage near 'the house would block the- wat.er. If he put 'the- garage

back farther it would haYe to be 4.0 teet from the house to clear the low

spot,whlch would not be pract.ical. This would inyolYe filling I.Ild exeavati

• Andereon called attention to another buUder who had e1m1larly tilled

the back yard and i10 reaul1;ed 10 more nooding.

Mrs. Henderson augge8'ted locating the carport at 1;be corner of the house _

slightly to ths rear. That is ths locstion ot a desp ditch Mr. Andsrson

aaid. The lot 1. level at the rear of the hou.e tor a short distance, Mr.

Anderson told the Board, then it rune in1;o a at.eap bank wh1ch runs ott to

the east line of the lot. There 1s a large tree which would be in t.he way

ot locating the carport to the other aide of 1;he lot, and 10he grad1ng and

tUling would _nge ths drainogs situation, which is alraedy difficult.

• J. B. Smith moved to detsr ths osss UDtil August 28th to vi" ths pro

party.

Second.d, Mr. Varlin smith

Carried, unan1moualy.

I
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MALCOLM MATHESOIl, JR. ,INC., to permit an addition to d....lling 16 feet of

sid. prop.rty lin., Lot 25B, Block C, Cornetion Survey part of Block C,

Resubdlv1s1on Block D and part of Block C, Mt. Vernon Terrace, Nt. Vernon

District. (Rural Residenc.l.
ie

It thislgrant.d, the applicant said, there ""uld b. 88 f ••t b.t.....n housas

8S the house on the adjoining lot 115 66 feet from the side l1ne.

Mr. Verl1n Smith noted that 'the only .y the Board. could gram. this ca••

would be because of an undue hardship - which he did not ... in this ca.a.

It would appear that too wide a house ia planned for the width of the lot.

The applicant called attention to the wide span between ltoueea _ which in

fact meets the intent of the Ordinanc.. Mr. V.rlin Smith suggested acqUir

ing land. 1'rom the neighboring 1ot.. Mr. V. SID:l:th IIlOved 'to den)" the caae

because no evidence of undue hardship bas been shown.

Seconded. t Mrs. Henderaon

For the motion: Mr. V. Smith, J. B. Sm1th, Mrs. Henderson, Mr. Brooktield

Mr. T. Barnes voted. "no"

Motion carried.

II

/0/ 1

I

I

2_ FOOD FAIR SUPER MA.RXE'1'. to permit erection o£ signa w1t.h larger area than

allowed by the Ordinanc., on north sid. 129 and 1211 at Kemp Washington,

Providence District. (Rural Businea8).

Mr. stone represented the applicant. This was deterred for reT1aed locatio

of the p¥lon sign. Mr. S'tone showed his proposed location of the sign - 4.5

f ••t from the right of 118y of Le. H1gbwa1. Th. o1&n r.quested· ie comparabl

to 'that gNnted. for theSafeway, Mr. Stone aaid.

Mr. Verlin Smith said be was not in favor of the Sateway sign - and. he

thought this too large. Mr. Stone reCalled that this store bas l.s. front&.

'than the Saf'en.y and also tbe:t 'the Sateway bas a tree standing sign as well

as 'the sign on the Marquee and the Parking lot signa_ Mr. Stone said also

that he bad taken into consideration the entire sign - including architect

trea:tment - which he thought Bho1Ud have not been considered. He suegeS1;.ed

taking ott the enamel bactground. leaving that open - 'thie would reduce the

actual sign area.

The question was raised - does the Board consider the entire sign or jUllt

the leeters. No one knew - Mr. Mooreland said be 1m 'that up to the Board

The lack of uniform regulations was discussed - which Mr. Stone said. had

made .it very dU'ficult for them. It they asked for two 'square teet of

sign per lineal toot - Mr. Stone said. which is usual in otber areas. this

sign would b. allowild.

The granted 8is8 ot the Safeway sign was discussed. which Mr. V. Smith

thought was granted tor 144 square teet tor the Pjlon. He was prepared. Mr.

V. Smith aaid, to move to grant this, limiting it to the same siz. p¥lon a. bet

on the Sdeway. Mr. Stone thought the Safeway was granted tor more than 144

square teet. He told the Board that it would be a little difficult tor his

I

I

I
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company to t.ake a 8Dl8.11er area than the Sateway, in Tiew of the aize of

the store and the lot.

Mrs. Henderson suggested. locating the sign Dearer the building or on the

comer at tho bUilding. This 10 a compromi••, Mr. Stan••tated, bringing t

sign back trom th. original location on tho property lin.. Du. to tho CUM'

in the roaci .'t the approach, which restricts vlalbUity, they cla not want
to go back 'too far, Mr. Stone pointed out. Mr. Stone also pointed out tha

stores are now being located back farther from the right ot .,. and because

of that it baa been round practical to han the .tree standing PYlons .betw••

th. building and tho right at way.

Mr. V.rlin 8II1th mov.d to grant th. application a••hown on plat by W. F.

Gore, dated. Jun. 9, 1956 and at.1Ich by Rinaudot and. Coupard.. Associate. _

Regi.t.red Archit.ct. - dated Octob.r 20, 1955, prodded tho sign as •

the sketch on back ot the building penal't 18 located not closer than 50

o.t £rom th. right at way lino and that pert of tho .1gn ohowing "Wo gin

I; H Green staapa" be omitted trom the sign and the

not exceed. those granted to the Sateway Store at Route #29-211 at

uto 150.
Barno.

or th. Motion: V. 8II1th, T. Barn•• , J. B. Smith, Mr. Brookfield

Mrs". Henderson

- Mrs. Hendereon acved ~o recind the action taken at this meet-

c••••

V.rlin 8II1th moved to hoar tho MARY VAVALA, CHESTER COPELAND and AMEIIIC

RAILER c.... all on July 31",1956 - at a .p.cial _ting.

ecODded, T. Barnes

SCHUMAtiN, JR., Director of Planing, to permit a setback of 25 l'eet !n

ot 40 t ••t, _i>9.odLot. ~ tljrpligb 35, inclu.1Y., Block ,G, Picot

south sid. ot Franconia Road, #644, eaet of Lewell Park, Maeon

(Suburban ReBidence).

• Schumann showed the plan ot 'this tract indicating the proposed location

of Arterial Highway Ro. 4, which 18 designed to relieve tral'tilc on the Shirl .,_

18 highway pas••s through the BOuth end ot the Picot Tract adjo1n1ng a

achool 8ite and the Rose Hill development on the Bouth. This road tollows a
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nale which 18 f1xed and. it. would appear 'that 1t 111 'the oaly locatioD to be

had throU«h th10 area - 81nce the echool propertr ie purchaoed and the hOllee

in Ro.e HUl adjoining the Picot land are buUt. U the 25 foot .etback 10

allowed, Mr. Sch\llllllJlD pointed out, it w1ll gin thietl.er of lot. i'acing on

an interior street a deeper back yard.

The recommendatotoD from the Planning CoDllll1a81on was read stating that. 'tbat

body would recomaend the yariance because in their opinion thl. 18 the only

manner in which "right of war for Arterial Highwar 110. 4 can be acquired 

ainee 'to the south or the proposed. highway: property has been acquired for a

Bchaal ait.. aDd the homes in Ros. RUl which would border the right ot .y

are fully constructed. There£ore, the p0881bUlt.y otpurchaBing or l8'ttlng

right ot way - other than rrom the Picot Tract would be prohibit!... The

applicant i. dedicating full width for th. highwar and the <:O-1081on b.

lleY.a that aD this interior street a 2S toot setback would .B2l be detrl

••ntal to the public good.-

Mr. SchumanD called attention to the 40 toot easement which the applicant. 18

dedicating in addition to tho road right of war on Arterial 110. 4. The lot.

created bere would be 1)2 teet deep - the back yards would be 44 teet plus

the ItO root easement.

WbUe they have acquired right ot way in other sections on Arterial No. It 

they do not ha.e right of way in this 1mIIediate area.

Mr. Verlin Smith aaked it this would Dot eet a precedent tor other subdi.i8i na

to au the same variance in simUar circumstances. He asked what criteria

would be used on this. Only judgement and. reasonableness, Mr. SchWDlUlD

answered. The CommissioD thought this reasonable, he stated. Se thought a

hardship on the owner would reault in not granting this. The app11cant baa

dropped 21 lota 1n granting this right ot way.

Mr. Saunders,who i8 planning construction on the Picot Tract, told the Board.

that the lay ot the land. limits the area that can be used between the pro

poaed right ot way and the balance of the tract. They plan a cont..poraZ07

type house with living roo" in the rear - tor this reason they wish to haTe

a deeper back yard. It they cannot use this plan it would mean shifting the

lot. toward tho stream bed. which lot. ""uld not be buUdable. Thi. ""uld

mean dropping a great many lote. They wish to keep up the clas. ot CODa'tru

ction started, Mr. Sandera continued, and this fita 1n with the aligDlllent aa

planned and the good c1as8 ot boa... This is the only place 1n the tract

where they Will need a reduction in setbacks, Mr. Saunders stated..

Mr. Verlin Smith aaked it there are any other s1m1lar situations which might.

come betore the Board. Mr. Schumann aaid he did not know ot any and that

his st.atf' would not ask tor such a variance unleas t.he situat.lon bad. been

thoroughly worked out and that they tilt sure it was in the best. int.eresta

ot the County to ask such a Tariance. It t.here are other request.s for •

similar condition - Mr. Schumann eaid he would not recommend it unless it

wae, in hie opinion, shown to be perfectly reasonable.
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STOlIE,IJIC. Mr. Harry Otis Wright reprea.ntod the applicant. Mr.

the Board that he had receiTed a letter from Mr. Wright stat;

not know the hearing on 1m!. case was changed. from July loth

o July 9th - theretore. be "8 not present at the July 9th meeting where

111 CAse waa denied. Mr. Wright asked. tor a rehearing on the caee and. Mr.

rook1'ie1d had told Mr. Wright that the caee would be reheard at this tiM.

is waa an error in the field, Mr. Wright said .. the house was laid out

rom the plat and. the plat was wrong. His ottlce handle. a great vol•• ot

ric, Mr. Wright aald, and since he is called trom one part of the world to

no'ther and sometimes held up in these trips .. he did not tlDl it possible

o check ....rything going through hie office. In this caa. the error is not

oticeab1e because ot 110 be1n& on a cul-de-sac. It the cul-de-aac 1s reduce

sisa, Mr. Wright said, the Highway Department lIOuld haTe to approve that,

er di.cussion with the Public Worka. By shifting the cul-de-sac 1t lftlUld

n1'r1nge on the front setback of lots across the cul-de-sac, Mr. Wr1gh.t

The setback distances on 10108 on the cul-d..aac were checked

found. there _s no leeway.

e error on the cul-de-sac was not brought to his attention, Mr. Wr1gbt sat

til the houses were bullt. It was then necessary to juggle the line. to

et the best possible 8ile lots•

• VerliD Smith suggested that the original layout ft. a lIl1.st.ake trom the

or good planning.

difficult pieCe of ground to work on, Mr. Wright continuod - the

yout _s made before they bulldozed and cleared the ground.

Ill- Hendereon mOTed to grant the Yar1ance on Lots 1 through 35 ot the Picot

ract - this 1s granted in vie. ot tbe unueual cirCUJDstance. and the ract

hat it will not do any 8ubstantial detriment to the public good and Will p

ide right of 10By for the c1rcUlllfer.ntisl highway.

econded, Mr. T. Barn••

or the motlon: Mrs. Henderaon, T. Bames, J. B. Smith. Mr. Brookfield

.. Verl1n Smith voted "no" ..

tian carried.

• Schumann atatod that 1£ the Hi~y Department had to acquire this r1«ht

of way and the 1,0 foot .as....nt - it would b. done at public expense and the

yards on thele Iota would be eYen less. Under the pre.ent plan. 'the

chasers will knowwbat they are buying.

DEFEIlIlED CASES

• Verlln SDt1th thought this a bad precedent - however. he told Mr. Schuma

perfectly cODscious ot the work he and his stafr bad and were

1,-
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DEFEIlRED {lASES

Mr. T. Barnee IDOved to gre.nt the eppliceUon becauee th1e apparently wee

an honest m1eteko and 1n hlo op1n10n tho f'unct10n of tho Boord 10 to help

people out of a 01tuat1on rooult1ng troa an un1ntontional m1etako - whan

it 10 not detrimontal to tho public !9od.

Mr. J. B. Sm1th recalled that the orig1nal dec1e10n on thio ceoe had nct

beeD reeciDded. Therel'or., Mr. T. BarnelS .oved to recind the actlon taken

on this ca•••

Secoocled., Mr. J. B. smith

For the IIOt1oo: Mr. Brookfield, T. Barnell, J. B. 9rll1:th

Ago,inot tho motion: Mro. Handereon and Verlin Smith

Motion carried w 're8clnd.

Mr. T. Barne. lltOYed to grant 'the application.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. 9II1th

Granted because it would be a hardehip on the applicant not to crant the
application and the granting would not appear 'to aUect other property

adyer••ly_

Mr. Verlin Sllith stated he could a•• no reason why the•• ca.ee could not be

caugbt at the first fioor leTel .. and when a builder continues on with a

building when it hae n01i been e.acked tor accuracy ot location, he should

know that he io doing 00 at hie own riek.

Mr. J. B. Smith agreed with Mr. Verl1n Smith that check obould bo made

early in cODs'trLlctlon.

Change ot 10cat10n of 'the carport was discu.sed but Mr. Wright did. not

think any change practical.

For the IIOtion: Mr. Brookfield, T. Barne., and J. B. Sm1:tb.

Against t.he motilon: Mrs. Renderson and Verlin Smltb.

Mot1on carried.

II
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The meeting adjourned.

John W. Brookfield, Chairman
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A Spec1al Meeting of ~he Fairfax
Count;y Board of Zoning Appeal.
va. held 'rueedoy, July 31.1956
at 10 o'clock a.m. in the Board
RooIII of ~e Fairfax County Court
bouse. with aU ._bezos pre8eDt.

The ...e~1ng va. opened w1~h a prayer by Mr. V.rl1n SOI1~

IWIY VAVW, w pena1~ extene10n of ~raller cour~ fJ'CII 36 to It2 unit•• Lot

18, Evergreen Fermo. (Qum Spring. Treller Court). M~. Vernon Din.(Oan.Bu•• )

Mrs. VaTala WIl8 unable to pre.ent the plate required by the Boerd at this

time, therefore, she had aaked. the Board. to continue 'thi. ca•• untU August

2~h.

Mr. J. B. Sm1~h lIOYed ~o defer ~. caae un~ll Augus~ 2~.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unan1lltoualy.

II
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2- CHESTER OOPELAND, ~o pe....1~ extena10n of ~raller cour~ w1~h 14 acld1~1onal

unite, Lot 2S, Evergreen F~. Subdly1sion, (Total 76 unita), Lee District,

(Canerd Bus1neaa).

A letter was read from the Penn-Daw Fire Depart:ment. etating that the street.

shown on the plat ot Mr. Copeland' I Trailer Part are adequate tor the. to

IlOTe equipunt in and out.

Al80 a let'ter froa. the Bo&rd. ot Zoning Appeals to Doctor lelDlldy .eking £or

a report on sanitary conditions in this Trailer Park, along with Doctor

Kennedy'. anawer. were read - Doctor Kennedy .'tating that no fUrther add.l

tiol18 to this park shoUld be made until sewerage is proYided, and that there

are too many traUera now on the property.

This is an application tor 14 additional traUera, Mr. Copeland told the

Board, which wUl be installed when eewerage is an1lable. The other addi

tional lots shown on the plat will not be uaed. until later apPrOftl is glY8n

When eaked for approval of ~h. drainage, Mr. Copelend add Mr. Upp had ~old

hill it would be necessary to haye a t.opographic map betore going oyer the

draiDage plan, and Mr. Ridgeway Mid he could not make up a topograph1c map

tor another )0 daya at leaat. Therefore, Mr. Copeland Mid he did not. haTe

Mr. Kippl.. drainage approYal. Mr. Copeland suggeet.8d that the Board giY8

approval on ~heae 14 add1~ional 1~., and tha~ he ""uld bring in ~e ~opo

El'aphic IIlllp when he eaka approval on ~e ~her addi~1onal 10~a. The_

lines will be available about September 1st, Mr. CopelaDd. said. Be baa

.~ned to pu~ in the plUlDb1ng ~o ~he ex1a~1ng un1~a, and it he can gn

approTal on these additional 14 lote he can continue on with the plumbing

lines - ready tor connection by September 1st., when sewerage is avaUable.

Mr. Copelend Ra~ed ~ho~ the draloage a~ preaen~ 10 aU r1gh~.

Mr. Verlin Smith recalled that wat.er was standing along t.he etream:when the

Board viewed the property. That was all right until the sewer and water

110ea were pu~ in, Mr. Copeland add. In doing ~ha~ ~he 10~a were torn up

along a 15 foot eaeement., which is located 15 teet from the southwst side



2-Ctd at the property. This left; an area on which water stands, at present,

Mr. Copeland said - that, however, will be corrected when the work 11 COIl

pleted.

Doet;or Kennedy eaid he knew noth1ng of thi. application untU Mr. Copeland

came to talk with h1m rsgarding laundry facllitiea. He felt that plata of

such appl~cations should be presented to his oCfice berore coming berore

this Board. Usa, Doctor Kennedy continued, Mr. K1pp has not se.n this pIa

and it .... hi. understanding that Mr. Kipp .... concerned o"(Or the land alo

the Crsat, which 10 liable to nood. Thlo noed condition w1l1 no doubt

crease as developl.ent goes aD above this area - and, thererore, should baye

care1'ul etudy. Doet;or Kennedy .ugge.ted that applications of thlo type

which are 80 closely tied in wi'th other agencie. should be studied and.

passed on by these agencies bef'or. cOlll1ng be1'ore the Board of Appeal••

Many ot the trailer parks in the County haye been operating on a BUb-stand

basis, Doctor (ermedy continueci, but now that sewers are becOll1ng aYallable

they are in a position to better control ci .....lopment of' this k1Dd., and by

haYing plats so the interested agencies can s.e what is planned and can mak

a detaUed .tudy of drainage and health condit1one - the Board w1ll be 1m a

beotter po.lotion to pa•• on such applicaotions.

Mr. Verlin Smith agreed heartUy with Doctor Itennedy'll posiotion - stating

that the Board was very appreciatlYe of the Doctor's cooperation and his

euggeetione.

With regard to surface ...ter - Mr. Copeland said the County had evidently

considered the land sufficiently high not to flood into the sewer manhole••

The ground is above the Creek leT81 am the manholes are in.

Mr. Verlin Smith ~oted that manholes could b. raised in ca.e ot nece.8ity

to prevent surface va:ter fiooding. However, the Bo~rd had aaked Cor drai

plan. and they are not here, Mr. Verlin Smith continued. Uso he 'thoucht

the surf'ace should be on the road, there should be IIOre recreational arK 

that l)l,odf. .quare feet planned 10 inadequate.

Mr. Copeland said he could ha.,e the tope map within )0 day••

Doctor Kennedy thought Mr. Jtipp would not accept a drainage plan~ any

one other than a Registered Engineer - it was questioned whether Mr. R1dge

way's plans would be acceptable - since he 111 a Certified Land' Surveyor.

Mr. J. B. Sm~th questioned the length of' the lota, in view ot the .taet that

trailers are growing longer each yar. Mr. J. B. Smith noted that some of

the lots are smaller than 1500 square feet.

Mr. Copeland aaici he had lots which would accommodate any si.e 'trailer - up

to 50 .teet long. Those lots are 2400 sq~ .teet.

Mr. J. B. S1l11th also aeked 1£ Mr. Copeland could maintain a 10 foot .etback

both .tront anci rear, aa shown on typical lot layout. Mr. Coperland said he

would maintain the 10 foot setback on tront, but could not do that on the

smaller Iota - which are 30 x 50 teet.. The average traUer, Mr. Copeland

continued, is about 37 reee, many are 40 reet. However, he thought othe
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2...Ctd. distance between the trailers would take care of the rear sKback.

Mr. Mooreland que.tioned 11' people who are putt.ing in many 1JD:provement.a &'t

thle time realise that the new ordinance will require conformance to the D

regulations within a certain period. Many or the proposed improvement. are

expenelv8 but will not meet requirements of the newly proposed. Ordinanoe.

He thought it practical tor tailer operators to try to get .a cIa•• to new

requir....nt. 88 possible.

Mr. Copeland said he would bays 4- of asphalt on the road. - but he could not

put that in until the sewers are completed.

Mr. Verlin Smith said he could not vote on this untU the Board. had. complete

assurance that people will be protected. Mr. Copeland ..id Dr. lenn.ely had.

answered that - that hils trailer park must come up to standards and muat

atand inaps.tiona. Mr. V. smith .......ll.d that Dr. r.anedy had .tated that

approvals of interested. agencies should come before Board action.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deter this case until Septeatber 11th, so the app11caat

may get approval of the drainage layout fram the Director of Public Works

and approval from the Health Department, approval on sanitary sewel'S, launcl

facilities, etc., and approval of the overall layout.

Seconded, Mrs. HendersOD

Carried, unan~ously.

If' Mr. Copeland bad any question of what the Boa.rei wanta, Mr. Verl1n Smith

said that if he would contact Dr. Kennedy, Mr. Kipp and Mr. Hale they will

giTe him all their requirements.

110 was also asked that Mr. Copeland. show consecutive numbering on his lots.

Mr. Verlin SIIIith said he was not in favor of approving the per-.nen't s'tru

ctures on the property and asked Dr. Kennedy if' the Health De~ent would

approTe them. Dr. Kennedy said that was questionable. Mr. Copeland noted.

that since hie licensing of these structures came from the State they could

be disapproved at any time they were considered not up to par.

II
D1ERICAN TRAILER COMPANY, to p.rmit extension or Trail.r Park by 90 unita,

making a to'tal of 170 uni'ts, 1.o1;s 15 and 16, Evergreen Fanas Subdivision, on

weB't side #1 Highway, Lee District. (General Business).

Mr. Griftin Garnett represented 'the applicant. Mr. Painter, President ot 10

Compe.ny, was also present. Mr. Garnett showed. plat approTed by the Highway

Departmen't and presented. copy of' the bond giTen by the applicant to guarante

cODetructlon of curb and gutter. Mr. Garnett said they bad shown the set

back line from U. S. Hl,whieh was requested to be parallel with the off'ice

bUilding now on the property, to be a little farther back than the otfice.

With regard to appronl of their plans tor storm drainage, Mr. aarnet't said

th.y had diacusaed this with Mr. Kipp and Mr. Kipp ha••tat.d that it would

be trom 30 to 60 days before his office can check the plans for approTal.

.J..,J,J
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J..etd. In the 11&bt ot thie, aDd ainee t.hey have complete drainage plana or exist

ing conditions and proposed plana - prepared by an engineer - Mr. Gemett.

aaked the Board w appro"e the application subject to appro'Ylll by the Dept.

at Public Worka. There 18 no question. Mr. Garnett continued, but lIIbat th

will conform to Mr. Kipp'8 requirements.

Mr. Verlin &o1tb tbonght tbis approval ehould be in the honds or tho Board

before granting approYal.

Mr. Garnett recalled that this drainage discllBsion cue up only at tbe la81:

me.ting. It this request Cor drainage approYal bad b••n aaked 1n April 

when this tiret C8.IH befOre the Board. - they would hay. approft1 by DOW, Mr.

Garnett continued. They hay. tried. -In every way to meet the Board.' IS requir

menta, Mr. Garnett continued, but each time they have co_ back meeting one

requirement. another one coae. up. There has b••n no criteria to go by

and. they haw done the beat the,. can UDder l!IUeh clrC1llUtanc••, Mr. Garnet.t

contendid. It would appear almost impossible to satiety the Board' 8 can...

tlnu1ng requeete, and he did not think another deterrment rea80nable.

It was noted on the plat that 1- water mains Nn through the Trailer Park.

Doctor Xennedy thought ·~t insufticient. The actual plau tor water _1D8,

tlbiCA.Mr. Garnett 1nd1eat;:ed were shown on another plat, show 2·ft water maine

throughout. Mr. Painter showed the other plat which can-ied approval of

plllllb1Dg layout on the Park.

Mr. J. B. Smith a'Skeel about setbacks for the traller.. Mr. Pa1Jrter 1ndicat

that the trailer8 could COD up to the property l1Ji. 8ince this i8 a 0081

neS8 zoning. HoWever, Mr. Painter aid, SOII8 of the lots will have a 10 t

front and 5 toot rear aetback. Thi. was not shown on the plat, the board.·

noted. Mr. J. B. &o1tb tbought tbi.s ohould be ohOWll on the plat and the

setback should be' unitorm.

Mr. Garnett Mid they could not guarantee a 10 and 5 toot setback - he

considered that 1D'lre&.aonabl.. Since there is no policy on traUer setback,

Mr. Garnett continued, this ia an arbitnry restriction on his client.

Mr. Painter called attention to T_ple Trailer Park, wh1ch bis company

operatea, on which they haTe :3 and S foot' rear setbacka - which had proved

adequate and adjustable to diff'erent sis. trailera.

Mr. Verlin Smith recalled that thll case was deterred tor drainage plats .

which are not presented - he felt he could not vot.e on thi. caee without

that approYal; Dr. Kennedy has stated ·that the 1" water mains are inadequat

and the plat the Board is asked to apPl"OYe shows 1" water maine; this plat

does not show any permanent structures on the property. (Those structures

to which Mr. V. &o1th rererrod. Mr. G&rnett stated. will be removed within

a limited time by agre_ent in their lease - the only It-ructureS shown on

tihe plat are the ODes which will remain.) Mr. Garnett suggested 'the Board.

acting on both plats - the one showing the 2" mains and the plat or tho lot

(It was an inadvertent error - not showing the 2" .mains aD the lot eize pla
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3-Ctd SlDce they have met. all requests of the Board excep1i final approval or the

drainage plana, Mr. Garnett aaked the Board. to .grant this appli'C8tlon sub

joc~ ~o ~ha~ approval. Ho ro·~a~od ~ho fac~1 of dolay caulad by addad

requirements and the ef'f'ort. of bis client to comply with eTerything asked 

he thought it only reasonable and equitable to gran1i the application at thll1

tiJll.e.

Mr. Verlin Sm1th moved to approve the application unde~ Sectton 6-16 of ~e

Zoning Ordinance, as shown on plat dated April 16,19'6 by eeeU J. Croaa,

Land 8ur1'oyor, IUbjoc~ w appro....l of ~ho County Hoal~h Dopenmon~, ~.

Department ot Public Works, and the Sanitary Engineer, and. any other agen-ele

having jurisdiction, and. 'that the granting of the application be contingent

upon applicant meeting requirements ot any Trailer Park regulations which

may la'ter be adopted by the County which are dealgned 'to promote the health

safety and. welfare of people working or reaidlnc in ·the neighborhood, and

the coverage and setbacks shall not be less than 'those shown on 'the typical

lot layout shown on the plat submitted with the application, and this shall

be subject to the appJ.icant removinc from the site all semi-permanent stru

ctures connected to existing trailers. (Mr. V. SIIIi1#11 also ased that the

dra1nago layou~ eha11 bo IUbm1~~ad.)

Seconded, Mr. J. B. smith

Mr. Garnett questioned the coverage and setback requirements mentioned in

Mr. Smith's motion, saying that would be too great 1n~se of the smaller
. .

trailers. Mr. Garnett auggeRed. a 7 foot front and :3 :toot rear setback.

In anewer to a question regarding the size of trailers, Mr. Pa1nter told th

Board that the min1lllwD dimeallioD of trailer, is 'about 10 x 7.5 feet and· a

~1Jawa of 41 x S :t.et.

Mr. Garnett suggested. that a unitorm setback was desirab1••

Mr. Painter said he had no intention of misleading the Board. in showing the

typical lot layout, but iot lAI,S not practical to maintain those setbacks on

all lots. Mr. Painter explained the locatioD of sewer and water connection

and the double water outlet on each lot for tire protection. He telt that

with the placement of the traUers, adjusted to a uniform. setback (7 feet

in front and :3 feet in 'the rev-) would give clearance Cor any operative

purposes.

Mr. Verlin Smith considered a 10 and :3 toot setback satisfactory. !Cra.

Henderson thought a 10 and 5 foot more reasonable.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to amend his 1Il0tion to r8lDO'9'e the coyerage. and set

back clause and substitute that a 10 toot front setback on all trailers be

required. and at least a :3 foot setback in the rear.

Mr. J. B. Smith accepted the amendment.

Mrs. Henderson ottered the amendment thaot an 8 foot front setback be re

quired and; fooot rear setback. There 'WaS no second.

The 1Il0tion carried, unanimously.

II
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TOWN OF VIENNA, to permit conet.ructlon and operation of a 8ewap trea'tment

plant on ) .002 ac""s of land, approx1macely 650 Leat northwest of !luDter Bd.

and 950 feet west of Cedar lane, Providencs Dist. {~ Residence).

Mr. John Epaminonda represented. the applicant, in the absence of Mr. Bloxton

TM. caee was deterred, Mr. Epaminonda recalled, with eb. request to locate

the plant upstream as tar 8s pos8ible. Ther have complied with that request

Mr. Epaminonda said•. A map was displayed showing the pla.!I:t loca'tloD at the

confluence ot the atreams, about 600 feet upstream from the or1«:1nal 8ite,

and about 600 t ••t from the south property line.

Mr. Verlin Sm1~ asked. where the present a1'ta 18 loca~d with regard. to t.b.e

area to be served, and it" the plant could not be located farther upstream.

Mr. Johnson anewered that 1£ the plant 1s located farther north, aboy. t;he

forJd..t1g of the stream - on one fork or the other _ it would nec••sarUy be

in a posit1on not to aerve sat1af'aC1iorUy both the school property and the

Town. On one fork i't could well se"e 'the school, bu't no't the TOWIl, on 'the

other fork i't would serYe 'the Town but not t.he school. Theretore, this

would appear to be the beet location not only to aerve both areas, but it

Would be,;'I.va:y':.f.rOa hOa••'~ud·-1n::.,...i.c:omparatl,..lY.1sola'ted~.afta., .'. ~

When 'the school _s bUilt, Mr. Lester Johnson told. the Board, this plan't was
envisioned. It wae1he hope of the School Board. that their temporary means

of bandl1ng sewage (Hauling 1t off) would be abandoned as soon i.. th1s plant

ia available.

The question waa aaked how aoon 'the Town would start the plant - if' tb.e.y hay

the mon~7 to atart 'the plan't 80 it will be ready this Fall for school open

ing?

They han ear-marked the money for the plant, Mr. JOhnSOD anewer.d, bids are

out now wi'th construction contingent upon this granting - accordiJJ@; to actio

of the Town CoUDcll. There is no question of th, nec~••it1 of a bond isaue.

Mrs. F:reece 'told the Board that she would object to the plant if 110 18 near

enough to their hoae to cause odora. and it it 18 visible from their hOila.

Mrs. Byles though't tha't 'the plant was not tar enough away tram their home,

and 'that it would be detrimental to their property.

Mr. Johnson said they would screen 'the plant area. Mr. Johnson' again ex

plained the necessity of having the plant at its present 10cat10n - in order

to serve both 'the Town and the school. It the school could not be 'served by

t.his plan't it would be necessary to install a nitrification plant. which'

would be expensive. Located at 'this point it can serve the school as well

as 'the Town. Mr. Johnson thought the plan't would in no way be obnoxious whe

it is completed with attractive landscaping and screening. The e1'te 1s abo

1000 fee1l from the Eyles property and the s'tructures will n01l be vieible to

them.
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July 31, 1956

The sl1;8. Mr. Johnson 'told the Board. will be 80IIething more than thr.ee aere

The question was asked, 1s this plant. wanted. by the Town to serve the Town

of Vienna, or 1s it needed by the County to serve the school? Since the

achool is a consideration 10 this, Mr. V. smith thought the Board should he

an expreasion from the School Board atat10g thet this plant is needed.

Mr. Verl10 smith moved that someone from the School Board ba requeated to

come before the Board to meke a atatement regard10g the need of thia plant

to aerYe the school.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried - all voting for the motion except Mr. Brookfield, who did.not vote.

The Board recessed lihUe Mrs. Henderson contacted the School Board.

Upon reconvening, Mr. Pope came before 'the Board

Mr. Verl1n smith stated the facts of the proposed location of thia plant and

asked Mr. Pope if the school intended to use this proposed. plant. for aewage

d18poeal. Mr. Pope answered "yes".

When they purchesed this dte, Mr. Pope told the Board, it was discovered

that the land would not take a septic field. The owner ot adjacent land

granted the School Board an eaeemem just above the 811;8, which ground. would

take a septic field, aDd to which sewerage from the school could be pumped

unt1l the plant 1s Completed and a:nilable. The School Board. found that 'the

coat ot constructing the septic tield on this property and subsequent pump_

1ng to it would be excesaive, and. since this plant was under consideration,

the School Board have planned to temporarily haul the sewage away and 'Conne

with the plant as soon as it Is ready. Now they are taced with 'the problem

shall they go ahead with the" septic tield" on the adjacent property, at the

cost ot something over .30,000, or can they be served by the newly proposed

plant. It was Mr. Pope's thought that it would be more ef'f'iclent and lesl

expensive to use the proposed plant, and this is the opinion at the School

Board.

Mr. Verlin Smith asked it the school was buUt to SerTe the area to "be de

veloped. Mr. Pope answered "yes" - that this is a growing area, the school

will well serve present homes and will be well located. tor tuture expansion

tor the developing area. They realized in purchasing this site, Mr. Pope

continued, that septic conditions were not good - and they had tried to buy

land adjoining on which a septic could be made adequate. The owner had

other plans tor his property at that time and. did not wish to sell. However

later he did give them the easement on which to build the sep1iic field it it

is needed.

8. Henderson moved that the Town of' Vienna Sewerage disposal plant appli

cation be granted, reterzoing to the testimony presented that it will be

identical to the Town of Vienna plant already exiating, which hea a 90i1l trea -

The plant shall he located in accordance with the topographic map by

ster Johnson, and with the provision that the plant be adequately screened

on three sides and that no trees shall be removed except those that are
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absolu:tely necessary - that as DIIlDy eXisting trees as poll81ble be lett tor

screening.

Mr. Verlin Smith offered the amendment that it be granted al80 provided a

metes and bounde plat be aubmitted showing the exact location of the plant.

Mrs. Henderson accepted the amendment.

Seconded. t T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. Johnson aaid he would present a certified plat ot the plant location.

II

The meeting adjourned.

UI#3~~f
V~. Brooktield. Chairman
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The regular meeUng of the Fairfax County
Board of Zon1Jll:Appealo .... held Tueeday.
Augu8t 14. 195~ at 10 o'clock 8.11. in the
Board Room of the Fairfax County Courthou...
with all IIl8llIber. pre.ent.

The meeting waa opened with a prayer by Mr. Brookfield

DEFERRED CASES:

ILLIAM E. JlJSS, to permit dwelling a~ erected. 'to remain within 1).6 f"eet. ot

side property line, Lot 331, Section I, Chesterbrook Woods, Draneav111e Diet

(Suburban Reaidence).

No one was present to discuss the caee. This was originally denied and sub

sequently re-opened at 10he request of the applicant.

• V. smith 1I0yee:t that this ca.e be put at the bottom of the list.

econded. Mrs. Henderson.

G. MORRISON, to pennit carport 88 erected. to remain within 4-1/2 f.e

property line, Lot 40~. Mason Terrace, (200 Winchester Way). Falla

Church District. (Suburban Re.idence).

his caee was deferred tor a certified aurvey of the property, which Mr.

rrlaon presented. The new survey showed the carport to be 2.60 feet from

he right of ...y of White Po.t Walk - as oppo.ed to 4.5 feet as ahewn on Mr.

rr1son's original plat.

his setback do8's not agree with the or1g1hal plat which was given h1m. when

• bought the house, Mr. Morrison told the Board - which. plat was lost some

ago. When he started the carport .foundation, he did not have his origi 1

and the stakes on his lot were incorrect, but he thought he would have

t least 4.5 fHlt clearance trom the walkway, which he belieYed to be suf1"i

ient - therefore located. his carport on that basis. He had questioned the

iscrepancy in t.he surYe,.., Mr. Morr1eon continued, but was told that t.his

Bt BurY." by Mr. Cecu CroBS was correct.

• Mooreland suggest.ed. t.hat Mr. Morrison was probably t.hinking of a 4 toot

et.back for a detached garage or carport when he assumed t.he 4 toot. set.back

s wit.hin requirements.

s. Snyder, who has opposed t.h1s caBe con818t.ently, called attention to the

act that if Mr. Morrision had had a building permit in the beginning he wo

ecessarily have conformed to requirements, but since he went ahead without

permit and now comes ~ the Board tor clearance - t.hat 1s not tair, Mrs.

nyder contended. In other words doing this legally Mr. Morrison would have

een restricted - but 1f he goes ahead 111egally - and the case ls granted--

• Morrison noted that there was only one complaining neighbor - he suggest

hat that might be merely a grudge. This is not the case, Mrs. Snyder an8W8

he thought others in the area could be plannlng to ask tor the same varianc ,

nd therefore did not object to Mr. Morrison

.l.O.l.
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DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

Mr. JIklrr1son called attention to 'the 45 feet between hils carport; and the

house on adjoining property.

Mr. V. Smith stated that due to topography and the 10 foot White Post Walk,

and there being no alternate location for the carport, he would move to

grant the application because it dOBS not appear to adversely affect neighb _

ing property.

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

Carried.

For the Motion: Mr. Brookfield. V. Smith, T. Barnes, Mrs. Henderson

AGainst the motion: Mr. J. B. Smith

Motion carried.

Mr. J. B. Smith thought a wall could be put in and the carport moved back.

That, Mr. Barne. said, ""uld entail a great deal of filling _ which Mr.

J. B. Smith contended was not the responsibility of the Board.

Mr. V. Smith deleted the part of his !DOtion stating "there being no alt..rna

location" - stating that he agreed that Mr. J. B. Smithts suggestion tor

location could be used. The members voting tor the motion agreed to the

dele'tion.

Mo'tion carried.

II
HOOPER CONSTRUCTION CORP., to permit d....lling to remain a. erected 38.48 !t

or Forrest. Lane. Loti 29A. Section 2. Briggs' and Hoppers' Addition to Ches't

brook Woods. Dranesv1~le. District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr•.Hooper discussed his case with the Board. This was deterred 'to view th

property and to check with the Highway Department regarding moving the

street. He had talked with Mr. Yaremchuk of the Planning COUIIllsslon Of't'iC8

Mr. Hooper said, and tOWld· 'that 'this would be difficult because it would

entail re-subdivision and ~he street would have to meet lf1dth reqUirements.

which would mean acquiring property from four recorded lotis. This would ad

property on one side ot 'the road and take it away from lots on the opposite

side. Mr. Hooper said he had not yet approached 'these lot owners who would

be concerned. This would also mean knocking out curbs which are in - up to

Lot 291. Forest Lane 1s only about two blocks long and would never be

heavily traveled. Mr. Hooper pointed out.

Mr. V. 8mith recalled the Board. having granted a variance in thie Subdivlel

on Oak Lane not too long ago.

Mr. Hooper said he had discuseed this change with the Highway Department an

would have to re-submit complete engineering plans to them shOWing the stre

blended in on this curve and showing the realignment involving the four or

five lots. He did not talk with the owners of the lots with the suggestion

of acquiring property and changing the street as he wanted 'to have the f1

word from the Commission. He felt that there was a great deal involved in

changing this street, but if the Commission still requested the change he

would go ahead with negotiations.

I
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carried.

DEFERRBD CASES - ctd •

• Hooper showed a plat of the sUbdivisioD, indicating the lots involved.

t was noted that the lots on the south side ot FoNtst Lane are considerably

arger than required in Suburban zoning, larger than other lots in the l!Iub

lVlsion, and the houses are set well back - all of which would appear to

ke this change in road alignment feasible.

he houses on the west side of Forest Lane are under root and. Lot 29A bas

aen sold, which would make it dlf£lcult to take ott part of the Cront pro

action.

t was Mrs. Henderson's thought that more definite plans f'or the change in

treat alignment should have been presented - she understood tha~ the motion

quested that. Mr. Hooper answered that he would have gone ahead with it

t he wanted to discuss this again with the Board, since it was quite a 10

rocess - negotiating with the lot owners and getting r.e-approval 'from the

lanning CODIIIIis81on on the change in lots - and even then the Highway Dept.

uld turn it down. He J theretor-eJ hesitat.ed to .go ahead any further.

T. Barnes moved to grant the application because ~ make the change in

he street would necessitate tearing up the street and making changes in 'the

djo1ning lots. which would take more time and 1n his opinion the variance

s requested will do no great harm.

J. B. Smith suggested that it be added to the motion that the lots acres

street have lees depth than those on the west side of Forest ~e. and

t would not 8eem practical ~ take land trom those lots to change the etreet

• Barnes agreed to the addition.

ion seconded. J. B. Smith

or the motion: Mr. Brookfield. V. Smith. J. B. 5m1th. T. Barnes

Mr.. Henderson

J-Ctd.
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4- GWYN E. MURDOCK. to permit carport to remain as erected within 5 -f'eet ot sid

property lineJ Lot 365. Mason Terrace J (201 Winchester Way) Falls 'Church

(Suburban Residence).

Mr. Murd.ock presented a new survey plat. which he had b.een requested to bri

to the Board. This plat showed 5.76 feet between the carport and the right

of way of White Post Walk - as against 5 feet on his original plat.

There were no objections trom the area.

Due to the small lots in this subdivision and because this lot has the 10

foot dedication to the White Post Walk and because this does not appear to

affect adversely neighboring property. Mr. V. Smith- moved to grant the appli

cation.

Seconded. Mrs. Henderson

Carried. unanimously.

II
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DEFERRJD CASllS - {ltd.

MRS. RUTH BRYANT, to permit operation or a ,nursery school, Lots 7 and. at
Block DJ Collingwood Manor (102 Chadwick Ave.), Mt. Vernon District. (Rural

Residence).

Mrs. Lois Miller repre.ented tho epplicant. Since the husband of the appl1

cant has changed the location of his business and they will be moT1ng to

Wisconsin within a montb, Mre, Miller told. the Board. that the applicant

would like a permit 'to continue conducting her nursery school until Sept.

15th - at which time ahe will sell her bome and join her husband. It'!s

difficult tor parents to place their children immediately in other ~ur8ery

schools, Mrs, Miller said, and tor that reason the applicant WOuld like to

keep the school open tor that short period.

Mr.. Bryant has been k.eping a few children (about eight) for her friends,

Mrs. Miller explained, not realizing that she was technically conductinc: a

nursery school untll someone in the neighborhood reported her to the Zoning

Off1ce. Mrs. Bryant 1e not intereeted 1n a license - all she is asking is

for time to liquidate her present operation.

Mr. Bumstien spoke in opposition to the school, representing the neighbor

hood and presenting • petition signed by twenty-three families - all oppos

to this school because they do not like a' commercial operation in a resi

dential area, they feel that this operation would open the way. for other p

perty owners to expect the same concessions, and they do not believe there

a need for this type of operation in this area.

There is nothing personal in this opposition, Mr. Burnstien assured the Boa

the people are only interested in maintaining their good residential are.

and to eliminate the annoyances caused. by this school. If this 11 a tem

porary arrangement froll now on - they are willing that Mrs. Bryant continue

on until the date she has set.

Mr. Mooreland suggested denying the case - to be Cleared of nursery school

operations by September 15th, or within a certain time. It i8 ueuali Mr.

Mooreland continued, that people are given 30 days in lthich to terminate an

operating business which 1s denied.

Mr. Wm. Brown objected to the overloading of the narrow road for cars COlD.

and. going.

Mr. V. Smith recalled that th1s nursery school was started without a permit

He moved to deny the case because 1't appears to adversely af'feet neighbor

ing property.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Garried, unanimously.

Mr. Mooreland said the Zoning Of£ic8 would give: the applicant )0 days in

which to terminate this use.

II
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DEFERRED <lA'SES - <ltd.

GULMORE INVESTMENT PROPERTIES, INC. t to permit an addition to s'tOre closer

to East Glen Car1yn Dr1ve. 1800 fest south #7. THAN ALLOWED by the Ord1nanc

Parcel 2, Section A. Culmore, Mason District. (General Business)

Mr. Sam Baritz representee the applicant. They have revised their request

for variance on this side of the Culmore Shopping Center, Mr. Bar1tl said",

to conform to 'the opposite side - which would be a 15 foot setback. The

addition on the building would be 20 feet instead of 25 teet. He showed an

aerial photograph of the area indicating that Glen Carlyn Drive on this Bid

of the shopping center is not a through street t and therefore would no1; ca

a great alDOunt of traffic.

It was Mr. Mooreland 1 s opinion that it would be satisfactory to grant this

since it is not a through street and the setback area is unusable .for other

purposes J except perhaps trash collection. Mr. Barnes agreed.

Mrs. Henderson questioned traffic on this street and the limited area for

parking in ease of future development. That would have to be worked. out.

Mr. Baritz said. the parking space now is ample.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because it doee not conform to the mini

mum. setback requirements of the Ordinance and no evidence has been shown of

a hardship on the applicant any more than a similar situation on any other

piece of property. therefore. the requirem.ente of the Ordinance should be

met. The fact of this being an area for traeh collection cert.ainly does no

constitute a hardship. This area could be used for parking. Mr. Smieh con

tinued.

Motion seconded. Mrs. Henderson

For the motion: Mr. V. Smith. Mrs. Henderson

Against the mo:tion: Mr. Brook£ield. T. Barnes. J. B. Smith

Motion lost.

Mr. T. Barnes stated that he could not see where this would ham any pro

perty in the area, and would therefore move to grant the application for

a 15 foot setback. which would allow a 20 root addition to the present bull

ing.

Seconded. J. B. Smith

Mr. V. smith called attention to the fact that undue hardship was 'the only

basis on which this could be granted. according to the Ordinanee.

Mr. J. B. Smith and Mr. T. Barnes called attention to the fact that Glen

Carlyn Drive at this point acts mainly as a service dri'ye.

Mr. V. Smith and Mrs. Henderson thought a considerable amount of traf'£ic 1s

carried - that it is the thoroughfare to the apartments behind the shopping

center and that traffic Will undoubtedly increase, and also that increased

parking area will be required when further development takes place.

...v'"'
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August 14, 1956

DEFERRED CASES - <ltd.

Mr. Barnes suggested that at present the t.raffic is not heavy, and if this

is used for parking it could clear up an .eye sore. Also, Mr. "Barnes t.hoU8h

the need for more store space ill evident.

Mr. V.. Smith contended that - small stores do not constitute a reason Cor

variances, and are not the concern of the Board.

For the motion: Mr. Brookfield, T. Barnes, J. B. Smith

Against the motion: Mr. V.. Smith and Mrs. Henderson

Motion carried.

II
HUNTINGTON CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, to permit erection of e community buildi

52' x 24', adjoining Section ), Huntington, access trom Washington Avenue,

Mt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residsnce).

No one was present to discuss the case.

Mrs. Henderson moved to put it at the bottom of the list.

Seconded, Mr. V.. Smith

Carried

I

I

II
NEW CASES:

1- GEORGE BRICKEIJ!AIER, to pennit an addition to dwelling 35' 6" of BedIlmi,

Lot 50, Section 2, Hollin Hl11s Subdivision () Bedford Lane), Mr. Vernon

District. {Suburban Residence}.

Four letters from neighbors, all liVing on the cul-de-sac were read asking

the Board to grant this variance. Mr. Brickelmaler showed the architect,a

drawing of his proposed addition.

This lot presents a topographic condition, Mr. Brickelmaier told the Board.

The house practically sets on a shelt with a steep slope, a 14 or 15 toot

drop to the rear, and to one side where he would normally have room tor thi

addition. On one end of the house 1B a completoe glass wall, in addition to

the slope, where it would not be practical to add on. At. the rear it would

be necessary to have a two level building it the addition were added, be

cause of the slope. On the other side - the house is too close to the line

for an addition. It was suggested reducing the width at the addit,ion to

spread across the ;front of the house, thereby meeting the setback.

Across the front, Mr. Brickelmaier explained. there is a solid wall and the

bathroom windows, which he would not want to enclose, plus the steep grade

making it impossible to change the shape ot the addition.

The house is seU1ng on a high ;foundation which would make an addition im...

practical at any point except the front, Mr. Brickelmaier stated. The vio

latlon is only on one corner. Mr. Brickelmaier noted.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case because there is an alternate locatio

for the addition in the rear, and becau8~ no evidence of undue hardship upo

the applicant has been shown.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith
For the motion Mr. V. Smith, Mrs. Henderson. Mr. Brookfield and J. B. smith
Against: T. Barnes - Motion carried to deny.

I
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NEW CASES - iltd.

W. L. PEELE. to permit carport as erected to remain 18" oC side property

line, Lot 68, 'Section 2, City Park Homes (709 Oak Avenue), Falls Church Dis

(Urban Residence).

When he bought this lot, Mr. Peele told the Board I it was low and subject to

fiood. He therefore filled both front and back yard. for • depth of about

3.5 feet.. To further protect hie property he put in a brick retaining wall

around the entire front. The house 18 located in a gully - wa'ter and dirt

from development. around him draining off on to his lot. This has be.n an

expensive project; - he has about teooo in improvementse How.ever, the fiood

condition haa been controlled. Mr. Peele said. Since the r~ining wall wa

about :3 feet high - Mr. Peele said he put his 'Carport on the wall. He could.

not have located it behind. the house because ot the muddy ground.

Mrs. Henderson thought that by paving the driveway on back beyond the house

it would have been feasible to locate the garage behind the house.

Mr. Peele agreed - it may have been possible, but that would have necessita

IIOro filling sinco the back yard i. low and 8ince he had the wall on the

property line his neighbor did not object, and he did not enclose the carpo

h:':hOught it was all right as it is. He built this without a permit - be

lieving a permit was not necessary for a carport because it is not enclosed.

Actually the driveway and the concrete slap were put in to help control the

flooding in the yard, Mr. Peele continued. The Highway Department had okay

the work he had done to contrQl drainage now.

There were no objectioDs trom the area.

Mr. J. B. Smith suggested that the posts tor the carport could be set in tr

the wall, allowing the overhang 1A) protect- his car, and.at1l1 meet require

ments, haVing a 9 toot carport.

If' he did that, Mr. Peele explained, it would. leave an alley-way between th

retaining wall and. the carport and his gutters necessarily would run Over t

the retaining wall.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case because it is possible, in accordance

with ~. Peelets statement, to locate the carport behind the house and. make

it comply with the Ordinance.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson, J. B. Smith, V. Smith and T. Barnes

Mr. Broold'ield voted "no".

Motion carried to deny.

Mr. Peele told the Board that the person who had reported. his violation was

allowed to locate construction - on the 11ne (Dr. Fishman, who lives on

Chestnut Street).

II
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DELMAR L. CROWSON,to permit erec~ion of an open porch within 10 teet of the

rear property 11ne, Lot 5, Block 60, Section 20, Springfield (~808 AJ.lent..

Road), Mason DiStrict. (Suburban Residence.)

Mr. MaorelaD1 recalled to the Board the mistake which had occurred on the

rear 11nes in the subdivision of a r,roup of lots (including this lot) which

had cut down 'the rear . yards. The Board. granted a variance for 20 foot r ..

yards instead of the required 25 feet.

It was suggested moving the addition toward the opposite side of the house

where the back yard is wider and the porch could COnrOnD. This would mean

breaking in to another opening, Mr. Crowson said, and on this end the .fren

doors could be used as the opening 'to the porch. The house on the lot to t e

rear ot this 1s 8Ome'thing lIore than 26 teet from the 11ne.

It was noted 'that the lot 1s BUt£iclently large and properly dimenSioned to

carry the hou8e and addition without variance if the house were set dif

ferently on the lot - howeTer. the mistake in the rear line has cut down th

dep'th of the lot on one side.

Mr. v. smith !DOTed to grant the application bec&;use it does not appear to

affect adversely neighboring property.

Secondeci. J. B. Smith

Carried. unan1JDouI1y.

II
ALFRID J. SURACI. to permit extension of permit tor erection of a clinic

having ottices for .r.. to g Doctors which, will be expanded as corKiitions per

mit and. permit side line setback of not more than 40 feet.. on south side

/1236. approxiJDate1y 0.66 miles west of Annandale. Falle Church. District.

(Suburban Residence.

They were delayed. in starting this project. which was granted by the Board

in August 1955, Dr. Suraci told the Board. because of a sewerage situation.

Now they have the loan and the sewer cOnnection is promised for next year.

about the same time the building will be completed.

Mr. ·Ernest Rauth. Architect for the project. showed plans of the building.

There were no objections from the area.

The application did not contain a plot plan of the building 10cation.Which

Mr. V. smith thought should be in the hands of the Board. Mr. Rauth had a

blueprint showing the general building area to be. 100 teet tram the rro~

line and 40 teet from the sides. However, this was not a plot plan. nor

was the actual building certified for location. The Board agreed that the

building should have a certified location on the property and in case at

expansion the applicant would again appeal to the Board.

Mr. V. Smith suggested deferring the case until August 2&th for certit'led

plats.

Mr. Rauth said they were necessarily tied to this particular building at

the present time by their loan. The build iog planned bas an area of 18.000

square feet. but as business warrants they would wish to expand and would

I
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NEW CASESCONT1lIUEIl

come back to the Board. Mr. Rauch said he could have the plot plan for

certified. location of the proposed building within two weeks.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to deter the eppl1cetion until August 28th for certi

tied plats ot bUilding location.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried t unanimously.

II
FAIRFAX AMUSDmNT CORP•• to permit erection of a sign ·(marqUee) larger than

allowed by the Ordinance, (approximately 225 square teet) at the N. W.

corner #29-6211 and #608, Centreville District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Harry Aikens represented the applicant. They had ol"dered this sign,

Mr. Aikens told the Board. with no set date tor delivery and when it came

unexpectedly - before they were ready for it - they put it on the corner

of Route !I&J8 and Routes 1129+11211. where they wish to locate it permanently

knowing they would have to go before the Board for final location permit.

The sign is not electrically connected. The overall dimenaioDe are 17 feet

high and 22 teet long. It 1s aftting on a gingerbread type oC pilon.

Mr. Mooreland gave the Board something ot the background of this sit.uation:

There is a questoion, Mr. Mooreland said, if t.his small strip ot ground. on

the west side of Route #(:IJg on which the sign 1l!l placed, was zoned for busi

ness at the time of the original Hunter Lodge rezoning. It has been assWDe

that. the Hunter Lodge property rons to Rout.e /H:IJg - but when an a'Courate

sUl"'t"ey was made it included this strip, varying in width from 7 feet to )0

feet, and narrowing down to a point several hundred. feet north ot Routes

#29-#211, across Route #6Qg - isolatoed trom the balance of the street.

How the road became located. within the Hunter Lodge property, Mr. Mooreland

said, they did not know. It was logical to assume the the road had become

changed over a period. of time , but that it originally followed the weat

boundary of the Hunter Lodge property.

It, it Is determined that this property was zoned tor busine's8, Mr. Moorela

continUed, it wtil 'then be necessary for the Soard to determine 1£ grantolng

the sign on this location would be granting it .on the use".

Mr. Aiken stated that their lease included this strip of land. across Route

l60g, and. it was theirwish to have the sign there - otherwise it would be

of no value t.o them - located on the site ot the Theatre.

Mr. V. &nith recalled that the plats on the original open air theatre did

not include this strip of ground, and if this strip was not included in tbe

original rezoning - it is therefore zoned Agricul'tural and. t.he Board has no

jurisdiction to grant it. Also this location would be about 600 feet from

the use, which the Board could not grant.

Mr. Mooreland brought the file of 'the open air theatore case - the plat did

include the strip of land on the west side ot Route #608.
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NEW CASES - Ctd.

The Board then checked the description ot this land tiled With the original

rezoning of the Hunter Lodge property. At the time or this rezoning, Mr.

Mooreland recalled I plats were not certified and descriptions were by metes

and bounds - taken from the deed. However, the description reads that the

property along Routea#29-#211 ruDS to the north east corner: ot Route #f:JJa

and Routes #29-#211 - which apparently would not include the strip aCl"Oe8

Route (lflJS.

Mr. V. Smith thought this was a ms;tter for di8cussion with "the Colllllonweal'th II

Attorney. He therefore moved to deter the cBse until September 11,1956 in

order to discuss the zoning with the Commonwealth's Attorney.

Seconded, J. B. SIllith

Carried, unanimously_

II
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6- JOHN FOLET, to permit garage to remain as built closer to the side 11ne

allowed by the Ordinance,(SS23 Virginia Avenue). Draneaville District.

A few years ago. Mr. FOley said. bis, adjoining neighbor discussed with him

the idea of the two families building double garages - on the property line

After he had bought the concrete and had put in a retaining wall _ which wa

mostly on his neighbors property - the neighbor reniged on the plan. Mr.

Foley had laid the footings for both garages - 80 he went ahead wi~ his

own garage. He got a pe~lt for a single garage showing location about

1-1/2 feet from the side line. He located the' garage so close to the line

because the back of his lot slopes otf a gpod deal and even to locate it at

this point required considerable f1111ng. Also he wanted to save a large

oak tree which is just back of the garage.

A letter was read from this neighbor. Mrs. Freda Groff. stating the .facts

as Mr. Foley had told the Board.. Mrs. Groff said she'did not object to the

construction of this garage and that it is not a detriment in any way 400

her property.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application. provided the frame wall adjac

to the property owned by Mrs. Freda Groff be reconstructed of fire proof

material - brick or cinderblock - and that it shall not come closer than

one foot from the property line. This is granted because it does not appea

to affect adversely adjoining property.

Seconded. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
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I

I



I

I
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7- HUNTIHGTON CITIZENS ASSOCIAfION - TM.a casa waa taken up at this time as

the Board was up to it-a schedule and the case was defe~ only for pre_

sentation of plats. The original discussion on this involved whecher or

not it was practical to have an entrance ride enough tor cars or to have

a walkway - as shown on the plae. The new plat.s loca~e a parking area aero'

Washington Avenue, which would give car accessibility without the danger of

care: entering near the playground area. This was satisfactory 1;0 the Board.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant 'the application as shown on plat dated. .1"&_ la,
1956 by Edward S. Holland Pro£easional Civil Enginear.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

1'7 1
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NEW CASES - Ctd.

MILLER BUILDING SUPPLY CCMPANY, INC., of Virginia. to permit erection ot 4

s1gos with larger area than allowed by the Ordinance (175-3/4 square Ceet)

Lots 2 and " Henry Williams Eseate. (General Business).

Mr. Roger Wells showed pictures of' the new building which is partially com

pleted. and. explained the new 10cat10n ot the building. which is about 271

reet from Columbia Pike. This property Contains about ) acres with 221 roo
rrontAge on Columbia Pik. - the sign area requested is 115-3/4. square -feet.

The sign will be placed on the building.

Mr. Miller explained the change in his plans. Originally he had expected t '

demolish the old building on the property and put up the new building close

to Columbia Pike. but he ran into a snag in f'inancing. The loan company

would not put up the money because they relt that the area was not suffi_

Ciently built up to support this size venture at this· time. Therefore. Mr.

Miller said he was remodelling the old bUilding for model ki-tchens and will

put up a building which will serYe as' a future warehouse. This ie located

back 271 feet on the property in order that in the future when he can build

h:l.s permenant building this will be used as the warehouse and the new bu:l.ld

ing will be located closer to Columbia Pike. At present the area in front

of the building will be divided between parking area and. grass.

The sign which he proposes to use here. Mr. Miller said. is One wh.:l.ch he is

presently using on his building in Arlington. His building will have a 100

foot frontage. which Will figure out to less than two square feet per lin

foot of sign. However. there probably will be Wom8 additional signs on the

building - to give the Company name or for other products.

Mr. Mooreland questioned the type of sign proposed. He noted that no place

on the string of' signs which Mr. Miller proposes is the firm name d1splayed

it is a list of products. Mr. Mooreland noted. If Mr. Miller should add on

other~products.: - where would this listing end? He thought 1£ people knew

"Kitchen Center" - they would surely know what was being sold without havi

to spell out eech erticle.
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NEW CASES - Ctd.

7-etd. These signs will necessarily be flexible, Mr. Miller explained, there may

be changes from time t.o time. However, this type of sign will probably not

be used on his permanent building, Mr. M111er stated - but as it 1s _ he go

involved in this deal which has not worked out as he had hoped, and they ar

doing the best they can until such time as they can get financing for a

permanent building. While the products may change this 1s the sign area th

need. It also is a matter of being able to use a sign which he alr.-dy had

Mr. Miller continued - it is a good s1gn tor their temporary purposes. but

when the new building goes in it will no doubt be chonged.

Since there was no location plan with the cas., Mr. V. Smith suggested that.

the building should be shown with setbacks so the Board would know exactly

where the sign will be placed.

Mr. Mooreland said he could not require certified location plats in sign

cases, when the signs are on a building. Mr. V. Smi'th con'tended that with

out having the location tied down the Board had no defini'te indication wher

the building or the sign were located. He recalled that they had required

location platB from others - why not in this caBe?

Mr. Mooreland said they had required certified plats on standing signs, but

not when the sign is on a building, as in that case 'the sign is es'tablished.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the application be granted as shown on "Proposed

Sign" plat for Mr. Miller's building dated July 3. 1956 - drawn by Mr. Wells

the building to be lactated as shown on blueprint by Warren Shoemaker, dated

May )0, 1956, on Lots 2 and ) Henry Williams Estates -the bUilding to be

located 271 feet from Columbia Pike.

Seconded I Mr. T. Barnes.

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson, T. "Barnes, Mr. Brookfield, J. B. Smi'th

Mr. V. Smith voted "no".

Motion carried.

II
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8- SPRINGFIELD ESTATES COMPANY. to permit dwelling_to rema,1Q,as ez:;ql'ed 34.85
~ f.f7/'f. '-!'""r"""4;.W.l~ 'i

feet of Street property line, Lot 20, Block 6, Section l~Springfield E~tate .s'f'v.
Lee District., (Urban Residence).

Mr. Robert Kursch represented the applicant. These are small variances, Mr.

Kursch pointed out - on Lot 20 - 2 inch variance and on Lot 22 - 6 inch

variance. The projection on the side-rear of these houses indicates the

future 10cat10n of a carport, Mr. Kursch explained.

Mr. V. Sm1th moved to grant the requested variance on Lot 20 as shown on pla

by Edward S. Hollond, C. E. and C. L. S., dated June 22, 1956 - becauee this

does not appear to affect adversely neighboring property and this is a vari

ance of .15 of a foot.

Seconded. ,. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

I

I
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preserve.

letter was read from Walter Brown. the neighbor on this Bide of Mr. Robert •

tatlng he did not object to this addition.

here were no objections from the area.

s. Henderson moved bo deny the case because it is a- considerable var1J\nce

rom the Ord.~Qce. and because there is an alternate location for the car

rt behind the house. and because no undue hardship has been shown.

econded, Mr. V. Smith

r.ried. unanimously.

R. EARNEST. to permit erection of a dwelling within 20 feet of the

ear property line. Lot 20. Section 2. Clermont. Lee District.{Sub. Res.}

his is a very long. narrow. odd-shaped lot with over 500 foot frontage.

ut with very little depth. and is therefore difficult to build upon. Mr.

roest pointed out. The house he has planned is 40 x 24 feet -but it can

at be placed on the lot in any way to meet requirements. This lot backs up

o Winslow Hills Subdivision which is built up and there is no chance of

cqulring more property.

OaBIE ROBERTS, to permit erection ot a carport within 4 1 6" ot the side pro

rty line, Lot 56, Section 9, Broyhill Park, (1820 Holly H1ll Ill'1va) ,Falls

urch District. (Suburban ReBidence).

en he bought the house. Mr. Roberts explained.' he thought he would be able

a bUild a carport on the side of his house within the Ordinance. The driTe

y was in - on this side.

s. Henderson .suggested extending the dztiveway on back and locating the

arport behind the house. Mr. Roberts answered that that would be too ex

Henderson noted was not a case in point 4S tar as the

rd. was concerned.

Roberts said there are trees at the rear 0:C his house which he

ugust; .14, J.'I'O

EW CASES - Ctd.

n Lot 22 J Mr. V. 8m1th said he could not move to grant that because the pro

jectioD,1n front of which the carport will be erected, is too close to the

side line. This projection was put on after the house was built, Mr. Xursch

said.

• V. Smith moved that the variance on Lot 22, as shown on plat by Edward

S. Holland, C. E. and C. L. S., dated June 22, 1956 be granted on the south

side of the house, the setback being 9.47 filet from the property line, but

hat this granting specifically excludes trom the application a variance on

aide of the house, which shows the structure to be 6.22 '1'••10 Crom

Granted because this does not appear to attect adversely

eighboring property•

• conded, T. Barnes

unanimously.

9-

10-
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NEW CASES _ Ctc!.

lO-Ctd. Mrs. Henderson suggested that this lot Bhould never be buUt upon, that it

would make a very good park area.

Mr. Earnest said it was set up 8S a lot in order 'to help bear the .cost or
the street snd facilities. It was approved for a lot by the Planning <:0..

mission.

Mr. V. Smith moveci to deny the case because the lots acroH the street are

far in exces8 of min1mum area required for suburban zon1ng. and these lots

are sufficiently deep so that this lot could have been laid out in a use

able lot, and to grant this request would b& upholding poor planning _

unless there is some topographic condition which has not been shown, or 80m

reason why this lot could not have been divided otherwise.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

For the motion: Mr. V. Smith, Mrs. Henderson, 1Ir. J. B•. Smith, T. Barnes

Mr. Brookfield voted "no"

Motion carried.

II
11- ' DOMENICO DeMETRIO, to permit porch to remain as ~rect.ed. 8.2 teet ot t.he sid

property line, Lot. 15, Block P, Section 2, Pa~ (7141 Everglade Drive),

Mason Distr.ict. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. C. H. Harrison, the builder, represent.ed the applicant. In mea~ur1ng

tor the setback, Mr. Harrison said. he had taken the distance trom the Jlmce

which is three inches over the line.

A letter was read trom Mr•.and Mrs. Thwait.s, stating they did not object to

this addition. This i8 the neighbor most atfected.

Mr. Mooreland told the Board that this addition was put on without a permit

Mr. Harrison said he had gotten a permit ror part ot it.

Mr. Harrison said he was just starting his building operations in Fairfax

County, he had been operating in Arlington County and Maryland _ where this

setback would be allowed.

Mr. Mooreland tound the permit which indicated a 15.9 f"oot setback,whereas

the plats presented with this case show an 8.2 foot setback. The permit fo

the house showed a 2) root setback - 15 feet tor the carport.

The porch does not go all the way across the side of the house. Mr. HaITiso

said - he had had some difficulty in drawing the plot plan and was helped

in the Zoning Office. It was agreed that the clerk who helped him probably

did not have accurate inf'orms:tion trom Mr. Harrison.

Mr. Mooreland suggested that the application be denied - recalling that the

Board. had previously denied a ) inch variance on a carport in this SUb

division.

Mr. V. Smith moved. to deny the case in view ot the variance trom the 0rcl1

nance and the irregularities in the application) and because there is no

evidence ot undue hardship.
Seconded) ~ Henderson
Carried. unanimously.

II
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The addition is completed.

12-
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August l4, l~~O _ CASES _ ctd.

WIHFRED RODEFFER, to permit an addition to dwelling as erected to remain

within 47 feet of the .treet property line, Lot 5, Block 3, VUla Loring,

Providence District. (Rural Residence).

Mr. Rode£fer said he knew the required setback on his property was 50 £est,

and had discussed this with the man whom he had hired to draw up his plans.

He let the contract for the addition and assumed that the <:ontra'Ctor would

folloW' the requirements. Unf'ortunately, he did not check the setback of

this addition. He called tor foOting inspection and was given an okay on t 'Co.

(Mr. Mooreland noted that the inspection of rootings did not include in

spection of setback - only the depth and width of footings). When the build

ing was under roof it· was checked again aOO found to be three tee't short of

the required 50 toot setback.

Mr. R. C. Herndon we. hi. builder, Mr. Rodeffer said, and Mr. Herndon had
. tqe

told h1JD. it was all right - that he had drawn the plans and located/addit.1on

in accordance with requirements. There 18 plenty of room on the property fa

this addition, Mr. Rodeffer continued, and he himself should have checked

his builder more closely - but he didn't think it was necessary. He thought

the front corner of his house. this addition, and his garage were allan the

same setback line. Mr. Rod.rEar no'ted that Hull Road. on which -the bouse

faces, 1s only ODe block long, aacl eha hGUIe n actuall) Sdil uwtd:ed 011 bit: sa

"'" 6"lA-" ~l..o7
8. Rodeffer pointed out that since the house 1:8 ~18I1Uesl1, w'YFo"ndd k,.

1s set at an angle. this 1s the only side on which they can put

n addition. Other houses on their street can be added to more easily be

set square wi'th the front line. A smaller room would not be

ttract1ve nor in proportion with th~ present building, Mrs. Rodeffer said.

showed a drawing of the house with the addition.

posts indicating their line are out, Mr. Roderter said, and they had

othing to measure tram except the house and garage setbacks•

• V. Smith moved to deter the case to view the property - de.ferred until

11th.

J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

/
DEFERUD CASES:

DCMINIC BOCK, to permit storage shed to remain as erected within one foot

of rear property line and within taree inches of side property line,Lot 429

Mason Terrace (105 Bolling Road), Falls C~urch District. (Suburban Residence

His neighbor at the rear filled in his back yard to such an extent, Mr.Bock

tola the Board, that it necessitated his putting in a retaining wall along

the back of his lot and down the sides to take care of flooding. The wall

became such a hazard to children in the area (climbing on it) that he raise

the two sides of the wall a small amount, put on a front and wide wall and

made a shed for his tools. The shed is about 13 x 7.5 x 7 teet high. He d

not think it was necessary to have a permit for this kind at shed.



L I 0 August 14. 1950

DEFERRED - (ltd.

l-Ctd. There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that Mr. Bock take out the wall on the side where

the shed. comes within three inches of the line, and move the wall in to a

one foot setback. Mr. Bock said there was no objection from this neighbor

and 'this 'WOuld make a jog in his retaining Wall - which haa been very aatia

factory in controlling the f'loodlng from his neighbors property. The neigh ria

back yard 1s about 10 teet higher than his property, Mr. Bock said.

Mrs. Henderson moved to grant the application because to deny thiB it coll1d

result in peculiar and exceptional difficulties for tbe applicant.

Seconded, V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

2- WILLIAM S. ERVIN, to permit erection and operation of a repair garage, Lota

15, 16 and 17. FalrhUl on the Boulevard, Providence District. (Rural Bus.)

Mr. Roy Swayse represen'ted 'the applican't. At the hearing of July 24th,Mr.

Swayze recalled to the Board, this case was firet denied by motion which

died for lack of a second, then was deferred to view the property. Mr.

Swayze said he understood. that Mr. McCandlish was present to offer objectio

on the part of residents of the area. Under Section 12-H-5 of the Ordinanc

Mr. Swayze continued, the manner of procedure for these cases 18 set up and

auch procedure was. followed at the 1~8t hearing - therefore in his opinipn

it was not necessary to hear the case along with the objectors a second

time. The only matter left open 18 the report and decision of the Board. 

after having viewed the property. A rehearing would. only take the time of

the Board and such a rehearing is not provided for in the Ordinance. He

would assume, Mr. Swayze, continued that no new evidence was to be beard,

that the case is closed on the basis of the evidence presented at the last

meeting. He asked. the Board to determine if the case should be reopened fo

evidence. If so, he also would go into the details of the applicant t sease.

Mr. v. Smith said he had seen the property, but he felt that 1£ the applica

or the opposition has new evidence which could not logically have been pre

sented before - it should be heard at this time.

Mr. McCandlish stated that he had read the minutes of the last meeting and

be recalled no stat-ement that the case was deferred to view the property,

the case was simply deferred. Since there were several questions discussed

at that meeting which his clients would like to take up again with the Boa

Mr. McCandlish asked that the Board hear the case again.

It was suggested that the Board read the minlitee. Mr. Brookfield st-ated

that the Board had heard evidence in other cases after viewing the property

The Board re-read the minutes, and Mr. Brookfield, the Chairman, ruled that

the case was deferred for more information and that the case would be beard

again.

I
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Mr. Sway.e recelled the reet thet Mr. Ervin hed been ope....ting a body repoi

shop on Lee Highway for many years - as a non-eonforming use. His shop was

burned. Mr. Mooreland was in doubt as too the percentage of d*storuct1on. It

was determined that 1es8 than sa,C of the building was destroyed _ theretore,

Mr. Ervin 1s having the building repaired. However, he cannot expand his

business - which has become a necessity, in View. of his increasing business.

For that reason he wishes to operate a sieond shop at this proposed location

This property has been zoned tor business for many years. It is located

near his present business, Mr. Swayze continued. It 1s across the street

trom other business zoning, and not far from growing busines8 area west of

Merrifield.

This property 1s located about 600 feet trom a piece ot property which the

Board of Supervisors have recently ~ez.oned- for a property yard. Other

similar businesses are located between this recently rezoned area and the

intersection at Mer.r1field - two businesses tor excavating and storage ot

heavy equipment, lumber business, animal hospital, automobile sales and re

pair garage, heating plant sales oftice, and like businesses. These busi

nesses are not unlike the plant Mr. Ervin wishes to erect. Mr. Swayze con

tinued. The only dirterence is that this requires a use permit _ and in

that. Mr. Swayze contended. the Board 1s euided by the Ordinance. not by the

people objecting.

In view ot the Ordinance which states under Section 6-16 that such uses sha

be located in compact groups•••• with the already established businesses

ot the same general type in this general area. Mr. Swayze contended that thi

would not be undue scattering of busines8. Mr. Ervin has conducted his busi

ne88 on the Lee Highway tor eleven years. and it would be impractical tor

him to leave the area. Mr. Swayze pointed out. and take up a location away

from his present ,business. This is the best location he haa been able to £i

Mr. Ervin has conducted a legitimate busines8 all these years without com

plaint. )&4. Swayze continued. he has not kept wrecked cars on the premises.

At present there are some cars on the property - those which were partially

destroyed by the fire. and the insurance company and the law require that

)ley remain there until adjustment is made. These carat however. are being

removed. Mr. Ervin will not have wreckitd cara on his premises _ in accordan e

with the Ordinance - and he will conduct his business between regular work..

ing hours. There will be no mora dist11rl.bance. Mr. Swayze continued. trom th s

business than from any other business which might go in here without a spec

permit. There will be no coming and going of heavy equ:1filhent. the cars will

be repaired within the building. We are dealing with a man long established

in business in Fairfax County. Mr. Swayze stated. a man who will do every

thing he can to conform to all regulations and who will conduct his business

in a manner not to create a nuisance. He is merely asking for a means of

expanding his business.

.J..., I
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Mr. Shield McCandlish repre8en~ed the opposition.

If this case 1s granted, Mr. McCandlish pointed out, it would not be in

accordance with the Ordinance as the Ordinance states that 'this' type of

business (filling stations and repair garages) shall be locat.ed as f'ar 8S

possible in compact groups. Since the nearest location where this type of

business could be placed in a compact group would be Merrifield, which 1s

1/2 mile away, locating at this point could in no stretch ot the imagina

tion meet 'the Ordinance. Mr. McCandlish read a definition of 'compact'

and 'group' to indicate that this property did not in any way meet the

Ordinance requirements.

This proposed site 1s just over the crest of the hill, Mr. McCandlish in

formed the Board, at a spot where many accidents have occurred, therefore

from the standpoint of safety it would not be a satisfactory place. It

would therefore appear that a grouping of filling stations or repair garage

would never take place at this intersection. Also Mr. McCandlish noted

that there is no business across the street - a further indication that a

grouping· of any type business would not take place here.

Mr. McCandlish showed pictures of Mr. Ervin's present busines8. indicating

the wrecked cars in the yard. It is the nature of 'this type of business,

Mr. McCandlish continued. that damaged cars must be on the property. They

are continually working on wrecked cars - the cars are being hauled in and

out by wreckers - an added hazard to this already dangerous location. The

very nature of the business. the writers ot-the Zoning Ordinance realized,

requires a special use permit. Mr. McCandlish pointed out. in order to con

trol the location and protec't nearby homes trom the dangers and deprec1atin

afrect of this type of opera'tion.

While this is a business zone. the ract that it is a predominately resi

dential area with homes very near, should restrict the type or business go

ing in. Mr. McCandlish showed. pictures of the lot and homes in the Immedia e

area - indicating the nearness of homes to the business property. There

are £i£ty-one homes in the area and many children. This would be an added

hazard- to the children coming and going .from school and would be detrimenta

to property values. The locat ion of a repair garage wi thin a residential

area is wholly incomp8table with the intent of the Ordinance, Mr. MeCandlis

contended.

A letter was read from the Merrifield Improvement Association. stating thel

opposition to this location - asking that this business not be locat.ed in

this residential area.

Mr. Tepper spoke in opposition. His property is very near the proposed

location. Mr. Tepper thought it one lived within 200 feet ot tbSl. operatio
it would be very noisy and depreciating to property. He spoke of Mr. Ervin s

hours of operation which often went fa:r beyond regular business hours. he

thought it would be impossible to conduct this busin~ss without having

wrecked cars on the premises. this would be dangerous tor children in the

I
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DEFERRED - Ct<!.

area, and it would create an added traffic hazard to t.he area.

Mr. Halle'tt told of driving by Mr. Ervin's place of business many evenings

and of hearing the noise from the work shop. Mr. Hallett thought some othe

type ot business at this location would not be objectionable. Mrs. Hallett

agresd.

Mr. Joseph Jackson told of his brother-in-law who 1s in this same type of

business, and whose shop is detrimental to homes in the neighborhood.

Mrs. Bush had noticed Mr. Ervin working at 9:)0 in the evening.

Mr. E. Ballman, who 1s trying to sell, has hopes of doing 80 before this

business can locate in the neighborhood.

Mr. Swayze said the nigh't work now going on at Mr. Ervin's 1s the repair on

his old building. He does not work atter 5:30 p.m., Mr. Swayze contended,

and will not do so in his new location - 1£ he gets it.

These people in opposition have given no reason for a denial. Mr. Swayse

stated further. He recalled. from the Ordinance the atatement regarding

'compaCt groupS' - which adda 'in so far as possible'. The Ordinance does

not Bay that these businesses !!!!l be located in compact groups. Uncter any

circUMs'tances. Mr. Swayze continued, the phrase 'compact. groups' is relativ

The intent of the Ordinance is not to string filling statioDs along the

highways. Mr. Ervin has 1eglt1mate reasons for w1ahing to 1acatoe here _ it

1s 1n a business zone. near other like businesses, and he tbou!i!:ht the op

position had Over-stated their caSe. Like businesses are not. 1/2 mUe away,

aa has been stated, Mr. Swayze continued. and the Board of Supervisors has

apparently considered the location ot Blackwell Engineering and Simpson's

business not out of keeping with the general area. and they formed a "campa

group". These businesses are considerably le8s than 2000 feet away.

One of the objectors is selling his property, Mr. Swayze pointed out, the

other objections to night work have been answered and certainly a reasonabl

amount of noise will result from any business. Mr. Errtn, by his past ex

perience and his standing iIi the co_unity is richly deserving of this perm

Mr. Swayze continued. he urged the Board to grant this permit.

Mr. T. Barnes moved to grant the application due to the faet that it was

viewed by the Board and found that it would be located in 8,S compact a grou

as it is possible to get. and. due to the fact that this is a business zone

and some business w111 undoubtedly locate here, there would appear not to b.

su£ficie~t reason to deny the applicant a permit to locate his business here

This to be granted on Lots 15, 16 and 17 of Fairhi11 on the Boulevard•••

There was no second - motion lost.

Mr. V. Smith agreed that Mr. Ervin had done an excellent job as shown by his

satisfied customers. but in view of Section 6-12 of the Ordinance there is

a question as to whether or not this would be locating this business in a
\>-1"

"cQJl:lpaet g~up" lUI stated under the Ordinance, and under Section ~-D-2) it;,
would be detrimental to the public welfare and injurious to property and

.1.(::;1
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2-etd. improvements in the neighborhood. he would move to deny the case.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

For the motion: V. Smith, Mrs. Henderson, Mr. Brookfield, J. B. Smith

Mr. T. Barnes voted "non.

The motion carried to deny.

II
1- WILLIAM E. MOSS - The case of William E. Moss was taken up again and no

one was present to discuss it.

Mr. V. Smith ..oved to d.fer the case until Septemb.r llth,1956 and th.t

Mr. Mos8 be notified that this caS8 will be heard at that time.

Seconded. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

Th. ..••ting adjourned

John W. Brookfield J halrman

I
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The regular meeting oC the Fairfax
Coun'ty Board ot .zoninp: Appeals was
held Tueeday, Auguet 28, 1956 at
10 0 ' clock a.m. in the .tIoard Room
of the Fairfax County 'Courthouse.

Members present: Mr. Brookfield, Verlin Smith, T. Barnes and Mrs. Henderson

Only the deferred cases scheduled for this hearing were handled as the new

easelS were not properly advertised. New cases are now advertised for hear

ing on September 18, 1956.

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

DEFERRED CASES:

Martin L. Ayres, Jr., to permit an addition within 20 feet of the rear pro

perty line, on east side HI Highway, approximately 400 feet north of inter

section of #626 and #1 Highway. Mr. Vernon District. (Rural Business).

Mr. Ayres said he had started this building without a permit - but with no

.... u ....

J 1/

I

I

I 2-

intent to evade the regulations. His brother was visiting him and the idea

of Mr. Ayres putting on a play room :for his children was discussed. Since

both he and his brother were rree that day they started the room-addition.

The addition is 21 feet from the rear line. Mr. Ayres thought there would

be no adverse affect on the neighbors as the property at the rear of his

line takes' a decided slope down and the house on that lot is about 200 feet

from his addition. These people do notdbject.

WbUe there are houses on both sides of him they are about 75 teet from his

house. This room is badly needed for his four children. Mr. Ayres contend

to keep them off the street and to provide a play room in the winter.

The Board discussed the unreasonableness of going ahead on this without a

permit and suggested that some means should be arrived at to impress ~ople

with the necessity of getting permits. Mr. Brookfield recalled the large

amount of money the County is spending attempting to develop in an orderly

manner - and the need for cooperation from the public,

Mrs. Henderson said she had tried to find this property but had been un

successful. None of the members had seen the property.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case for another two weeks (unt.1l Septembe

11th) in order to view the property. in view of the evidance that had been

presented.

Seconded, Mr. T, Barnes.

Carried, unanimously.

It was agreed that it would not be necessary for Mr. Ayres to be present

at the next meeting.

1/
Richard Anderson, to pennit erection of carport ISft of side property line,

Lot 7. 1st Addition to Fairview, (209 East Fairview Avenue). Mt. Vernon Dist

(Suburban Residencsl.

Mr. Anderson had been told that it would not be necessary for him to appear

at this hearing. The case was deferred to view the property. Mrs. Henderao

had seen the property and had found that it would be possible for the app11 t
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DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

to locate the carport at least 5 feet back of the house and 'Still be on

level ground - and meet the side requirements.

With regard to other viOlations in the area - which had been discussed at

the lestheering, Mrs. Henderson said she did see many houses and carports

which were too close to the line - but she also noted that this 1s an old

subdivision, with very narrow lots, many at' them 65 rest, and. it is practi

cally impossible to have carports without Violation. It is possible, Mrs.

Henderson continued, that many of' these violations had taken place betore

the Ordinance was adopted.

MrIl.Henderson moved to deny the case because there 1s an alterna'te location

tor the carport and. no eVidence ot undue hardship has been presented.

Seconded, V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

3- Mary Vavala, to pennit extension of trailer court !'rom 36 to 42 units, Lot

18, Evergreen Farms, (Gum Springs Trailer Court), Mt. Vernon District.

(General Business).

Mr. Paul Delaney, Attorney, represented the applicant.

Mr. Delaney presented the new-revised plats to the Board but stated that

the engineer had suggested not making the topographic map until the case is

approved by the Board. They have not had the approval of the Highway Dept.

for entrances am exits nor have they been able to contact the Fire Marsh

Mr. Delaney suggested that. the Boarcl. defer this case again for )0 days _

at which time they will make every effort to present additional data to

comply with requeste of the Board.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the caee for 30 days (Sept. 25,19S6) for

additional information.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried. unanimously.

II

I

4- Alfred J. Suraci. to permit extension of permit for erection of a clinic

having offices for 4 to g Doctors which w1.Il be expanded as conditions

permit,and permit side line setback of not more than 40 feet. on south side

#236, approximately 0.66 mi. west of Annandsle, Falls Church District.

(Suburban Residence).

This case was scheduled for 1:10 p.m. _ but since the regularly Bchedu1ed

cases were not heard - Dr. Suraci was asked to appear at this time. Howeve.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that since this case had been scheduled at 1:10 p.m.

it could be that people in the area might have questions regardinK this

installation and had planned to come up a1; 'that time. He thought the case

should not be -heard Wltil the scheduled time. This is a sizable invest

ment. Mr. V. Smith continued, and the possibility of a question arising

at some later time regarding legality of 1;he hour of the hearing might hold

up construction or throw this into Court. He did not think the applicant

I

I
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4-ctd. nOr the Board should be placed in the posit.ion of defending an advanced

Even though this was not an advertised hour _ it has been

on the agenda, which is available to the public.

• Mathis, representing the applicant, suggested hearing the case at this

~1m. and no~ making ~he decision un~il 1:10 p.m.

• Rauth, representing the architects, was of the opinion that waiting unt

1:10 p.m. would not only meet the agenda but would &1; the same time give him.

the opportunity of getting together more complete and detailed plans.

he clause in the application which st.ates "•••••offices f'or It to g Doctors

hleb will be expanded as conditions permit" was discussed. The Board

questioned granting this use including unlimited expansion.

It was agreed 'to put the case over until 1 :10 p.m.

.J..Uu

II

I

ir. Mooreland recalled to the Board the granting of a swim.ing pool to O. K.

Normann - on August 17, 1954 - which granting was specific in that it did

not cover using the pool as a COlllUercial project. Mr. Mooreland showed

pictures of signs on Mr. Normann's property indicating that the pool was ope

o the public for a fee.

It was recalled that the applicant asked to make a reasonable charge merely

o cover costs of maintaining the pool .. to which the Board agreed.

he Board agreed that Mr. Normann should get rid or the signs, since the ad

ertising would label it a commercial project.

e Board read minutes, then adjourned for lunch~ convening at 1:10 p.m. to

Suraci case.

en this case was filed, Mr. Mathis told the Board, it was in the name of

• Suraci, and while Dr. Suraci still owns the property, the corporation

hich was formed takes in additional Doctors and the Charter will be issued

o "Medicai Center, Inc." Mr. Mathis therefore asked that the application

be so amended. They have a loan in the amount of $250,000 and $150,000 in

cash. They are ready to start construction as soon as permits are granted.

J. Suraci. It was recalled that this case was first granted on Sept.

1, 1954 - tor one year - and renewed for one year in August 1955. This is

request to renew'the permit.

Since two members of the Board were not on the Board at the time of the

granting of this application, the minutes of the first hearing were read.

• Mathis presented a schematic drawing of the proposed building. This

be granted, Mr. Mathis continued, in the rioe of'nMedical Center" _ &s
wide variety of' med.ical and dentristry cases will be handled. and the pro

under that name - also the Charter will be granted to

I

I
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4-Ctd. The plans presented showed the layout of each floor - these ar~ the approv

drawings on which they have obtained their loan, Mr. Mathis continued. Mr.

Mathis also showed the Trust Agreement of the Corporation.

It was noted that the plans include a drug store. This will not be the

usual "Peoples" type of drug store, Mr. Mathis explained, it will merely

serve patrons as a dispensary and for necessary prescriptions. This will

be run as a non-profit operation.

It was necessary to form this non-profit corporation, Mr. Mathis .continued,

to include the participating Doctors, however, there 1s no change in their

plan of operation, and Dr. Suracl will retain control of the majoriey stoCk

Mr. Mathis pointed out that across the street f'rom this property 1s the re

creational area and the property on both sides of the proposed CeReer 1s

owned by relatives of Dr. Suraci - who do not object.

Mr. Taylor, from Annandale, representing the Recreational Area, Lions .club,

American Legion, and other citizens ot Annandale, told the Board that tlw!se

organ1zatione heartily endorse this project as a greatly needed and long

overdue facillt.y tor the Annandale area and for the County. The people wh

he represents, Mr. Taylor continued, do not reel that this will be detr1me

in any way to the area.

Mr. Ange. from Annandale. also supported the prpject. representing many·peo

ple in Annandale and unofficially representing the Recreational area. The

main comment on this project rrom people in the area, Mr. Ange said.• is _

'when will it get started?Y

Mr. Egoff, from the Moose Lodge also urged the Board to grant this use, ae

they believe it will fulfill a badly needed service in the area.

Mr. Bill Runyon registered his approval.

There were no objections from the area.

The building will be of brick, limestone, and Architect's Terra Cot-ta con

struction. Space for 79 cars is shown on the plats.

They have not yet contacted the Highway Dept. for ingress -and egrees, but

that will be done, Mr. Mathis continued.

Mr. :Mooreland told the Board that difficulties arising from highway entranc

to business property had resulted in a new plan whereby all entrances to

business property wUl first be passed .upon by Mr. Schumann, Director of

Planning - the Director at: Tra1't:ic. and the Highway Engineering Department

at Culpepper. Therefore, ingress and egress in this case will be taken

care of.

Mr. Mathis explained their delay in starting, stating that they could not.

get the loan until there was assurance of the sewer lines - which they are

told Will be ready for hook up by the time the bUilding is completed.

I

I
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DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

Mr. V. Smith stated that in his opinion since the application is made in the

name of Alfred J. Suraci - it will have to be granted to him. Mr. Mooreland J 1~:
thought the title of the application could be amended by the Board in their

motion.

The question of a permit being granted for six months or for one year was

discussed. Mr. Mooreland said the Commonwealth's Attorney had ruled that

there was no difference between a use permit and a special exception _

therefore the one year held.

Mr. Mooreland also asked the Board in their motion to tie the uSe to the

entire tract.

With regard to the 'expansion' clause in the application, Mr. Mathis said

they were perfectly willing to come back to the Board for any expansion.

Dr. Surae! told the Board that they did not wish to limit the ultimate numbe

of Doctors. They will necessarily need to be equipped to take care of any

condition, as this is to be a complete medical center. While the applicatio

states from four to eight Doctors - Dr. Suraci said he had not realized this

limitation was on the application - however, he would like to have that re-

moved.

Mr. V. Smith asked that a copy of the "Charter of the Non-Prof'it Corporation

be f'iled with this case, to which Dr. Sursci and Mr. Mathis agreed.

Mr. Mathis noted that the application has been made in the .Q8ll1e of' Dr. Surac

and signed by the"Yirginia Medical Center." They had planned to form the non

profit corporation in the name ofhVirginiaMedical Center", Mr. Mathis con

tinued, but f'ound that there is another project by the same name within the

State. They had theref'ore changed their name to "Medical Center, Inc.,

Annandale, Virginia".

Mr. V. Smith suggested def'erring the case and advertising in the name of

"Medical Center. Inc." and that the Corporation fUrnish a copy of the Charte

w~$'i1.l%;,atated 1;0 b.p nOI\-profit and that it should be stated in a letter

what is to be sold in the pharmacy and the snack bar - both shown on the pIa s.

Mr. Mathis asked that the case not be delayed as a postponement might jeo

pardize their plan to start immediately.

Mr. Y. Smith moved that an application f'or a medical center be granted to

"Medical Center. Inc.", substantially as shown on preliminary plans sub

mitted with the application, by John M. Walton & Associates, dated March )1,

1955 and April la, 1956. Sheet No.1 of 5 sheets showe the proposed build

ing location to be 100 f'eet f'rom Little River Turnpike and 40 feet from the

side property lines and also it 1s shown on the plot plan, entitled "Part

I

I

I of Parcel D, Property o£ Albert
formerly

~he property/owned by Alfred J.

Suracl" but it 1s understood that that 1s

Suraci and is now owned by "Medical Center,

Inc." and the area contains 2.63 acres.
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Motion - Ctd.

This plot plan shows future addition which is not covered in this permit. /1b
The application dated July 11, 1956 was signed by "Virginia Medical Center"

By E. B. Rauth, Agent. It is understood that subsequent to that date the

applicant learned that there 1s another Corporation under this name in

Virginia and the Board has full knowledge that this application 1s granted

to "Medical Center, Inc. ,Annandale, Virginia" which 1s a non-profit corpora

tien. It is agreed that a copy or the Charter will be submitted to the Boa

prior to the issuance of the permit.

This use is granted SUbject to the applicant operating a pharmacy as shown

on Sheet #2 of the preliminary plans to be operated solely as an ethical

pharmacy.

This application 1s granted under Section 6-4-a-15-£ and Section 6-12-2

a and b, and is subject,to the approval of the State Highway Department for

means 'of ingress and egress, and to the applicant furnishing adequate park

ing space for all uaera of the uae.

*It is understood that the Snack Bar shown on Sheet #1 of five sheets of the

preliminary plans may be moved to the area shown as unassigned on Sheet III

of two sheets by John M. Walton and Associates, Architects, dated Aug. 19,
1956.

This Snack Bar is to be ~ed only by the Doctors, the personnel and patrons

of the Medical Center.

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously

II
*The following discussion took place in the middle of the motion:

The loc.~tion and extent of the Snack Bar was discussed. Mr. Rauth, re

presenting the architect, explained that :'h~_~na:~.~~~~h~~~~t::._~~.~:__

m9nt on the plans will necessarily be mov,~.:;p .1(he::,.f:l.,fs~.l.:J.qor'to ,t~.li1I: un

assigned space. The X-ray will be located in the presently designated

Snack Bar area. This was necessitated because of delivery troubles.

II
The meeting adjourned.

John W. Brookfield,Chaiman

I
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September 11, 1956

The regular meeting of the Fairfax County Board
of Zoning Appeals was held Tuesday, September 11,
1956 at 10 a I clock a.m. in tha Board Room of the
Fairfax County Courthouse with all members present.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin Smith

DEFERRED CASES:

HUGH MUNRO, to permit operation ot a trailer court with 466 trailer sites,

on north side ot Southern Railroad on east side #638, Rolling Road t FaIle

Church Diatrict. (Industrial).

Mr. Hansbarger was present representing Mr. Munro but did no1; wish to pro

ceed with the case as Mr. Munro was not present. The Board agreed to put

the cass aside untll Mr. Hansbarger could get in touch with Mr. Munro to see

it he can be present.

II

.!.UI

/8'7

2- CHESTER COPELAND, to permit extension ot trailer court with 14 additional

units, Lot 25. Evergreen Fams SubdiVision, (Total 76 units), Lee District.

(General Business).

No one was present to discuss the'case •

.Mr. V. Smith moved to put the case at the bottom of the list.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

I

I

I

3-

4-

II
WILLIAM E. MOSS, to permit dwelling as erected to remain within 13.6 feet 0

side property line. Lot 3)1, Section 1, Chesterbrook Woods, Dranesvi11e

District. (Suburban Residence).

No one was present to discuss the case. It was recalled that this case was

originally denied and reopened at the request of the applicant_ Mr. Moss ha

been duly notified of the time of hearing.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case. \

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
Mr. Hansbarger reported that Mr. Munro was on his way to Fairfax.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved that the Munro case be heard atter eleven 0' clock.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously_

II
Mr. Mooreland asked the Board if they would consider a compost Pile enclosed

within a three foot fencing to be a structure. The Board said -no".

II
FAIRFAX AMUSEMENT CORP., to permit erection of a sign (marquee) larger than

allowed by the Ordinance, (approx. 225 eq. ft.) at N.W. corner of #28-#211

and #608, Centreville District. (Agriculture).
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DEFERRED CASES - Ct<!.

No one was·present to discuss the case•

• V. Smith moved that it be put at the bottom of the list.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
NFRED RODEFFER, to permit an addition to dwelling 8a erected to remain

within 47 feet of the street property line. Lot 5, Block ), Villa Loring,

Providence District. (Rural Residence).

French, the builder had been asked to appear before the Board to explain

failure to meet setback requirements on this. Mr. French was present,

unable to completely explain the violation. He did

ow 01' the 50 .foot setback requirement but he had been accustomed to bUild

ing in otherjur1sdlctloDs where a lesser setback was required.

Mrs. Henderson suggested that it was very obvious when sighting tram the

other two buildings - which are set back the required distance - that this

structure stands out considerably nearer the front 11ne~ She noted that an

iron pipe, marking the property line is at one corner of the lot, which was

the natural starting point for setback measurements.

Mr. French said he did not deliberately violate the regulations - that he

thought he had a 54 foot setback from the street right of way.

When asked if he lined this structure up with the other buildings, Mr. Fren

said he did not.

Mr. Rodeffer told the Board that he had discussed the setback requirements

itb Mr. French before starting construct10n and. had quest10ned the set

back after the building was started - but was assured it was all right.

It was pointed out that not only the two structures on the property but

other buildings down the st-reet were all located back the required 50 feet,

and the Board could see no reason for not placing this addition where it

would con.tona to thoseb.dldings, even if they were unsure of the street

right ot way.

Mr. French said he had used what he thought was an approximate distance,which

he had measured from the centerline of the street. The fact of the house

being located on a bias at the corner was probably what threw him off. Mr.

French recalled discussing the setback with Mr. Rodeffer - but-be could not

explain how he had fouled up so badly.

The fact that it was known that the 50 foot sethack was reqUired, that it

s discussed both by Mr. Rodeffer and Mr. French, that an architect was

employed by the applicant, that the presently located buildings on the pro

perty meet the required setback, and that a surveyor's stake was on the pro

perty, led the Board to feel that this error was entirely unjustified.

(Mr. French noted that had he moved the addition back farther to conform it

uld have covered the kitchen door.)

here were no objections tram the area.

I
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DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

Mrs. Henderson admonished. Mr.French to be more careful in the future _ but

moved to grant the application under section 6-12-7 because it does not ap

pear to adversely affect neighboring property.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson, V. Smith, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes

Mr. Brookfield voted "no"

The motion carried.

II
NEW CASES:

MILL RUN ACRES, INC., to permit erection of ODe sign on property other than

the use, on north side Route #7, 2800 feet east of Difficult Run, Dranes

Ville District. (Agriculture).

MILL RUN ACRES, INC., to permit erection of one sign on property other than

the use, on south side Route #7, 1900 feet west of the eastern junction of

Route #743 and Route #7, Dranesville District. (Agriculture).

MILL RUN ACRES, INC. I to permit erection of one sign on property other than

the use, on south side Route Ih, 100 f'eet east of' Dif'ficult Run, Dranesville

District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Blackman represented the applicant.

There are three applications involved in this, Mr. Blackman pointed out.

They are guilty of locating theBe directional signs off the property used,

Mr. Blackman told the Board. - not knowing the regulations. However, they

have put up attractive signs and they did get the approval of the owner of'

the property on which the signs are located. They are developing; a good Bub

diVision with large lots and attractive homes, black topped streets and

central water system, but t.hey are off' 'the highway a short. diet.ance and have

no means of advert.ising except. of'f' t.he use.

Mrs. Henderson not.ed t.he word "Slow" on the sign - which is used for traffic

directional purposes only.

Mr. Mooreland advised the Board that in his opinion they had ~o authority

to grant a sign off the use, and 1f this is granted the Board would be de

luged With similar requests, and it could result in plast.ering the Count.y

with signs of't 'the use. Mr. Mooreland called attention to the fact. that. the

applicant. could have two directional signs at the intersection of the Stat.e

roads - signsof t.wo square feet each.

Since 'the three cases deal with the same thing, Mr. Verlin Smith moved to

deny the three applications of Mill Run Acres.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
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DEFEBIlED - Ot<!.

FAIRFAX AMUSEMENT CORP. Mr. Aikens reprssented the applicant.

The applicant was asked it his lease or purchase included the strip of land

on the west side of Route 11608. Mr. Aikens answered 'that it did - that thi

land is included in his contract of sale and the records in the Courthouse

so indicate.

Mr. MOoreland recalled that the plats presented with the PannatoD Open Air

Theatre case were drawn from the deed description and dld not include the p _

perty west of Route #608. Mr. Mooreland explained that there had been a

consideraQle question about who owns the strip of land across Route #608.

According to the survey presented with this case. it appears to be included

but according to the deed description in the original rezoning case no pro

perty was included west of Route #608. The rezoning description said Wto

the east of the right of way of Route 11608".

According to Doctor Adkerson. Mr. Aikens told the Board. this land was in

cluded with the Theatre property. They had had the title searched by Judge

Rothrock - which search confirms the fact of their ownership.

The rezoning application takes the commercial property to the east line of

Route 11608. Mr. V. Smith stated. therefore the land across Route Hf:lJ8 re

mains in Agricultural classification.

If it is later determined that the State owns this strip of ground. Mr.

Aikens suggested to the Board.. and if he is allowed to locate his sign on

the strip _ he will later mOTe the sign without any expense to the State.

This strip of land is so small. Mr. Aikens continued. it is or no value to

anyone, and since he was under the impression he was buying this land which

1s especially adapted to the use of his sign. he felt it very necessary to

locate the sign here. It 1s the only location possible to give a rea80nab1

degree of advertising to his theatre. The theatre location is practically

useless without a sign in this location, Mr. Aikens continued.

It was asked if Mr. Aikens could put his sign on Doctor Adkerson's pro

perty on the east side of Route HfJJ8. Mr. Aikens answered WyesW- he had

that right, but he fe11# that it was better both for him and for Doctor

Adkerson to have the sign across Route H008, as it would be a less traf£ic

hazard in that location.

Mr. Mooreland said, in his opinion, it was necessary to clear up the owner

ship of the area on the west of Route flf:()8, be£ore taking any action.

Mr. Aikens called attention to the plat which shows t.hat the State is tre

spassing over his propert.y all along the frontage in order to get. into thei

right of way, that the road is actually on his property.

Mr. Brookfield also agreed that the Board should bave additional evidence

the ownership of this ground.

Mr. Aikens suggested granting this location for one year, during which

time tho ownership of tho strip could bo settled. ond if the property is

determined to belong to the State they would move the sign. He indicated

I
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DEFERRED - Gtd.

it would cost about $100.00 to moys the sign. Mr. Aikens statsd that the

Highway Department had admitted that they made a mistake 1n the location o£

this road.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case for 60 days to check with the Highway

Department and to giva the applicant the opportunity to show beyond a doubt

that this is his property.

As far as the moving of the sign is concerned. t 1£ the property 1s determined

to belong to the State, Mr. V. Smith told Mr. A1kens that the CorIInonwealthfs

Attorney had said the County could not enter into any such agreement. Mr.

v. Smith asked Mr. Aikens if he would be Willing to locate the sign now on

Doctor Adkersonts property, and if the strip 1s shown to belong to the

Adkerson property, then move it back.

Mr. Aikens said "no" - that would be too expensive.

Therefore, Mr. V. Smith said he felt it necessary to reconcile the two vary

ing,descriptions.

Mr. V. Smith restated his motion to defer the ease until November 13th, to

give the applicant the opportunity to cheek with the Highway Department and

concile the two descriptions of the property to determine the ownership,

and also to check with the Title Oompany regarding exact description of the

land conveyed.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

I

,ql

I
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DEFERRED
HUGH MUNRO

1- Mr. Hansbarger informed the Board that Mr. Munro was present.

The fac~ of Mr. MUnro's not being present was caused by a mix-up in his

office. The Board asked that the case be presented at this time.

Hansbarger represented the applicant.

applicant has attempted to wait for the adoption of a trailer park ordi

having this case heard, Mr. Hansbarger told the Board, as he

importance of an ordinance to the entire County.

t the question has arisen. Mr. Hansbarger continued, as to the.future statu

if it is not used for industrial purposes, will the Board of

inclined to rezone this land back to residential classlficati n

en they adopt a commercial and industrial maSU!llplan for the County? It

s been rumored that this could happen, Mr. Hansbarger explained, theref'ore

• Munro has asked for the hearing in order to start his operations, with

he view toward preserving his present zoning. Mr. Hansbarger referred to

leaflet put out by the ASPO which gave something of' the background of

trailer park development and statistics regarding dwellers in trailer

'The history of trailer parks is following the history of motels. Mr.

sbarger told the Board. 1n that they were both for many years Bub-standa

evelopments. Time and competition and adequate regulations have brought a
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l-Ctd. great change in motels. The same thing is happening in the traUer park de-

velopment, Mr. Hansbarger continued. He compared the number of 'trailer

parks in 1930 with the increase in 1955, at which time the uni't sales had

increased to $455,000,000. This change has been brought about by competitio

and an increasing interest 1n trailer park living by people who require

temporary 11Ying quarters.

With regard 'to the type of people who live in trailer parks, Mr. Hansbarger

told the Board, 8ta'tistics show that a great majority are construction

workers who necessarily move from job to job, and military personnel who

are stationed in areas for a limited tour. Also trailers are used by re

tired people who desire to live that way. by vacationers, and students.

Living in trailers is no longer governe~ by economics, Mr. Hansbarger con

tended, they are used by people of high caliber - not grea~ly different from

citizens of any normal community.

While Mr. Munro has approximately 200 acres in this area, he will use about

40 acres for this purpose. He plans 466 units.

At the present time Mr. Munro is asking only for this use. While he has a

layout - which plat 1s presented with the case - the ultimate plan will ac

cODDD.odat.e a feasible number of t.railers to the ground. Mr. Hansbarger calle

att.ent10n to the fact t.hat 4.g acres have been set aside for recreational

purposes. all the street.s within the Park have a ,30 foot width, except the

entrance road coming off of Rolling Road, which will be dedicated to a 50

foot width. Bet.ween Rolling Road and the trailer park a 575 foot buffer s'tr p

has been lett. They have checked entrance to Rolling Road with the Highway

Department, Mr. Hansberger cont.inued, and the only requirement. is t.he 50

foot entrance. It may be necessary to have culverts throughout the Park,

• Hansberger said; which will be taken care of t.o provide sat.isfactory

drainage. They will meet. all specifications ot the Highway Department..

The Park will also be provided with regular garbage collect.ion.

The layout plat has-been presented to the Fire Marshall, who has noted his

eceipt of the same and has indicated on the plat his approval of st.reet widt

and plan for adequate fire protection.

There may be other problems to be worked out, Mr. Hansbarger continued, whic

they do not know of-now - but they will meet all contingencies and will

meet. all requirements of the Board.

Sewer and water are not, immediately available to the tract., Mr. Hansbarger

said, and it may be 'that. Mr. Munro will necessarily provide well water 

which will in any case comply with Health Department regulat.ions.

The pumping station which will take care of this area 1s now being bUilt and

will be completed in about nine months - Mr. Munro plans to hook on to t.hat.

This 1s the plant which will take care of 1000 aeres in this general area.

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

I

I

I

l-Ctd.

--~----- --. -,,-

DEFERRED - ctd.

Sewerage will be furnished either by this plant or by septic - which, 1£

used will also be approved by the County. If for any reason they cannot

get the public sewerage, or cannot get a septic field, they cannot use the

land, Mr. Hansbarger continued. These things will all be worked out later.

He 15· before the Board to knoW' 1f the land can be used for a trailer park.

Mr. Hansbarger presented a letter from Mr. George Hellwig regarding the

drainage on this tract, which stated that this land Is of good grade and

will drain well; that the drainage from this proposed development runs

through undeveloped wooded land in well defined streams; and ~e the Accot

Creek Is relatively close and collects all of the drainage from this tract.

Mr. Mason Hirst spoke in opposition.

Mr. Hirst stressed the importance of the County sewer bond issue and. re

called that he had spoken along this line before the Board of Supervisors

at the time this 1000 acre tract was considered for a sewered area. He

cautioned the Board at that time that the bond issue was a very fine invest

ment for the County, but the people should have every assurance that the

sewers were well taken care of and not clogged up nor misused. Mr. Hirst

asked Mr. Bell,who designed the plant which is being built for thb area,

to speak to the Board - reserving the right to continue his opposition to

this case.

Mr. Bell, Assistant Sanitary Engineer, told the Board that this plant was

designed to take in the 1000 acres in the area of Route #620 and the Accoti

Creek, which the Board of Supervisors designated feasible i'or sewering. The

population in the area was based on a future estimate of ten people to the

acre. Massey Engineers recommended the location of the plant because of th

topography of the area, which would allow a gentle flow by gravity into the

pumping station. Mr. Bell explained that the pipes in the plant are held

deep and the station is designed so an additional pump can be added.

Mr. Bell estimated that the pumping station will be completed in about nine

months. The sewer lines w111 be built by developers in the area.

Mr. Hirst again spoke to the Board, stating his opposition to trailer parks

In his opinion, Mr. Hirst stated, trailer parks clogg the schools, the road

and place an added impact upon the police department. Such parks ~reate a

nomad, irregular population who do not pay their way and who would place an

economic burden on the County. The twenty mUlion dollar bond issue DlUst

have people in homes to help payout. Mr. Hirst contended.

Mr. Hirst said hEicould have brought many people with him to oppose this

project _ but he had not done that - he is acting as their representative i

opposition.

The opening of this area to sewerage has raised the value of the land to

three times its normal value, Mr. Hirst informed the Board - Mr. Munro's

/qy
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l-Ctd. land included. He did not think denial of this case would in any way reduc

Mr. Munrots potential value, nor would it restrict his development of his

property. He asked the Board to consider. this case conscienciously and to

deny the requested use.

Mr. Hirst contended again that the trailer parks do not pay their way _ h.

recalled that the sewers are designed for a limited number at people to the

acre - whereas a trailer park Would increase that average by a considerable

amount.

In rebuttal, Mr. Hansbarger explained that the law does not say One must ha

sewer for a trailer park - it it 1s necessary they will put in a septic fiel

they will cross that bridge when they come to it, Mr. Hansbarger continued.

However, 40 acres of the Munro tract will flaw by gravity into this pumping

station.

This property 1s zoned for industrial use, Mr. Hansbarger continued, they

have met all requirements ot the County tor the granting of this particular

use, and will comply with any new ordinance which will govern trailer park

installation.

It was brought out that the original estimate of population to be served on

the 1000 acres was based on 12,.500 square foot lot sizes. Since the origins.

estimate the Freehill Amendment has changed the zoning on this area to 17,00

square foot lo'ts, which means the resulting population using the sewers will

be less than originally planned for. Also there is a strong possibility tha

the University of Virginia will consume 200 acres in this area, and Mr. Carl

Hellwig has stated, Mr. Hansbarger stated further, 'that a portion of this

rea may be sewered-in another direction. Therefore, it could be that the

000 acreS may not be deVeloped sufficiently to make this severing profitabl

s it stands, Mr. Hansbarger continued, only Mr. Munro 1s actively planning

evelopment in this area. Under present legislation, Mr. Hansbarger contend

railer parks wi~ their license tee, personal property tax, and. real estate

do pay their way. This is a reasonable use on indu

trial property, Mr. Hansbarger contended, and they will comply with any new

rdinance the County ma)" adopt - on that basis he asked. that the Board. grant

use permit to Mr. Munro to operate a trailer park in this area.

• V. Smith stated. that the granting of a trailer park would. come under

8ction 6-16 of the Ordinance, and. in view of the location of this proposed

railer park - which i8 at a considerable distance from any congested area _

nd in view of the development of neighboring property and zoning of neighbo _

ng property, be felt that this use would be detrimental to the public wel

are and injurious to property in the neighborhood - therefore he moved. to

eny the case. Also, Mr. V. Smith add~ that this is denied because the

anitary Engineerls office has d.esigned the pumping station to serve appro-

mate1y 1000 acrea (of which this ua. would ba a part) with a proposed

ensity ot approxima~ely ten people to the acre.

/1tf
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Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

carried, unanimously.

Mr. Hansbarger asked that it be noted in the record that he would enter an

ppeal to this decision.

II
NEW CASES

/'1 5
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4- WILLIAM T. SHERIS, to permit carport to remain as erected 7'8" £rom side

property line, Lot 26, Block 3, Section 3, Pine Spring, (2208 Seone Court),

Falls Church District. (Suburban Residence.)

This addition was made primarily ,for more storage room, Mr. Sheris told the

Board. It is an attractive addition to his house and all o,f his neighbors

have signed a statement that they do not object. He presented a letter fro

Mr. Bledsoe, the neighbor most affected, and ten neighbors stating they did

not object.

Mr. Sherls stated that he had a building permit for this addition and was

told that he could come within 10 feet o,f the side line. It was broUght ou

that the zoning office, which office issued the permit, did not know o,f the

storage area which has been made a part of the addition.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the application until October 9th, in order to

view the property.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
5- C. V. CARLISLE, to permit dwelling as erected to remain 36.3 £eet o£ Nichol on

Street, Lot 205, Section 8, Sleepy Hollow Manor, Mason Dist.(Sub. Res.)

The house was well under way be£ore they realized the mistake in setback,

Mr. Carlie1e told the Board.

Mrs. Henderson suggested that an attempt be made to straighten out the curv

in Nicholson Street - which by moving slightly would allow this building to

conform.

The house across the street 1s set back _bout 45 feet, Mr. Carlisle told th

Board, but that house has been sold and it would probably be difficult to

hange the location of the street. Mr. Carlisle noted that only one small

corner of the house is in violation.

It was suggested 'that builders too often meet the very minimUm requirements

which results in di,fficulties of this kind.

Mr. V. Smith noted that it is impossible to set this size house on the lot

and. con£orm to required setbacks. There is no garage but the apron has bee

put in on the 15 foot setback line.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case to October 9th ,for the applicant to

see 1,f something can be done about moving Nicholson Street to make this bui d

ing conform.

Saconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously
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LONNIE MUTERSBAUGH, to penn!t division of parcel of land with les8 areas

than allowed by the Ordinance, Parcel A, Church Lot, Rlnldo, Dranesville'

District. (Suburban Residence).

This parcel was originally set aside for a church and school, but that use

has been vacated aDd the property is now eligible for subdivision, Mr.

Mutersbaugh told the Board. This area 1s subdivided into small lots in a

Suburban Residence District, but this parcel falls slightly short of area

to meet that presently required. lot 8ize. They will have attractive homes

on the property - ranging from $22,000 up.

Mrs. Robert Orton spoke in opposition, contending that all the lots in this

area are not Smilll - in fact that most of the homes are on tracts of 1/2

acre or more, whereas this division would allow lotos of le8s than 1/4 acres

Mrs. Orton presented a petition with 1) names from people in the neighbor

hood who opposed this division because they feel that this property should

be developed along the line of the original intent of Judge Hitt, who de

signated that this 6hould be set aside for church, school and recreational

facilities. Joining this property and across from it thelots are either

1/2 or one acre, Mr. Orton pointed out, and the people in the area feel

that the neighborhood would be greatly depreciated by the crowding of f'our

houses on this parcel. The area now hal! a rural aspect with large rolling

lawns and the intrusion of' these houses would cut of'f' their view and change

the character of' the area.

Mr. Mutersbaugh said that these lots have been lald out for a number of'

years, and he was sure the people now living in the area had bought know

ing that. He thought this was logically a close development area not suit

to people who want large tracts. Mr. Mutersbaugh also noted that this pro

perty was subdivided by Judge Bitt in 1906.

Mr. Prowinski stated that he planned to build across from this tract on a

one acre parcel - he did not know one could bUild on les8 than an acre.

Mr. Mooreland called attention to the fact that the zoning ordinance does

not apply to lots of' record bei'ore the ordinance was adopted, therefore,

these small lots could be built upon.

Under the present zoning, Mr. Mutersbaugh explained, he could build three

houses - but it would make a better division of' the land to have the f'our.

Mr. Mutersbaugh recalled his long residence in this area t the good class

of building which he has done in the County, and his desire to make an at

tractive development. This is expensive ground and not reasonable f'or 1arg

lot development. The people in this area -probably bought here when land

was cheaper - and a roral development was logical - now that the property

has become expensi"ethey still want the rural character preserved - and

are asking the Board to restrict the area to rural development, which Mr.

Mutersbaugh thought 1lnfair. He thought one extra house could not change th

whole character of an area.
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e road area between Mrs. Orton I 8 home and this property J Mr. Mutersbuagh

Id, would not be used but would be planted to graSB - giving an extra d1s- ) q 7
ance between her home and these houses•

6-Ctd.

I

I

•v. smith moved to deny the case because it does not·appear to be in keep

ng with the .property of the immediate adjoining property owners and the

oard would be amending the zoning map in granting such a variance.

econded, Mrs. Henderson

or the motion: Mr. V. Smith, Mrs. Henderson, Mr. T. Barnes, Mr. Brookfield

J. B. Smith voted "no".

/

unanimously.

at -this time.

V. Smith moved to deter the case to September 25th.

econded, J. B. Smith

arried, unanimously.

"SINGLETARY, to permit carport to remain 1.35 teet from side property lin I

121, Section 2, Lincolnia Heights, Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

he applicant had asked for a deferrment until September 25th as one of his

to appear in Mr. Singletary'S behalf could not be pre-

s-

7- REMARCO CORPORATION, to permit erection and operation of a service station

nd permit pump islands 25 teet of new right of way l1ne at N. W. corner

236 and #620, Mason District. (General Business).

o one was present to discuss the application.

• V. Smith moved to put the case at the bottom of the list.

I

/

I
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7- REMARCO CORP. , Mr. Sherman Johnson representing the applicant had been hel

p by Mr. MOo~land ~ Mr. Mooreland therefore asked· the Board to hear this

ase at this time. The Board agreed to do ao.

he only variance on this application is for the pump islands, Mr. Johnson

xplained, which they wish to locate 25 feet from the new right of way line.

he entrances were discussed with the Highway Department in Culpepper, Mr.

ohnson sta'ted., and approved by that office.

his 18 an area of 18,813 square f'eet, approximately the usual size plot use

y Shell Oil Company tor its fUling stations. The ground was purchased fro

• Klyn, whose home is to the west•

.ere were no objections from the area.

• V. Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat by Merlin F. Me

Certified Surveyor, dated August 24, 1956, because it appears to b

use for this property which is zoned to general business and it do

affect adversely adjoining property.

eeonded, J. B. Smith
rried., unanImouSly
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HOWARD DAVIS, to permit operation or a marine service statioD, Lots 5 and 6

Bloet 1, Section A, Gunston Manor, Mt. Vernon District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Davis told the Board that he was asking for a fUling station to be in

stalled at the end of a pier extending out into Virginia waters from his 1.0 _

which will serve boats and small craft owned by people in the 1.nmediate are

He had no intention of operating a business in the usual sense. Mr. Davis

continued, and therefore 1s not asking for business zoning but merely a use

permit, which would be issued to him only. This will be a service to the

community - a convenience to boat owners 8S it will enable'lhem to purchase

gas wlthou~ the necessity and the danger of hauling gas on the highway and

storing it.

Mr. Mike Divine supported Mr. Davis' request saying this filling station

would be a great service to people in the area - serving boats on the river _

and it would eliminate the fire hazard presently caused by storing gas at

homes of the boat owners or in. shacks around the area. By having the pier

where boats could tie up it would assure a location tor rescue boats _ a ,

service much needed in the area.

Mrs. Evans. who owns property in the area four blocks away, agreed with Mr.

Divine.

Mr. Ralph Lester, who owns property just north of Mr. Davis, stated thati"he

had no objection. He explained thati the bank along tihis area is about 30

feeti high and this 'pier would not block anyones view, and would in no wa~

be a detiriment to the area. He agreed that the convenience to the area

would be considerable. Mr. Lester thoughti the people in the area who might

oppose this in8tallation were contusing iti with the possibility of a gambl

ing barge which has been discussed for this area at one time - a barge whic

would actually have operated in Maryland waters. Since this is Within

Virginia waters it could not be operated 8S a gambling barge.

It was brought out that there are about 24 boat owners in the area who woul

use this filling station.

Mr. Mooreland made it clear that this 1s not a rezoning and no business cou d

be carried on here other than the filling station - if granted. He ex

plained how this could be granted under the ordinance, with special limi

tations.

A petition with 37 names was preaented - approving this use.

Mr. V. Smith asked where these people live. All live in Gunston Manor and

within 1/2 mUe of his property. Mr. Davis told the Board.

The Chairman asked if opposition was pre~ent.

Mr. Lamison. who is an officer in the Manon's Neck Citizens Associat10n,

objected to the use applied for. This a8sociation 1s dedicated to maintain

ing the residential character of this area, Mr. Lamison said. and they be

lieve this would be an undesirable project. out of keeping with present de~

velopment.

I

I

I

I

I



9-Ctd.

I

I

I

I

I

NEW CASES - Ctd.

Mrs. H. M. Embrey spoke in opposition as a member 01' the Board or Governors

of Gunston Manor Corporation, and as a property owner in Gunston Manor. Mrs. 111
Embrey told the Board that the posting sign was not put up until last Satu y

and the following Sunday morning it was down.

However, Mr. Mooreland said there was no question of proper posting _ t~e

sign was put up at the time required by law, but that his offlcehas no mea

ot maintaining the sign in place. If it is destroyed or removed, that 1s

out of the jurisdiction of his office.

Mrs. EJubrey told the Board that the COvenants in Gunston Manor state that

no business shall be conducted on any of the lots except those designated

for uses other than residential. Also the covenants state that no stroctur

shall be erected unless it 1s approved by the Association. Through the

Association about 200 acres in this area are controlled, Mrs. Embrey con

tinued, and this area includes the beach and water front. There is a strip

of land 25 feet wide along the water front, ~s. Embrey explained, which is

owned by the Association and is held for public use. This strip 'WOuld be

directly in front of Mr. Davis· property across which he would necessarily

locate his pier. Mr. Davis has not asked the Association for the use of

this land nor has he approached the Association for approval of any stru~

cture he proposes to erect, Mrs. Embrey continued,. Association members had

discovered that Mr. Davis had applied for a license to sell soft drinks and

had called 8 special meeting of the Board of Governors to discuss this.

The Board voted unanimously that Mr. Davis should be requested to cease his

operations. Mr. Parsons, President of the Board of Governors, went to Mr.
Davis with the action of the Board. Mr. Davis agreed not to sell soft

drinks - but he did not keep his promise. The impression was given that th

proceeds from these sales were to benefit of the fire house or to the churc

They are opposed to this whole project" Mrs. Embrey continued. not only be

cause it is out of keeping with the area. but because they believe it will

encourage other requests for similar and. perhaps more obnoxious enterprises.

and because it violates the covenants.

Mr•• Embrey noted that Mr. Davis is carrying an ad in the Alexandria Gazett

f,or the sale of his property. She thought this strange in view of his pre

s.nt application•.

Mr.V. Smith asked. if there was a deed or any records showing the Gunston

Manor' ownership of the 25 foot strip along the water front. Mr. Mooreland

said they had been unable to find anything in the records tosuhstantiate

the ownership.

Mrs. Embrey explained that originally this area was owned by .Gunston Manor.

Inc. The entire tract was sold to Gunston Manor Property Owners Associatio

which now owns the property. controlling development. business enterprises

and the beach and water front - including this 25 toot strip along the lots

facing on the water. Any lots purchased. now (except those which have been

individually owned and resold) are given a title from the Association tbro
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9-Ctd. the Board of Governors, who control the land.

Mr. Mooreland thought the case had gone far afield - that the Board could

not enforce the powers of the Association and the Board of Governors. He

suggested that the Board consider only the issuance of 8 permit for this

~uu
.., ...!"... _ .......... , ... .,., ....

use.

Mr. V. Smith stated that if the Board of Governors have an interest in this _

the Board should have all the facts.

Mr. Davis showed a plat indicating the ownership of land around the river,

and showing the distance of his proposed pier from the Maryland line.

Mr. Scott Cranford recalled the talk a aouple of months ago of a pier which

was planned - similar to Colonial Beach - and a casino. People in the are

object-ad. This proposed pier will come wi'thin about 25 feet of Maryland

waters, Mr. Cran£ord said. and could be extended. Mr. Cranford foreaw the

possibility of a marina - which would be against the covenants of Gunston

Manor. He thought it would be a mistake to open the area to depreciating

future possibilities. Even by limitation of the size of the pier or its

uses - Mr. Cranford thought it 1JIpract1cal,. and unwise to allow any en

croachment of business uses in the area.

Mr. Cobb objected, stating that he had bought his property thinking the

beach was public property. He asked that the 25 foot public beach strip

be preserved.

It was brought out that the original corporation, Gunston Manor, Inc., had

given a deed to this 25 foot strip to the presently operating corporation,

but the deed showing that dedication had not been located.

Mr. Butler suggested that there are no large boats in the area and there

fore no particular need for this filling station, and if it were granted it

would cause trouble out of proportion to any value to residents of the are

It could lead to more such requests.

Mrs. Embrey told the Board that Mr. Davia had been operating for aome mon

before aaking for this permit.

Mr. Davis told the Board that he was not interested in a marina nor in a

gambling pier - which seemed to worry people in the area - he was asking

only for a use permit for a pier on which to install a filling station. He

did not want business zoning. Mr. Davis contended that he· was not operati

before his permit was requested.

An attempt was made to establish the distance of the Maryland line £rom th

proposed pier. The maps were either out of date or inadequate to give a

clear picture.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until September 25th, to give fUrther

study to the case and to give the apposition the opportunity to present th

by-laws of the Gunston Manor Assn. showing the Association's interest in

this area, and deferred for more accurate plats of the area and of the

operations planned.

d-0 0
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Seconded, T. Barnes Carried, unanimously



Very truly yours.

(S) A. P. Paessler
Executive Secretary
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10- Harbor Bay Corporation, to permit location, construction and operation of a

sewage treatment plant, 2500 feet east of Route #611 on Small Branch Run

and 2000 teet north of County Line, Mt. Vernon District. (Agriculture).

Mr.Andrew Clarke represented the applicant. While this is a tract of 1/2

acre minimum lots, Mr. Clarke pointed out, and they could develop on sept'ie

fields - in his opinion it would make a mOre desirable subdivision it it

could be sewered with a disposal plant.

Mr. Clarke read the following letters from the State Water Control Board,

and the Health Department regarding the granting ot approval of this plant:

"COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

Sta1ie Water Control BoarU
415 West Franklin St.

Richmond 20, Va.

August 1),1956

Nathan C. Hale Associates
916 West Broad Street
Falls Church, Virginia

Gen~lemep:

This 1s to advise that the Board has approved by letter
ballot preliminary plans tor the construction of a bio
sorption process sewage plant to be constructed at Harbor
View Subdivision in,Fairfax County. This approval is in
accordance with a letter dated July 27. 1956 from the
State Department of Health. and a memorandum. dated August
21.' 1956 to the Board Members from A. H. Paessler. A copy
or each of these is enclosed.

bd
Ene.
CC: County of Fairfax

Division of Engineering. SDH"

-COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
Department of Health

Richmond 19. Va.

SUBJECT: FAIRFAX COUNTY
Sewerage--Harbor View Subd..

July 27, 1956

State Water Control Board
415 West Franklin Strsst
Richmond 20. Virginia

Attention: A. B. Paessler. Executive Secretary

Gentlemen:

A proposal has been submitted to us by Nathan C. Hale Associates,
Engineers, Falls Church, Virginia, for the construction of a bio
sorption process sewage plant to be constructed at Harbor View
Subdivision in Fairfax County.

The treatment process proposed is a fairly new method.. employing
features of the activated sludge treatment. Comparatively little
information is available on these plants except material supplied
by the equipment manufacturer, In our opinion, the idea and theory
of this method of treatment is comparable with the activated sludge
process.

)0 I
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Quotation of letter from Department of Health - ctd.

The proposed treatment plant will be designed to serve 800
persons or sewage flow of 80,000 gallons. Units of the plant
are indicated &s follows;
Mixer t 48 minutes detention; stablizer. ).5 hours detentioni
clarl1-1er, 2.36 hours; digester. 10 ct7cap_l drying beds ana
chlorination. The plant effluent will 8. dlecharged to a
tributary to Occoquan Creek and Belmont Bay. -

The location of the sewage plant is shown on the attached plot
plan and specifically shown on Lot 61 of the print. In our
opinion, adjacent lots within 500 reet of the plant slDuld be
restricted tor the building of homes.

This 1s to advise that this office 1s in accord with the pro
posal; however, it is recommended that the effluent sewer from
the plant be extended into the stream for complete submergence;
also that the final plans incorporate £acilities £or metering
o£ the sewage. It is understood that £inal approval is a
matter £or the State Water Control Board.

Noti£ication of the Board's action should be forwarded to
Nathan C. Hale Associat.es, 916 West Broad Street., Falls Church,
Virginia.

By direct.lon o£ the Sta~e Healt.h Commissioner.

Very truly yours,

w. H. Shewbridge Director
BUREAU OF SANITARY ENGINEERING"

'STATE WATER CONTROL BOARD
415 West. Franklin Street.

Richmond 20, Virginia

I

I

I
SUBJECT:
TO:
FROM:
Date:
Copies:

Harbor View Subdivision, Fair£ax Coupty
Board. Members
A. H. Paessler
Auguet 2, 1956
Consultantis
Owner

Typ:e o£ Plans:
prans Prepared By:

Populatilon DeSign:
Type of Piant:
RiCeiving Stream:

Preliminary
Nathan C. Hale Associates,Engineers
Falls Church, Va.
800
Biosorption activated sludge
Small Branch, tributary to Occoquan Creek
(Potomac River Basin)

Health Department
Action: By letter dated July 27, 1956, the State

Department of Health approved these proposed
£acilities with the reservations that the
e£nuent sewer £rom the plant be extended
into the stream £or complete submergence
and that the £in81 plans incorporate
£aci1ities for metering the sewage.

Sta1"£ Recommendations: The Sta1"£ concurs wit.h the approval of the
state Department or Health as set forth above and is or'-the opinion
that the £acilities proposed will prevent pollution o£ the receiving
stream. There£ore! we recommend that the Board approve the prel1m:ina
plans with the fol owing reservations:

1. The Board will not issue a certi£icate covering the sewage 'treat..
ment taclli;~e~ above (following the submission o£ tinal plans and:'
speclticati~n81 if the County of Fairfax has a master zoning plan
and zoning ordinance until a use permit or approval of the area for
subdivision and a use permit for the proposed treatment plant site
have been granted, or if the County of Fairfax does not have a master
zoning plan and zoning ordinances, the Board may require the approval
of the Fairfax County Board of SUpervisors as to location Or site of
this proposed non-governmentally'owned sewage treatment plant before
giving it final approval.

I

I



NEW CASES - Ctd.

lO-Ctd.
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•

Quotation of State Water Control Board letter - ctd.

2. The Board will not issue a certificate until the owner has
presented evidence satisfactory to the Board that the £acilities
will be continuously 'maintained and operated.

Please note that the above 1s for preliminary plans and is for
the purpose of giving the owner the "go ahead" insofar as a
degree of treatment at this particular location 1s concerned.
No certificate could be issued in any case until final con
struction plans and specifications are submitted.

We request that you make your wishes known on the enclosed
letter ballot.

(a) A. H. Paessler"

;)..03

•

•

The plant 1s located at one corner of the subdivision, Mr. Clarke pointed

out, where it will cause a minimum of objections. No lots will be Bold

without knowledge of the plants location. As evidenced by the letters just

read, Mr. Clarke assured the Board of a high degree of treatment and strict

compliance with requirements of both the Water Control Board and the State

Health Department.

Objection was raised regarding pollution at Belmont Bay and the possibility

at requiring 100% treatment in this plant.

It was' suggested that that is excessive - that the Water Control Board will

approve 90% and 100% would be considered unreasonable.

Mr. F. C. Kerns told at the contract agreement which was worked out with

Mr. Hassan on the Pohick Creek (between M;.. Amisted Boothe. the property

owners. and the Commonwealth's Attorney>'. Which was considered at t.he time

to be a model agreement. He asked if some such agreement. could be worked

out on this - requiring 100% t.reatment and with a satisfactory agreement

bond. In that case he felt the people in the area would not object t.o t.his

Mr. Kerns suggest.ed that. no more disposal plants should be granted in the

County without a rigid guarantee of satisfactory const.ruction and operation

He felt the protection of people in the County and of the waterways was o:f

prime importance.

Mr. Lamison told t.he Board that septic tanks with l~ treatment were opera 

iog satisfactorily in the area and he thought they should settle for nothin

less from any developer. Mr. Lamison said he had discussed these disposal

plants with engineers who have stated that they may work very well :for the

first year. but with additional hook ups and the flow of storm water and

with the usual break-down periods - such plants were seldom satisfactory.

Mr. Kerns suggested that money should be put in escrow t.o assure that the

plant will be enlarged when it becomes necessary.

The question was asked - how many plants in t.he County come up to 90% treat

mente Mr. Clarke answered - none - but the people are forced to live with

them.
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NEW CASES - C1>d.

Mr. Clarke 'told of the poor opera:tion of the County plant which is practica 1y ,

at his back door, and the difficulty in forcing adequate operation. In thi

case, Mr. Clarke pointed out, there are no homes near the plant, the State

Water Control Board will not issue a final permit. on this until they are

satisfied of future continued operation and maintenance, the plant has an

adequate de'tention period before overflow will take place; the effluent. fro

this type of plant has been test-ed, Mr. Clarke continued, and has been tou

to be more pure than streams under natural now conditions. Mr. Clarke re

called how the Health Department and the State Water Control Board have 'tri d

to protect the streams in the County by bringing up the standards of treat

ment plants - but with poor results. This plant will operate with efficien

Mr. Clarke continued, they are planning a large lot development, probably

eluding a 20 acre recreational area, the homes will sell for from $20',000

to $)0,000. It will be a first class development - servicing 176 lots.

Mrs. Henderson asked if this case had been recommended on by the Planning

Commission, as required in the Ordinance. It had Dot. Therefore, it was

agreed by the Board that no action could be taken at this time, and. it was

suggested that the case be deferred for Planning Commission recommendation.

Mr. Clarke said he had filed this application in time for administrative

procedures to be taken care of. He asked why the case had not been before

the Commission, and whose responsibility it was to take it before the Com

mission. He thought it entirely unfair that an applicant should be held up

because of lack of proper handling.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the case be deferred for recommendation from the

Planning Commission, and to study the whole general sewerage system of the

County. Deferred to September 25th.

Secondild. Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. Clarke asked that the Board instruct Mr. Mooreland that any case that

requires recommendation of the Planning Commission before Board action _

that case shall be sent to the Commission before the date of hearing be

fore this Board.

Mr.V. Smith stated that he felt the Board must have adequate assurance that

any plant requested will be adequately controlled and operated. He recalle

a trip to the Water Control Board at which time tha:t Board had -stated that

they did not have adequate personnel to inspect plants either for operation

or for installation. He felt he could not vote for aRy plant until the

County could be assured of proper control.

Mr. Clarke said he would not advise his client to put up a bond to guarant~

anything. Mr. V. Smith answered that the Board must know that raw sewerage

will not be dumped into the stream.

II

I

I
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NEW CASES - Ctd.

PAUL A. MILLER, to permit erection of carport and storage area within five

feet of side property line, Lot 156, Section 4. Hollin Hil18. Mt. Vernon

'7.0 c:"District. (Suburban Residence). ~ ~

This addition 1s for a carport and storage area. It 1s not feaSible to

locate this addition on any other part of the house, Mr. Miller told the

Board, as in the rear 1s a steep ravine and a wooded area which extends to

the east side of the house; on the front it would be necessary to reconstru

the driveway and to move expensive planting. The neighbor on the side wher

the addition 1s planned does not object. Mr. Miller presented a letter fro

the neighbor 80 stating. The expense of moving trees and the driveway woul

be excessive, Mr. Miller stated.

The Board agreed that the cost element did not enter into reasons for grant

ing a variance.

If this were put on the opposite side of the house there would be no access

Mr. Miller explained, and also on that side of the house it is filled groun

with deep wells around the trees.

Mr. V. Smith suggested moving the carport forward on this side, which would

make it possible to meet requirements in setback, and put the storage room

back of the house. Mr. V. Smith felt that this was an alternate location

which coUld meet requirements, and therefore the variance probably should

not be granted, however, he mov.d to defer the case until September 25th,

to give the applicant the opportunity to re-design the location of his car

port.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

I

I

12-

II
PAUL K. MORRIS, to permit erection of an addition to dwelling within 15 £to

of rear property line, Lot 11, Section ), and Resub. of Lot 28, Section 2,

and Parcels 271 and 28A, of Moore Addition to Section 2, Tauxemont,

( 8 Namassin Road), Mt. Vernon District. (Rural Residence).

Mrs. Morris appeared before the Board. This is a request for an extra bed

room to be occupied by her elderly mother, Mrs. Morris told the Board,whic

room would be located away from the other rooms in the house. Both the

shape of the lot and the topography of the lot are irregular, Mrs. Morris

pointed out. Within a few feet of the rear of the house there is a sheet"

drop of about 10 feet. The porch and the septic field are in the front.

Mr. J. B'. Smith suggested moving the addition forward to give more clearan

from the rear line. This Mrs. Morris answered would infringe upon the

septic area. The addition would be 15 feet from the rear line and the hou

on the adjoining lot is 55 feet from their rear line - also the ground goe

into a down-slope at the rear which would make the distance less noticeabl

between houses. These people in the rear also do not object to this addi

tion. Mrs. Morris presented a letter from thb rear neighbor, Mrs. Groce,

stating they did not object.
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12-Ctd. Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application because there 1s a substantial

drop in the topography in back of the house and between the house on Lot 28

and Lot 16, and because this does not appear to affect adversely neighboring

property.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried,unaDimously.
I

I

I

I

I

II
13- WOODBRIDGE 11583 LOYAL ORDER OF MOOSE, to pennit Lodge Hall, swimming pool

and a recreation area with les8 setbacks than required by the Ordinance,

Lots 1 and 2, Wesley H. Cranford Subdivision. (north side Ill, approximately

one mile west of Helm's store) Lee District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Edger A. Hill represented the applicant. Mr. Hill detailed the diffi

culties experienced by this organization in locating a permanent homes.

They are now ready to build.

This is an old organization. Mr. Hill explained. primarily interested in re

creation for children and the promoting of family life. The title to the

building and grounds will be vested in the Lodge.

They are willing and able to comply with the requirements of the Ordinance

in every way except in meeting the setbacks - on that a variance is requeste

The property faces on an outlet road which leads to U. S. /fl. The building

will face the outlet road but because of the depth of the property cannot

eet the .100 foot setback requirement. They are unable to purchase more pro

provide the necessary depth because of the development of the John

property to the rear. The property is wooded on two sides forming

barrier betw~n this project and adjoining ground. However, there have

been no objections from anyone in the area. The project has been well

publicized - both through the boy scouts and by a large gathering on the

property a short time ago when people from the area were invited and the

clearing and burning preparatory to getting their location in shape was

started.

Hill noted - as shown on the plat - that the building would be located

feet from both side lines and 50 feet from the front and re"r lines. The

lat showed parking areas on both sides of the building and a sWimming pool.

his will cost in the neighborhood of $70,000.

It was noted that this case should have a reconmendation from the Planning

Coamlssion before any final action can be taken by -the Board. Also Mr. 1'.

mith asked Mr. Hill if Some evidence could be presented ehowing that this

a fraternal organization - with no profit accruing to any indiVidual.

e suggested bringing a copy of the Charter •

• V. smith moved to defer the case until September 25th, for referral to

he Planning Commission for recommendation. and for the applicant to submit

onclusive evidence that the organization conforms to the requirements of

he amendment to the Ordinance governing such organizations.

econded, J. B. Smith Carried, unanimously.
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NEIl' CASES - Ctd.

DivID ALSTADTER, to permit erection of a carport within nine feet of side

property line, Lot 36, Section at Broyhill Park, (1825 Nealon Drive), Falls ~ () 7
Church DIstrict. (S",~~ban Residence).

Mr. A1etadter said he would lIke to put this addition on the side of his

house f'or several reasons: it would improve the looks of his home _ elongat g

the house - the driveway 1s already 1n - it was in when he bought the place

the back yard slopes In'to a hill with about a six foot drop. This would se

the practical location.

Mr. v. smith suggested moving the posts in about one toot, allowing a three

foot overhang for car protection. Mr. Alstadter said he wanted to put in

about a three foot wall around the carport for better protection, and be

would put the posts on the wall. It was suggested that it was probabl y a

matter o:t the carport or the wall••••

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because by redesigning the carport the

wouldbe no need for a variance.

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

Carried. unanimously.

II
,GA_B M. NEVILLE, Trustee. to permit property to be used for a cemetery.

approximately 161 acras of land, on easp side #652. approximately 1500 feet

noreh of #620 and the northerly side #620. approximately 1500 feet east 1/65

Providence Dis~rict. (Rural Residence - Class II).

Mr. William Bauknight represented the contract purchaser for Calvary Nemor

;Park Cemetery.

,,1'hi8 4.8 an organization of bU8ines8 and professional men in the area. organ ad

tor the purpose ot operating a memorial garden type cemetery, Mr. Bauknight

explained. For many years, Mr. Bauknight continued. the need has been felt

for a Catholic cemetery in the northern part of Virginia - a cemetery which

has. the full sanction and approval of the Bishop of the Dioce8e. While

there are apprOximately 60.000 Catholics in northern Virginia. there is no

such cemetery - the nearest being Wheaton, Maryland.

Mr. Bauknight showed a map indicating the location of various Catholic

Churches in the County with relation to this particular site. It could

readily be seen that the cemetery could be reached from all the churches 

most of them being so located that the slow moving funeral processions need

not follow the heavily travelled highways, but could use adequate side roads

thus eliminating traffic hazards. It was also noted that the proposed site

is about equi-distant from all the Catholic Churches.

Mr. Bauknight also pointed out that so11 characteristics are satisfactory

for this use. In discussing solI conditions in this area with Mr. Henry.

who has recently made a comprehensive soil survey for the County. Mr. Bau

knight learned that the soil is porous. free of rock, and the gentle rolling

contours assure good drainage - all especially valuable assets in cemetery

construction.



.:::uo
NEW CASES - ctd.

15-Ctd. There are 'two small streams on the property which will be taken care of, Mr.

Bauknight pointed out. They are not paving any large areas which would

create excessive run-off - therefore they will be able to use the roads in

conjunction with cuIverts for drainage purposes. The rolling ground lends

itself to attractive landscaping, Mr. Bauknight pointed out. They will

employ one of the best landscape designers in the State.

This area 1s not zoned for a high density J Mr. Bauknight informed the Board,

there£ore would not be used ror small lot development. for many years to com

because of lack of public fac1l1ties.

Mr. Bauknight showed photographs of camet'sries similar to the one planned

and told the Board they hoped to make this a beauty spot - a credit to 'the

County. The County can be assured that the cemetery will be well cared for

and properly operated as it 1s under the continuing control of the Bishop

and the Bishop does not approve such installations without a firm guarantee

of good performance on the part of members of the operating corporation.

Mr. Bauknight read a letter addressed to him from Mr. John Donovan in which

Mr. Donovan restated the terms \Ulder which the Bishop approves a corporatio

to operate a Catholic cemetery - that they MUst prove to the Bishop "their

ability to promote, establish, maintain, and operate the cemetery in a

manner consistent with good ethics and public policy•••••• ", and indicating

that the Bishop had considered this group to have met his conditions.

Mr. Donovan pointed out in his letter the need for this cem.et,ry and his

own faith in the integrity o£ those connected with lea promoeion.

Also, Mr. Bauknight stated that. the National Catholic Cemetery Association

has stated that t.hey will cooperate in every way they can to help in the

establishment of this project.

Mr. Bauknight presented a petition with signatures of people in the immediat

area stating that. they do not object to this use. Mr. WAller, an adjoining

land owner-did not sign, however, - he does not disapprove actively. Mr.

Rust, t.o the north, also did not. sign - although he does not object.

The State regulations regarding cemeteries, Mr. Bauknight informed the

Board, require that. no burials shall take place closer than 750 teet from.

the nearest residence, unless that. residence 1s separat.ed from the cemetery·

by a road. They will maint.ain the 750 toot setback from Mr. ,Wallerfs home."

hey probably will not be operating near the Rust property tor some time,

• Bauknight st.ated, but that area will be taken care of by the landscape

rchitec't for design and. plaot.ing. It. 1s wooded now along the Rust property

nd a few trees are scattered along the Waller property.

t the SO\;lth end of the tract., property is owned by the two sellers - both

t whom do not object to this use.

I
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I

I
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NEW CASES - C~d.

Mr.V. Smith read from the 80il report presented with the case and expressed

the opinion that this site would appear satisfactory from every standpoint.

However, he felt there must be sOme justification for a certain feeling of

opposition to cemeteries, since the State has placed restrictive setbacks

on them from dwellings. He, therefore, thought there should be some de

finitely required setback from adjoining property owners. Mr. V. smith ex

pressed the view that there are people who feel a little squeamish at the

'thought of living next to a cemetery. Mr. Bauknight thought the garden ty

of cemetery had largely done away with such objections.

The Board was in agreement that the location and the proposed use were

perfectly satisfactory - only the question of protecting the general weltar

o£ people in t-he area was questioned - should a set-back be required, and

how much, and what type of landscaping or buffer ehould be reqUired _ and

how much of a buffer - to protect adjoining property owners from any advers

af'fect-.

Mr. V. sm1~h moved tha~ ~he appl1ca~1on be granted, eubjec~ ~o the approval

of the Bishop of t.be Diocese of Richmond, because t-he application meets the

requirements o£ Section 6-12-2, a and b of the Ordinance, and provided the

applicant maint-aln a landscaped area of 25 feet from all adjoining property

owners except that shown on the plat with application dat-ed JUly 17, 1956

by Merlin F. McLa-gghlin, C. S., shown as nO'Roark - 40 Ac ± {not included}"

and that an area of 100 feet from Route #620 and Route 11652 be excluded fro

the use for burial purposes, and these setbacks to be plant-ed to shrubbery

or trees, normal height of which exceeds 20 feet.

Mr. Bauknight- objected to the last condition - the 20 foot trees or shrubbe

Be thought the landscape architect could handle the buffer strip att~ct1ve y _

and that the required 20 foot trees might actually detract from the £lnal

effectiveness of the buffer.

Mr. V. Smith said he would delete the last clause of his motion "that the

setbacks be planted to shrubbery or trees normal height of which exceeds

20 teet". He deleted this from his mot-ion, leaving the landscaping to the

Corporation, because of his faith in the integrity of the people with whom

the Board is dealing.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
DEFERRED:

MARTIN L. AYRES, to permit an addition to dwelling within 20 feet of the

rear property line, on east side III Highway, approximately 400 feet north

of intersection of #626 and #1 Highway, Mt. Vernon Dist.{Rural Business).

Mr. Ayres stated that this room was built solely for the purpose of a

children's play room.
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DEFERRED - Ctd.

6-Ctd. Mrs. Henderson moved to grant this addition as a children's play room be

cause of the proximity of U. S. #1 and the back yard of the property 1s ve

steep - not useable tor play area.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
CHESTER COPELAND

Since Mr. COpeland' s plat did not show approval of the Department of Public

Works, nor the Heal'th Department, Mr. V. Smith moved to def'er the case unti

October 9th, for drainage approval and approval from the Health Department.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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The meeting adjourned.

John W. Brookfield, Chainnan
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September 18,1956

The regular meeting of the Fairfax County
Board of Zoning Appeals was held Tuesday,
September 18, 1956 at 10:)0 a.m. in the
BOard Room. of the Fairfax County Courthouse

Members present: Messrs. Brookfield, Verlin Smith, T. Barnes & J. B. Smith

NEW CASES:

1- VIRGIL M. HUMPHREY, to pennit an addition to dwelling 1)' 4" from eide pro

perty line, on south side 11193 just east of Bull Neck Run, Dranesvl11e Diet.

(Agriculturel.

Mr. Humphrey stated that he would like to add two bedrooms to hi,S bome, and

that at the present time it would appear that the only place where he caD

make this addition 1s to the rear of the house - near the property line. The

reason is that he lives beside the creek and high water comes up to the hous

The builder has informed him that he could not build on the front of the

house near the creek, and the only place that he could build would be to the

rear.

The house is built in a hollow, and the nearest line to him is about' 25 feet

.it inches. A hill is baek of his property, and the creek runs in front of th

house. On both" sides next to the highway is a low place where the water

comes down in the hollow. Back of the house is a low place where the creek

can break over, and does. In front of the house the high water comes up to

the house.

The only place he has now is going back and coming out about 13 feet from

the line - the line is 25 feet back of his house, and he wants to go 12 more

rest so that he can build two bedrooms on the back - this is.the only place

that he can build to get out of this break-over water from the creek.

Mr. Brook1'ield contended that the lay of the land is the worse thing Mr.

Humphrey has to contend with here, and Mr. Humphrey agreed with him. Mr.

Brook1'ield stated that there is going to be some development in the area ove

in this vicinity and certainly it will nood Mr. Humphrey's land more than

-eYer.

Mr. Humphrey said he hopes 'this would not be so. However, NT.Brookfield

s'tated that he was just looking at the overall pie:ture - 80 long as there

wasn't any rain Mr. Humphrey would not be hurt. Mr. Humphrey said he hadn't

been really hurt yet - he'd been close to it though.

The creek referred to in this case is Bull Neck Run, and Mr.V. Smith located

this property as follows: from the residence of Mr. Wallace Carper coming

toward Langley there is a very high field on #193 on the south side, the

side toward Tyson's Corners from the River, this house has been constructed

right down there along the Bull Neck Run.

The Chairman asked for opposition.

There was no opposition.

<:::.L.L
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carried to deny.

NEW CASES - Ctd.

• V. Smith said that he felt that a. the water shed above Mr. HumphreY,ie

developed he is going to get more flooding as time goes on. He has not only ~ / ~
the problem of run-oft water but a problem of backing-up from the culvert

under 11193. He has two problema, one of which 1s from excessive rains and

the flooding condition, and the other of the water backing-up from the culTe t. I
• Humphrey said he did not think the culvert would back up at all becausB

it is a pretty large culvert •

•Verllo< Smith continued that as more houses and more roads are built abov

him on Bull Neck Run I the run-off Is. go ing to be more - a large percentage

of the area aboTe him now 1s in woods and pasture, no houses to speak of, bu

if houses are built and roads are built the run-off will be much greater

than even 1f we have the same amO\U1t of rain that we have had this SWlIDer

during ·the nash flood - hetd get a .lot more water down there much faster,

and his flood problem would increase.

V.Smith said that he felt that the lot was too low - and with the develo _

ent which is coming in above Mr. Humphrey's property the run-off is bound

be a great deal more in the future than it has been in the past - and-th.a

add more to the house is not a very practical thing to do.

• Humphrey said that the builders seemed to think that it was alright to

bulld here so long as they do not build near the creek - but confine their

uilding to the back of the house.

.V.Smith explained to Mr. Humphrey that after the last nood he had been

in the area of Seven Corners - where people like Mr. Humphrey had built

ames thinking that they were sate from f'looding. and their homes were

certainly flooded - and they are now spending thousands of' dollars try1ng~o

redge out the stream to protect themselves.

ere was some discussion as to whether Mr. Humphrey could move his addition

ight in back of the house, away from the road and utilize the five feet

hat he has. The plat shows the addition on the side - thinking of the

rontage in terms of the frontage on the road, but Mr. Humphrey said th.~

ck of the house the land would be lower than any place else.

• V. Smith moved that the application be denied. because it is a gross

ariance trom the Ordinance. and the side is questionable trom the standpoi

f tlood'as the water shed is developed above.

econded. J. B. Smith

or the motion: V. Smith. J. B. Smith, Mr. Brookfield

l-Ctd.
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!lEW CASES - Ctd.

DR.J. D. MILLS. to permit Physicians Office in residence where Physician

does not re.side, Lot 1, Mizzelles Subdivision (401 North Kings Highway) Lee

District. (Suburban Residence.

Agen'leman came before the Board who represented the oppositioD in this ca

He stated that he had been asked by Dr. Mills to deliver a letter to the

Board withdrawing this application.

The Chai~ accepted the letter of withdrawal.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved 'to withdraw the case.

econded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

The· gentleman representing the opposition submitted a petition signed by

people of this community who opposed this application.

II
3- E. E. BOGGESS, to permit extension of tourist cabins (4 unitslon west aide

of III Highway. approximately 1200 feet south of Route #242 (Pine Air Tourist

Co)U"t). Lee District. (Agriculturel.

• Boggess said he wished to discuss the application With regard to Oak

Lodge first, but the Pine Air Tourist Court case had been advertised for hea _

ing at 10:50 a.m. and the Oak Lodge for 11:00 a.m., so the Chairman asked

hat he discuss the Pine Air Tourist Court case first.

• Boggess was agreeable to this, and he stated that he wished to add four

nits to this court - double cabins. The only thing he has here now 1s

single cabins. Mr. Boggess said while this court,had been in business for a

ong time he had just taken it Over last February, and he told the Board

hat he intends to make improvements - which he has been doing, and that he

s spent a lot of money on improvements.

brought out that there are now fourteen buildings in this Tourist

and that there are three septic tanks and three deep wells.

questioned by the Chairman whether the new Amendment to the Ordinance

uld apply with regard to this application, but it was found that the Amend

ent became effective after receipt of the application and therefore would

ot apply.

Brookfield asked for opposition - there was none.

V. Smith asked Mr. Boggess 1i' it were not so that there is a great deal

f improvement that can be done to the existing buildings, and Mr. Boggess

greed that this was so.

• V. Smith moved that the application be denied, because there 1s already

large concentration of people on this small parcel of land - in addition

o,a restaurant. Mr. Smith stated that there is a question of health in

olved here as observed from some of the ditch lines when the property was

nspected some months ago - it is a di£flcult approach to U. S. III and a

urther concentraction of people in this small area will adversely affect th

evelopment of the neighboring property.
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Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
E.E.BOGGESS, to permit extension of Tourist Cabins (4 unitsJon east side of

#1 Highway, approximately 2500 feet south of Houte #242 (Oak Lodge) Lee

District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Boggess said the same situation exists on this as on the Pine Air Touri

Court application. This Tourist Court is across the road and along down

U. s. #1 from Pine Air Tourist Court. and there is Agriculture zoning on

either side of this location.

Mr. Boggess said that he had applied for and received a permit in 1953 to

build four. cabins - he has built but one, as he had only a certain amount

of money for this purpose and could only build the one cabin at that time.

He was under the impression that he could build the additional three "cabins

at any time - so long as he had the approved building permit, and be was

never notified to the contrary.

Mr. Mooreland said Mr. Boggess was not notified because he picked up the

pennit the day he got it, and when a permit is picked up the applicant is

not notified by Mr. Mooreland's of'fice - but notified by t.he Board.

Mr. Mooreland was asked if' there was a def'inite date, and he said "no" but

that he felt that three years is an unreasonable time to start construction

under the permit.

The Chairman askjd for opposition - there was none.

The sanitary condition here was discussed - and it was questioned as to

whether or not it would meet with the approval of' the Health Department.

Mr. V. Smith moved that this case be deferred to give the applicant an oP"

portunity to conf'er with the Health Department and for the Board to consult

with the Commonwealth's Attorney regarding the previous permit issued in

1953.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

It was brought out that Dr. Kennedy of' the Health Department had asked the

Board to hold off on some of these cases to give the Health Department an

opportunity to check them before the Board granted them.

Mr. Boggess was a8k~d just when he would like to have this case deferred ~o

and atter some discussion the following was added to the motion:

This to be deferred until September 25th 1f the Health Department can run a

percolation test by that time - and if' not, postponed until October 9th•.

Mr. J. B. Smith seconded the addition to the motion.

Carried, unanimously.

II
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ERIE MANE CORPORATION, to permit erection and operation of a service statio

and permit pump islands 25 feet of Columbia Pike right of way line, on Dart

aide of Columbia Pike, approximately 1/3 mile eBst afBailey's Cross Roads,

Mason District. (General Business).

~. Graham, attorney, represented the applicant. It is proposed to build

a service station here, Mr. Graham stated, with three beys, two pumps eac4 t

and ODe building. There will be three means of ingress and egress to this

loeation - which conforms to the reqUirements of the State Highway Dept.

All permits and approvals have been obtained with the exception of this use

permit, which is now before the Board for consideration.

It was asked where this was located in relation to Coopersmith - Mr. Graham

said it 1s adjacent to Mr. Coopersmith. on the west.

It was brought out that the plat submitted with the application does not

show the boundaries, and it was therefore not possible to determine the tot

land involved in this request for use permit.

Mr. V. Smith stated that the Board, before acting on an application, was

required to have the boundaries of the sUbject property shown by m~8s,and

boUnds and dist.a.nces. Mr.V. Smith continued that if the applicant wished

to have the permit issued on the basis of the entire property of 45,000 sq.

teet and tie up 1#he whole proper1#y with the filling 91#atlon that was up to

~em, but if they wish to have a surveyor cut a line across part of the pro

perty that too is his privi1edge.

Mr. V. Smith asked if the applicant wished the Board to postpone this case

until later in the day so that he might have a surveyor put the boundaries

on this plat? Mr. V. Smith said that he realized that this was not the

fault of the applicant - that the error should have been caught in the

Zoning Office.

The surveyors description of the property was correct, and it was merely a

matter of transposing this information on to the plats - and it was asked

if, the applicant could do this himself. Mr. V. Smith said the Board was

willing to do anything within reason to help the applicant recit'y this erro

that he could go to Mr. McLaughlin today and get him to put it on the plat,

and then return ",nd the Board would hear his case at the end of the meeting

or the Board could postpone the case for action until next Tuesday.

Mr. Graham felt this correction could be made in an hour or so.

Mr. v. Smith moved that this case be put at the bottom of the list, for the
applicant to submit proper plats.
Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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NAVY-VALE FIRE DEPARTMENT, INC. , to permit construction and operation ota

fire house, on north side of Route #669, approximately 200 feet east ot

Route #60S, opposite Navy Community House. Centreville Dist.(Agriculture}.

Mr. Thompson represented the applicant, and stated that they proposed con

struction and operation of a fire house, and he presented a list of seventy

one property owners in favor a/this application.

It was asked 1£ this had been approved by the Fire Commission? Mr. Thompson

said "no" - that they can't get approval of any kind until they get some

thing to go ahead on. They haven 't as yet bought the land J in fact they

donlt want to buy the land until they have some approval of some kind to

indicate that the purchase of the land is wise.

It was brought out that this was before the Fire Conrnission last year,8nd

that it was turned down due to lack of population - and. the tact that the

site chosen last year was too close to another fire house. This was be

fore the Fire Commission on October 16,1955.

Mr. Thompson stated that they don't propose to build this tomorrow, or the

next day - or next year - but they are trying to lay the ground Work so

that when the population is there they will have a tire department.

With the new University site in this location, and the new building that is

going on here, they teel that in the next two or three years they can expec

it to be a very populated area - and there Will be a definite need for ~

tire department.

It was asked if they had checked with the Fire Commission since it was de

ferre last year. Mr. Thompson said they had not - since their main objecti n

was lack of population, and they have not ~ined tremendously in population

since them.

The members felt that this application was premature - as the granting waul

be only good for one year, and if building is not started within one year

the applicant is required to come back to the Board.

It was felt that the site w~s satisfactory, and if the need were sufficient

it certainly would be a good location.

Mr. Thompson asked that if they could start building within the year would

it be granted?

Mr. Brookfield said he could see no reason why the Board shouldn't grant

this application - if the people up in this area were willing to put up

the money.

The question was asked - if' the County fails to support this project then

what happens?

Mr. Brookfield said he was willing to approve the site, but he was not will

ing to tie the Fire Commission to that site or to any other sitej in tact

the Board has no control over that. Mr. Brookfield said that about all the

Board could do was to say that they do not believe this would be detriment

06 neighboring property.

Mr. V. Smith said that actually is all that is bef'ore the Board.

I
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Mr. Thompson said that they were trying to do things in proper order - and

the first thing in their opinion was to get a site approved. If they go to

the Fire Commission the first thing they will say 1s "is this site approved

Mr. V. Smith asked if this site had the approval of the Health Department.

Mr. Thompson said "no" - not yet. They were getting to that too.

Those in favor of the application were asked to stand up - there were a

goodly number In favor.

Those opposed to the application were asked to stand - there were none.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application be granted, as it conforms to re

quirements of Section 6-4 and Section 6-12 Bub-section 2a and b - subject to

the approval of the Health Department.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II

<- .... I

-,

, ,

7- WILLIAM D. McINTYRE, to permit extension of permit to teach dancing in base.

ment of dwelling and to permit more students) Lot 20, Darwin Heights (1105

Darwin Drive) Falls Church District. (Urban Residence.)

Mr. McIntyre reque5ted - if' it is not contrary to the Board's policy - that

he be granted an indefinite period on this application.

The Chairman said this would be considered later.

Mr. McIntyre said he also would like to increase the number of students.

He recalled to the Board that for the last two years he has been granted a

permit for one year only) and that the number of students had been restricte

to five.

Mr. Brookfield asked if there was any opposition - there was none.

Mr. V. Smith asked Mr. McIntyre if all of the surrounding property was de

veloped in his area, or if' some was vacant land? And what parking facilitie

did he have?

Mr. McIntyre said there was no vacant land - he is on a dead-end street,and

each house has it's own driveway. There is curbing on each side of the

street. The street is not used unless someone has visitors) and there 1s a

cul-de-sac. He felt that there was unlimited parking here.

!Mr. V. Smith felt that f'rom the standpoint of the size of the lot, and the

parking problem that the Board shouldn't make this unlimited in number or

duration of time. He asked Mr. McIntyre how many students he f'elt he could

accommodate and not create a traffic problem) noise or anything like that.

Mr. McIntyre felt that he could acconmodate a maximum of ten students. His

studio is large and ten could easily be accommodated•. As for parking, Mr.

IMcIntyre stated that as a rule the parents bring their children) leave them

land then return for them. He conducts these classes himself and has no

assistant.

replied that she was asking for it on the five acres only.
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7-Ctd Mr.V. Smith moved that the application be granted not to exceed ten etuden

for a period of two years, to the applicant only, and that he not have any

employees conducting the school. Granted because this does not appear to

affect adversely neighboring property.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

I
8- ~<\-JOHN C. FRENCH, to permit erection of an open ~h closer to garage than

allowed by the Ordinance, Part of Lot 1. Sleepy Hollow (50S Sleepy Hollow

Road) FallS Church Distirict. (Suburban Residence).

Mrs. French represented ,the applicant. She advised the Board that they

would like to put a 'porch on the back of their house - 13 feet wide -which

would bring the house itself past the front of the garage, and the garage

is only three feet from the line - instead of ten feet.

Mr. Mooreland had suggested that they make their open porch six feet wide,

but they would prefer to have it 13 feet wide, as they do not feel that

six feet is wide enough.

Mr. V. Smith asked if the proch could not be put in another location.

Mrs. French stated that there was another location, on the side, and that

she felt that was not the right place for it - nor would there be any place

to get in to it as they have no door here. She said a door could be cut

but it just wasn't the right place for the porch.

Mrs. French felt that the solution will probably be to move the garage

which will be expensive, and the garage was there when they bought the

house.

Mr. Mooreland said the garage is conforming as it is noW', but if the permit

to extend the house back is granted, the Board will put itself in a positio

of having to extend others.

Mr. V. Smith noted that the garage amendment which permits the garage in the

location as shown was put in to help people who had this problem, and there

are a great many in a similar situation.

Mr. Brookfield asked for opposition - there was none.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application be denied, because there was no

evidence presented which would indicate that there is an extraordinary or

excessive situation, or unusual difficulties or undue hardship on the owner

and because there is an alternate location for this open porch.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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CHRIST CHURCH (Chantilly), to permit an addition to Parish House within ten

feet of rear property line, on south side of Route #50, approxina tely 900

feet west of #657. Centreville District. (Agriculture). ~ I CJ
Mrs. Rogers represented the applicant. She stated that they wish to add a

kitchen on to the back of the Parish House. They could possibly put it in-
,c

side, but the room is a nice size for recreation purposes, and it is really

needed in the community for a recreational center - and would be of great

benefit to the young people of the community. Therefore, it would help th

greatly if they can put this kitchen on the back of the present building.

Mrs. Rogers said it 1s true that it would bring it a little closer to the

line than the Ordinance allows, but that there 1s a field to the back,and

therefore they do not feel this would be a hardship on anyone if this is

grantJd.

It was noted thatthe Church and the Parish House are well set back from

Route #50.

Mrs. Roger's sister, Dorothy, spoke in favor of this application - stating

that they would be considerably handicapped if this is not granted.

Mr. Brookfield asked for opposition - there was none.

Mr. V. Smith moved that this application be granted because it is an older

Church, and there appears to be a definite need for the addition to the

Parish Houae in order to serve the conmunity, and this seems to be the most

appropriate place to put the addition, and the property does set well back

from Route #50, and it can be granted without adversely affecting neighbor-

ing property.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
ALICE HAINES, to permit operation of a nursery school and kindergarten on

36 acres of land on west side #656, 1/4 mile north #29 and #211, Centrevill

District. (Agriculture).

Miss Haines stated that they would like permission to operate a kindergarte

and nursery school on their property - in the middle of the 36 acres. Miss

Ha.ines presented the Board members with a report from the Fire Marshall and

a petition from her neighbors requesting that Mrs. Haines be granted per

mission to have a school located here. Miss Haines further stated that she

had fulfilled the suggestions of the Fire Marshall.

Miss Haines said that she had consulted with the SBl.ltat!on Department and

the Health Department, and that they had adVised her- that they had no juri

diction over this because it is only a half-day school. She talked with th

Welfare Board and they said they would make an inspection if they were re

quested to do so, but this was found not to be necessary. The septic tank

has been approved.

Mr. V. Smith noticed a discrepancy in the plats, and asked Miss Haines whe r

she waa aaking for the application on the five acrea or the 36 acres - she

. replied that she was asking for it on the five acres only.
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IO-ctd. Miss Haines stated that the nearest neighbor 1s 1/4 mile away.

Mr. Brookfield asked for objections - there were none.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application be granted to the applicant only,

as shown on the plat by Walter L. Ralph, C. L.S., dated March 2,1951 _ piat

showing the location of buildings and 5.05 acres of ground - because it doe

not appear to affect adversely neighboring property as evidenced by petitio

presented with the application - petition dated September 19.1956 and signe

by the neighbors in favor of this use. This subject to any agency having

jurisdiction at this time - any regulations in existance now or that may

come into existance later, and subject to the approval of the Health Dept.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
11- ABRAHAM ALJAN J to permit extension of motel (10 units) on north side #29 an,

#211, approximately 600 feet east of #621, Centreville District.(Agric.)

Mr. A1jan said he respectfully requested that the Board permit him to build

an addition to his motel - ten units.

Mr. Aljan stated that his septic tank situation here 1s perfect, and was

built in accordance with the regulations of the Health Department.

It was agreed that Mr. Aljan has a very nice setup here.

Mr. Brookfield asked for opposition - there was none.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application be granted as shown on plat by

Joseph Berry, C.L.S., dated October 5, 1954 - as amended August 1, 1956,

because it conforms to the requirements of Section 6-16 of the Ordinance,bu

subject to the approval of the Health Department

Seconded, Mr. J. Ba Smith

Carried,. unanimously

II
12- W. E. GRAHAM & SONS, to permit operation of a Rock Quarry on 4.1 acres of

land on north side of Occoquan Creek, approximately 250 feet west of north

end of Bridge over Occoquan Creek, Lee District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Mooreland stated that at the request of the Director of Public Works,

it is desired that this be put over until October 9th,l956 - we do not .havs

a report ready for this.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to defer this case until October 9th at the request 0

Mr. Kipp's office.

Seconded, V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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ANNANDALE MOOSE CLUB J to permit opera:tian of a Moose Hall (extension ot

permit grented 12/28/54) approximetely 500 feet north of #236, opposite

WakeCield Chapel Road, FaUe Church District. (Agriculture). j..;).. {
Mr. Brookfield observed that this was actually a request for an extension,

and that the pennit was issulld in December of 1954, and they had done noth-

ing with it s1nce.

Th. gentleman representing the applicant stated. that they had gone ahead

With percolation tests, etc.

Mr. Mooreland said that he had talked with the Ccxnmonwealth' 15 Attorney in

reterence to this,and the amendment which was passed, and t.hat the Common

weelth's Attorney ruled that the Board has authority to grant this extensi

and thatthe amendment. wou1.d not affect it at all.

Mr. Brookfield asked tor opposition

A Mr. John Strang, Architect and Engineer. came before the Board _ saying

that he lives in Wakefield Forest, and asking just which property this site

was on. "He didn't know anything about this application, he bappended to be

in the roOlll. - but he would like 'to know the location of this property.

He was told that ,the propert.y was located on th,e opposite side of (12)6 fro

him. He was also told that the property had been properly post.ed. on the

previous application, and alao on this present application, and that the

only way the Board could. grant this application was if they felt that it

would not arfect adversely development of the community and neighboring

property.

Thie gentleman sta'ted that he would not oppose the application. He only

hopes that this Club trould be a real HSet, to the cOll'llluni'ty.

It was brought out 'that 'they have two acres here at 'the present time,and

are making arrangemen'ts to buy a third acre.

Mr. V. Sm1th moved that this application be extended for one year _ granted

for the same reasons and ·wi'th the same conditions as in the previous appli-

cation.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

I

I

14-
II
FRANK W. MORROW, to'permit erection of an open porch closer to carport tha

allowed by the Ordinance, Lot 2, Section 1, Marlo Heights (809 lCerns Road)

Falls Church Dis'tr1dt. (Rural Residence.)

There was no one present to represent the applicant.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the case be deferred until October 9,1956 - and

that Mr. Morrow be no'tified to be presen't if he wishes his case to be he

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried J unanimously.

II
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It was discovered that the Board was a little ahead of 'time on t.heir

schedule, and that they could not hear the next case of E. E. Bell until

12:50 p.m.

WhUe this was being discussed Mr. Morrow entered the room and. his case.n

re-opened.

14- FRANK W. MORROW, Col. Morrow presented a photograph to the Board o£ the

rear section of his house, and a drawing of -what he would like to do in

PUtting a covering OYer the pa:tio, wh1~t the back ot' ehe bouse.

the side of the house and the side ot the garage is- a plus seven feet

and between the tar side o£ tbe garage and the next adjacen't property

15 about six f.et and nine or ten inches. Col. Morrow wants 'to put a root

over the patio which runs back ten 'feet trom the rear wall oC the house.

The garage 18 Only fty. feet back of 'the rear wall of the house. He wou.l.d

11ke pena.lssioD to put. the root oyer the patio. This is a tWO-level patl0.

He would like to put a roof' over the lower section.

Col. Morrow stated that his neighbors did not object to this.

Mr. Brookfield asked for oppositi.on - there was non••

It. was suggested that Col. Morrow could come back to the line, but he felt

that while that would give h~ covering it wouldn't look eo good _ tha~wha

he proposes would be a much better looking proposition. Another suggestio

was ..de that he mieht put a support at the mid-point .on the five root line

and then extend the roof over and gain the same thing, but here again Col.

Morrow thoup;ht this wouldn't look good. He stated that he was very much,in

terested in the appearance of his place.

Mr. V. Smith said that he was sympathetic with what the Colonel wishes to

do here, but should the Board grant this application - or as in the case

of the other similar applicat.ien - would the Board be in effect amend1ng

the side yard setback by creating a situation whereby a garage can be

located in the side yard. The amendment which permitted these garages 'to

go in this location - provided they were in the rear of the bUilding - was

for specific reasons - to help applicants who had problems similar to this.

Now we are getting applications to move the houses back, Mr. V. Smith said,

which defeats the purpose of the whole thing. Mr. Smith continued. that it

the Board. grants these applications that sooner or later they will have

people coming in saying its rainy and cold in the wint-er here and we would

like to connect a breeze-way over to the garage - so' what they would have

in effect would be practically no side yard at all.

Colonel Morrow stated that he definitely had no intention of' connecting. to

the garage, and he realizes that would not be granted. He intends to put

a roof over this patio, even if he has to put the support on the five ·,toot

line, but he believes this plan he has would be a definite improvement to

his place.
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Mr. V. Smi'tb stated that the only way that. the Board could grant this r.eque

for variance would be it undue hardship had been shown, and he felt that 1n d. ~ 3
no way had Colonel Morrow shown undue hardship.

Mr. J. B. Smith mave4 that the application be denied because to grant it

would be amending the Ordinance.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously

II
E. E. BELL, to permit erection of two dwellings within 25 feet of Street

property line, Lots 416 through 419. Block J, Memorial Heights, Mr. Vernon

District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Bell stat.ed that the reason that he wants these two dwellings pretty

close to the street 110e18 that there 1s a ravine in back. and quite a lot

of drainage from the next street comes down through here _ and if he sets

back very much more than 25 teet helll be in the middle of the ditch. Mr.

Bell said that he had the same situation with the lots Which join these lot

to the rear - up on top of the hill - which he also owns. He contended that

on this street, before you get to these lots, some of the houses are set

back only ten or fifteen feet. On this particular street there are only

three houses - on the far corner there 1s one house that is set back only

about fifteen teet.

• V. Smith asked Mr. Bell if he was aware of these conditions at the time

he purchaSed this property - the ditch and" 'the hill in the "back? Mr. Bell

said that he did not know what the setback _s at that time.

Bell has a total of seven lots in this area - and out of the seven it

brought out that he will need. a variance on all of them.

Brookfield asked for opposition - there was none.

V. Smith moved that the application be deferred untll OctOber 9th, to

give the Board members an opportunity to view the prGIperty.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. Graham. returned with the corrected plat which ident!fi

8 service station boundary in red ink•

• V. Smith moved that the application be granted under Section 6-16 of the

rd.inance, because it con£orms to that section, as per plat dated July 24,

956 and revised September 18,1956 - by Merlin F. McLaughlin,C.S.

econded, J. B. Smith

arried, unanimously.



CALVARY PRE8BlTERIAN CliURCH
Mr. Brookfield read a letter from Calvary Presbyterian Church requesting an

extension of time on application granted March 20, 1956.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application for extension of time be granted.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

(These minutes transcribed from recording of meeting by E. Morrill).

The meeting adjourned

John W. Brookfield, Chairman
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The regular meeting of the Fairfax County
Board of Zoning Appeals was held Tuesday t

September 25, 1956 at 10 o'clock 1n the
Board Room of the Fairfax County Courthouse
with all members present except Mr. J. W.
Brookfield.

In the absence of Mr. Brookfield, Mr. Verlin Smith served as Chairman.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. VerIin Smith.

DEFERRED CASES:

MARY VAVALA, to permit extension ot trailer court from 36 to 42 units, Lot

18, Evergreen Farms) (Gum Springs Trailer Court). Me. Vernon District.

(General Business).

Mr. Paul Delaney represented Mrs. Vavala. Mr. Delaney said they had had a

topographic survey of the property, and the layout was okayed by the Fire

Department - which was evidenced by a letter from Mr. James E. Cott-ey of th

Penn-Daw Fire Department. They had called the Highway Department asking 1'0

their okay on the entrance but had received no reply. Mr. Delaney asked toha

the Board approve the piat layout before taking this to the Health Depart-

ment for approval.

Mr. Verlin smith'recalled thet the point to be considered further woe appro

.trom the Department of Public Works. He also recalled Dr. Kennedy's state

ment before this Board that his Department and Mr. Kipp's Deplrtment would·

like to see these plats before they are approved by the Board of Appeals.

He felt the Board should not act without approval from those two agen~ies.

Mr. Delaney pointed out on the new plats the change in the road which would

detour around the existing dwelling -.giving space on one side of the dwell

ing for play. area. This was done at the suggestion of the Board.. The play

area lI'ould be entered 1"rom the roadway, Mr. Delaney pointed out. Mr. Delan

agreed that they had. to some extent, sacrificed play area for this roadway,

Which gives better access for fire equipment. Mr. Delaney stated that Mr.

Kippts office had not seen the plat.

They are now in the position where they wish to go ahead with the lines and

the plumbing installation but cannot do so until this plat for layout is ap

proved, Mr. Delaney continued. He showed the statement from the Sanitary

Engineer indicating that the sewer would be available on September 10th and

asking Mrs. Vavala to make application for connections.

Since this is an increased use, Mr. Verlin Smith stated that in his opinion

approval from the State Highway Department is necessary in addition to ap

proval of drainage plans from Mr. Kipp and approval from Dr. Kennedy before

action could be taken by this Board.

Mrs. Henderson stated that in view of the letter of October 22 .tram the

Health Department requesting their approval of plats before they are approv

by the Board of Appeals, she would move that this case be deferred until

October 9th, for approval of ingress and egress by the Highway Department,

approval from the Department of Public Works and !"rom the Health Department.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.
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to permit erection of an addition to dwelling within )S

feet of the Street property line. Lot 1). Block E. Section 2, Churchill,

(1125 Haycock Road), Dranasville District. (Suburban Residence).

his is an addition of about 400 square feet which will not protrude farther

the front yard than the existing steps OIL the dwelling. It will be

This is a pie-shaped lot. Mr. Gibson noted. which makes it

Possible to add this room on any other part of the building w1thout more

infringement on setbacks and it would appear not to atfect anyone adversely

V. Smith thought the addition might fit better on the opposite side of

house but Mr. Gibson answered that the only aCCess on that side would

be by meane of a hallway through one of the bedrooms which was not practical

s. Henderson suggested cuttin~ the room back in line with the tront of the

thus eliminating the need for a variance. Mr. Gibson thought he

the full room size. That would cut him down to a 14 x 14 room, which

uld not do for a combination living and bedroom•

• V. Smith read the "Hardship clause" from the Ordinance and intonned. Mr.

ibeon that that is the only part of the Ordinance under which this varianc,

could be granted - and. since this appears to be a matter of adding the room

y means of putting in a hallway - or not - he did not think that constitut

baDhip. He thought there were probably dozens of similar cases in the

unty - all of which could apply for a variance.

s. Henderson moved -that in view of the fact that this room could be built

ithin the Ordinance if it is made smaller and. to do so would not create an

ndue hardship, the application be denied.

econded. Mr. J. B. Smith

arrted. unanimously.

1-

2-

/
UTH COLTON. to permit operation of a nursery school in home. Lot 9. Block

ection 5. North Springfield, (5402 Fremont St •• ) Mason District. (Sub. Res.

• and Mrs. Colton appeared before the Board. This school i8 planned for

hildren in the neighborhood, Mr. Colton told the Board - five days a week

rom 2:)0 p.m. to 5:)0 p.m. They will use the basement of their house.which

hey will complete for this purpose - meeting all fire and health regulation

his is not intended to be a commercial enterprise, Mr. Colton insisted. it

s merely a place where children in the area can play with supervision and

th a certain amount of instruction. The ree ~ll be very small _ just

nough to cover actual expenses. It will be limited to ten children•.

s. Colton told the Board of her teaching experience. stating tha't she woul

no staff. During the afternoon she Would take the children for a short

lk. There will be no structural alterations in the basement merely an en

ranee door and an opening to the ba~oom. There are three windows in the

8sement - two on one wall - one on the other wiich Mrs. Colton believed

I

I
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provide sufficient light and air. The basement has an area of 11 x 20

he regulations regarding living quarters in a similar room were discussed 

uld the height of the room be adequate for this use. It was agreed that n

gulations coverid room height for a school room.

• ColIOn presented a statement from the Fire Marshall detailing their re

~tions necessary to be met. They will contono to these requirements.

t was questioned whether or not this was sufficient area for ten children.

t vould amount to an area of 5 x 5 feet for each child, Mr•• Henderson not

s. Colton presented a petition with 13 signatures favoring this project 

he petition also showing Mrs. Colton's education. experienee, and the con-

itions of conducting this school.

e Chairman asked i£ there was opposition.

Samuel Goodwin, whose property adjoins the Coltons' on one side. objecte

e presented an opposing petition with 60 names of' people living in the im

Also be had the opposition of Mr. Ed. Hickey, President of

he Citizens' Association, who - while he does not live in the area - wished.

o lend his support to opposition to encroachment of business in the area,

ich encroachment is in direct opposition to the Subdivision covenants.

Goodwin made it plain that this vas not a personal attack ~n the Coltons

he petition recited the objectlons~ that the applicants bought property in

his subdivision accepting the covenant restrictions yet they are attempting

o break those covenants within four montha after purchase of their home;

his would open the door for other similar exceptions; this is obviously a

usinesB enterprise; 'it could create a continuing nuisance; limitation of th

umber of' children attending cannot be enforced; this project would create a

raffic hazard and. would be depreciating to property values; thb would be

air to residents in the area and to,· other nursery schools.

Goodwin told 't?he Board. that Mr. Colt,on had had trouble with vater

in his basement - a situation which he had been unable to clear up.

cost in the neighborhood of $2400 to finish the basement. Mr. Good

estimated. He thought it would be necessary to make this a commercial

enterprise in order to defray and justify such an expense.

• Stomback also objected for reasons stated. He is the owner of property

on the opposite side from Mr. Goodwin. Mr. Stomback mentioned the stonn

rear yard. which he thought would be a hazard to the children

s there are no fences in Springfield and the children run unrestricted from

It would be impossible to keep them away trom such hazards.

• Green objected. calling attention to the large number of people who have

signed the opposing petition - all of whom live in the immediate neighborhoo •

either in the same block or only one block away.

• Col,on restated that they do not plan a business in the true sense. He

said ~he children were in his yard a great deal anyhow. and since he intende

,to finish their basement - they had, £elt that organised play and instruction

2-Ctd.

I

I

I

I

I
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2-Ctd. would be a c0lllllW11ty benef'it. When the children are outside it will be und

supervision, and. he thought that better than allowing them to play unrestr1

as they do now.

Mr. Colton said he thought he hed his basement situation licked _

leaked but it was not impossible to fix it. He restated the fact of the p

to have only ten children.

None of the people who'se names are on the petition have contacted him. Mr.

Colton said, and none or them knew what the plans for the school actually

are. He thought the covenants were subject to interpretation - that they

actually referred to offensive or noxious enterprises - ~1ch certainly wo

not include a small nursery school.

Since this would appear to be opposed to the COVenants on this subdivision,

Mr. V.. Smith suggested that the Board should not get in the middle o£ this

8ituation. He felt that the request was not in keeping with the neighbor_

hood.

Mrs. Henderson stated that while the Board is not in a position to enforce

covenant restrictions she felt that such restric~ions in covenants should b

considered, and she felt that the case"as presented does not indicate that

the nursery school would promote the health and safety of the children. but

that it would adversely affect the use of neighboring property. eherefore.

she moved that the application be denied.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
3- ANDREW J. DELISLE. to permit open porch to remain as erected 13' 6" from

rear property line, Lot 19. Block 47. Section 14, Springfield. (7402 Floyd

Avenue). Mason District. (Sub. Res.)

• Cre~en represented the apPlican't. Mr. Creeden called a>ttent.1on to t.he

shape of the lot, noting where the side and rear lines cut in toward. the

house on a slant line. There are actually only 20 square feet of this addl

tion in violation - one corner of the room. A permit was granted for the

addition. Mr. Creeden stated. shOWing the proper setback. The first check

showed the setback to be all right. A second check revealed the error.

• Mooreland said the difference had probably occurred from the fact that

the back of the house which rises sharply. One measure

ent was made up the slope of the hill and the other was the direct line fro

the building to the property line.

he walls and roof of the addition are up.

• George Wise. the contractor. told the Board that the house had been

surveyor's plat - which showed a 15 foot setback - and

ieb they assumed was correct. There was also the question of measuring

from the fence. which later was determined was not. on the property line.

But since this is an open porch and the infringement is very small, Mr. Wise

thought the variance would not harm neighboring property.
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3-e"d. • Varlin Smit.h zsuggest.ed that. by moving the posts back allowing an over-

hang the Ordinance requirement.s could be met.

There lIIere no objections from the area.

It was Bugges'ted that if the porch 1s screened the corner could be squared

orf to come within requirements.

• MOoreland thought that impractical, as his office had no means of pollc

ingto make sure the screened area did not take i~ the violating corner.

• J. B. Smith moved to grant the application because the violation 1s 80

structure, and he could not see where this

uld adversely affect anyone in the area.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried

For the motion: J. B. Smith, T. Barnes, V•. Sm1th _ Mrs. Henderson voted "no"

II
JOHN N. CAMPBELL, to permit erection and operation of a service station and

o permit pump island. 25 feot of right of way line of Lo••burg Pike. Parcol

t of Section At Culmore, Mason District. (General Business).

his is a piece of property which he has owned for the past ten years, Mr"

Campbell told the Board, haVing had it zoned for business use about a year

At the present time he wishes to erect only the filling station. The

road is dedicated and his pump islands will be located, if granted,

from that right of way. (It was noted that the grass plots shown

n the plat are within the presently dedicated service drive).

e service drive will not be built at present, Mr. Campbell said, but the

tate can do so whenever the need arises. The entrances w1J.1 be put in in

ccordance with Highway regulations. Ingress and egress will come in on

side of the pump island, between the grass plots.

• V. Smith called Mr. Campbell's attention to the fact that if this is

ranted it would be on the basis of the entire tract. Mr. Campbell said he

ealized that. Ii' he wished 'to put up anything else he would have to come

ck 'to the Board.

ere were no objections from the area.

s. Henderson called attention to the statement in the Ord1nance regarding

ocat10n of filling stations in compact groups. She wondered it the satu

ation point might be reached - recalling six filling stations between the

117 and Seven Corners. But from this location, to

ailey's X-Roads there is only one station, Mr. Campbell noted.

twas noted that the plat presented had not been certified. Mr. Campbell

aid this was a copy of the certified plat made by Mr. DeLashmutt's office;

e could very eflsily have it certified.

• V. Smith said the location of the building should be shown on the plat,

size of the building and the setbacks.

T. Barnes moved to defer the case until OctOber 9th, 1956 for presenta-

ion of certified plats showing proper setbacks.
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Seconded t J. B. Smith

Carried. UD&11imously.

II
LUTHER N. GROVES, to permit covered patio to remain 8S erected within two

reet of the rear property line, Lot 15 t Block 23, Section 5. Springfield,

(6015 Hanover Street), Maeon District. (Suburban Residence).

Ae shown on the plat this covered patio 1s attached to the garage on the

rear of their property. Both the garage and patio were constructed. when

Mr. Groves bought the property. He was told at the time or purchase that

he could put a roof' on the patio and complete it. The building 18 over

three years old and if' it was out of line Mr. Groves said he would think.

it should nave been discovered before this time. He has owned the propart

tor about two years.

It was noted that this would not require a variance i1' it were a carport,

and if it were of' fire proof construction.

Mr. J. B. smith suggested removing two feet. of ~he structure along the

back line to bring the structurj four feet from the rear line _ conforming

to a non-fire proof carport.

Mr. J. B. Smi'th moved to defer the case un'til Oc'tober 23rd, to View the

property.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderl!!lOn

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

I
6- WILLIAM T. BRIGGS, 'to permi't enclosure of Ptl'l'Ch closer to Stree't property

line 'than allowed by the Ordinance, Lots 8, 9, 10 and 11, Speers Subdiv1s10 ,.

(610 West Great Falls Street), Dranesville District. (Suburban Residence).

This is an old hous, which at the time of purchase had a long porch across

the front, part of which was enclosed, Mr. Briggs told the Board. He.did

not know the setback was in violation, Mr. Briggs said, since he has spent

much of his 'time out of the country and did not know of zoning regulations.

He started remodelling the front with the plan to enclose the entire front

porch. His neighbor suggested that it might be necessary to get a permit

.for this reconstruction. . I't was then that he discovered that .the house was

too close to 'the street, and he could not enclose the porch without a

variance from this Board. There is another house on this street which baa

a similar por.ch and which would be :l,n violation if it were ~nclosed. Two

others wi'th porches are set back rar enough to enclose the porChes without

a variance. This is an old recorded subdiVision, Mr. Briggs pointed out.

Mr. Briggs presented a petition signed by fourteen people in the immediate

area sta'ting they did not object to the complete enclosure of this porch

in ract they considered it would enhance the value of the house and be a

credit to the neighborhood.

Mr. Briggs said he had stopped work when he was about half through with th

remodelling. The neighbor immediately adjOining has no porch - his house

sets back the same distance as Mr. Briggs'.

I

I



6-Ctd.

"
s. Henderson moved to defer the case to view the property and to see other

roperty in the neighborhood. Deferred to Oetober 23rd, 1956.

Seconded Mr. J. B. Smith
d- 31

Carried, unanimously.econded , J. B. Smith

here were no objections to these variances from the area.
Out

• T. Barnes moved that the application tor variances be granted pn/Lot C,

Section C, including 4.419 acres and on Outlot ~, Section 1, including 2.4

cres, Parcel A, both ot Hunter Valley, provided it show on the plat that no

ilding shall be built on the access strip - in accordance with the restric ive

clause presented by the applicant. (That the 50 foot access lane ma

to the lot and no building may be ericted upon it.)

Carried, unanimously.

D. L. WIelDS, to permit subdivision or lots with leS8 width at the building

set-back lines, Outlot C, Section 2, Hunter Valley and Outlot liP. Section I,

Parcel A. Hunter Valley, Providence District. (Agriculture) •

8. Wickens showed plats of the two outlats which are 80 located that they

not meet the required width at the building setback line. They have

out their lots in large tracts, Mrs. WickeDs explained. ranging from

acres up, and have attempted to draw the lot lines in accordance with

the contour of the ground, allowing an especially at~ractive building side

for each lot., These two lots each have a high building site some distance

trom the road. They have proVided a 50 toot access lane ItOO and 600 Ceet

long. This access lane is the only road trontage tor both lots. This would

technically put the building setback line with,in the 50 foot lane. The til'S

lot has tour plus acres - the 50 toot by 400 toot lane leading orr at Ioute

672 (Vienna-Vale Road). This is known as Outlot C in Section 2. The secon

lot has 2.4 acres and 1s located on a ,50 foot lane leading from Route 1/674

(Hunter Mill Road). This is known as Outlot C, in Section 1 , Par.cel A.

hese two lots are located within the subdivision with only the lane Cront-

ge on roadways. The building sites are high, wooded and secluded. There

Deed tor frontage on a road f Mrs. Wickens pointed out, .except the acce 8.

is no intention to ever use these 50 foot access strips Cor lots, Mrs.

ickens st.ated - such a development would be entirely out of keeping with

sizes, and. they will place restrictive covenants on the pro

erty to assure no development on these strips and that they will continuous y

be used for acceS8 only. Mrs. Wickens handed the Board a statement of the

restrictions which they will put in the purchase contract for these lots:

"The 50 toot acceS8 land may be used only for access to the lot and no build

tng may be ereet.ed upon it"- or .. "No building may be built upon this lot

except at a point ~ere the lot exceeds 100 feet in width" •

• Mooreland suggested that this statement be placed on the plat tor per

nent record.

II
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Oll'rHERN VIRGINIA CONSTRUCTION GOMPANY.• INC•• Le••ee., to permit .gravel. pit

pe:ration on 55 acrea Or land, Part of Lots 1 and '5. Va. ReaJ.ty'Company.Inc.

south end of Jefferson Street, Lee District. (Rural Residence

• Andrew Clarke repre.ented the applicant. Until the SUmmer of 1954. Mr.

Clarke recalled, the citizens of Fairfax County had been greatly concerned

over the hazardous and unsightly condition ot the ground resulting from.re

oval of gravel, But at that time, through 'the cooperation of many public

lnde<!. individuals with County Officials, an amendment to the Zoning Online. •

s adopted controlling gravel pit operations and the manner in which the

area so stripped of gravel must be left. In this amendment the .county re

quires a bond of $1000.00 per acre on the part of the operator to .guarantee

that the area will be lert in conformance with a topographic map which will

have been approved by the Director of PUblic Works. Also the ,amendment s~a s,

Mr. Clarke continued, that no pits nor water holes shall be lett and the dra n

age shall be adequate and in accordance with approved plans. In this area,

Mr. Clarke pointed out, the bond will amount to $55,000.00.

Mr. Donald Ball, the applicant, is a life-long ~sident of this County, Mr.

Clarke continued, he halS conducted his business in the 'County for many year

He has a large payroll (247 employees) he buys gaB in the County, which tax

goes for road maintenance, and pays a large tax on his operations.

Mr. C1arke.called attention to the plat of the proper~y in question - showi

two hills which contain the gravel. These hills will be leveled and the

topographic map indicates how the ground will be restored after removal of

the gravel, this restoration being guaranteed by the $55,000.00 bond.

Ground is too expensi!'e in Fairfax County, Mr. Clarke pointed. out, to leave

it in an unusable condition - as was done many years ago. Mr.Clarke calle

attention to the land at the intersection of the Shirley Highway and Route

#2)6, which is being leVeled off for future development - after cravel pit

operations. Mr. Ball 1s restoring this ground. Mr., Clarke pointed to othe

areas including the Skylark Motel, which Mr. Ball has put in shape Cor de

velopment after gravel excavation. At Edsall Road and the Shirley where tb

washing process now takes place is the beginning of the restoration of that

area for industrial use. Also the Southern Iron Works is located on restor:

g·round. This, Mr. Clarke explained, shows the value of removing gravel and

restoring otherwise unusable areas so they can be put in condition to cr~t

more value to the County.

Mr. Clarke recalled an area near Wall Haven which a couple ot years ago had

been left in an unsightly condition from the removalot gravel - the p~ople

in the area had been greatly annoyed by the dust, the rutted roads, and

water standing in pits. Mr. Ball has acquired that property and is trying

to remedy the situation.

Mr. Clarke read the following letter addressed to Mesal's. Freeh11l, MOS8, _

Kipp, Schumann, Mooreland and Brookfield - regarding t.he proposed operation



"Franconia, Virginia
August 22, 1956
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Fairfax County Officials

Joseph H. Freehill, Chairman, Board of Supervisors
William H. Moss, Supervisor, Lee District
Edward L. Itipp, Director of Pub11s Works
Herbert F. Schumann, Director of Plaming and Zoning Administrator
William A. Mooreland .. Assistant Director of Zoning
John W. Brookfield I Chairman, Board. of Zoning Appeals

Subject: Gravel Removal Operations

Gentlemen:

Confirming the points discussed between representatives of the
Northern Virginia Construction Company, Incorporated I and the
Franconia Citizens Association on 14 August 1956, at which meeting
William H. Moss, Edward L. Kipp, Herbert F. Schumann, and William
A. Mooreland, 01"£1c1a18 of Fairfax County, were present and parti
cipating, the following represents the underst.anding rea<::bed &s 'to
the controls to be exercised by the Northern Virginia Construction
Company, Inc., in gravel removal operations in the Franconia area:

1. All land from which the removal ot gravel i15 authorized
by the County of Fairfax will be restored to grades
specified by the County of Fairfax at the time ot grant
ing such authorization.

2. To the ,maximum extent practicable, such restoration of
land to specified grades will be progressive during the
period authorized for removal operations.

3. Garbage and trash will not be used for fill in return
ing the la:nd to required grades set forth in such
authorization for gravel removal.

4. Acces8 roads for the transportation of gravel from the
removal sites to processing plants will be 80 sele'Cted.
as to minimize nuisance and traffic hazaros in the com
munity and 80 as to avoid the creation of salety hazards.

5. Operational controls will be exercised tolim1t truck
loads to weights permissible under existing regulatory
laws, and all possible cooperation will be given the
Franconia Citizens Association to eliminate reckless
driVing or driving in excess of legal" speed limits by
employees or contract operators.

6.The Franconia Citizens A8aoc1at~onwill be informed and
discussion held with its representatives, prior to action,
of any contemplated est.ablishment of new or additional
gravel "processing plan'ts wi'thin the Franconia area.

The Northern Virginia Construction Company, Inc., and the Franconia
Citizens Association have pledged to endeavor to resolve any dif
ferences of opinion which may arise during the course of gravel re
moval operations in the area, insofar as they relate to procedures
:.heretn agreed upon, by "mutual consultation and discussion of the
problem wi'th a view to prOViding for continuous, uninterrupted opera
tion, the pro'tection of the interests of both parties, and the
maintenance of good public relations.

The Northern Virginia .construc'tion Company, Inc., was represented
by'Donald E. Ball, and. A. P. DiGiulian. The Franconia Citizens
Association was represented. by C. L. Dorson, Marilyn A. Goodhart,
Eugene A. Green, Chester A. Allen, and Arthur H. Balter.

NORTHERN VIRGINIA CONSTRUCTION CCMPANY,INC.

By: Donald E. Ball
Chairman, Board of Directors

FRANCONIA CITIZENS ASSOCIATION

:By~ C. L. Dorson, PrJsident"

L..VV
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8~Ctd. Mr. Clarko recited the noedo in tho County tor gra..ol (in the buUding of

roads and all types of structures) and noted that there 18 v.ery little gray

left in the County. Unless new 'Sources of gravel are used it will be n8Ces

sarr to transport gravel from Maryland - either by rail or truck.

While they are operating on only the 55 acres - and taking gravel from the

two hills only, Mr. Clarke pointed out, this complete operation may run in

ten or tWel? years, depending upon the need and development in the County.

It may be that other portions ot the area will also need gravel removal.

Mr. Clark. suggested that. opposition to this use would very likely calle t

the people least affected. Mr. Ball had. met wit.h the Franconia CitizenB

A88ociatlon and an understanding and agreement had been arrived at with tM

group. But the people from Bush H111 - which 1s 1(X)() i ••t to the east ot

any street to be used - and the people from Rose HUl, which is not develop·

up to this boundary, have expressed opposition. The people in Brook Haven

might teel that trucks on Franconia Road would be dangerous. The tl:Ucks

will go out on Route #613 across the railroad to the plant at Edsall Road.,

and the Shirley Highway. There are three stree'ts on which the 'tNcks _y

travel, Mr. Clarke continued, Jerferson, Gum and Cedar. However, Mr. Ball

bas acquired right ot way alol1l r·riplet't Lan. (which i. now fifteen teet)

to increase the right or way to fifty r.et. This increa.e in right o£ way

will be made betore this road i8 used..

Mr. Clarke called att.ention to the tact that Mr. Ball has used many trucks

oyer the County highways during the past ten years and haa hadoDly one

accident.

It 1s planned that this tract will ultimately be used for subdiVision pur

poses. Mr. Clarke continued, that the Dogue Run trea'tlllent plant will probab1

be increased to take care of this area. The remo~ ot the aggragate will

make the land even more desirable tor subdivision as it will reduce the big

drop which now exists on the property and therefore result in better drain

ago •

• Dawson, President of the Franconia Citizens Association, stated. that hil

Association is not taking a stand tor or against this case but that Mr. Bake

would make a sta'tement for the Association whenever appropriate.

Mr. D. E. Ball, Chairman of the Board. ot the Northern Virginia Construction

Company told the Board that his company first acqUired ground in theCounty

in 193) and began gravel removal operations. Since that time many subdivisi os

or developments have been built on ground he has worked. Among those he re,,:,

called were; Cloverdale. Skylark Motel, Carr tracts, Burgundy Village and at

the Shirley and Route /1236 where he has built his own office. They have

urnished sand and gravel and poured concrete tor many buildings and large

evelopments in the County. With the entry of C.I.A. into the County the

for sand aod gravel will be greater than ever. Mr. Ball continued,and

th the diminishing supply in the County it is necessary to open new opera

ions and explore new areas for gravel to furnish these expanding enterpl"iS8

I

I

I

I

I



NEW CASES - Ctd.

I

8-Ctd. His company has a 355 acre tract, Mr. Ball stated, and from 55 acres of tha

area they wish to take sand and gravel. It this is denied, Mr. Ball .con_

tended, this material will have to come from other places - from companies

who. will be using our highways free.

The following report from the Department· of Public Works (signed by Mr. B.C.

Rasmussen) was read:

;)3

Sept. 17,1956

B. C. Rasmussen

Mr. W. T. Mooreland"MEMORANDUII TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT: Proposed grovel pit. 55 acres on Lot 1/1
and lot 1/5 of Triplstt Estate. Appli-
cation by Northern Va. Conet. Co.

A field inspection was made on the above named property Sept.
1),1956 and the following conditions were observed: (I) The
at.taohed: topggraphy is apparently correct, (2) A 24" natural
gas main is being constructed fifteen feet· from and parallel
to the northerly boundary on this property, {:3) There are
numerous points of saf'e acceS8 'to State roads from this property,
and (1+) The natural drainage divides are honored on the proposed
grading plan.

I

A revised grading plan on topography teS received by this of£iee
September 15 J1956 and the proposed. grading plan indicatelS that
no excavation will be done within reasonable distances of the
boundary of this tract and adjoining subdivisions.

It the Board grants this application the applicants should take
all precautions necessary to prevent damage to the natural gas
main J apd. they should obtain permits tor aCCaSIS to any State
roads from the Virginia Dept. of Highways.

I
(Signed) B. C. Rasmusssn

SUbdiVision Design Engineer

BcR/le

cc: Mr. Edward L. Kipp
Director of Public Works"

Mr. Clarke said the letter from the Franconia Citizens Association J which i

filed with this caseJ was sent as a voluntary move on the part of the appli

cant - to be made a part of the application.

Mr. Baker read the following statement from the Franconia Citizens-Assn:

I

I

"My name is Arthur Il. Baker. I am the Chairman of the Legislative
Committee of the Franconia Citizens Association and I am appear
ing here today on behalf ot that organization.

Our Association has long been on record in opposition to the
operation ot gravel pits as they have, in thepast J been con
ducted in our area. We have in the past expressed that opposition
to this Board. At the same time. we recognize the right of persons
who own property on which such natural resources are present to
utilize those resources so long as the operations are conducted
in such manner as to preserve the value of surrounding property,
avoid impairment of the investments of the owners of such pro
perty and protect against the creation ot community problems
effecting health and safety. .

We have in the recent past met with officials of the Northern
Virginia Const. Co. to explore the possibility of efreetua~ing
an agreement which would accomplish these objectives.. I am .
pleased to report that we havetound theofficials ot the Northern
Virginia Construction Co. to be cooperative and that such an
agreement has been reached. The signatures of the President
of our Association and of officials of the Northern Virginia
Construction Company have been affixed thereto and I am informed
that a copy of this agreement has been forwarded to the Chairman
of this Board.
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(continuation of quotation)

We are of the opinion that the operating controls set forth
in this agreement provide the required protection for our
community and the property owners resident therein and the
Franconia Citizens Association interposes no objection to
the grant of a permit for gravel removal operations in our
area to the Northern Virginia 'Construction Co. based upon
the terms of this agreement.

Respectfully submitted:
I

(Signed) Arthur R. Baker. Chairman
Legislative Committee
Franconia ~itlsen8 Association."

The Chairman asked for opposition.
Mr. Forest Funk spoke, locating his home on the map with r~lation to ~he

posed operations. Mr. Funk said he owns two a-cres fronting on Woodway Dr1

Mr. Funk asked where the trucks would ~ when leaving the property _ how

·would they be distributed over the outgOing streetsf He felt his street.

with four homes, was apt to get the bulk of the tra.ftlc. _He objected _ be

lieVing this operation would depreciate his property.

Mr. Oliver presented a petition from Rose Hill Subdivision with 2146 signa

tures - opposing the project. The signers objected because of future de

preciation to their real estate, abatement of present increasing real esta

values resulting from residential and proposed shOPping development, removal

of existing natural beauty resulting in denuded waste area, and the nuisanc

factor resulting from dust, erosion and drainage.

The objectors claimed that Mr. Ballts previous operations had lett bare de

nuded ground. contrary to Mr. Ball's claims of development. These people

were shown to be from fifteen hundred to two thousand feet from the operati

I

I
area.

Mr. Boone represented a delegation who had designated him to present the

facts to the Board. Mr. Boone said he now lived on Gum Street but was buil

I

I
areas.

ing in Bu~h Hill where he WOUld move before long. Mr. Boone listed a numbe

of locations where the applicants have operated and contended that they le

behind them ugly denuded groul1d. with pits and standing water. When the gra 1

was depleted they left the ground. with no attempt to resto. it nor to put

it into usable and. safe condition, but moved on to other areas.

There is no gravel pit presently operating in this iDlllediate area.

pointed out. and they did not want one. Mr. Boone contended that the agree

ment between the applicant and the Franconia 'Citizens Association was act y

not a valid contract. as there is no:;:'means' of- enforcing it.

Mr. Boone called attention to the great number of g,ravel pits in the County

with blighted groUnd between them, ground which was reduced in value and

rendered unproductive. He asked the Board to compare the amount of taxes

derived from a well developed subdivision with the barren denuded gravel pi

Mr.Boone painted a word picture of rutted roads, WOrn out bridges. the wast.

and denuded areas left by gravel pit operators. These pits, Mr. Boone con

tended, become dumping grounds for garbage and junk.
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Mr. Boone asked what kind of homes ..could go into a place like this _ it

might take ten years for this operation - then several years to fill the

ground and stabilize it aufficiently for homes. If the demand for homes

should cease, Mr. Boone continued, the County has no guarantee as to what

will ultimately happen to 'this area. He questioned bow much of Mr. Ball's

taxes flow back into the County - how much does he actually contribute to

the repair and. upkeep of the roads?

Mr. Boone accused. Mr. Ball of pouring concrete for various buildings in the

County for a profit and not out of the goodness of his heart.

Mr. Boone presented a petition opposing this use signed by fifty-five home

owners - all being within two thousand. yards o£ the project.

Mr. Boone accused the applicant of displaying an old aerial map which d08s

not show the present gravel pits in this area.

Mr. Verlin Smith. Chairman. told Mr. Boone that the old gravel pits should

not be used as a case in point because we now have an Ordinance controlling

the operation and the ultimate condition of the ground from whi.ch gravel is

taken.

It was brought out that the Ordinance does not provide for the maintenance

of roads during operation. since the roads are State controlled.

Mr. Robert L. Rolls. living in Brookland Estates. presented a petition with

134 signatures objecting to this - for the .Dame real50ns listed in the Rose

H11l petition. Mr. Rolls indicated the location of Brookland Estates which

would eerYe as an entrance to the property in question. While they are pro

bably not near enough to be adversely affected by the operations. they are

interested in keeping their area residential in character and attractive.

They feel that such an operation would place a stigma On the entire area.

Mr. Rolls called attention to gravel pits in general and how they are lert.

and the traffic hazard to children from trucks used in hauling. They have

tried to increase the value of their property·in this area. Mr. Rolls con_

tinued. with improvements - he thought this use - so near to the entrance

to their subdivision. would be depreciating. He asked the Board to refuse

a permit on this case.

Mr. W. 0 .. Greenlee of Rose Hill objected. Mr. Greenlee asked how the Count

could be assured thet the $55,000.00 lIOuld put this property back in usable

condition. Mr. V. Smith answered that that was worked out by the Public

Works Department Engineers. The question was asked who would supply the de

ficit if this did not cover restoration. Mr. V. Smith answered - the Count •

insofar as he knew.

Mr. John Kelly objected. He lives at the south end of Jefferson Avenue,

Mr. Kelley stated.. He presented a petition containing 79 names from BuUto

Subdivision and the Silver Springs area. These signatures were obtained t

the three streets to the north of this property - which people would be mos

adversely affected. This group had been told. Mr. Kelly continued. that at

'::01
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8-et;d. the meeting ot the Franconia Cltizene Association it was agreed t.hat since

the operations were already there and that conditions were so bad that ,they

had to agree to something in order to get any kind of guarantees _ that the

agreement they did get was perhaps the only way they could be assured of

clearing up this arsa. Mr. Kelly noted that the 50 toot buttar strip which

was discussed 1s actually a gas line on which they could not operate _

therefore he thought the applicant was offering no compromise.

Mr. Ball was asked where the trucks would do after leaVing the property. He

answered that they would haul down Oakridge Road to the Alexandria Sand a.
Gravel plant bordering on the Southern 'Railroad.

Mr. Ball brought out the fact that people in this area had expressed no ob

jection to the gravel pit operations, but were objecting only to the trucks

which would travel over their roads. Mr. Kelly answered yes - but that att

the people had looked into it further and had realised the depreciating

affects of the operations - they decided to oppose this application.

Mr. Kelly also brought out the fact that Mr. Ball does not own the trucks

which haul the gravel - that this is done by contract. He thought under au

conditions Mr.Ball would have no control over tpe truckers who would no dou

haul as many loads as possible and drive as fast as possible since the more

trips - the greater the pay.

Mr. V. Smith cautioned that the speed of the trucks was not before the Board.

Mr. C. Ringle, a potential home owner in Ridge View, objected to the posslbl

depreciation in the value ot hi. property - which he said he could not afto

to take.

Mr. Roy Brunwoak, who lives on Cedar Street said he understood that the re

cord. of the Northern Virginia Construction Company ,operating trucks had bee

good - from the accident standpoint - but he noted that people in the area

were very quick to get off the road for the trucks.

Mrs. NUbrook, who lives on Gum Street, asked if the washing plant would b.
in)!

located on this ground. Mr. Ball said no - wash/would be done at their.

p~nt" on' the Southern Railroad.

Mrs. NUbrook tholight this use was incompatable with a residential area

which entirely surrounds the gravel pit property. This is in<:Of'pozoating an

industrial use within a purely residential district, Mrs. Nilbrook conti~ue

She considered such operations would not contribute to the safety and welfa

of the County and would not increase the tax revenue for the County.

Mrs. Bailey from Rose Hill objected.

Mrs. Pritulla trom Ros. Hill said they had bought in this subdivision think

ing the area would be restricted to residential use and for a shopping cent

which they are hoping to get. She thought residential areas should be pro

tected by the County.

I

I

I

I

I
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Mrs. Van Scayce asked - who det.erm.1ned when the ground was restored to pro

per and usable condition. Mr.V. Smith pointed out that the Ordinance ..gaver

ing gravel pits has definite specifications which must be met at the con

clusion of the period for which the use is granted.

Mr. Robert Linnell from Rose Hill suggested that a gravel pit operation wo

certainly blight the land and reduce taxes. He asked how the home owner

would be protected.

Mrs. Chesley from Guilford Subdivision located her home and expressed the

idea that it would depreciate her property.

Mrs. Barry from Franconia Estates objected, recalling the condition of rele

graph Road &s a result of heavy trucks and the eye-sore caused by gravel pi

operations. She asked what guaran'tee they would have that the trucka would

not go down Telegraph Road. She thought the resale value of h~8 would be

greatly reduced by these operations. The 96 homeowners on Franconia Road

objected, Mrs. Barry told the Boa~~the people in Franconia Estates.

Mr. Pergande from Rose Hill objected, stating that Mr. Morrell has a busine

zoning pending - contingent upon the sale of homes in Rose Hill.

sure Mr. Morrell could not sell his houses if these operations become a fac

Therefore, the shopping center - which they all want in Rose Hill - will be

delayed, or perhaps will not go in, Mr. Pergande contended.

Mrs. Hay, from Cedar Street. said their road had just been ~urfaced _ she

wondered if this road would be protected from ill use. There are eight

homes on this street and about eighteen !?hlldren, Mrs. Hay continued _ she

thought the uSe of trucks On this street would be not only detrimen~al to

their property but hazardous to the children who use the school busses. She

said they were greatly concerned both about that danger and the value of

their homes.

Mr. Calvin Bottom !'rom Gum Street likened this ,operation t.o mining which he

thought out of keeping with the area. He agreed with the last speaker that

these operations were dangerous to children in the area. There are 2)

children on Gum Street, Mr. Bottom stat.ed.

Mr. Arthur Baker, from Franconia Citizens Association spoke again - stating

that his Association was taking no position in support of this use nor are

they against it. They have an agreement with the Company and the Associati

is acting on behalf of its membership. Mr. Baker restated the fact of the

agreement which -.s reached, not as a tshot-gun.weddingl - as has been io

ferrjd, Mr. Baker said. They have in the past objected strenuously to grav

pit operations but under the agreement between the operators and the C1tize

Association they believe the conditions necessary to afford protection have

been met, and the conditions were agreed to by the Company without modifica on.

This, Mr. Baker said, along with protection from the Zoning Ordinance, will

assure proper handling of the area. Mr. Baker outlined the area covered by

the Franconia Citizens ASSOCiation.

"The Board adjourned for lunch.
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Mr. Clarke spoke in rebuttal. Mr. Kipp, DiTector ot Public Works, who wes

unable to be present at the morning hearing, testified. Mr. Klpp stated

that he had lookad OVer the grading plan. Mr. Clarke aakad Mr. Kipp it

the removal of gravel from this area would be detrimental or would it be.

asaet. The area 18 80 located, Mr. Kipp answered, that he thought there

would be no drainage problem - in tact he thought such removal would aid

the drainage situation.

Mr. V. Smith askad Mr. Kipp it the applicant could go below tbe grading

plans as shown on the plan. Mr. K1pp answered that the plan showlS the

max1mum depth and the d-epth to be tilled ·in later, and that hie Department

would supervise the operations. Mr. V. Smith asked if' $1000 per acre woul

be adequate to cover grading costs if the applicant 8 ceased work betore 'the

operations are completed. It could be sufficient _ or it could not be, Mr.

Kipp answered, depending upon the condition in which the property was lef't,.

Mr. Clarke asked if this plat inCludes re~oval on just the two hilla. Mr.

Kipp answered. yea, and that this application covers only a small portion 0

the entire tract. They have approved the grading plana on this small tract

only.

Mr. Clarke said he thought Mr. Dawson's and Mr. Baker's position should be

clarified. He stated that his client was attempting 110 eradicate the con

ditions which have ex1sted on old gravel pits. He recalled the ar.. ne.r

Wall Haven where a few years ago "the gravel was taken out and nothing _.

done to improve the ground. and the roads were ruined. Mr. Dawson and. Mi-._

Baker have fought such conditions tor many years. This last Spring a new

amendment was passed by the County assuring that even if a developer 18

grading for subdivision purposes only - he must come before this Board for

a permit. This agreement was worked out between his client. the members- of

the Association and. himself, ~. Clarke continued, and hoe felt that it had

satisfactorily met all contingencies.

Mr. Clarke restated the fact that,this 1s not a rezoning - it does not

change the classification of the area for residential development - it is

merely a reque'st to take out gravel, a natural resource. There will be no

pit as the digging will go into the two hills.

Mr. V. Smith asked if the applicant could dig below the contour shown OD th

map. This is a 26 toot removal, Mr. Clarke pointed out _ that is not bel

the surface of the ground and would not be a hazard to children. This grav 1

is all above ground. There are probably not more than 25 acres on which

gravel is located - no pits will be left or no holes in the ground will re

sult from this work.

Mr. Clarke stated that in his opinion Mr. Boone had been a fantastic wit

ness in opposition in that he bad made a series" of claims which were unfair

and unrelated to the present case. Mr. Clarke agreed that gravel pits in

I

I

I

I

I

the past were left in a bad condition, but stated that such conditions coul
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DO long.er exist. Mr. Clarke also r.ecalled that the Highway Department had

dug pita promiscuously in the .county tor years and nothing was done about i

This Board has granted several pits under the new Ordinance, Mr. Clarice

pointed out, and they have been lett in a satiafactory condition. Mr. Boo

discussed the old pits with which we are not concerned today, Mr. Clarlee

continued.

In displaying the 1953 aerial photographs. Mr. Clarke stated, they were not

attempting to show gravel pits - either old or new - nor were they conee

with hiding any gravel pits - they were merely attempting to show the proxi

mity of the surrounding territory which would be affected. Mr. Clarke con

tended that Mr. Boone had led this fight against the present applicant. and

that it was a known fact that one can get names on any petition. He £Urthe

stated that Mr. Boone had tried to instill in the minds ot people in the

area things that never existed.

Mr. Boone I s triends loudl,. disapproVed this statement _ in unison.

Mr. Clarke asked ·that h. b••llowed to complete his .tat....nt _ that h. had

listened to the opposition with courtesy and expected the same concession

trom them.

Mr. Clarke showed, that the Rose Hill development is t.wo thousand feet a_y

from theae operations. Bush Hill is fifteen hundred teet. to the east. Tho

on Franconia Road cannot. see the operations, and are theret'ore not a1'iected.

Brook Haven 18 to the west. They have a drainage condition in their own

area.

With regard to trucks on the highway, Mr. Clarke noted. that 1£ the County

is to get sand and. gravel !'rom localities other than the Count.y _ the road.e

will be used by those hauling trucks and there will be no tax money accrui

to the County.

Mr. Clarke recalled again that Mr. Ball had acquired additional land tor th

widening at Triplett Lane, which he has dedicated Cor public use and which

he will black top - it will be open for the use at people in the area.

With regard to Gum, Cedar and Jetferson Streets, Mr. Clarke said that Mr.

Ball had assured him that if these streets are used he will maint.ain them a

keep them in repair.

Mr. Clarke again recalled that this is not a pit operation, but rather the

leveling of hills which will in the end put the ground in a bett.er conditio

tor subdivision than as it is. The applicant will be required to leave the

ground in usable condition.

Mrs. Henderson asked it there was any other means at access to this operati

rather than down streets where people are living.

Any street they would use, Mr. Ball answered, he would maintain and l'lepail".

He will keep such streets tree of ruts and holes and will put on two coats

at 011 and No. 9 and 11 gravel - the same treatment which is used by the

Highway Department for secondary roads. This would prevent any dust.
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With regard to the time element, Mr. Ball said he would like a permit to

operate for three years, as he cannot anticipate the needs or what the

market will be. However, they have no intention of dribbling this operatic

out over a long period of time.

Mr. Kelly called attention to the fact that the business of opposing this

application was not the work of one person (Mr. Boone), but rather the work

ot the entire group.

Since the opposing testimony had been completed, Mr. V. Smith asked that th

group confine its questions or suggestions to Mr. Klpp's testimony only.

It was again stated that this operation would talce place on the two hills

only, a'S shown on the topographic map I and that operating on any other part

of the tract would rlitqulre another hearing before this Board.

It was asked if' this granting would establish a precedent :for the grant1Dg

of other gravel pit operations. The Chairman answered that each case ia

decided upon its own merits.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that a 50 foot strip of tree be lsft along the Rose

Hill boundary line.

Mrs. Henderson stated that she was deeply sympathet c with the peQple liv!

on Cedar, Jefferson and Gum Streets. but she felt i

ing of this application will not adverselyatfeat 19hborlng property in

accordance with the Zoning Ordinance, and the soni map; therefore ahe mov

that the application be granted according to the to graphic map drawn by

W. T. Henry, C. E., dated August 1956 and approved y the Department of

Public Works, with the provision that a 50 foot str p be -left along the Ros

Hill boundary 110e and that the existing trees be 1 ft as a butter II!Itr.~p,an

this is granted with the understanding that all pro i8ions under 8&<:tioo

6-12-£-7 a and b, paragraphs 1.2,) shall be met" T is is r~ranted for a per ad.

of three years.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried. unantmously.

,f II
w. W. OLIVER. to permit opening of a Street closer 0 existing dwelling and

one lot with less width at the building setback than allowed by the

Ordinance, Lot 28. Section 2, Glen Acres, Mason rict.(Sub. Res.-elas8 I

Mr. Carl Hellwig represented the applicant. 1s a nood plain a lit.tl

south of these lots. Mr. Hellwig explained. which e developer wishes to

avoid - therefore, this road as planned will curve way 1'rom the flood plai

ending in a Cul-de-sac. That £lood plain area wi1 pro~ably be used for

play area. There is an existing house on Lot 27. his road will come with

37.7 feet of that dwelling. The proposed Lot 28 w 11 bave considerable IllOr

area than required. but at the curve on the Sixth treet cul-de-sac it

narrows down to approximately 70 feet. However. a the building line the

lot isw1der - approximately 130 feet. The house 11 be set back 1oo'£88t

I

I

I

I

I
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or..more from the Sixth Street front.age, and will face on 'the proposed sid-e

street. This street as proposad, Mr. Hellwig pointed out, will be little ;;. '1'3
traveled as it ends a few lots on into the subdivision - having about 16 or

20 houses on it.

It is possible, Mr. Hellwig continued, that - if Sixth Street is extended

Lot 28 will become a corner lot, which naturally will not meet corner lot

width requirements. Therefore. they are asking the two variances - to allO'l

the street closer to the dwelling on Lot 27 and to allow Lot 28 with less

frontage than required.

The people on Lot 27 do not object, Mr. Hellwig said - they have a .garage

on the west side of their house. He presented their statement saying they

do not object to the road being so located.

,This is requested as it is believed it will make a bet.ter development of th

land, Mr. Hellwig told the Board, and they wish to iron out the frontage in

case of future continuation of Sixth Street.

Mr. Mooreland suggested that the proposed building' ort Lot 28 -be shown with E

garage located within the Ordinance requirements - to foBetall £uture re

quest for a garage setback.

Mr. T. Barnes moved that the application be granted because this variance

can be granted without detriment to the neighborhood, this is granted as

shown on plat by Carl Hellwig. dated September 10. 1956, and the applicant

shall show the 10cationof a garage setback alone with the proposed house

on Lot 28. which comes within the Ordinance setback requirements.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

. Carried. unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASES

1- MU SINGLETARY. to permit carport to remain 1.)5 1"oet f'rom side property

line, Lot 121. Section 2. Lincolnia Heights, Mason Di8t~ict. (Sub. Res.)

Mr. Singletary said his neighbor who wishes to appear in his behalf was un

able to wait for the time of hearing. He would like to have the case de

ferred again so the neighbor could be present.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the case be deferred until October 2).1956.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
2- HOWARD DAVIS, to permit operation of a marine service station. Lots 5 and 6.

Block 1, Section A, Gunston Manor, Mt. Vernon District. (Agriculture).

This case was deferred for plats showing the location of the Maryland line,

Mr•. Davis stated.

It was pointed out by the Chairman that this is not a request for a rezoning

but rather for a use permit only.
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2-Ctd. Mr. Davis presented a plat showing the Maryland line, bu't it did not; in

dicate the distance of his pier from the Maryland line.

Mr. Davia explained that all he ia wanting is a pennit for the filling

station for use in the immediate area - he has no intention to commercial1

this area - but it is the only way he can furnish gas legitimately to boat

owners and the permit would be limited to him.

Mr. V. Smith also recalled that this case was deferred in order that the

opposition (Gunston Manor Corporation) may show their interest in the 25

foot strip along the water tront.

Mrs•.Embry, Secretary-Treasurer of the Gunston Manor Association, read a

statement detailing the facts of the AS8ociation t s incorporation (she pre

sented a copy of their Charter of Incorporation). This Association 1s und

the leadership of a thirteen member Board of Governors J the statement read.

There are from 65 to 70 active members.

In view of the fact that this proposed business to which access would neoe

sarily be over public property, Mrs. Embrey stated J the Association oppose

this or any other similar project and the Board of Governors voted on July

14th that Mr. Davis cease his operations. The President of the Board com

municated this information to Mr. Davis and after that Mr. Davis applied

for this permit, and for a rezoning.

During the time last year when Mr. Davis was installing his pumps he did n

request permission from the Board for this installation.

Mrs. Embrey showed a plat which she said was on record in the 'Clerks .Q£t"ic

and which showed the 25 foot strip of beach which she claims is set aside

for public use.

Mrs. Embrey asked why Mr. Davis was so eager to get this permit, as his

property is apparently up for sale.

The f9ilS line running to the pumps on the pier necessarily crosses pub11-e

propertYJ Mrs. Embrey continued J an easement over Which he has no right ~o

intrude with his business operations.

This strip of land has served as an easement since the original developmen

of the subdivision in 1929, and the developers have indicated that a deed

for this strip was issujd to one of the original trustees of the GWlstOD

Manor Property Owners Association. Since they have been unable to locate

that member - the Association has indicated that they will issue another

deed to this strip.

Mr. Whitmer showed a plat indicating the Maryland line and the distance of

the Davis pier from the line.

Mr. Whitmer agreed that the Association would furnish a title to ~h1s strip

showing that Mr. DaVis does not own the 25 foot strip which he is using.

Mr. Whitmer said he was sure Mr. Davis had bought this property with the

understanding that this strip was public property - as all th~ others in

the area had understood.

I
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Mr.Whitmer recalled a case in 1946 when a Mr. Baker had applied for a r.e

zoning and the same question 'Came up, and it had been determined that a

Court order would be necessary to grant such an appli-cation. This appli

cation was filed on Lots 27 and 28, Block I.

Mr. V. Smith said that as far as he was concerned he could not vote on this

"until the ownership of this strip of land was settled, that the case was de

farred for Mr. Davis to produce that information and also deterred for the

Association to show its interest in this land. He felt that no concrete

evidence had been presented to the Board on this.

~s. Pmbrey said when the deed records were changed. from the original Corp.

to. the Gunston Man Association, this ownership wa~ supposed to be shown _

but it was not. They did not realize that this om"ission had been DIIlde unti

this case broUght it to light. They did get the deed on the Baker case. bu

not on this. She was sure that Mr. Parsons. President of the Association

would be able to straighten out the records. Mr. Parsons is out of the are

..t present.

In answer to Mr. J. B. Smith's question about who paid taxes on this strip,

Mrs. Embrey said they had not paid because it was dedicated to public use,

and therefore no taxes were requirjd. However, as far as she knew it was

not officially released from taxes. Mrs. Embrey said that people buying in

the area were advised that they did not own the water front.

JuSt how the deeds read on this property was discussed _ Mr. Whitmer though

perhaps Mr. Davis I deed identified his boundaries by feet - not stating

clearly that this did not include the 25 foot strip. There was considerabl

contusion concerning just what the deeds show and which deeds showing this

strip were on record.

Mrs. Henderson suggested that there must be some deed in existance which

Would indicate ownership.

Since there were no records nor deeds to show ownership of this strip, Mr.

Mooreland thought the Board had no authority to consider or to det.ermine wh

actually owns the property.

However, Mr. V. Smith thought the question of ownership should be resolved

before a permit could be granted. The Board agreed.

Mr. Barloga restated the restrictions on Gunst.on Manor property _ that busi

ness was not allowed except. where so designated and no structure could be

erected without approval of the Association - both of which Mr. Davis had

violated.

The depth of Mr. Davis' property was discussed. and it was stated that in n

way could the water front along the tide line be construed

boundaries of his property. Consequently his pier would be on public pro

perty J which would block the passage-way along the water front. The washi

away of the bank would make it difficult to tell actually where Mr. Davis'

lot runs, as his deed no doubt reads 100 feet from the street line. The

quest.ion was asked, is this State owned- land or not on which the filling



station would be located. However, Mr. Whitmer t.hought thae by measuring

100 feet from the street right ot way the lot would not come near the water ;.. "f t
line.

2-Ctd.

DEFERRED CASES _ ~d.

Mr. Davis said his lot was only ?O feet deep - he cannot use it for anythi

elae - a building would not meet the setback requirement. He felt that he

should be allowed some use of his lot. Mr. Davis said he did not know of

the covenants restricting business and. the 25 foot public easement across

the front of his property.

Mr. Joseph Flakne stated that he had bought property adjoining Mr. Davis.

Mr. Flune said he was a member of the Board of Governors _ and it was his

understanding that no one was speaking for that Board as there was no

formal meeting on this. Mr. Flakne expressed the op1nion that in this

ing conmunity such a use as Mr. DaVis plans would be very use£u1. It would

relieve the fire hazard of storing gas and of carrying gas on the highways

which is dangerous. He thought there were many people in the area who woul

use this service. Also it would provide a rescue dock _ a needed facility.

Mr. Flak.ne thought this 'WOuld not Open the way for other businesBes _ that

each case would be handled on its own merits. He was sure Mr. Davis was

not planning a casino nor any further extension of his operations. He stat

that Mr. Davis bad been a good. neighbor and was not the kind of person who

would depreciate the area.

Mr. Scott Cranford referred to the deed to the Gunston Manor As~ociation,

dated July 5, 1956 - which "". recot'ded in Liber N-10, pg. #501, which

covers the covenants o£ the AS80ciation.

Mr. Cranford estimated that there 'are only about 25 Boat owners in the area

who would use this service. He thought that a very limited profit for Mr.

Davis.

Mr. R. Lester, Second Vice-president of the Association, stated that since

there was no fo~ meeting o£ the Association, he felt the opposition at'

this meeting was not necessarily representing the Association. Mr. Lester

stated his faith in Mr. OaTis and his belief that Mr. Davis was interested

only in establishing a service and a convenience to people in the area.

A letter was read, addressed to Mr. Davis, from the District Engineer, giv

ing Mr. Davis the right to construct a 150 foot pier wit~ certain restrict-

ions.

The Board was still of the opinion that the question of ownership of the 25

foot strip along the water front should be cleared up, and that the appli

cation should be deterred for that information.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case until October 2)rd, until the Associ _

tion or the Corporation can produce proof of ownership ot the land in quest on.

(The 25 foot strip in fron of these lots along the water front).

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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EFERRED CASES - ctd.

ARBOR BAY CORPORATION. to permit location, construction and operation of

sewage treatment plant. 2500 feet east of Route #611 on Small Br"aDCh Run

nd,,2000 feet north of County Line, Mt. Vernon Distric:t. (Agriculture) •

• Andrew Clarks represented the applicant. This case was deterred for re

commendation from the Planning Commission. Mr. Mooreland read the following

tatement from the Commission, recommending the granding of this application

c.. ... I

I RECCJoIMENDATION TO:

FHlM:

RE:

"September 25,1956

Board of Zoning Appeals

Planning Commission

Harbor Bay Corporation

I

I

I

This application 1s tor approval of the location, constru
ction and opera'tion of a sewage disposal plant. The plant
1s proposed to be built within a subdivision of 1/2 aCre
lots l ,which subdivision 1s located on the southeast side of
the uld Colchester Road, and 1s immediately north of
Occoquan Creek at the Prince William County line.

The cont.rlbution from this plant will now into Occoquan
Creek at a point below the water storage area of the
Alexandria Water Company. Consequently, there would be
no arfect on the public water supply in this area. Ref'.erence
18 made to the Stream Basin Report prepared by the Planning
Stafr, approved by the Planning Commission, and submitted
to the Board of Supervisors in January 19So. Aside Crom
those water sheds to which the County sewer systems con~i
but., this report dellneattkl the water sheds below tne
Alexandria Water Company's source of supply as those whieh
should next bi considered for sewage disposal plant con
struction.

Accordingly, the Commission recoJrlDends that the Board of
Zoning Appeals appro"s the appli<:ation to construct the
plant in this location as proposed.

Very truly yours,

FAIRFAX COUNTY PLANNIIlG OFFICE

(Signed) H. F. Schumann, Jr.,
Director of Planning"

Every effort i8 now being made, Mr. Clarke told the Board, 'to prevent Prine

William County from dumping into the Creek. and also to clean up eonditions

at the Lorton Reformatory plant. and with the high degree of treatment from

this proposed plant it will assure a minimum of pollution.

It was asked at the Planning Commission meeting, Mr. Clarke stated. whether

or not his client would sign the same type of contnd; on this plant as was

made up for Mr. Hassan. The two cases are not parallel, Mr. Clarke pointed

out. Mr. Hassan's plant was located within a well populated area _ the

stream nowing thrOUgh other property. Also the Water Control Board. has

placed two additional conditions on the approval of this plant - that a

measuring meter be installed to determine the amount of sewage flowing into

the plant, and also that the efnuent from the plant be extended into the

stream and completely submerged. However, the owner of this property, Mr.

Kipp, the Commonwealth's Attorney and he will get together to work out plan

to assure the efficient operation of the plant. They will draw up a contra

Mr. Clarke contended, which will be acceptable to the County.



tral Bd. I

I

3-Ctd. The letters from the -State Water Control Board and the Health Department r.e

garding their requirements for approval of this plant, which were read into

the minutes at the previous hea~ing, were r.e-read and di~cu88ed.

Mr. Nathan Hale, Engineer for the applicant, described the type of plant to

be used, stating that his company had dbne a great deal of research on this

and many other plants, and in his opinion this is the most efficient type 0

disposal plant in use today in the State. The results from tests have aho

a high degree of eff1ciency and Mr. Hale predicted that this plant will be

used more and more because of its demonstrated adequacy. The process is

comparatively new - using a biosorption process employing features of the
and the opinion of the State Water C

activated sludge treatment.. It was Mr. Hale's contention/that the plant

will prevent pollution of the receiving stream.

The Chai~n asked for opposition:

Mr. Scott Cranford asked how certain they could be that t.his plant will war

It appears that it operates on a new theory, Mr. Cranford. continued _ what

degree of efficiency can they expect? Mr. Clarke has said his Client won't

buy the Hassan type of contract, and the people in the area are great.ly can

cerned over pollution. He felt it not too much to ask that the Hassan type

contract be executed and that a bond be put up to assure satisfactory opera

tion. According to Mr. Klpp's statement, Mr. Cranford contended. these PI IS

DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

I

I

I

do break down at times, and if the Board 1s to approve thb request the app'

cant should guarantee good operation by putting up a performance bond _

otherwise this area should be developed with septic fields.

Mr. V. Smith recalled that the applicant is willing, according to Nl-.. Clark

to enter into an agreement satisfactory to the County to assure proper con

struction and operation.

If they can come up with a contract which Mr. Kipp, the Commonwealth's Atto y

and the State Water Control Board Bay is satisfactory - that shOUld guaran

that the plant will be properly handled. Mr. Clarke stat.ed.

It was agreed that both Mr. Kipp and the Commonwealth's Attorney would look

out for the best interests of all concerned.

Mr. Cranford recalled that a group of interested citizens had sat in on the

discussion when Mr. Boothe worked out the Hassan contract, and suggested t

they might want to do the same thing during negotiations on this contract.

The people are vitally interested, Mr. Cranford reminded the Board, they

were greatly impressed with the Hassan contract, and had thought it would

used as a model £or fUtuBe cases. This is the first case to come before th

Board since the Boothe-Hassan contract.

Captain Karns recalled his presence at a Water Control Board meeting at whi

time the lack o£ inspections and control o£ these plants in Fairfax County

was discussed. and it was Captain Karns t impression that

operation must rest With the County ..
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DlIFERRED CASES - -Ctd.

Since this plant is pract:Leally new to this County, Mr. Hale was asked to

explain something of its operation. This plant will give a 92 or ~ t~at;

ment, Mr. Hale explained. It has been operat.ing in many cities for over a

period of five years - in all kinds of climates. Daily charts show the per

centage of treatment. This plant will require one attendant to check the

plant once or twice a day. The plant is ~ over-designed, whi.eh affords

protection in that - in case of breakdown it has a four or five hour re

tention, during which time afnuent can be wiellheld and repairs mad.e. '!'est

have shown, Mr. Hale continued, that -elle efnuent from a plant will be more

pure than a normally flowing stream. - such as Pohick.

Tests run throughout the United States have shown, Mr. Hale told 'the Board.,

that septic fields pollute streams more than sewerage disposal plants will

ever do. The impure effluent goes into streams Erom septi.e fields .practi

cally without treatment. A septic tank gives about 5~ treatment.

Mr. V.Smith asked if it wasn't true that water has a tendency to purit'y it-

self when running through soil. Mr. Hale agreed - unles8 it happened to

meet a crevice.

Captain Karns restated that the only concern of people in this area is to

keep the stream and the bay Eree of pollution. He still contended that the

model agreement should be fallowed.

Septic. have worked well in this area, Mr. CraBford explained, because the

soil is sandy.

In answer to Mrs. Henderson's question, Mr. Clarke stated that the sewerage

would be carried to elle treatment plant by gravity flow.

Mr. Adkins, one of the owners of the property, said this ls the first time

the State Water Control Board. and the Health Department have placed 8uch

rigid restrictions on an applicant.

Hr. Hale noted that at no time has a developer given so much in the County

l8;rge lots, sewerage 11nes and disposal plant - beyond r.equirements t'or t.hi

Boning classification. and predicted that it would grow into a very at;:tract e

beach resort of nice homes.

Mr. V. Smith recalled a few years ago when members of this Board. discussed

control of these plants with the State Water Control Board at Richmond. The

discussed at that time that the State Water Control Board does not. have

personnel to properly supervise construction and operation of these plants.

Daily tests must be made, Mr. Hale said, to control these plants and to get

the best results.

Mr. V. Smith asked about retention of the Grif'fiell plant compared 'to the

Plant to be used here. This has a full retention for four hOurs, Mr. Hale

said.

Mr. Hale told the Board that actually the Water Control Board now considers

that this is the most efficient plant on the market.
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DEFERllED CASES - Ctd.

Mrs. Henderson asked. 1f the certified location of this plant could be put

upon one of the plats presented. with the case. Mr. Hale sa~d the plant

could be shifted slightly but he could give an approximat;e locstion certi

fication, which he did.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the application be granted. according to the ap

proximate location of the plant on Lot 61 as certified by Mr. Nathan Hale

Oil plat dated March 20, 1956) and the plant to be operated to cont'orm 'to

letter from the St.ate Water Control Board) dated August 2) 1956 and letter

from the State Heslth Deportment, dsted July 27, 1956, bot;h of which are on

file in the records of ' this caee) and subject to the owners w~rk1ng out a

satisfactory contract with Mr. Kipp and the COIllDonwealth' s Attorney to aBeu

continued operation ad intinitwn and provided the owners add SCNen plant

ing along the adjoining lots.

Seconded) Mr. J. B. Smi'th

Carried., unanimously.

II
4- PAUL MILLER) to permit erection ot carport and storage area lf1thin 5 feet

ot side property line) Lot 156) Section 4) Hollin Hills) Mt. Vernon D1st.

(SUburban Residence.)

No one was present to discuse whether or not a red.es1&n of the carport caul

be made to meet setback requirements.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved that the applica'tion be deferred until October 23rd,

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

Carried. unanimously.

It was requested that the Secretary write Mr. Miller giving him the date'on

which this case will be heard.

II
5- WOODBRIDGE #583 LOYAL ORDER OF J«lOSE, to permit Lodge Hall, -ing pOol,

and recreation area with less setbaCks than required by the Ordinance) Lota

land -2. Wesley H. Cranford Subdivision) (north side #1. approximately one

mile west of Helm's store). Lee District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Hill represented the applicant. A statement was read recommending the,

granting of this application) from the Planning Commission.

To estal;l11sh the fact that this is a non-profit organization. Mr. HUl hand

the Board a copy of the Charter and the constitution and by-laws of this

organization. These papers also explained the object and purposes of. the

Lodge - showing that it is a fraternal and benevolent organisation in chara ere

He detailed various priviledges granted to widows and orphans of Lodge

members and special care they offer to older people.

It was agreed that parking space must be in conformance with the OrdinS.nce)

and should be located back of the 50 foot front setback line. and should

have sufficient area for all user~ of the use.

I

I

I

I

I
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DEFl!IUlED CASES _ lltd.

Mrs. Hend~r8on moved that the application £or a variance and setback be

granted because there 1e an extraordinary situation here and the building

1s located on a private road, and it will not adversely affect surrounding

property. The parking restriction as outlined in the Ordinance shall be

observed and all users of the use shall be provided with parking space on

the property. This is granted as per plat dated September 25, 1956 Or if

any rearrangement ot the building is made it shall be substantially the s

as shown on the plat and maintaining the same setbacks_

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously_

II
The meeting adjourned.

John W. Brookfield, Chairman
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The reguler meeting of ~he Fairfax Boal'd of
Zoning Appeals was held Tuesday, October 9,
19'56 at 10 o' clock in the Board Room of :the
Fairfax Courthouse, with all members present.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin Smith

DEFERRED CASES:

w. E. GRAHAM 110 SGNS, to pennit operation of a Ilo<:k Quarry on 4.1 acree of

land on north side of Occoquan Creek, approximately 250 feet 'West. of north

end of Bridge over Occoquan Creek, Lee District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Glenn Richard represented the applicant. Mr. Richard presented plats

showing the two quarry locations - this application and the site on which

request is being made tor extension - both on property or Aubrey Clarke.

Mr. Richard pointed out the relationship between the two sites _ this 8e

site lying immediately to the west of the site under consideration £or ex-

tention.

Mr. Clarke owns all the land adjoining these sites. Mr. Richard. pointed out

up to the land which he sold to the Alexandria Water Company. The Work

HOuse property borders the Clarke property on one side. There i8 no resi

dential property in this area except property owned by Mr. Fred. Lynn _ who

has stated. that he bas no objection to .this use. Mr. Lynn's house would be

the only one affected.

This area has been used as a stone quarry for 75, or 100 years I Mr. Richard.

told the Board I and during that time it has been in the ownership of the

Clarke t"amily. Mr. Richard. read a short history of tbe quarry area, PNl

pared by Mr. Clarke - whose father owned the property previous to him. l1;

18 estimated I according to the history. that there are four million yard's

of stone on the property. a sufficient amount to furnish a .great deal of

construction in the County. The quarry has been operated by various com

panies during the 100 years. the history stated - operated on a lease 0,"

royalty basis. The ground i8 unusable for any other purpose , Mr. Richard.

stated. but after removal of the stone it will be lett in condition £eas1

ble to develop for other purposes.

Mr. Richard told the Board that he had talked with Mr. Bolton, Highway Re

sident Engineer. who stated that the operation of the quarry here had been

perfectly satisfactory from their standpoint. that the operators had been

very cooperative and Mr. Bolton stressed the need of this material in the

County. Mr. Bolton also stated that they could not say that they want any

one particular source at material. but that the quality at etone here 1s

very high and the location is very satisfactory since it is so located. to

redUCe haul1ng costs I which would in the end put more money into road build

iog rather than 1n cost ot handling.

Also the Alexandria Water 'Company have indicated by signed statement that

they have no objection to these operations - the signed statement was filed

with the Board.

I

I

I

I

I



DEI'EIl1lED CASES - Ctd.

l-Ctd. Mr. Richard also riled s letter with the Board Crom the RF&I'RR stating that :;. 5 J .
they would have considerable use for this stone between the ballast ties in

track maintenance.

I

I

I

I
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The Corps or Engineers, Mr. Richerd continued, heve indieated inf'ormally tha

it this operation continues they will consider the desirability of dredging

out the ailt in Occoquan Creek to a nine or ten foot channel. Thlswould

pel"lDit the transportation of stone by water from this area and would open a

good. watenmy for pleasure craft on the Occoquan. It 1s difficult, Mr.

Richard stated, to visualize a bet~er location for a quarry.

Both Mr. Wallace and Mr. Fred Lynn were present. Mr. Richard said, and would

make statements indicating they do not object to the continuance of the qua

Mr. Wallace was ot the opinion that the COrp8 of Engineers FOPOsa! 'to dred

the stream was very valuable to. the County. Mr. Fred, who owns a 81;ore in

~ccoquanJ said he had no objections to this use - that the present operators

had made a good job of blasting and no stones had dropped on the Town of

Occoquan, thet the Town CoWlcil had reported no !'lying rocks nor broken

windows and expressed no objections to this continuance. Mr. Fred also not

that the payroll from these operations had helped the area and had rurnished

employment for many people in the area.

Mr. Ri"chard estimated tbe weekly operating expenses in excess of $25 Jooo
most of which is payroll.

Mr. Richard introduced Mr. Shellap. explosive expert from the American Cy

COmpanyJ who has bad 25 years experience in explosives and whose company has

been in charge of placing explosives for blasting. Mr. Richard suggested

that Mr. Shellap might answer any questions the Board might have.

Mr. Shellap discussed the high degree of safety of blasting" operations super

vised by his company. and told of his experience in handling explosives in

various parts of the Country. He explained that it is the runction of his

company. when employed by an operator. to make surveys on proposed. blasting

operations (such as this). to supervise the actual blasting. laying out the

placement of the explosives. setting the charge. and assuming responsibility

for the safety of performance. His company has supervised operations of the

Graham t<1rm on various jobs. Mr. Shellap continued. ani it is his belief

that there will be no danger from operation on this property. The Town of

Occoquan haa not been harmed by these operations - at least not during the

regime of the Graham firm J Mr. Shellap concluded.

Mr. Mooreland 'tOld the Board that since Mr. Ras8DlUsssnJ SubdiVision Design

Engineer. whose report is reqUired in this case. was ~ble to present his

written report at this time he would give the report verbally. if the Board

wished. and present the written copy during the day. The Board was agreeabl

to that.

In answer to Mr. V. Smithts question. Mr.' Shellap stated that both the Ex

plosives Manufacturing Institute and the Bureau of Mines put out regulation

standards of procedure on blasting.

id
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Mr. B. C. Rasmussen came beC'Ore the Soanl stating that the plat presented

with the case appeared to be COrrect - however, it did not show the -condit'!

in which the ground would be left atter operations. Each phase of the opel'

tioD will determine how the stone will be taken out, Mr. RaBDlU8sen explaine

and the condition of the ground and these operations will be closely con

trolled, as agreed upon by the operators.

Since any land near tidal water is subject to neod, Mr. Rasmussen centin

therefore this area should not be left at an elevation lower than 30 feet _

this on Parcel II and on Parcel I at an elevation not lower than Occoquan

Creek.

In his opinion, Mr. Rasmussen told the Board, this land is not suitable Cor

any other use than a quarry. However, he did suggest that upon completion

of these operatioh8 that the County shOuld be assured that the sites will

be lett in condition possible tor other development.

Mr. RiChard informed the Board that his clients will enter into commitments

that at the termination of operations the mean elevation will be 30 teet and

on Route #123 it will be no lower than the elevation ot Route 1123, with t

added provision that at the completion of operations there will be normal

drainage from the area through normal drainage channels into Accoquan Creek.

Mr. V. Smith asked - will the operations go below the Ordinance require

ments if the find of stone justifies, and will they then fill back. The

answer was "yes".

The slope of the grade up the hill was discussed.

Mr. Richard reminded the Board that if this permit is granted tor three yea

the operators will necessarily have to come back to the Board for renewal

and the Board at that time will review what has been done and if chang••

should be made - the Board will request such changes or will have the right

of ve'to.

Mr. V. Smith asked if the Board could have the assurance that the $1000.00

per acre bond would be enough to recondition the ground. Mr. Richard answe

that depends. He called attention to the difference between reconditioning

land after excavation of sand and gravel and after quarry operations. How

ever, Mr. Richard assured the Board that they were dealing with reputable

people who are willing to cooperate with the County in every respect and th

Clarke family are very eager that this property be lett in condition for

future development. These are additional elements, Mr. Richard continued,

in favor of guarantee that the land will be left in a satisfactory conditio

Mr. Bevins, from Graham &. Sons, agreed that the best interes'ts of the Count

are also the best interests of his company.

Since Mr. Rasmussents written report was not yet completed, Mr. V. Smith

moved to defer action on this case until the quarry cas~ set for 12:40 is

heard, and that the two cases be handled at the same time.

Seconded, J. B. smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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Carried, unanimously.econded, Mrs. Henderson

DEFERRED CASES _ Ctd.

HESTER ~OPELAND, to permit extension or ~ra11er court with 14 additiQnal

it.s, Lot 25 J Evergreen Farms Subdivision, (Total 76 units), Lee Distri<:t.

• Copeland had asked that this be taken up last as he is waiting for a re

ort from Mr. Kipp's inspector.

'. V. Smith moved to put this at the end of the list.

econded, Mrs. Henderson

rried, unanimously.

CARLISLE, to permit dwelling as erected to remain 36.3 teet of Nichols n

reet, Lot. 205, Section 8, Sleepy Hollow Manor, Mason Dlst.(Suburban Res.)

o one was present to diseuss this Case.

• V. Smith moved that it be put at the bottom of the list.

Mrs. Henderson

arried, unanimously.

• Mooreland recalled to Mr. Sheris that he had told his ottice tohat this

ddition would be eleven feet from the side line, and they probably took his

rd for that. - that setback would have been all right. However, Mr. V. Smi h

uggested that the eleven foot setback would not have met reqUirements _ if

shed is made a part of the carport. Mr. Mooreland asked why a tool

not all right - if an enclos8dgarage would have been accepted. He

Board it a ,tool shed should retain the same setback as the -house

• V. Smith moved to grant the application because it 1s a slight va~iance

nd does not appear to adversely affect neighboring property, and the lot is

n a dead end street and the house next door is set 25 feet trom the line,

,nd it is the living portion of the hOuse which would not be adversely at-

LLIAM T. SHDIS, to permit carport to remain as erected 7' 8n trom side

roperty line, Lot 26, Block 3, Section 3, Pine Spring, (2208 Seone Court),

alls Church District. (Suburban Residence).

his case was deferred to view the property.

• Sheris said he felt that this was a distinct improvement to his home and

o the neighborhood, and that the neighbors have all agreed that it 1s at

ractive, that it :fits in well with the house and with the area. Mr. Sheris

said he had secured a permit in the required manner, but that he had never

een given information that it was necessary to set the addition a certain

istance from the side line, and being a novic,e in thiS he did not know the

setback requirement. His footings were inspected and okayed. When the buil _

ng was up the inspector told him he was in violation, that the setback was

ight teet and it should have been ten feet. He thought the setba<=k had not

checked in the beginning, as there was no objection at that

3-
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DEFERRED CASES - Ct.d.

E. E. BELL, to permit erection of' two dwellings within 25 feet at street pro

perty line, Lots 416 through 419, Block J. Memorial Heights, Mt. Vernon Dist

(Suburban Residence).

These two houses would not be out ot keeping with other setbacks in the are

if they are located 25 reet from the right or way, Mr. Bell told the BOard.

It they are put back further - they would run 1n1;.0 a bank on the rear of

the property. Houses within 'the block are set back a similar dilll'tance.

Mr. v. smith noted that houses nearest these two dwellings are set back t.he

requirid distance, to which Mr. Bell agreed. stating that the houses have

irregular setbacks - 80me within requirements and others close t.o the r1ght

of way.

s. Henderson asked what happened to the Creek during a rain - to which Mr.

answered that 1t is a very low Creek and he plans to re-rOUte it down

his property line - probably he will pipe it. He has discussed Ulis with

he Highway ~epartment.

It was noted that the side line setback is all right - since this is an old

Subdivision and the Zoning Administrator can allow a less setback.

It was stated that Mr. Kipp has said he has no authority over this because

it is an old Subdivision of record before the Ordinance.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the caae because the requested setback is not

only a question ot. variance tor a setback less than that which has be:en
•

established, but that the adjoining existing building is more than 25 feet

1'rom the right of way which would be farther back than this requested set

back.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
E. E. BOGGESS, to permit extension of' tourist cabins. (4 units) on east side

1 Highway, approximately 2500 teet south of Route 1/242, (Oak Lodge), Lee

District, (Agriculture) •

• Wise Kelly represented the applicant. Mr. Kelly recalled to the Board

that they had granted this case on September 15, 1953. with no time limit OD

the completion ot cons'truction. Mr. Boggess has bUilt two buildings and it

is his opinion. Mr. Kelly stated. and the opinion of the COIlIIDOnweal'th's

Attorney, that no further permit is necessary - aince construction waa aetua y

started under the old permit. Mr. Kelly said it was the Commonwealth's

Attorney's opinion that the applicant t IS permit is still good and that he co

apply for a bUilding permit under the old granting. Therefore, Mr. Kelly

suggested that this case be dismissed•

• Mooreland said he did not agree with the Commonwealth's Attorney _ he

hought the applicant should come back to the Board and ·had so advised Mr.

Boggess. Construction on these caees must start Within one year. Mr. Moore

land continued. and he had felt that the applicant put up the two buildings

simply to keep his permit alive. He thought the Board Should underst.and tha

these are tourist cabins and not apartments.

I

I

I
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Mr. Kelly said he considered this in the same category as a sUbdivision of

record before the Ordinance - that this was granted under the old permit.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved that the case be dismissed.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes.

This is dismissed, Mr. J. B. Smith added, because there is an existiilg perm

and because of the opinion of the Commonwealth's Attorney.

For the motion: Mr. J. B. Smith, Mr. Brookfield, Mr. T. Barnes

Not voting: Mr. V. Smith and Mrs. Henderson.

Motion carried to dismiss.

II
NEW CASES:

HALLOWING POINT RIVER ESTATES, INC., to pennit erection of dwelling within

15.2 feet of the side property line, Lot 16, Section 1, Hallowing Point Rive

Estates, Nt. Vernon District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Andrew Clarke represented the applicant. This is a Lesco house, Mr.

Clarke told the Board, on which materials are already cut. It would there

fore be difficult to make any changes in the size of the house. The lot bas

125 foot frontage by a 249 foot depth. The house is especially ,"11 adapted

to the contour of the ground and the area - it is a plan the purchaser. o£

the-lot, Mr. Burleson, wants very much to have built. Mr. Clarice presented

a letter from Mr. Hazard, who lives on the adjoining lot (No. 19) stating

he had no objection - proVided the back or the south wall of Mr. Burleson's

(the purchaser of Lot ISl house or garage be no closer to the P~omac River

than the back or south wall of hie home.

Mr. Clarke also presented a letter from Mason Neck Inc., signed by F. W.

Clarke, Vice President, adjoining property owner, stating that he did not

object to this infringement, and feels that it will not be in any way detri

men'tal to surrounding properties and asked that the Board give a favorable

consideration to this variance request.

Mr. Burleson called attention to the S5 foot setback !"rom River Road.

Mrs. Henderson asked how many in this Subdivision were attempting· to put

larger houses On their lots than the Ordinance allows. Mr. Clarke thought

not many. It was noted that the garage side conforms to required setback.

Mr. Clarke thou~)lt the larger house would be an asset to the area.

Mrs. Henderson agreed that the house was attractive, but thOUght it too big

for the lot - she did not consider it a hardship because a man picks out a

house too large for hie lot. Therefore, she moved to deny the application.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

For ,the motion: Mrs. Henderson, V. Smith, J. B. Smith, Brookfield •

• T. Barnes voted nnon

Motion carried.

II
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1000D-BEIlMAN, INC., to permit carport to remain 's erected within ~ teet or

the side property l1oe, Lot 158, section 2, Loisdale, (7'103 Layton Drive).

Lee D1st.rict. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Kagad came before the Board to discuss this application. This house va

staked. out tor a certain type building, Mr. Kogod. told the Board. A short

time before construction st.arted, the purchaser changed his mind on the

house - trom a slab rambler to a basement type house. The plan was there

fore switched and the plan of the house flipped ov~r. putting the left. Side

at the house on the right - instead of the usual layout. When the survey

was made - the house was staked out on the location of the first plan. H

eyer. eYen with that mistake there 1.11 still 25 teet. between this structure

and the house on the adjoining 1010, Mr. Kogod. pointed out.

Mr. Kagad a180 pointed out that General Business zoning 18 across the atree

f'rom 'this lot. and therefore would not be adversely aff'e~ed·by ~his. Also

the people most affected have been notified of this variance. This struct

is completed. In fact all the houses in the Subdivision are built _ this i

the only one needing this varianc., Mr. Kogod stated.

Mrs. Henderson suggested putting the carport on the opposite

is a 26 foot setback. Mr. Kogod pointed out that the entrance to the car

port is on this Bide. However, that was the orig1nal plan. Mr. KOCod. said

but becau88 the plan was fUpped - inadvertently - it put t.he carport on.

the side with the lell8 setback. If the whole house had not been turned

around. as Mr. Kogod. explained. there would have been no need for a varianc

Mr. V. &aith suggeat.ed locating the carport in the rear of' t.he house, butt

answer was that a topographic condition exists there - the ,ground slope, 0

toward the Street. It was shown on the large plat of the Subdivi8ion that

General Busines8 soning COIIUIS up to Lot 159.

Mr. Berman called attention to the fact that thia carport is an integral pa

of the house, being so designed to carry out the lines and architecture ot

the building. The carport. is not designed so it can be converted !noto a

room. lot was also noted that the side line cannot be moved to make thia

conform, because it would make t.he adjoining lot too small. 13ince the othe

houses in the Subdivision have carports and this lessening ot the side line

is not notiCeable because of the distance between houses. Mr. logod assur~d

the Board that in his opinion this would in no way be detrimental to the ar

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because there 1s no eVidence o£ undue

hardship and in case of th1l!l lot it S8em8 to be an overs1iOe on the part at

the builder and in his opinion Mr. V. Smith ataue. the Board has no author y

to grant this variance and also there is an alternate location on the pro

perty for the violating carport.

Seconded. Mrs. Henderson

Carried. unanimously.

II
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'5- SHELDON S. SCHMIDT, to pennit enclosure of' carport as a recreation room

within 11.02 feet of the side property line, Lot 7, Block 3), Section 8,

Springfield. (7303 Bath Street). Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

When this house was built, Mr. Schmidt told the Board. it was bis understan

ing that the builders had permission to enclose the utl11tyroom. The CI;I"

port roof is a continuation of the house root proper and the utility room.

He already has two permanent walla - on the utility room and the roof.

This would be a matter of simply adding the other two walls to enclose this

carport.· He thought it would be an improvement to his house. The house "a

extended. will be 11.02 feet from the side line. The Ordinance requires 15

foet setbacks, Mr. Schmidt continued, making 30 feet between houses. He ha

discovered that after this 1a completed. there will be 3~1/2 teet between

his house and the house on the adjoining lot. The neighbor on the adjoini

lot has enclosed his carport. That house is on a corner lot and his house

faces away from Mr. Schmidt's house. The neighbor has, after enclosing his

carport, built another new carport.

Mr. Schmidt showed six graphs indicating the location of his house withre_

latlon to others affected and of the area. The graphs were in worked out

detail to show no ill affects from health and sanitation; that this addltio

would not reduce property values, but would rather lncrea8~ value to his

home and to the area; the attractiveness of the addition; that no neighbors

in the area objected and that the outside setback linea would not be change

Mr. Schmidt stated that a neighbor in the area at 7409 Exmore Street _ two

blocks away - had bricked up his carport in a similar manner - however he

was not prote.ting that - but he thought that was a precedent.

Mr. Craig, the neighbor across the street from Mr. Schlllldt, st.at.ed that in

his opinion this would improve the neighborhood and the house. There were

no objections from the area.

Mr. Schmidt said he would not have a carport - that he had used his present

carport for a patio.

It was brought out that the case at 71+09 Exmore S'tJ'i'eet was 'taken to court

by the neighbors and 'thrown out •

. Mr. Schmid't said bbat'.others':had achieved this same purpose by putting up

storm doors, whereas he has gone about it in a legitimate manner. He re

stated the fact that those in his neighborhood who had enclosed carports

(except the one on Exmore Street) were within the regulations.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that the applicant apply to t.he Board of Supervisors

for a rezoning, which would allow the requested setback.

Mr. Schmidt presented eight statements f'rom people in the area stating 'they

do not object to this enclosure.

Mr. V. Smith expressed the greatest sympathy with Mr. Schmidt f S problem, but

stated that he felt that there are many cases in the Springf'ield SubdiT1sio
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which might want and need the same variance J and if the Board grants this

variance the others would certainly be entitled to the same thing. Mr. V.

Smith recalled also that the Ordinance was amended especially to give

garages and carports the 10 foot setback, and while the applicant states t

he has no intention of having a garage - people don't alway8 live in one

house for ever - another owner may want one. In his opinion, Mr. V. Smith

stated, the Board has no authority to amend the Ordinance. therefore, h.

moved that this application be denied, because it 1s not in keeping with

the intent of the Original Amendment to the Ordinance making it possible

to locate a garage and carport within 10 feet of the side setback line.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried. unanimously.

Mr. V. Smith also stated that no undue hardship has been shown by the appl

cant nor has any evidence been shown that a topographic condition exist••

He again suggested that the applicant petition the Board of Supervisors £0

a rezoning.

II
JAMES H. TAYMAN, to permit lots with less width at setback line and les8

area than required by ~he Ordinance, on west side of Kirby Road, 1/695, ap

·proximately 250 feet south of D. P. Devine Subdivision, Dranesville Dist.

(Rural Residence-Class II).

Mr. Martin Koenig represented the applicant. Mr. Tayman bought this six

acre tract during the 1930's, Mr. Koenig told the Board, and bUilt two

houses at one corner on Kirby Road. bef"ore the Ordinance. The requirement

for a dwelling under the old zoning was 1/2 acre. He had allowed the pro

per area. The balance of this property. approximately tive acr.es. was s.et

aside for sale to a church. Since the houses were bUilt. the Freehill ame

mant has changed the zoning on this area to require one acre per house.

These lots were not put on record, Mr. Koenig told the Board-- as~. Taym

planned to do last summer - because of a chain of events in his tamily

which diverted his time he had not put them on record. Mr. Tayman now

wants the lots okayed in order that they may have a clear title and for su

division recordation. There are 60 foot lots in the near area to the east

of" this property. The frontage on these lots at the Mtback line is 90

feet. however, the area covers more than 1/2 acre. At the time these bous

were built the 90 foot width was all right. but they cannot change tha lot

sizes because of the presently located houses and because the church has

an option on the balance of this tract. (Option dated June JO, 1956). Sine

this is surrounded on two sidES by the church property and since there are

lots in the area with less area and less setback - Mr. Koenig thought this

would not be objectionable.

Mrs. Henderson asked why it was necessary to have this okayed? Mr. Koenig

said the houses at present were on metes and bounds lots, under the re

quired size - this granting would legalize the lots.

t
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• Mooreland said t.he applicant. had discussed this matter of dividing t.he

lots many months ago .. when this area had a 1/2 acre zoning, and. it was al"- j.. G, /
ranged 'that ~he lots would go on record - but the circumstances of a death

in Mr. Tayman's family I and Mr. Tayman being out of the CoUntrs, had delayed

c't10n. Since these are larger lots than many in tile area, Mr. Mooreland

hought it all right 'to grant.

• V. Smith moved to grant the application under Section 6-l~-3-8 because

or the exceptional situation surrounding the subdivision of this tract. as

stated by the applicant - preventing him, because of his absence from 'the

Country and the death of his father, from putting these lots on record,and

ecause of the fact that this plat was drawn prior to the change in zoning

area is surrounded by Suburban Residence lots,many of which have a

foot frontage. and. because the church is the ne1ghbor on two sides of

his property and this does not appear t» arfect adversely neighboring pro-

rty.

Mr. T. Barnes

~ied I unanimously.

/

ied , unanimously.

/
HA,ftLES J. KING, to pennit operation of a ceramic studio on east side Route

649. approximately 300 feet north of Poplar Street, Falls Church District.

Suburban Residence-ClassI).

here is a second building on his property, Mr. King pOinted out - which was

riginally built for a two car garage and a chicken and rabbit pen. The

nimals mostly died - and the bUilding now is used only for ~he garage. His

be necessary.

Mr. T. Barnes

CHARLES J. ZENITH, to permit carport as erected to remain within 9.6 feet. of

he side property line, Lot 120 , Section 1, MarIan Heights , Nt. Vernon Dist.

(Suburban Residence).

he~ was a shift in the location of the house I Mr. Zenith .explained, which

10 this one pillar of the carport in violation. The pillar is an integl'8l

rt of the structure and therefore cannot be removed or changed. Mr. Zenit

aIled attention to the pie-shaped lot - which narrows toward the front line

e structure is practically completed. Mr. Zenith showed the plan of his

ouae indicating that the column cannot be changed because the bUilding is

11 on a slab and this column 115 tied in to the building. The lot has an

brupt slope on one side and at the back - making it impractical -to locate

he carport any other place.

here are no heat ducts in the carport.

• J. B. Smith moved to grant the application as in his opinion it does not

ppear to adversely affect adjoining property. and it appears to be a reaso ble

stake and had the house been moved over four inches on the lot this varian e

7-

6-
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wife has a hobby of making small things in <:lay and painting .them. She

would like to move her work into this little bUilding and remodel it for a ,

studio. The character of the area has changed since they bought here, Mr.

King told the Board - in the near neighborhood 1s a school. a beauty parlor

and a medical center, and across the street a dentist's ortice building is

going up - also a phannacy 1s on one side of this property _ a green house

1s also operating in the area. This little building is about 150 feet -from

the right of way of Annandale Road, the side setbacks conform to require

ments. His wife would probably cia 80me teaching in the studio.

There will be no outside structural changes.

There were no Objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson moved to grant the application because there 1s no obnoxious

use to be made of this building and it would not have a detrimental at'-tect

on the neighborhood, and this is granted to the Kings only, and the opera

tions are l1mi'ted 'to this building only. This is gran'ted as per pla't pre

sented with the case - on an area of 5.635 acres.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smi'th

Carried, unanimously.

II
Mr. Verlin Smi'th took the Chair, as Mr. Brookfield left the room.

D. W. DILLEY, to permit erec'tion of a dwelling within 1) feet- of the side

property line, Lot 142, Section 2, Lake Barcrott., Mason Distr1et.(Sub.Re8~)

The at'torney who was to handle this case is ill, Mr. Dilley told the Board,

so he appeared in his stead - without some of the papers he had planned to

present. This is a 17,000 square foot lot with a 50 foot U. S. right of

way easement- along the water front, and a 25 foot sewer easement within tha

right of' way. The house, which will cost about $)8,000.00 was designed -by

an architect to fit the topography of the ground. His deed reetrictions

say that a 10 foo't side setback will be allowed and 20 foot on the roadway.

He did not know of the County restrictions, but was making every attempt to

more than meet his deed restrictions. The property on both sides of him is

built upon. This is an area of Barcroft- on which the zoning was changed _

however, this area was plat'ted before tha't change.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson moved to grant the application in view of the peculiar cir

cumstances of the U. S. right- of way and one corner of this property is

practically tOUChing that easement, and this is a part of' the Barcroft- de

velopment which was platted before the new Ordinance was passed and this

violation does not appear to arrect adversely neighboring property.

Seconded, J. B. Smi'th

Carried, unanimously •

II
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ROBERT R. SMttH, to permit erection oC a Cene. on side lines with gr.eater

height than allowed by the Ordinance, Lot 31, Masonville Heights, (2314

Chester Drive), Fans Church District. (Suburban Residence).

They have built a swimming pool in the back yard, Mr. Smith told the Board,

which is on the slope of their ground. It was necessary to do considerable

filling to bring the around up to the level of the pool, but this leav~s ~h

pool exposed and they feel the need of a privacy fence. The Ordinance woul

allow a 7 foot fence across the back line - they wish to continue the 7 too

fence along the side lines.

Mr. Mooreland recalled to the Board that the Planning Commission 1s propos

ing an amendment to the Ordinance that any fence back of the mean setback

line shall be allowed to a 7 foot height. In this case it would be the 40

foot setback - back of which the 7 foot fence would be allowed.

Mrs. Henderson suggested deferring this until that amendment is passed,and

this variance would not be necessary.

Mr. DUly answered that they also wish this screening for their patio _ and

that they have already made committments for the fence - which they wish to

have ready for Spring.

Mr. Brookfield moved to grant the application as it would not appear to be

detrimental to the neighborhood.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

o

a

Mr. Brookfield returned and took the Chairmanship.

10- ROBERI' J. PARCELLES, to pennit erection of a sign with greater area than

allowed by the Ordinance, Part of Lot 5, East Fairt'ax Park, Providence Dil!It

(General Business).

Mr. Parcelles explained that because of the location of his diner, On a d

high-speed highway (just west of Fairfax Circle) his present sign is not

large enough for people to see it, and. to be able to slow down with safety.

The life of his business depends upon his sign, Mr. Parcelles continued,and

he must do a large volume of business to be successful. He has 177 toot

frontage On the highway and he thought compared to other signs in the area

on property with less frontage - he should have a larger sign.

When Mr. V. Smith called attention to the fact that this sign. is larger tha

the one granted to Howard Johnson1 s at the Circle, Mr. Parcelles said that

may be true but he needed the larger sign because of the fast traffic by hi

business - people did not 810w down enough to see his sign.

It was suggested taking off some of the text, making larger letters and

therefore a more visible sign. According to statisti~s, Mr. Pareelles

answered, his sign. meets high standards of readability Cor fast drivers.

Mr. Parcelles spoke of the prejudice in this area against Diners, which

Mr•• Henderson thought might be minimized by taking the word DINER off the

sign and leaving just RESTAURANT.
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Mr. V. Smith thoue;ht the sign as proposed was too large on thia size pro

perty I and he also noted that there was no plot plan with the case showing

the proposed looation of the sign. Mr. V. Smith moved that the application

be deferred until November 13th, to give the applicant the opportunity to

reduce the size of his sign, and to give the applicant the opportunity to

present a plat location of the sign on the property.

Seconded t Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
w. R. TOMLINSON, to permit operation of' a school for retarded children, Lot

6, Block A. Resub. Part of Holly Park, Providence District. iRural Res.)

Mr. E. Hudgins represented the applicant J who was also present. In answer

'to Mr. Hudgins quest ions J Mrse Tomlinson brought out the following facts;

That this school will be conducted for retarded children who are not taken

care of' by the County Public School System, or children who because of' ill

ness or brain injury are below the school standard. - they do not fit intot

normal pattern and there are no specialized classes to care for them. This

is a residential area, Mrs. Tomlinson con~inued. there are about 10 houses

within their block. Many of the people owning these houses are Sunday Scho

TeaChers and Scout Leaders - she expressed the hope that they would remem'be

their pledge to help the less fortunate.

There are many children in the ~unty who need the help which she could -giv

them. Mrs. Tomlinson continued. but because of transportation problems she

necessarily plans a small group of six to eight. This will be conducted .1n

a home atmosphere in the nature of individual specialhed work. She became

interested in this work. Mrs. Tomlinson told the Board, because her own ohi

is a polio ;ictim. These children are not obnoxious. Mrs. Tomlinson conten

they are simply unfortunate human beings. They are well disciplined and no

noisy. in fac~ they are generally more quiet than normal children. She has

had three retarded children in her home temporarily. Mrs. Tomlinson said,an

she has not felt that they have in any way affected others in the neighbor

hood unpleasantly. The classes will run from 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. She will

charge $50.00 a month - a price comparable to other sehools in Falls Church

and Arlingt.on.

There are no schools for ret.arded children in this County. Mrs. Tomlinson

pointed out. She named- f'our schools in Falls Church. Arlington and Alexand a

which have not proved objectionable in their areas.

They have well water and septic field. Mrs. Tomlinson has written both the

Health Department and the Fire Marshall but has had no answer from them. Sh

actually has facilit.ies for 15, Mrs. Tomlinson explained. she has a seven

room house and two baths - basement - recreation room. There would be no

parking problem. This would be a home-school, Mrs. Tomlinson contended,

wherein these children would have close attention and supervision suitable

to their individual needs. Either the ga__rents will pick them up and bring

them or she will pick them up.

I
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The children will come from the entire area and whUe this location 1s not

particularly central, Mrs. Tomlinson continued, parents of affii<Cted ootidI'

will make 'the greatest effort ~o bring them to a school where they can be

helped. The distance is not a fa~tor.

As to her qualifications, Mrs. Tomlinson said she 1s a graduate of Lealie i

Cambridge, has taught for 12 years, and has worked with handicappedchildre

tor 4. years.

In answer to Mr. Hudgins question abou't the necessity of having special

equipment for these children, Mrs. Tomlinson said it was necessary to build

around their capabilities and because of their limitations she used simple

equipment and crafts. Many or these children can be trained to be useful

citizens, Mrs. Tomlinson continued. if they can have the care and. instruct!

directed toward their abilities_ Most of them are not cases for institutio

but rather cases for understanding guidance. Mrs. Tomlinson stressed the

great need for schools in the County.

In answer to Mr. Hudgins question regarding covenants on her property. Mrs.

Tomlinson recalled that her deed stated no noxious nor offensive trade or

activity annoying to the neighborhood - no hogs. sheep. goats. etc •• but

nothing was said against' having children. Mrs. Tomlinson said she is a

member of the Fairfax County Association for Retarded Children.

Mrs. James Cole. Secretary ot the Fairfax County Assoc1a~ioD for Retarded

Children. spoke favoring the application. There were eleven special clas8e

in the County School System last year. Mrs. Cole told the Board. but 130

children needing help were excluded trom ~e County Educational System.

There is no provision tor them atter about fifth grade. These children are

educable to varying degrees. Mrs. Cole continued. and can be rehabilitated.

The important function ot this Association. Mrs. Cole explained. 1s to try

to get these retarded children to SODle school. The A.ssociation will give

Mrs. Tomlinson some support and she will probably have some chUdren trom

Lynchburg.

Mrs. Cole told of crowded conditions at Lynchburg. where the maximum fee 1s

.65.00. The institution is set up to accolIDDodate 1700 and they now have

2500 children. However. many of these children should be in homes where th

can have normal conditions. rather than 1n an institution. Mrs. 'Cole con

t.inued. These children are not a menace to any neighborhood she insisted,

they are never left without careful superVision. People are often pre judie

against these uni'ortWlBte children. Mrs. Cole continued. because they do no

understand that they are not insane nor dangerous but merely -that the def'e ve

brain needs special and interested care. She mentioned her own child at

Lynchburg. Mrs. Cole called attention to the taxes which parents ot these

children are paying to the schools. but their children are uaable to attend.

LU-.I
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Mr. Hudgins told of his term as Special Justice in Fairfax <::ounty where he

came in contact With many of these mentally defective children. and explai

that that experience had deepened his interest in their needs. He recalled

that in 1955 there were 202 children in Fairfax C0u.nty known to be mentall

retarded - perhaps many more now. Mr. Hudgins recalled that he had sent

66 children to Lync:hburg during his term. and told of the dit'ficu1ty in

getting children in because of crowded conditIons.

Mr. Hudgins thought this might be granted in a home in a residential diatri

much as a professional person might operate, however the Board assured Mr.

Hudgins that was not 80 provided in the Ordinance.

Mr. Hudgins told the Board th~t he presented this case to them as a tragic

need and expressed his confidence in the good j~ent of the Board to gran

this request.

There were ten present favoring this request.

Mr. Wise Kelly represented the opposition. Mr. Kelly presented an opposing

petition signed by 41 persons living in the immediate vicinity of this pro

posed school.

Mr. Kelly made it plain that these people are not ~pposing the purpose of

this school but they do feel that this is not .the proper place for~

private ·school. Mr. Kelly also stated that it was his undera10anding tha:t

the people who owned this home prior to the Tomiinsons, who have been here

a short time, had trouble" with "the septic field. He thought the present

:field and tank would probably not serve the dual purpose of drainage for

the family and a school.

Mr. Kelly pointed out that in his opinion there was not room on a 1/2 aCre

lot to give these children constant supervision o:f activities and maintain

an educational program. He felt, for the proper conduct of such a school,

the applicant should have adequa'te ground and adequate buildings. This hom

is for a residence only, Mr. Kelly continued, and what of the fire precauti DS _

there is no word on that. This request, under any circumstances, Mr. Kelly

pointed out, 1s premature. It should be carefully considered first if the

buildings, grounds and septic tank and field are adequate, and if all re-
quired precautions have been taken for :fire hazard.

This is an entirely residential area, Mr. Kelly continued, not suit.ed to

the establishment of a school which within such restricted limits as this

small lot could not be adequate, and the fact that the need 1s so great in

the County will practically assure the fact that the School will ultimately

be over crowded.

The people in the area were conscious of the fact that this school was be

ing operated - it has been disturbing .. therefore they employed counsel to

represent them. The people in the area say the USe of the lot for this pur

pose would be detrimental to property values, that facilities are not suffi ient

for a satisfactory educational program, the septic is probably inadequate

and the qujstion of the fire hazard. Therefore, they request that the

I

I

I

I

I
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application be denied. There wer.e 18 present opposing. d- ~ 7,
Mr. Henry Carr opposed. stating he did not want his small child and his 90

year old 1"ather..ln-law walking in the neighborhood of the school. He objec ed

to the infiltration of commercial uses in the area.

Mr. Hudgins asked Mr. Carr if he would appose any other kind of school in

the neighborhood. The answer was "no".

Mr. R. Port expressed his sympathy with the circumstances artbe people in

volved, but opposed - not because of the type of school. Mr. Port made that

plain .. but because of lack of rOOm and facilities. He suggested the Board

View the property.

Mrs. John Roberts objected.

Mrs. Jean Kerr expressjd sympathy with the program and stated that she had

Dot taken- this thing lightlY', but ebe felt the proper authorities should

review the situation and consider the consequences. She felt this kind of

a hearing should actually be before the School Board, in oreier that they

might take action to overcome the lack of facilities in public education fo

theee children. The people in this area are ~illing and desirous of these

ch~ldren haVing every opportunity possible, Mrs. Kerr assured the Board,

but they do not believe that can be accomplished in this atmosphere. She

was reluctant to take a stand against this, Mrs. Kerr continued. but she
..;,.

telt she must consider the problems that would face the neighborhood.

Mrs. H. M. Burch said she had lived in the County for 8 years and her son

had had 6 months schooling, as he was eliminated from school classes becaus

or his handicap. She explained that the County has no plans tor these

mentally retarded children now or in the future - therefore par.ents must

find thetr own help. She sent her child away last year at a cost of $75.00

and now she had had hopes of putting the child in Mrs. Tomlin80n'sechool,

which she can afford.

Mrs. E. Miller told of her 16 year old daughter who is out of the pub-lic

school, and she had hoped to put her in this school, .stating that what.ever

facilities Mrs. Tomlinson has will cer.t:ainly be better than nothing. She

made an appealing plea for people to put aside their prejudices and. under

stand these children, calling attention to the fact that an afC1iceed child

might be a member of a family in any economic or intellectual strata of

80ciety - that they should be accorded an unrestricted normal place in life

With understanding treatment. Mrs. Miller suggesbed that people help in

getting facUities for these chUdren from the School Board.

Mrs. Cole again went into the inability of parents of retareied children 'to

get anything from the School Board, saying that they had gone before the

Board time and time again askine for an educational progr.am, or tuition

grants. but the School Board has refused. She re-told of the inadquate

facilities of Lynchburg - saying this small school could offer a grea't need

relief.
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ll-Ctd. Mrs. W1111am Rampey, who has three retarded children, 'told or her t,ragic

situation. Her children with no basic education and with no ehance oE a

program from the schools. She had hopes of putting her girl with Mrs.

Tomlinson.

Mrs. Jack Grubbs said there are about 40 small children in the neighborhood.

Some of Mrs. Tomlinson's pupils are large - practically grown - she thought

it not good :for the little children to play around them. She also thought

the area should be kept residential, otherwise property values would de-

preciate.

Mr. Hudgins had crosB-examined practically all the witnesses on both sides,

to bring out further emph8.sia for his case.

Mr. V. Smith objected strenuously, saying the procedure for these .cases is

clearly set up in the Ordinance, and it does not include cross-examination

of witnesses. He asked that this practice be discontinued.

The Chairman asked Mr. Hudgins to desist from further questioning.

The Chairman brought out that the Board was not passing on the kind of scho

proposed, nor were they trying the 8chool Board. He asked that the conclud._

ing testimony relate only to the practicability of this location for a

school from the standpOint of facilities and the impact upon the neighbor

hood.

Mr. E. Hagen recalled the fact of Mrs. Tomlinson stating she would have fro

6 to 8 children, but that she has accommodations tor 16 children. He asked

the Board to view the property for adequacy.

Mr. Hudgins stated in rebuttal that this is the same old story - everyone

admits this need - but no one wants it near them. He "recalled that Mrs.

Tomlinson has attempted to contact both the Health Department and the Fire

agency, and will not continue the school without okay from them. He Celt

hat there would be no devaluation to property nor detriment to t.he neighb

hood if she had 6 or 8 children in her home. He too sugges1;ed that the Boa

view the property and grant the application upon ~fillment of' requirements

Mr. Kelly concluded that in his opinion nothing had been said that would

justify any school in this neighborhood. This is a purely residential area

restricted from commercial USes. Mr. Kelly emphasized the fact -that it was

very distastful to him and tohia clients to oppose this, but he Celt that

he justification had not been p~esented. The sa'nitary facilities and the

size of the lot are not adequate and the school is not justified from the

Boning standpoint.

s. Henderson said she could not arrive at a decision on this without first

seeing the property. She thought the Board shoUld also hav-e definite word

from the Fire Marshall and from Dr. Kennedy on the septic tank before making

decision - she therefore moved to defer the case £or two weeks to view the

£or statements from both the Fire Marshall and the Health De-

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

I

I

I

I

I



ll-Ctd.

I

I

!lEW CASES - Ct<!.

Carried

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson, J. B. smith. T. Barnes &; Mr. Brookfield.

V. Smith voted "no".

he chairman announced that there would be no fUrther hearing at this time

no more testimony - merely the decision of the Board.

Mr. V. Smith said he considered this strictly a zoning matter _ that whUe

had the deepest sympathy for this case - he felt that it was the duty at

everyone present to do everything they could to help establish a school in

the County for children who need special help, but that such a school should

not be established in a closely built up community.. He would have been will

ing to deny this case on those grounds.

II

I

I

I

12- W. E. GRAHAM &; SONS. Lessees. to permit extension of Rock oQualTy on 4.8 acr

of land for a period of ) years, north side of Occoquan Creek, approximatel

500 feet west of Route #12) - Lee District. (Agriculture).

This request covers the other half of this rock quarry, Mr. Richard explain

which is now in operation and on which a permit now exists.

The circumstances as discussed in the previous case apply to this, Mr.

Richard told the Board, and the same witnesses are supporting this request,

therefore the following discussion covered the entire tract.

The following letter from W. E. Graham &; Sons addressed to Mr. B. C. Rasmus n

detailing the manner in which they Will operate"the quarry and assuring the

County of their cooperation. was read:

ffMr. B. C. Rasmussen. Fairfax. Virginia

Dear Mr. Rasmussen:

As you are probably aware. we have applied for an extension for the opera
tion of a stone quarry upon 4.e acres of land of Aubrey L. Clarke, adjacent
to Occoquan Creek, in Fairfax County. Virginia.

We have at all times during Our operation of this quarry subsequent to ob
~aining the permit from the Board of Zoning Appeals of Fairfax County, at
tempted to keep within the SPirit of the recommendations made by your offic
at·the time this permit was granted. We are writing this letter to advise
yo,1l, that at the termination of our operations of this quarry under the
initial permit or any extensions thereof. we expect to leave the site in a
condition much improved over the condition in which we found this old quarr
siu at the conmencement of our operations. From the toe of the vertical
wall existing at the conmencement of our operations, we plan that from this
area· to the road or to Occoquan Creek there will be no slopes exceeding 2:1.
We have retained overburden and other suitable material on the site for the
purpose of making this possible.

Also at the termination of the permit, or extensions thereof. or upon ter
mination of our operations in this quarry, we plan sufficient drainage for
the area of operations to prevent water pockets or undue erosion, the drain
age to leave th~ property and enter Occoquan Creek at natural drainage poin

In our operations of this quarry we have excavated certain high quality ato
f~r specific purposes within the area between the toe of the vertical walls
at the time we started operations and the road and Occoquan Creek. As stat
above. this area will be lert with slopes not exceeding 2:1 at the termina
tion of our operations.

Our' future operations in this quarry and in the adjacent q\Ulrry for which
application has been made for a permit. contemplates the gradual excavation
of' stone between the two quarries and gradually extending northward. These
proposed operations will permit the gradual improvement of this entire site.
furnishing a relatively level area a considerable distance north of the roa
with natural drainage into Occoquan Creek.
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12-Ctd. (Continua-tion ot letter from. W. E• .Qraham. &. Sons to Mr. Rasmussen).

From tests by ourselves and other authorit.ies, we have found that the stone '" 7"
in these quarries 1s of extremely high quality and in strong demand tor roa ~ V
building and other purposes requiring the high quality stone produced at
this qualT)".

You are probably aware that this quarry has been operated by various opera- I
tors. off and on, for approximately one hundred years. It is obvious thl:t
the gradual removal of the stone and the resultant. improvement of the s1t.
will require a considerable period ot time of normal operations.

We desire to take this means of assuring you that we will coutinue to b.
willing to cooperate with your office and the other authorities of Fairfax
County in the operation of this quarry, in order that at the termination of
operations Fairfax County will have gained two desirable results: one, the
gradual improTement of a site, now inaccessible and unusable for any purpoa I
other than a quarry; and two, the furniehing of stone materials for road
building and other desirable construction within an near Fairfax County,
without excessi". haulage costs and resultant higher prices.

We are,
Very truly. yours.
W. E. Graham &. Sons
By: J. F. Bevins."

This letter, Mr. Richard added, applies to both cases.

Mr. W. T. Mooreland read the Collowing report £'rom B. C. Rasmussen:

"Mr. W. T. Mooreland

Zoning Administrator
October 9, 1956

near Mr. Mooreland.:

A field inspection has been made on the above named sites and the £ollowiDg
conditions were found:

Re: w. E. Graham & SODS! Lessees
Application•••••on Parcel I and II
to permit operation on total 8.9 acrea
of land at location of former quarries
at Occoquan, Virginia

I

5.

1.
2.

11.
12.

9.
10.

I

I

The topographic map submitted by Holland Engineers is apparently correct
The portion of this site fonnerly used as a rock quarry baa been lett
with near vertical banks.
A hauling road exists from the old quarry that has a reasonably safe
access to Route No. 12)
The bridge on Route #123, crossing Occoquan Creek, is in line with and

in the near vicinity of the proposed quarry site.
This site adjoins the Route 112) right of way and is considerably highe
in elevation than the roadway.
One house exists east of the site and east of Route 112).
The existing bridge across Occoquan Creek will be used to truck-haul an
materials used south of Fairfax County
The transmission water mains from the Occoquan Dam to the filtration
plant are located to the west of Parcel No. 2
Parcel No. 2 adjoins parcel No. 1 on the west side of No. 1
Parcel No, 2 has near vertical walls in that portion formerly used 8,8
a stone quarry.
The topography of the existing ground is at a Slope of 1:1 or steeper.
The area is inadequate in Parcel No. 2 to prOVide 2:1 slopes 1£ the
toe of the existing quarry is to be held.

The stone found in these quarries is of high quality.
The conditions encountered during operations in parcel No. 1 have been
discussed with ths Resident Engineer, Virginia Department ot Highways,
Fairfax, Virginia.

If the Board decides to grant these applications, we offer the following re
commendations:

1 & 2 With the near vertical banks of the existing quarry (a difference in
elevation in excess of 100 feet) it is not practical to honor the ordi
nance requirement of leaving the site after operations with slopes not
exceeding 2:1; however I the operation can be planned to start remoVing
rock from the toe of the existing vertical wall upward a slope of 2:1.
No vertical walls should be left standing at the end of operations.

6.
7.

a.

;.
4.
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:3. A p.ermit tor access to Route #12) must be obtained from the Resident
Engineer, Virginia Department of Highways. Fairtax. Virginia.

1,.&5.The applicant ahould consult the Resident Enginear of the Virginia
Department of Highways for his requirements pertaining to necessary

precautions for protecting the bridge crossing Occoquan Creek on Rt. #123,
and obtain the necessary permits and other requirements tor sate traCt1
contol during all phases of the blasting and other quarry operations.

6. The applicant should take all necessary precaut ions to eliminate any
possible damage to existing house located at the east of Rt. #123.

7. The existing bridge across Occoquan Creek 1s restricted to 10 tons
total weight. to 16 teet total height. and a maximum width of 15 feet.

S. Adequate protection shOUld be proVided to prevent damage to the water
sUpply transmission mains.

9. Operations in parcels No. 1 and No. 2 shoUld be consolidated. This wil
result in one quarry face providing more Ultimate use or the land.

10.' In nonnal quarry operations a sound face is lett at the termination of
operations that is free of crevices and possible slidee.

11. Topography of the existing natural ground on the Whole of the Clarke
property is 80 rough and steep that it is useless Cor deVelopment and
SUbdivisions: however, if the land is used as a quarrry and properly
controlled it has a potential use for other development purposes.

12. Since the operation of a quarry of this type is generally considered a
long term operation. I suggest that the future extensions be considered
to obtain the required slopes - if not. the slopes could be obtained by
shifting the toe of the existing quarry face toward Occoquan Creek.
however. this would result in leas usable land area at the termination
of quarry operations.

13. There is a demand for stone of this quality in this area. In the case
of the Highway Department alone. Mr. Bolton advises that he can obtain
specification materials frOJJ) these sit.es. and. the cost of hauling re.....
sults in a considerable savings for use in the southerly and easterly
portions of Fairfax County.

l~. Mr. Bolton advises that he has had no complaints or objections resu1~-
ing from the operation of the quarry in the" proximity of Route #123.

I would further recommend that upon the termination of controlled operation
in this area that the land be left at elevations that will allow an ultima
use o~ the Clarke property. In Parcel No.2 the land should not be lett at
an elevation lower than 30.0 U.S.G.S. datum. and in Parcel No. 1 the land
should not be left at an elevation lower than the existing road along and
parallel to Route #123. The quarry excavation should not be made lower th
the existing road elevations during any phase of this opera~10n for rea8on~
of public safety.

(Signed)

Very truly yours,

B. C. Rasmussen.Subdiv~sion Design Engineer"

I

I

Mr. Richard explained that at the start of operations the walls are 8S sho

on the contour map. Upon completion of operations the entire area will be

improved. From the toe of the wall where they at.arted. Mr. Richard

on the map the slope will not be greater than 2:1 aM not less than 30 teet

on Parcel #2 and on Parcel #1 not less than the elevation of Route #123.

They will fill and retain those elevations at termination of operations.

Mr. Richard also called attention to the unexcavated area along Route #12)

which they have provided for public safety.

Mrs. Henderson asked how far back from Route #123 operations would take

place - that it would appear if operations were sufficiently far from .Route

#123 the safety factor would not figure. She thoup;ht any permit should be

conditioned upon approv~ of" the Highway Department.
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12-Ctd. Under the first pennit, Mr. Richard answered, Mr. Bolton, Resident Engineer

was completely satisfied with the operations and with the ateeSe 'to Route

#123.

These two sites will be brought together in the operations, Mr. Richard

continued J to make one continuous wall which will ultimately result in an

area adaptable for future development.

Mrs. Henderson asked for further explanation of Mr. Rasmussen's last para:

graph.

The feasibility of excavation not going below the level of Route #12) at

any time during operations was discussed. In answer to Mr. V. Smit.h's

question as to how rar they would go below the Route #123 elevation, Mr.

Bevins answered - at no time more than 20 reet and with the provision 'that

it be brought back by fill to the required elevation.

If a 2:1 ratio cannot be maintained, Mr. V. Smith asked, what would be a

reasonable contour to maintain. The answer was - during operations you can

not maintain a definite ratio.

Mr. Richard explained the feasibility of working against a vertical wall _

because the material falls down and does not spread, greatly reducing any

hazard.

In answer to Mrs. Henderson t 8 question regarding the last sentence in his

letter, Mr. Rasmussen explained thatthe intent of this is to keep the opera or

from leaving a vertical wall.

They are willing to have the condition attached to their extension on Parce

I, Mr. Richard stated, that the existing benn within a distance of 75 feet

of Route #123 not be distunbed. However, it was agreed that 50 reet would

be satisfactory.

Mr. V. Smith questioned the cost of putting the ground back to the required

elevation if operations should go below the elevation of Route #12J,and if

the operator for some reason ceased operations before the expiration of the

permit. Would the $1000.00 per· acre bond cover that cost? Mr. Rasmussen

thought not, however, this is diffiCUlt to answer, Mr. Rasmussen continued

it would depend upon the depth to which excavations had gone.

In answer to Mr. Richard's question on this, Mr. Shellap stated that since

these operations may go on for ten years it would be difficult to answer n

knowing future costs. If the filling operation could be taken care of with

soil on the property, the cost would be relatively low - it it were neces

sary to blast in order to fill - that would raise the cost. Mr. Shellap

thought that the Graham Company, with their own equipment, could fill back

for from $1000.00 t0$2ooo.00 per acre, depending upon where they could get

the fill material. Mr. Shellap thought an exact ~igure could not be quoted

However, all surplus material is left on the property in readiness for back

fill. But, in his opinion, Mr. Shellap continued, it the operators do go

I

I

I

I

I
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• Richard again called attention to the enviable reputation of the opera

tors, and the fact that the area is now in a rar better condition than it

the time they took over and whatever holes are now evident could be

for a very small cost.

• Richard made the f'ollow1ng suggest.ion leading up to the motion: That th

extension and the new permit be granted on condition that at termination of

perations the area on Site No. 2 would have an elevation not less than 30 .../

feet with proper drainage into the Occoquan ~reek. On Site No. I the tinish d

levation shall be not less than the elevation ot Route #123 with proper

rainage and that under these permits no excavation eball take place within

50 teet otthe right of way line ot Route #123 below an elevation equal to

he existing elevation ot Route #123. And also that in connection with Rout

123 they are considering all the elevation between the excavated area and

he closest point of Route #123. This suggestion, Mr. Riehard continued, is

sed on the letter tiled with the Board from W. E. Graham & Sons.

t is contemplated, Mr. Richard stated. is that the whole area will be le

ubstantially level in -order that it be usable. As they work baelt the gro

ill be leveled sufficiently tor the trucks to be able to -take out the rock.

first operations will take about three years, Mr. Richard pointed out,

at the end of that time the Board will be in a position to determine

ow well the company has operated, and it an extension will be desirable.

estimat.ed that there are about 1,.500Jd:,OOO tons of stone in the two

sites.

• V. Smith still questioned the satisfaction of guarantee that the ground

uld be lett as it should be. He quoted from the Ordinance w•••• that the

ranting' of an application will nut materially atfect adversely the health 0

atety•••••• and that it will' neither immediately or ultimately affect ad

ersely the use of development of neighboring property••••1I. The Board has

d, evidence, Mr. Smith recalled, that under certain conditions the $1000.00

nd would not scratch the surface of reconditioning the area. The necessit

I" desirability of haVing a vertical wall to work against, Mr. Smith thought

ould be dangerous. He felt t.hat the Board had not yet been offered aSBuran e

hat the area would be left in proper condition.

Richard told the Board that Mr. Blain Clarke has made the statement that

is tamily has an interest in this property far and beyond. the period of

peration of a quarry by the Graham Company, and they t.oo are very desirous

Ill!W CASES - C1;d.

12-Ctd. to a level below the 30 feet they will be defeating their own purpose be

Cause of the drainage - making it necessary to pump - which is not practica

Mr. Richard suggested that the appli~ant would be willing that the floor no

go below the Potomac River tidal elevation of 10 feet, which would be above

the Occoquan.

• V. Smith said his on:J.y interest was in the assurance that the land be 1

condition when the operations cease and that the bond would eover t

I

I

I
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Seconded. Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously
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of having this ,ground left in condition for future use - they are vitally

interested in the future value of the property and they have no interest

any permit being ,granted which would lessen this value.

Mr. V. Smith noted that it has been stated that the ground was in a deplo

ble condition before the Graham Company took it over. It was brought

the Federal Government was the last operator - before the Grahams.

It was agreed that there would be no excavation below an elevation of

and not below the 30 feet on either site.

Mr. V. Smith made the following motion: That the application be granted C

a period of three years according to the certified plat by R. F. Kursch,

dated October 4. 1956 and as part of the reason for granting is the le~r

addressed to Mr. B. C. Rasmussen, care of Zoning Administrator. Fairfax

Courthouse. Fairfax. Virginia. dated October 5. 1956 signed by W. E. Grab

& Sons. By: J. F. Bevins, in which Graham & Sons state that they will lea

the site upon termination of their operations in a condition much improv'd

over the condition in which they found the original quarrY site and they

will cooperate with the authorities of .Fairfax County during the operat.ion

and also this is granted subject to the conditions outlined in the letter

to Mr. W. T. Mooreland, Zoning Administrator, dated October 9, 1956, and

signed by B. C. Rasmussen, Subdivision Design Engineer. except £or clari

fication of the last sentence of the letter which is to be amended so that

an area at all points parallel to the nearest point to Route #123. for a

depth of 50 feet i'rom the edge of the right of way. shall be left at the

same elevation as Route #12). Should the operations cease ~t the end of

three years or between now and the expiration of this permit, that the wa

of the quarry shall be left so that they are free of crevices ahd possible

----

II
ELIZABETH WALKER. to permit teaching of dancing in basement of cbRlll1ng,. g

students per class. Lot 2. Block )0. Section 18, Springfield. Resub. Lots

I and 2. ~lk.25. Lots 1, 2 and 3. Blk. 26, an~ Lots 2 and 3. Blk. 27,

Section :3, (5802 Hanover Avenue) Mason District. (Urban Residenceh

Mrs. Wa.l~er told the Board that she had been asked to take over the ~~

class from St. Michael's Church - which classes had been held in the All

p\1rpoae Room of the Church. The Priest of the Parish had said that the I'O

was too taken up with other things and it would not be possible to

dancing class~s there. Since she had had charge of the dancing at St.

Michael's many parents of the Parish had asked here to t~ke over these

classes - instruction leading up to their show which they will give in the

Spring. Her pupils will be confined to ~hildren of the Parish. She wou~d

have classes for three hours on Saturday and one class on Wednesday ........

t I

I

I

I

I
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with about )0 pupils to a class. She will charge $1.00 a Lesson. Those

who cannot pay will be taken free. There will be no advertising, Mrs.

Walker continued, she will use her recreation room. Mrs. Walker called

at:tention to the fact that a steel mill 1s about 300 yeaNS away from her

home and a lumber yard is also near.

There were no objections from the area.

}.Ws. Henderson suggested that this was a very generous gesture on the part

of Mrs. Walker. but she thought with the new addition to the Church _ such

classes were much more appropriate in the Church building. However. Mrs.

Walker answered that the Priest did not want the All-purpose room open on

Saturday, and there is no other place to practice and work for the Show.

This would be a temporary affair - lasing only until the show is put on in

February. There would be no tra££ic situation as the parents car-pool to

bring the children. She was told in some oC£lCe in the ~ourthouse, Mrs.

Walker said, that it was necessary to have only the license - so she had

gone ahead and bought things preparatory to have the classes. She later

found that this application before the Board was necessary. It would also

be closer for the parents to come to her house, Mrs. Walker stated.

Mr. V. Smith thought there was need for this type of recreation, but in

his opinion the logical place for this is in the Church and he thouR;ht in

granting this the Board would be setting up a business which was in af£ect

undermining other studios who must charge more, therero~e, he m~ved that

the caSe be denied because it is not in keeping with the Ordinance.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson.

Carried, unanimously.

Mrs. Walker had also ·presented a statement from eight people in the im

mediate vicinity 8tating they did not object to this Use.

II
WOODLAWN CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION, to permit dwelling as erected to remain

Within 14.4 feet of the side property line, Lot 13, Block 18, Section 13,

Hollin Hall Village, Mt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Wm. Crumm III represented the applicant, as Secretary-Treasurer. In

the location of this house, Mr. Crumm explained, the st~cture was turned

slightly to give a better location which would allow tying in with the HoI n

Hille development, and in that turning this violation occurred. By con

tinuation of the same type of development and blending it with Hollin H111

the appearance of the area was improved and made unif'orm.

Mr. V. Smith questioned how the blending was done.

The answer was that since this street curves it is better to bring it in a

an angle to conf'orm with other houses and to be in line with them. This

:8treet alighlllen:t was not prope~y worked out in the .first place, Mr. Crumm

said, and it has been necessary to make adjustments to bring about a uni

form development. In the shuffle and in the attempt to blend the streets
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his violation resulted. They cannot shift the lot line on the adjoining

lot, Mr. Crwtm told the Board. as that house is under a V. A. loan and the!

fore lot area could not be changed. However, if that lot l1ne were changed.

no variance WOuld be necessary_

here were no objections i'rom the area.

8. Henderson stated that since Mr. Crumm has stated that the line between

Lots 13 and 14 could be shifted. to make this house conform _ she would move

to deny the apPlication.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

carried. unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

1- MARY VAVALA, to permit extension of trailer court from 36 to 42 units. Lot

19, Evergreen Farms, (Gum Springs Trailer Court). Mt. Vernon District.

(General Business).

Mr. Maney represented the applicant. Mr. Dulaney showed the plat indicae

ing the sewer lines and the approval of Dt-. Kennedy. They have paid for

sewer connection, Mr. Dulaney told t.he Board. They have this matter before

Mr. Kipp, Mr. Dulaney said, but Mr. White in that office had told him that

it would be about two weeks before they could get to 'the plat - because of

lack of help. They have notified the Fire Marshall also - and. that otfice

will advise Mrs. Vavala or their requirements. They are also waiting tor

rd trom the Highway Department for requirements.

A letter was read from Dr. Kennedy stating that approval would be given ..me

sewer connections are made.

They will comply with all these requirements as 800n as they have word. .f'rom

the various agencies, Mr. Dulaney recalled that this trailer park has been

in operation since 1941 and the highway facilities have·proved adequate up

to this time.

There Were no Objections from the area.

The Board agreed that the final word from these agencies would have to be

on hand before going ahead with this,therefore, Mr. V. Smith moved that .'the

application be deferred until this ini'onnation is available. When the 1n

fonnation is at hand, the Board asked that Mr. Dulaney contact the Zoning

Office and this case would be put on the next agenda.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

I

I

I

I

2_

II
ORN N. CAMPBELL,INC., to permit operation and erection of a service station

nd to permit pump islands 25 feet of right of way line of Leesburg Pike,

arcel 4 of Section A, Culmore, Mason District. (General Business) •

• Campbell presented the certif'ied plats - f'or Which this case was de

erred. It was noted. that the grass plots shown on the plat are within the

ervice drive right of way. Mr. Campbell said when the service drive 1s to

I
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DEFERRED CASES - Ct.d.

~o be bull~ tha~ area will be available to the State.

Mrs. Henderson BUggested that with the homes a.cross the street and the apa

ment development, this filling station would not particularly add to the

neighborhood, and also the fact of' the six filling stations betw.een the sto

light and Seven Corners - this probably was not needed.

Mr. Campbell said he was the owner of .6,000,000 worth of property in this

area and he has a big interest in good development in the area. This pro

perty is zoned general business which will take many other types of OOsi

n8,8S. When this tract was zoned this entire area was set aside for buaines _

to be developed as needed. It was never intended that this would be de

veloped in a recreational area - Mr. Campbell stated, as some of the Board

members had thought.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the application, because she did not consider

it a proper use in an area of homes and apartments and. because of the inter

section to St. Anthony's School, which is near this property.

Mr. V. Smith asked Mr. Cempbell if the filling station was sll he propoeed

to put on this property - and noted that any- ~ture building would necessal" ly

have to come before this Board. Mr. Campbell said the filling station was

his only plan at the present time. He said he would work out the entrances

with the Highway Department.

The service drives'on other filling stations at Seven Corners were discusse

Mr'. Mooreland called attention to the tact that the right of way is dedi

cated here for the service drive - to be used when the State saw Cit. Thar

was no second too Mrs. Henderson1 s motion.

Mr. V. Smith moved too grant the applicatoion as shown on plat titled "Propos d

Building Locstion - Parcel 4, Section A., Culm-ore" signed by G. B. Potterto

C.L.S., subject'to approval of the, Highway Dep~ent ror ingress and egres

and subject to the applicant constructing a decelerating lane at the west

entrance of this property. Granted because this conforms to Section 6-l~

oltha Ordinance.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried - for the motionj V. Smith, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes, J.W.Brookrield

Mrs. Henderson voted "no".

Mr. V. Smith thought the decelerating lane very important rrom a safety

standpoint on filling stations. Mr. Campbell said tohat was satisfactory to

him if the state will go slong with it ••

II
CHESTER COPELAND - Since approva]s or all agencies were not yet secured, Mr.

V. Smit.h moved that this be deferred until Mr. Copeland has these,approvals

at which time he will notify the Zoning Oftice and this c~se will be pla~ed

on the agenda.

Seconded, T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously

-..
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GORDON & WEAYER

Mr. Mooreland. asked the Board 1f they would consider passing a motion on th

application of Gordon &Weaver - about whose £illing station permit con_

siderable con~8ion has developed.

In 1941 this case came before the Board for a filling station permit - it

was never approved by the Board as far as t.he minutes show - the applic.ant

was asked to come back to the Board with a plat showing setbacks. This cas

neVer came back to the Board and consequently no motion was passed either

granting or denying the case. This station had been operating as a non

conforming use. By 1950 the use had lapsed and the applicant came back to

the Board for a use permit for a filling station. It was denied. Subsequen y

Judge Hamel moved to rescind that action - stating that the case was not p

perly before the Board. This was done March 18. 1952.

About a month ago, Mr. Mooreland said, he noticed that this wse was opera:t

ing as a second -hand car business. He told the owner to stop operations.

The owner then Came in for an occupancy permit for a body shop. In looking

over the minutes, Mr. Mooreland found tohat this had never been graneed at

that December 1945 meeting. However, on ~he application in the folder it

was writ.ten - "Granted, Dec. 27, 1945"•.

Now there is considerable pressure to give this man a permit, Mr. Mooreland

continued. He asked the Board to pass a resolution on this as he has re

read the minutes from December 1945 to April 1948 and found no motion was

passed.

Mr.V. Smith thought it was necessary to review the minutes up to now as it

would not be sensible for the Board to pass a motion that this has not been

granted unless they know definitely that it has not come before the Board

during this interim. The Board must be sure that the plans were not pzoe

sented during that time.

Therefore, Mr. V. Smith moved that the Zoning Oftice instruct someone in t

office to review the minutes from December 12, 194.5 to March lEt, 1952 with

regard to this in order that the Board can be sure ot what has taken place

and therefore some action can be taken on this - and that this review of th

minates be done as expediently as possible.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

Ii
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I

I
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MotionHenderson not voting.
/
he meeting adjourned

not necessary.

J. B. Smith moved that the case be withdrawn. Seconded, T. Barnes

J. B. Smith, T. Barnes, Brookfield. Mr. V. Smith and Mrs.

C. V. CARLISLE - Mr. Mooreland told the Board that the plat was approved to

change in location of the street - which will make this dwelling conform to

requirements. This plat will be recorded. Mr. MOoreland tberefore askeq 1

behalf of Mr. Carlisle, that this case be withdrawn, as further action 1s



Oetober 23, 1956

The regular meeting of the Fairfax County
Board of Zoning Appeals was held, Tuesday,
October 23, 1956 in the Board Room of the
Fairfax 'Courthouse at 10 o'clock a.m. with
all members present.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin Smith

DEFERRED CASES

1- MAX SINGLETARY, to permit carport to remain 1.35 reet from side property

lin., Lot 121, Section 2, L1nc0101a Heights, Mason Diet. (Suburban Res.)'

Mr. Singletary has asked that this case be put at the bottom of the list as

he'has people coming in to support his case who could not be here before

that time.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the case be put at the bottom of the list.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
2_ LUTHER N. GROVES, to permit covered patio to remain as erected wit.hin two

reet of the rear property line, Lot 15, Block 23. Section 5, Springfield.

(6015 Hanover Street), Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

Several members of the Board had viewed the property. Mr. V. Smith asked _

if this is granted. woWd it have to conform to the building code require

ments?

Mr. Mooreland thought it would.

The possibility of converting this into a pennanent room in the future was

discussed. If that should happen.Mr. V. "Smith stated •.and the present

structure will have to be torn down in, time. he was not in favor of grantinl

it now. Mr. V. Smith suggested that the Board check with the Building In

spector on this, during the lunch' hour. and make a decision later in the da,

He 80 moved.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried. unanimously.

II

o

3- WILLIAM T. BRIGGS, to permit enclosure of porch closer to Street Property

Line than allowed by the Ordinance. Lots 8. 9, 10 and 11. Speer Subdivision.

(610 West Great Falls Street). Dranesville District. (Suburban Residence).

~ letter signed by 14 people in the area asking the Board to grant this cas~

jwas read. The letter pointed out that the north end of this pwch was al

ready enclosed when Mr. Briggs started work. and the completion of this

nclosure would in no way affect the position of Mr. Briggs' house with re

ation to other houses in the area. that completion of the project would en

ance the value of Mr. Briggs' house Elnd would favorably reflect upon the

eighborhood.
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DEFERRED CAS!lS - Ctd.

Mr. Mooreland was of' the opinion that the Board bad no authori1;y to grant

this as no hardship had been shown. and to grant it would be far .from the j ~ D
intent of the Ordinance. Mr. Mooreland thought this did not. come under the

non-conforming clause. This is an open porch which is allowed. but it woul

become a part of the house when enclosed. Mr. Mooreland continued. alloWing I
more living space.

Mr. Briggs pointed out that he was in the middle on this - if he cannot

'finish the porch - he will necessarily have to take the partially completed

enclosure down. It would cost more to do that than to complete the room.

To deny this would place upon him an undue hardship. While he start.ed on

this 1)1. ignorance - something wUl have to be done with it. either tinish

it or put it back as it was before he ought the property.

In answer to Mr. V. Smith's question. Mr. Briggs said this pa.rt.ial enclosur

was completed by the previous owner about one year before Mr. Bri~8' bough

the house.

4-

The Board discussed the requirement of a bearing wall and whether or not

this porCh could be acceptable - if enclosed - ~o the Building Inspector.

Mr. J. B. Smith said - under any circumstances it would have to conform to'

the building code and passed by the building inspector.

Mrs. Henderson stated that under Section 6-l2-g of the OrdinanCe. consider

ing the fact that Mr. Briggs had bought the house with a part of the porch

enclosed. in her opinion it" is an exceptional situation and since there are

no objections to this. and it does not appear that this would be detriment

to the neighborhood, she would move to grant the application.

Seconded. Mr. V. Smith

Carried

For the motion: Henderson, V. Smith. T. Barnes. Brookfield

Mr. J. B. Smith not voting.

II
HOWARD DAVIS. to permit operation of a marine service station, Lots 5 and 6

Block 1. Section A, Gunston Manor. Mt. Vernon District. (Agriculture).

This case was deferred for the Gunston Manor Association to prove ownership

or the strip of land along the beach - bordering Mr. Davis' property.

Mrs. Embrey stated that a deed conveying this strip of land from the origi

owners, G. E. Moul and E. A. Hines. Trustees of Gunston Manor. Inc., to

Gunston Manor Property Owners Association is at present being processed in

the Record Room - that this deed has been in their hands since October 16.

but it has not yet been officially put on record. She showed a receipt

from the Clerk's office indicating the Deed has been filed.

Mr. Davis said there was nothing in his Deed to show that this strip is

owned by anyone except himself. He has paid taxes on a 100 root lot.. If

there is anything about riparian rights - it would be out in the river.

I

I

I
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He had bought this property something over eight years ago and his Deed

called for lots at a depth of 100 £-eet from the right of way.

Mr. v. smith asked if a piece of land was, in 1929, a usable tra-et and dur

ing the interim itroa:1oD,~.Ilad changed the land area - what is the situation?

Mrs. Embrey answered that the person would just have less beach.

Mrs. Embrey recalled the earlier testimony that this strip of land along

the beach front was dedicated at the same time the property for a conununity

center was dedicated, and this 'strip of land and the community center pro

perty were never to be used nor sold - that they are £or use of all the

membership of the Association.

Mr. V. Smith asked if this strip ot' land is in the river does one still

have riparian rights? Mr. Gladstone Butler answered "yes", if the banks

erode there is no change, the strip as dedicated still remains, and no one

has the right to use it except the Association members.

Mrs. Embrey handed the Board a copy of the Deed which is presently being

recorded conveying a strip of· beach land which Would include the

Mr. Davis' lots.

Mr. Mooreland called attention to the fact that this Deed has no derivatio

title - he suggested that the original records should be searched, that

the original papers should show title to this strip in order to give valid y

to conveyance of this strip.

Mrs. Embrey said the Gunston Manor Association owns the entire area, that

this area is dedicated and there are stakes showing the land so dedicated •

• Mooreland called attention to the fact that when the plat of this sub

division was put on record it showed so much land for the lo.ts _ and it

di~ not show this dedication. He felt the Board shOUld know £rom whom the

title was der1ved~

,:Mrs. Embrey told the Board that no taxes were paid on this strip, _ nor

have taxes been paid on the property dedicated for dommunity use. Mr.

Chambliss has handled the Deed which is now in the process of . being re

co'i"ded, Mrs. Embrey said.

~. Davis told the Board that he has paid taxes on his 100 foot lots.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that Mr. Chambliss be asked to come before the Boa

and show the origin of this strip of land and give the Board an understand

tng of just where the title rests.

Mr. Brookfield agreed - saying that was the purpose of the deferrment of

this case. He thought it a question for legal advice.

I~ it can be shown that the title for this strip rests with the Trustees

of Gunston Manor, Inc., or if it can be shown that this strip exists _ the

Board should have that evidence before making a decision in this case, Mr.
Smith continued.

C.U..L
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Mr. Davis pointed out that.)6 people are interested in using this pier _

while a very few are opposing it. Mr. Davis recalled that there had been

a pier in this area in 1929, which was in place for Bome time and later

taken down.

The case was Buspended until Mr. Chambliss could be present.

II
NEW CASES

L. T. BOWDEN. to permit erection of two signs with larger area than allowe

by the Ordinance, which will make the aggregate area more than 120 square

feet, Lot 4A. Section 5, Salona Village (junction 1820 and Sothron Street),

Dranesville District. (General Business).

Mr. Jack Smoot represented the applicant. The signs presently on the drug

store in question were erected in violation of the Ordinance, Mr. Smoot

told the Board, but it would be an undue hardship on the owner, Doctor

Shuffleman, to take them down because they are expensive signs and he need

them in the conduct of his business. These are the standard Rexall signs

which are used throughout the Country. If this ~ariance is not granted,

Mr. Smoot continued, the applicant would request a temporary permit _ £gr

60 days - during which time he will order new signs to replace these.

Mr. Mooreland said he had discussed these signs with Doctor Shuffleman and

it was his understanding that the size of the two signs would be cut down

so the aggregate-would be in excess of 120 square feet - but the signs pre

sented with this case Were not the -Signs Doctor Shufrleman had shawn him,

and not the signs they had agreed upon.

It was brought out that the application -is made out in' the name of the

sign contractor, while Doctor Shuffleman is the owner of the drug store.

e- Chairman asked for opposition

Mr. Papa asked if the statement in the Ordinance allowing thr.ee square feet

for each lineal foot was figured on·the frontage of the building using the

sign,. or on the frontage of the lot?

Mr. Mooreland said it had been the practice to figure that on the frontage

of the stores I i£ there is more than one store on-the property. and to use

the frontage of the lot if only one store.

Mr. Papa called attention to the signs requested - stating that the aggre

gate square footage is 276. The sign on the side of the store, which fac.es

a residential area, 1s in eXCess of 60 square feet. The other signs have

the follOwing dimensions; 71 square feet. 105 square feet. and the illu

minated neon sign 48 square feet - On top of eachw1ndow there is a 16 aqua e

foot sign (there are three windows) - there are four coco-cola signs _ mak

ing the total of 276 square feet. This, Mr. Papa pointed out, is more than

dOUble the square footage allowed by the Ordinance.

I
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Dr. Shuffleman knew of the County requirements both as 'to area and the fact

that a permit is necessary - however, he disregarded both, Mr. Papa told

the Board. He himself had explained the opposition in the area to these

signs to Dr. Shuffleman, and asked him if he had obtained a permit. The

Doctor had told him that he had complied with the law. Mr. Paper again wen

'to Dr. Shuffieman asking him U it would be possible to ecr.een the neon s1

from the e;ood residential neighborhood toward which the neon sip;n faces,

and to which the people objected. Dr. Shuffleman asked him to see the larg

billboard which he had in the back of his store, preparatory to putting up.

This is a flagrant violation, Mr. Papa insisted. and an inexcusable dis-

regard of the people in Salona Village. These signs are ugly. Mr. Papa con

tinued, the garish coloring - orange and black and white _ is more adaptabl

to -7th street advertising in Washington than a high ~lass residential neigh r-

hood. The si~ns are in no way in keeping with the area and they seriously

adversely a££e~t the neighborhood and property values •

.Mr. R. D. Heckel, who lives in Salona Village, about 500 feet from the sign

and in direct line with it, objected.. He too thought the type of advertis

ing which Dr. Shuf'fleman was using reached the' level of a low class busines

district - that there was no place in Virginia for such signs. The neon

sign which l~. Papa had asked Dr. Shuffleman to screen is objectionable to

him - its glaring light shines into his living room windows and the bedroom

Mr. He~kel pointed to other signs in McLean which are in keeping with the

area, and which are at the same time adequate advertising.

A letter was read from Mr. Zimmerman. as President of the McLean -Citizens

Association, objecting. Mr. John OliTer appeared for Mr. -2::Lmmerman and for

himself - objecting.

Mr. C. M. Gaines described his nearness to the signs and expressed strenuou

objection.

Mrs. War~urton, who lives 1/4 mile away from the drug store - on a hill - t d

the Board that the light from the signs _nes into three windows of her hom

1~ is objectionable and not in harmony with the area. She recalled that th

management of the Safeway Stores have agreed to make some reduction _ or at

least tone down their signs to which the neighborhood objected - as they

realize that good public relations are important. She thouzht Dr. Shuffle

might profit by this act of the Safeway, in that this flagrant affront to

the neighborhood might very well be reflected in his future business. The

type of community which they - in this area _ visualize does not include

vulgar, over-sized signs, Mrs. Warburton concluded.

The hardship which Dr. Shuffleman claims is one he brought on himself, Mr.

Papa pointed out, and according to his understanding of the Ordinance re

lief can be grantGd if this can be established not to be detrimental to the

public good. Since they have shown that this is not in the interests of th

neighborhood nOr the public good, and would be detrimental, Mr. Papa asked

that these over-sized signs be taken down.
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Mr. Smoot admitted that perhaps the color of the signs was not too good _

however. they are the standard Rexall signs - used ~ontinuously on their

stores. He felt that the complaints were more against the color and type

of sign rather than to the size.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because this is a gross variance from

the Ordinance and because there has been no undue hardship nor practical

di££iculties presented.

Seconded. Mrs. Henderson

Carried. unanimously.

II
The HOWARD DAVIS case was taken up again as Mr. Chambliss was present. Mr.

Chambliss reviewed the case briefly, recalling that the 1"llling station wou d

be at the end of the pier and the storage tanks on the applicant's lot. Mr.

Chambliss stated that the restrictions placed on this area by the original

Gunston Manor, Inc. owners indicate that no trade or business shall be

carried. on in this subdivision except on certain designated lots. The Davi

lots do not fall within that classification. In that case, if Mr. Davis

uses his lots for business purposes, he would be liable to court action t

the present Gunstob Manor Association. Mr. Chambliss read the .covenant re

strictions. Therefore, Mr. Chambliss continued, he did not think the Board

would wish to :take Ul e:e:ti- violating the covenants and which might create

a law suit.

Mr. Chambliss said the ·Deed on this strip of land will soon be recorded,

and at the present time it is being photostated. The Deed shows that the

Gumbm Manor Association, Inc. owned and conveyed all this strip of beach

property to the present Gunston Manor organization. He prepared the Deed,

Mr. Chambliss continued, which describes the land between the lots and the

river as bein~ dedicated to public use. The width of the strip, however,

was not designated - Mr. Chambliss thought perhaps it was ten feet or more.

The Deed of dedication and the plat attach~d show the strip o£ land between

those lots and the river, Mr. Chambliss continued. If there has been a cha ge

in the area by erosion, the applicant must show that his lot frontage is

on the water itself.

The question was asked if it was assured that the beach strip 1s shown on

the·plat. It was brought out that the recorded plat o£ the subdivision

does not show this strip.

Mr. Mooreland questioned if this Deed would stand up, as it does not show

the derivation of title. Mr. Chambliss answered that the original Associa

tion owned all this land to the river and subdivided it leaving this strip

?f beach between the lots and the river. There are two Deeds executed ~on

veying that strip, Mr. Chambliss pointed out - on other lots. He stated

that he was satisfied that this strip continued on all of these lots and

he felt also that Mr. Davis would be in litigation if he attempted to

break the restrictive Covenants.

I
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HOWARD DAVIS -

Mr. V. Smith recalled that Mr. Davis claims that at least 25 feet of his

lot is now under water. Mr. Davis said at high tide he has about 75 feet

of land - the balance of the lot - about JO feet - has eroded.

the lots adjoining his property and put in a sea wall.

filling along these lots. At low tide, Itr. Davia continued, especially

the wind blowsJthe water r';oes out as far as 200 feet. He figured that he

has 30 feet on the beach.

Mr. Chambliss suggested that the Board should have a survey on this to show

the exact extent of Mr. Davis' lot, and perhaps a title search. Also that

the Board should know the Deed restrictions.

Mr. David said he knew nothing of the Deed restrictions, and he had bought

~heBe lo~s wi~h a 100 foot depth.

Mr. Chambliss offered to check the records tor the Deed restrictions.

Mr. V. Smith noted that the Deed, which is being put on record. at this time

does not give a description o£ how much land along the river belongs to the

Association.

Mr. Gladstone Butler - recalled that the original Deed says the strip goes

to the low water mark.

Mr. Chambliss and Mr. Davis lert the room to check the Deed restrictions.

Upon their return, Mr. Chambliss read the restrictions to which he had re

ferred earlier. The duration of' covenants was discussed - Mr. Chambliss

advising that covenants go with the land, but that covenan~8 can be lU'ted

~f the property owners have no objections - however that manner of removing

Covenants might be questioned by the Courts.

Mr. Brookfield suggested that if the Board denied this ease and if sub

sequently Mr. Davis has a survey and finds he 1s right - a court aetion mi

follow.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because there are restrictions on the

land which prohibit any commercial undertaking on these lots and there is a

question of the ownership of the strip of land between the applicants pro

perty and the river and this use ~s not in keeping with the intent of the

Ordinance and it appears that it will adversely affect neighboring property

~econded, T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

Mrs. Embrey thanked the Board for their courtesy and fairness, and for thei

final action.

II
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GRACE B. AND CUTLER SMITH, to permit a duplex dwelling under 6-12 Sub. Sec.

6 on approximately 3 acres of land, (3404 Virginia Ave.), Dranesville Dbt.

(Rural Residence - Class I).

Mr. Wesley Cooper represented the applicant. This case was brought to the

Board, Mr. Cooper explained, because or a complaint from the neighborhood.

Under section 6-12·6. Mr. Cooper pointed out, the Board has the authority

to ~rant this use if it is found to be in harmony with the purpose and in

tent of the Ordinance and if it will not adversely affect neighboring pro

perty. The site has more area than required by the Ordinance as they have

requested in the application that the entire tract owned by Mr. and Mrs.

Smith be included in this granting.

Mrs. Henderson asked if the applicant had submitted a floor plan and it

this had been passed on by the Planninf~ Commission as required in the

Ordinance. There was no floor plan, and the case had not been before t~

Planning Commission.

:Mr. Mooreland told the Board that permit was issued. on this lot for a

siJigle family dwelling, which later was converted to two £amily use. The

basement is a complete apartment. It was neVer granted for duplex use.

The use of the entire tract was questioned by Mrs. Henderson since the

parcel on which the house is located is in the name of Cutler and 'Grace !=I.,

Smith and the adjoining parcel is in the name of -Grace B. Smith. Mr. Moor'

land thought the entire tract could be tied up - since the application,ask

for the full three acres.

Mr. V. Smith noted that the plat did not give the full dimensions of the

property and since there was no recommendation from the Planning Commissio

and no floor plan the Board could give no decision. However, since there

appeared to be considerable opposition present - the Board 8ueed to hear

the case, but leave a final deCision until the floor plan is pre8en~ed and

a recommendation is received from the Planning ~ommission.

Mr. Fragale, who was present in opPOSition, also questioned the tying up

of the entire tract, however, it was agreed that in order to convey any

portion of either tract it would require the signatures of both owners,

since· husband and wife are involved.

Mr•• William Dickinson appeared in opposition to this case. He was und.er

the misapprehension that by granting this case it would allow the entire

three acre tract to be developed in duplex houses. Mr. Dickinson said the

neighborhood was oppos,d to this and the opposition would file four petiti s

with something mOre than forty names objecting. (The objecting petitions

were filed).

Mrs. Ayres objected, describing the area as being attractive - with homes

ranging up to $40 ,000 and stating that this use would be out of keeping

with the area. She thought it would devaluate property.

I
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It waB brought out that the people signing the peti<tions all lived within

a tew block" of the Smiths.

Mr. Fragale, who is the next door neighbor, stated that he was the one who

complained to the Zoning Office regarding the duplex use of the Smith I s
~ .

home. He quoted from the Ordinance the statement that in granting such a

use it should be established that it would not adversely affect the neighbo _

hood and the general welfare of the cOIJIDunity. Mr. Fragale expr.essed the

opinion that this does adversely affect the area - that his own $40,000 ho

which he has had up for sale for over a year has been r-educed in value as

evidenced by the real estate people who have tried to sell it. When pro_

spective buyers inquire about the house next door and find the duplex use _

they are no longer interested.

Also Mr. Fragale objected to the safety hazard - so many cars coming and

going have made it dangerous for children in the area. The fact of the

music school permit, which was granted to Mrs. Smith SOme time ago, also

adds ~o the incoming cars. This house faces on a curve which increases th

hazard in backing out of the driveways.

Mr. Frogale objected for Mrs. Hardy, who lives across the street rrom the

Smiths. Mrs. Hardy could not be present.

Mrs. Henderson asked how four people (Mrs. Smith had stated that there are

four in her family) could create so much traffic. It was brought out that

there are eight living in the house.

Mr. Mooreland told the Board that a law suit was pending between the Smith.

and the Frogales - however, Mr. Frogale said that suit had been settled and

this application had nothing to do with that.

It ~he Qoard wishes to deny the case, Mrs. Henderson suggested, according

to the Ordinance, it could be done without 'recommendation from the Planni

Commission - that a recommendation from that body was necessary only in

,case of granting. But in her opinion it could be denied without recommend

tion.

Mr. Cooper asked that the Board have that recommendation berore making any

decision, that the Commission's investigation might bring to light Some

things not presented at this time. He also thought the Commission should

'view the property.

The area was discussed again - particularly the fact that the house is pre

sently located on a lot of record which is far below frontage and areare

qulrements, and the adjoining area is owned by Grace Smith alone, as a

separate parcel. Mr. Mooreland thought the separate ownerships made no

difrerence - if the entire area is included in the application.

Mr. J. B.Smlth moved to defer the case to view the property and to have the

recommendation of the Planning Commission and for the applicant to present

a floor plan. Deferred for 30 days.

2-Ctd.
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For the motion: J. B. Smith, T, Barnes, J.W. Brookfield

Mr. V. Smith voted tlno" arid Mrs. Henderson did not vote.

Motion carried.

II
Mr. Fragale said he would like the Commonwealth's Attorney's ruling on

whether or not this could be granted on all of the property if the two lots

are recorded in different names.

II
The Board adjourned for lunch

II
c. W. PERRIN, TRUSTEE, to permit existing dwelling to remain within )$ feet

of the Street Property line and permit future Lots 1 and 14 to have less

Street frontage than allowed by the Ordinance, (Prelim. plat Resub. Lot 6

Maria G. Bailey Estate, not recorded), 1200 feet north of Columbia Pike on

west side of South Carlyn Spring Road, Mason District. (S~burban Residence

District Class II).

Mr. Tolbert represented the applicant. This is a long narrow strip of land

Mr. Tolbert pointed out, on which all lots conform to requirements except

the two lots at the intersecting corner of Maria Drive and Spring Lane. Be

cause of the direction of earlyn Spring Road at the one end of this strip

and Spring Lane at the other, Mr. Tolbert pointed out this road. is put thro

at an angle which cutedown the width or these two lots. Had the road been

parallel the width of these lots would have been within carner requirements

The Subdivision Control Office has seen the plat, Mr. Tolbert explained ••nd

will okay it if this variance is granted by the Board. Most of the lots on

the street have a greater area than required, Mr. Tolbert said.,
However, Mr. V.Smith noted that ten of the lots are under the aver-age requi

ment and only four are over.

It was noted that. according to the plat, a dwelling exists on Lot 6 as we

as Lot 7 - on ·which a variance is asked. Mr. Tolbert said either the lot

line between these two lots will be adjusted or the house on Lot 6 will be

removed. They are asking the setback variance on only the house on Lot 7.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application as shown on preliminary plat

"resubdivision on Lot 6, Maria G. I"ailey Estate" plat by Carson V. Carlisle

C.L.S., dated July 19, 1956. This specifically grants the variance from a

40 foot to a 38 foot setback for the existing dwelling on Lot 7 and a

variance from 105 foot to 96 foot frontage on Spring Lane on Lots land 14,

but this granting specifically excludes any variance on any other lot in th

subdivision. This is granted because it conforms to the hardship clause _

this being an irregular shaped piece or land.

Seconded, T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

I

I

I



4-

I

I

I

NEW CASES - {ltd.

w. E. KETLAND, to pennit erection and operation of a dog kennel at 3911

Richmond Highway, Lee District. (-General Business). ;L.~7
. Mr. Louis Coyner represented the applicant. The proposed kennels will be a

he rear of the lot - shown on the plat - 16 feet from the rear line. There

is no development to the rear, Mr. Coyner told the Board, and this is

generally a business zoned area.

Mr. J. B. Smith questioned. the class of zoning at the rear - which would de

tarmin,e the setback. Mr. Mooreland checked the zoning and found it to be

Suburban Residence Class III - 17,000 square foot lots.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application provided the building for the

use come not closer to the rear lot line than 20 feet, including the runs r
the kennel, and provided the applicant furnish parking space f'or all users

of the use of the property.

It was not certain whether or not the property on both sides adjoining the

applicant's property is zoned for business - therefore not certain if the

buildings could be placed to the line. Therefore, Mr. V. Smith withdrew hi

motion and moved that the applicaeion be granted provided the use, includi

the kennels and the runs, shall not come closer than 20 teet to any

zoned residential, provided the applicant furnish parking spa~e for

of the use. This is granted because it appears to be a logical

roperty and it does not appear to adversely affect adjoining property. Thi

is granted as per plat presented with the case by Wesley N. Rld8eway, C. S.,

ated September 14, 1956.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes.

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

5- s. S. FRALEY, to allow dwelling to remain as erected 29 -feet of Oak Street
c.

t 11, Section 4, Groveton Heights, (508 West Oak Street), Lee District~

. (Suburban Residence).

he applicant stated that this house was located in line with the two houses

on adjoining lots, not taking into account the angle turn of Oak Street. Ho

houses down the opposite direction, Within the same block are all

25 feet. It was noted on the plat that the setback line establishe

y the developer of the subdiVision 1s 25 feet. This is an old subdiVision

frecord, Mr. Fraley continued, which does not meet present requirements.

here is a gravel pit immediately joining his property on the south - for

bout 200 feet, Mr. Fraley said, then there are four houses with the 25 foot

setback.

his is an old subdivision and the house in question was built in 1947.
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5-Ctd. • T. Barnes moved to grant the application, because it does not appear

to adversely affjct adjoining property and houses within the same block haY

the same setback and this is an old subdivision of record.

Mr. V. Smith questioned whether or not this case should have ~ome before

the Board - he quoted from the Ordinance regarding an established setback

and noted that the houses which are set back 25 reet are within the same

block as the one in question. Mr. Mooreland called attention to the faet

that the adjoining house on the opposite side has a 47 foot setback.

Mr. V. Smith seconded the motion

Carried, unanimously.

II
6- ROBERT B. HARRIS, to permit erection of a greenhouse closer to Street pro

perty line than allowed by the Ordinance, (68 feet), on south side #673 op

posite junction #785, Providence District. (Rural Residence ~lass II).

Mr. Harris told the Board that he is the owner and operator of a nursery

on his property. He wishes to attach the greenhouse to the small existing

building which is located 67 feet from the roadway. The greenhouse proper

would be 68 feet from the road. Since the road is about 5 feet below his

property - the greenhouse would not be visible' upon approach.

If he is required to meet the 100 foot setback, it would mean constructing

entirely new building. As it is he can use the existing building for stora

of things us~d in connection with his greenhouse. Also if he met the 100 fo

setback - with a new bUilding - it would be necessary to construct a new

road to the building and to remove many hundreds of plants and to change th

electric and water installations - which he now has connected into this

uilding. This greenhouse would be only g feet high and 10 feet wide and

about 40 feet long. It would be constructed of glass and i.lllmiilum.

he existing building was originally put up in 1953 for a pump house _ or a

least the permit was'issued for that purpose. It is 12 x 16 feet.(It was

agreed - a little large for a pump house). The pump house is about 20 feet

from the well., Mr. Harris said, so located so it would not be near a tenant"

house on his property. There would be no new entrance from the road into

his property, Mr. Harris said. Mr. Harris presented a statement from four

neighbors saying they had no objection to the greenhouse.

The directional location of the greenhouse - in order to catch the sun _ wa

discussed. Mr. Harris said it was located by a greenhouse expert - he tho t

it was so located to ~ive the greatest erficiency.

It was brought out that the road is 18 feet wide or less, with a black top

or only 11 feet - which would bring the building considerably closer to the

right of way if the road were widened. (Approximately 61 feet).

• Harris said there were many homes on this road within 12 feet o£ the

present right of way.
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Mr.V. Smi-t.h said in his opinion ,the Board could not grant this because no

hardship had been shown and there arI! alternate locations on the property

for the greenhouse.

Mr. Harris said it would be a serious hardship if he had to re-locat.e t.he

electric and water line8. and move the sev..eral thousand plants which are

practically covering all the balance of his land.

Since this is a permanent retail establishement and the appll~ant will sell

from the greenhouse, Mr. V. Smith thought this should conform to require

ments. He questioned the hardship caused by moving the plants _ since

moving plants 1s constantly done by nurserymen.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case ~cau8e it is a lar.ge variance t'rom

the requirements of the Ordinance and there appears - on the nine Boere

tract - to be alternate locations.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
JACK RASKIN. to permit tool shed to remain as erected within two feet of

the rear property.l·ine. Lot 3. Block 4. Section 2, Bush Hill Woods, Lee

District. (Suburban Residence).

The tool shed will not have an adverse ariect on the property adjoining to

'the rear, Mr. Raskin said. since his rear line 1s adjacent to the Bush Hill

School. Mr. Raskin said he started this shed about a month ago. He put in

the conCrete slab and started building, not knOWing it was necessary to

have a permit. The building inspector caught him. He has about $150.00

in this shed now. Since the ground slopes down considerably, it would be

difficult to relocate the shed, Mr. Raskin stated, and expensive.

~~here were no objections f~om the area.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application because it does not appear to

adversely affect neighboring property since the school owns the.neighbori

property to the rear and there is a topographic condition.

Secpnded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
·GILBERT Z. AND RACHEL I. MYERS, to permit carport to remain four feet from

side property line, Lot 155. Section 2. City Park Homes, (720 Chestnut Ave.

Falls Church District. (Urban Residence).

Mr. Hugh Myers represented the applicant. When the applicant bought this

property in 1955 the carpo~ was built, located four feet from the side

line. Since that time he has put on an addi,1on bringing the carport to

within one foot of the line - which would mean only a one foot variance.

He· will allow the two foot overhang of the roof.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application so that the posts supporting

the carport may come within four feet ·of the property line, but that no

variance be granted On the roof. Granted because this does not appear to

. adversely affect neighboring property.
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Seconded, T. Barne 5

Carried, unanimously.

II
PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY, to permit erection and operation of a service

station and permit pump islands within 30 feet of Street property line,

Lots 3 and 4, Rolling Hills Subdivision, (N. E. corner of Lee Ave. and HI
Highway). Mt. Vernon District. (Rural Business).

Mr. W. T. Mann represented the applicant. The proposed building would be

81 feet from the south line, Mr. Mann explained, 43+ feet trolllthe rear

line and 76 feet from the front property line.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat by C. J. eros

C.S., dated October 3,1956, provided the applicant construct a decell~rati

lane on the north side of Rt. U. S. Ill, which will conform to the State

Highway Commission's requirements and that ingress and egr~ss conform to

the State Highway requirements.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried. unanimously.

II
RALPH MULLEN. to permit operation of a Golf Driving Range and a Miniature

Golf Course, on west side of Backlick Road just south of Southern Railroad

on 24.66 acres of land. Mason District. "(SUburban Residence ~lass I).

Mr. Mullen located his land with relation to the Southern Railroad. Back

lick Road. St. Marks Church. and the proposed belt highway _ which is sho

on the map as running through his property. Mr. Mullen said he had tried

to learn the exact location of' the belt highway and the interchange at its

intersection with Backlick Road, but had been unable to do so. However,

since the County wishes to keep the entrances clear to the Belt Highway,

it is not practical to build houses on this property, therefore he i8 aak

ing this as a tellporary use of his property until the highway route is f

f'ixed, and he knows how much property the State will take - and where. This

property will probably be best suited to some recreational use in the f'utu

Mr. Mullen said.

Mr. Mullen noted the location of the Tee, which is very near the Church.

which they will move if the Church Board wishes. However, it would appear

to be the best location for a fUll driving range.

Mr. Mullen was of the opinion that this property 1s not suitable for

homes - under any circumstances - that it very well could be developed 'int

a recreational area. a National Guard Armory, or some similar Use for the

permanent good of the community.

The Chairman asked for opposition.

I
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lO-Ctd. !Mr- Doyle, from Lynbrook spoke representing the $pr1ng1'ield .citizen,,' Assn.

A resolution, opposing this use, was passed. at the October 17th meeting of

the Association. The resolution outlined the location of this property wit

relation to homes, stating that it would be detrimental to the Luthern Chur

to land values. and the cultural, recreational. and religious activities in

the Springfield area.

The Board was requested to deny this petition because this use would be

detrimental to inmled tate properties; and to the Luthern Church which is

joining this property on one sidej since Backlick Road is a main thoroughfa

for Springfield. linking it with North Springfield. the driving range and

miniature golf course would create a hazard. detrimental to the overall are

a non-commercial recreational area or something similar would be more in

keeping with the area.

The Association also asks if the Board has legal jurisdiction to grant a

"Miniature Golf Cour8e" under section 6-4, item 15-c of the Ordinance. It

is the belief of members of the Association that "golf course" means the

regulation nine or eighteen hole course - which is in keepin$ with a resi

dential area, and not a commercial type "Miniature" golf course.

Mr • .v. Smith thought the wording "Clubs and grounds for games and spartst!

would include miniature golf courses - even though they are purely com

mercial in character.

Mr. Saalpach filed a statement with the Board from Mr. W. H. Baatz opposing

this use for the Men's Club and for'himself. Mr. Baatz'lives 'one-half "bloc

from the Church.

Mr. Saalpach stated that Mr. Mullen hod said he would hold this land for 30

days to learn if the Springfield Association would take it over for a large

recreational project - however, Mr. Saalpach said they were planning a larg

bond issue to take care of that - and which could not be settled within )0

days.

Mr. Saalpach presented a long statement detailing the opposition of St.

Marks Luthern Church - asking the denial of this application for the follow

I
I

o

o

ing reasons:

It would be a financial hardship on the congregation of the Church. It wil

be necessary to expand the Church facilities - and a honky-tonk type of

development next to theChurch would no doubt impair getting a loan and 5Mh

location would also make it difficult to attract new members; this use

would interfere with worship services because 'of the nearness of the Tee,

flood lights and noisej ~he use would lessen tax values, detract from Churc

recreational activities which are important in reducing youth deliquency;

it would endanger young children going to the Churchj this would not be a

hardship for Mr. Mullen if the case is denied - as Mr. Mullen has stated

he would build homes on it if denied; this use is incompatable with a

Church as evidenced not only by Church members but others in the community;
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lO-Ctd. the Church was located here before Mr. Mullen bought the property; Backlick

Road has a hill at the Church property and immediately to the south of the

hill is a dangerous intersection where it joins Amherst Avenue. The blind

brow of the hill would Create a hazardous traffic situation; .this colIJQercia

use is incompatable with the residential area which surrounds this property

on three sidesj this use would be a distraction to school children in Lyn

brook School and a commercial project near a school is not appropriate; i£

this use is installed it would increase the cost of condemnation for the

Belt Highway; and last - the Board of Zoning Appeals lacks jurisdiction to

grant this as a "golf course" as the intent of the Ordinance does not in

clUde a commercial "miniature golf' course".

The bad intersection at Backlick Road and Amherst was again discussed, wh~r

it is difficult to see cars approaching both from the north and south on

Backlick Road.

Mr. Gus Johnson opposed, for reasons stated, representing himself and the

North Springfield Civic Leegue.

Mrs. Ghizzoni also objected for reasons stated.

Mr. Blacksford presented a petition with 117 signatures, all signers living

within a few blocks of this property, objecting. Mr. Blacksford obj.cted t

the carnival-like aspect of this project, and it's detrimental affect on

surrounding property, which is developed in a good class of homes.

Mr. Dwornick, who lives two houses from the Church, objected for reasons.

stated.

There were about 12 present objecting.

Mr. Mullen said he was very sorry this property was so near the Church. Mr.

lIen recalled his activities in helping to reduce 'traffic on Backlick Rd~,

and of his desire to have recreational facilities for the area. Since it

has been impossible to start a community recreational center _ he thought

a commercial recreational area was necessary.

He will be ~lad to relocate the Tee, Mr. Mullen continued.

No one can tell just what this property will be gOOd for, Mr. Mullen con

tinued, when the Belt Highway is in - certainly there will be considerable

traffic in·this area. This may not be the best use, but under any circum

stances it will be temporary and 1t will give him some return from. the pro

erty during the time before the State can take the land - and Mr. Mullen·

said he preferred that the use be recreational in character•

• V. Smith moved to defer the case for two weeks (November 13) for furthe

Mr. T. Barnes

rried, unanimously.

I

I

I

I

I



II

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson moved to grant the application because this is an old lot of

record, in an old subdivision and it is an extension of the building wall

which is already existing and will not adversely afeect neighboring prepare

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Ca,rried, unanimously.

NEW CASES - Ctd.

H. A. WARD, to permit an addition to dwelling 10 feet of side property line

Lot 27, Tremont Gardens, (127 Fairmont Street), Falls Church Distriet.

(Suburban Residence).

This house was built in 1940 and was located 10 f'eet from the side property

line. This addition would be located on the 10 foot setback side _ but it

would come no closer to the side 11ne than the existing house, extending to

the rear of the house. It will be a room on the rear of the house. There

1s now a porch on the rear - this will be extended and enclosed. The drive

way into the yard is on the opposite side of the house. If the room were

put on that side it would cover the kitchen and would not be properly

accessible to the balance of the house.

WILLIS F. KERN & WILLIAM G. EVANS, to permit dwellin~ to remain as erected

~g~2 feet of Norfolk Avenue, Lot 131, Section 3, Wakefield Forest, Falls

, Church District. (Agriculture).

The previous owner had started this house, Mr. 'Kerns told the Board, and he

oompleted it. He realized that the house was too long and narrow to be

attractive or salable. Therefore, he contactedhis~architect who suggested

a cantilever projection across the bedroom area. However, he then dis

covered the overhang was 1.8 feet in violation of the setback. To make th1

conform it would be necessary to take off the cantilever projection which,

• Kern said in his opinion' would make the building look freakish. This i

a corner lot and the setback from the other street (Sherando Lane) is beyon

requirements. When they discovered this was in violation - they stopped wo

It was noted that the house is about 50 feet from 'the rear line. Mrs. Hend

son suggested increasing the house toward th~ rear where there is sufr~cient

room. That could have been done, Mr. Kern agreed, had he known of this

violation, but he had thou~t the setback would allow this projection.

Mr. Kern called attention to the fact that the house would not be in vioR

lation if it were not for the overhang, and also that a bay window could p "ect

three feet.

There were no objections from the area.

The garage is attached to the house. The projection will break the long

78 foot frontage o£ the house.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application because the house is well back

from· the Highway line, therefore creating no abstruction on the corner lot

and because it is a slight variance and it does not appear to adversely

12-
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affect neighboring property and this 1s granted subject >to plat submitted.

with the case by Harry Otis Wright. C. E. and L. SO) dated October 6,1956

entitled "House Location Survey". "Lot 131. Section ), of Wakefield Forest.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously

II
DEFERRED CASES:

MAX SINGLETARY. The carport 1s completed, Mr. Singletary told the Board.

It 1s the only 10g1ca1 location for the carport to be in harmony with the

design of his house and for effective use. There are no objections £rom

the area,Mr. Singletary told the Board, in fact many of his neighbors are

present wishing to state before the Board that they only do not dis

approve of this but believe it is an addition to the neighborhood.

Mr. D. M. Battle thought this a distinct improvement and it would not in

any way be detrimental to the neighorhood.

Mr. Joe Cowan agreed that this is an improvement and not detrimental to

the area. He thought there were many houses in Parklawn which are closer

to the side line than this. Mr. Cowan thought the Board should protect

people in areas £rom conditions which depreciate property _ but certainly

should allow any improvements.

Mrs. John Howdershall, who Bold the property to Mr. Singletary and on

whose property Mr. Singletary has built very satisfactory homes in the area

stated they had no objections. She felt that Mr. Singletary had lM:!en an

asset to the community and would not do anything detrimental. She f.elt

this would not be objectionable to anyone.

Mr. A. di 'Girolamo stated that Mr. Singletary had built his house and many

other homes· in the area. which have been very satisfactory. Since Mr.

Singletary's house is to one side of the lot this is the only way a carport

could be put in which would be in keeping with the architecture and still

have utility.

His garage will be located at the rear. Mr. Singletary told the Board. His

addition is 32 feet from the house on Lot 120. adjoining. However. he can

not buy property from this adjoining land owner to make this conform as it

would reduce the lot size below Ordinance reqUirements, and because of

septic field requirements.

Mr. Singletary admitted that he did know the Code regulations. and he built

the carport knowing he was in violation. The topography is reasonably good

the lot is mostly level.

Each of the neighbors present expressed appreciation of Mr. Singletary _

both as a neighbor and as a builder.

Mr. V. Smith commended Mr. Singletary on his contribution to the neighbor

hood. but the £act that he completed this addition knowing he was in viola

tion of the Ordinance, in his opinion. was not to be passed over. Mr. Smith

I
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said he felt that if he voted for this variance - it would be in violation

of his oath as a member of the Board of Appeals I therer'ore J he would move

to deny the application as it is a gross variance trom the Ordinance and

no undue hardship has been shown and it would appear that there is an

alternate location for the carport on the property.

Seconded, T. Barnes

For the motion: V. Smith, Mrs. Henderson, J. B. Smith, and Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Brookfield voted "no".

Motion carried to deny.

Mr. Singletary asked if he could cut off 4 reet of the carport.

Mr. V. Smith recalled that this case had been deferred for three times and

Mr. Singletary had had sufficient time to amend his application had he

wished.

Mr. T. Barnes moved to reopen the case.

No ..-cond.

The mot ion stood.

II

Co. __ I

I

2_ LUTHER N. GROVES. Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until November 13,

1956 to hear £rom the Building Inspector's of£ica.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II.

I

I

5- w. R. TO~ILINSON, to permit operation of a school for retarded-children, Lot

6. Block A. Resub. Part of Holly Park, Providence District. (Rural Res.)

This was deferred for report £rom the Fire Marshall and the Health Dept.

Mrs. Tomlinson showed a statement from the Fire Marshall saying he had no

jurisdiction if the applicant has only six pupils. He would ~e glad to co

operate with her in any way and would make inspections to assure sa£ety of

these childre. However. if she exceeds 10 children, certain changes would

be necessary in her building.

There was no report from the Health· Department.

Mr.V. Smith stated that while he had 'the deepest sym~thy with ~Tom

1in80n and her problem. he did not think this was a suitable location for

any school. therefore he would move that the application be denied because

he does not think it is in keeping with the character o£ the neighborhood

and in his opinion it does affect adversely the general community and

neighboring property.

Seconded, ~1r. T. Barnes

Carried - all voting for the motion except Mr. Brookfield. who voted "no".
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Mr. Wise Kelly suggest-ed two bUildings 1n the County which might be used

for a school for these retarded children. One building has been used as

a public school and some arrangement might be made with the School Board

for its use for this purpose. Also another private school which will

be available - might be used.

II

The meeting adjourned

John W. Brookfield J Chairman·

I
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Th. r.gular ....ting ot the Fairtax 'County
Board ot Zoning Appeala ... hald Tuesday,
Noy.her 13, 1956 in the Board. RooID. at the
Fairfax County Courthouse, at 10:00 o~.eloct
a.a., with all II_hers present.

Th.....ting ... opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin Smith

DEFEIlRED CASES:

FAIRFAI AMUSEMENT CORP., to permit .rection ot a sign (marquee) l~.r than

allowed by the Ordinance, (approx. 225 .'1. 1't.) at N. W. comer 01' #29 #211

and IfJl8, CentreT1ll. Di.trict. (Agriculture).

Th. 'applicent had asked that this ca.. be put at the bcttOll 01' the list in

order that Judge Rothrock might b. out of court.
" '" 1l.~ .,.......

Mrs. HebdersOri moved 'that this ca•• be heard at the end or the meeting.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

red, unan1Jlloualy.

Mr. Mooreland aaked if the Board would reconsider 'the Kocood. and Berman cas

which wae denied by the Board at the October 9th meeting. It was agreed t

If the applicant bas new evidence which could not logically have been pre

s ented a't the original hearing - they would hear the presentation at the en

of the meeting.

II
The Board discussed change at da"'.s tor the "December heariDgB 8S the second

....ting WoUld tall on Christma. Day.

Mr. V. Smith moved that if' some emergency deyelopes a meeting of the Board

ot Appeale would be held on December 18th, otherwise.the Board will hold

oDe meeting in December - December 11th.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

2- ROBERT J. PARCELLES, to permit erection of a sign with greater area than

allowed by the Ordinance, Part of Lot 5, East Fairfax Park, Providence

Dlstric~. (General Businesa).

Mr. Hugh Tankersley represen'ted 'the applicant. Mr. Tankersley presented

plats of the re-deslgned sign, which would reduce the overall s1ze by about

30 square feet. The space below the lettering, a box of about 3 square

1'eet, Mr. Tankersley said, was reserved for specials or dinner meetings.

This sign w1l1 have about 96 square teet of permanent sign area _ exclueive

ot~tb.e boxed area below, which will vary, and having an area of about 16

sqUare feet in 'the base - a 'total of 112 aquare feet.

Mr. Tankersley explained the difference in sign Visibility - according to

sise of the letters and distance: the 30 inch (Diner) lettering would be

visible for a distance of 1250 feet in red, 950 feet in blue, and 820 feet

in green; the 16 inch (Streamliner) would be visible for 650 feet in red,

and 500 feet in blue; the 12 inch (Restaurant) sign would be Visible for

525 r ••t in red, end 395 r••t in blu.; the 6 inch l.ttering would b. vi.ibl

for 200 feet in red and. 150 feet in blue. These distances are !'igured on a

basis of 55 mile per hour speed limit.
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DEFERIlEIl CARS - ctd.

his opinion, Mr. Tankersley said, the Board can grant this on a hardship

sis since tho spplicant bes an investment of $100 ,000 with a sign which

seen for a distance of only 150 reet.

V. Slaith asked if all the lettering on the sign was necessary to 1"ell.v

e berdsbip - he thought the sign could be reduced.

Tankersley Mid 'the full sign was needed to show that this 1s a reet.au

t and that it has a dining room - th18 will attract people which a lStgn

imply indicating this to be a diner would not. The sight distance of the

orda "streamliner" and "Restaurant" 1s necessary in order that the touri-st

.e these worda very soon after the first attraction to "Diner- in order.

bat the motorist can slow down. "Diner" alone would not attract the same

opla as the word "Restaurant". The fact of a restauran... 1s 1Japo~ in

hat it gives the place a ditterent character. It the motorist 8HS th.

Restaurant" sign and begins to slow down he can then read the 6 inch lette

ng which tells that this 1s a1eo a dining room - air conditioned. _ and then

he specials become vieible.

• Tankersley showed pictures indicating the location or the present sign>

ich would be taken down. and indicating where this sign would be located.

he sign will be tar enough from the right of' way not to obstruct tratf'ic

he sign proper will be from 12 to 13 feet above the ground - which would

at affect visibility. The total sign 10 25 feet high.

V. Smith questioned how many other signs would be on the property. He

hought the Board should bave the square footage of total sign area. It w'"
oted that signs are painted on the diner and that a Fussell ice cream sign

s alao on the property.

• Tankersley thought no other signs would be necessary. and that they woul

The one sign on the building is not necessary I Mr.

ankeraley thought. however he did not think it was doing any h&rlll and it

robably was of 80me benefit to the applicant.

• V. Smith moved that the application be granted as shown OD plat marked.

1-9-56 - 1"_1'-0". proVided that the ar~a shown on the sign with lines

th dimensions of 30" and 6' be deleted from the sign and that the stgn n

property advertising Fussell ice Cream be removed and that

o additional signs be constructed on the property. This is granted

f the speed limit passing the property, which is 55 mUes per hour. and.

eeause it appears to be a hardship to adhere to a 60 aquare foot minimwa

19n. And. Mr. V. Smith added to the motion that when the applicant gets

1s permit from the Zoning Administrator's ofrice. he present a sketch at

be existing sign on the building and also when he geta his permit the appli

ant present a plat showing the location of the sign on the property. This

s grant.ed proVided that. no part of the sign shall be closer 'than 2 feet fro

h. property line.

eeonded. J. B. SJDit.h

2-Ctd.

.:lUU

rrted, unanimously.
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DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

A.ut A. MILLER, to permit erection of carport and storage area within tive 3 t> I
teet of side property line. Lot 156, Section 4.. Hollin HUle, (241 Martha's

Road), Mt. V.rnen DiBtr1ct. (Suburban R.s.).

This was deferred for redesign of the carport and storage area. A letter

was read from Mr. Miller saying he could not re-locate nor re-elea1gn the

carport - he would ask the Board to grant this requested variance.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deter the case until December 11th, to view the pro

p.rty.

Seconded, J. B. smitb

Por the motion: Mrs. Henderson. J. B. 9m1th, T. Barnes

Mr. V. Smith and Mr. Brookfield voted "no".

Motion carried.

II
NEW CASES:

ROY BRAGG, to permit erection or dwelling 25 feet. ot G Street and 20 £eet t

• Vernon Boulevard right of way line, Lots 20. 21, 22, 23. 24 and 25.

Block 42; New Alexandria SUbdiVision, Nt. Vernon Diet. (Urban Residence).

Mr. Green represented the applican't. This area has been fairly well buil...

up, Mr. Green poin'ted. out. It ia an old subdivision wi'th many 25 foot lots.

In the acqUisition of righ't ot way tor Mt. Vernon Menor1al Highway 'these

s1:l: 2S too't lo'ts were cu't down in depth - to leaTe this triangle tor which

they haTe designed this attrac'tlve house. The area is comparable to other

10108 in the area but because of its peculiar shape (triangular) it was

di,ff'1cult to get the house on the proper'ty without a variance. The house 1

well designed and is in keeping with homes in the neighborhood, Mr. Green

ontinued, and it is 80 loca'ted. not to affect visibility from the street.

There is a 20 foot alley to the west which is not used. nor is it cut throug

A letter 'Was read trom the National Park Service stating that there are no

GoYernment restrictions with regard to setbacks trom the MemOrial Highway,

hich would arfect this.

• Gumsey appeared in opposition, stating that he lives on G Street and

d hoped that there would be no building between his house and the BoU.lev

• thought tha* the addition of this house would tend to crowd the neighbor

GOd and the Boulevard, and it would cut off his view.

• Stanley Calvert, representing the Riverview Citizens AS80cli.tion whlich

the Association had voted to support Mir.

B. Smith noted that the house planned. tor this lo't. was very we]Jl de

to fit the area.

• Green admlt'ted that this bUilding would - to some extent - obstrud't Mr.

sey' a view, but he felt that aince this is a usable lot the owner l:trould

no't be restricted trom using it and since the house was well planned 8II1d in

eeping with the area and would not in any way depreciate any property in

he area, it should be granted. He recalled the care with which this house
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NEW CASES _ ~td.

had been designed. to tit the ground. and the shape of 'the lot I and since

there was no encroachment on the Boulevard. it 'WOuld not appear out of line

to grant. Since this 1s an old subdlvision wit;h a 25 foot setback restrict on _

they heve met that old .etbeck line.

Mr. Colvert celled attention to the fact that the applicant 18 using .1>:

lots whereas according to the Ordinance more than one house could be built

here - because ot the old recorded lot sizes, He thought the area was

greatly improved by the one attractive house. It was noted that variances

had been granted on 10th Street.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that the 20 foot alley leading or£ ot G Street on

which Mr. Braggls property borders J should be abandoru.d. Mr. Green thought

that since the aUey has never been put in and is used for extension of the

two adjoining yards - it was really better to leave it. There are about :3

feet between the Bragg house and the nearest neighbor.

Mrs. Henderson IIOved that because of the peculiar shape of the lots the

application be granted with the proposed house location as shown on plat

da'ted September 25,1956 and marked A-922 - presented with the case.

Seconded, Mr. V. Sm1th

Carried, unan1mously.

II
SPRINGFIELD ESTATES, to permit dwellings and carports 8S erected. closer to

Street and side lines than allowed by the Ordinance, Lot 10, Block 10,

Section 1; Lot 9, Block 10, Section 1; Lot 9, Block 9, Section 1; and Lot 1

Block 5, Section 1; Springfield Estates, Lee District. (Urban Residence).

Mr. "Ed Holland reproented the applicant. He had no excuses for these e 8 _

stating that they were gross carelessness. However they are small variance ,

Mr. HOlland pointed out, and will not adversely affect the neighborhood nor

the immediate area. This is a mass-production job - they work fast and in

the end mistakes are almost inevitable, Mr. Holland. explained. These hous

are all completed.

On Lot 10, Block 10 the total distance from the building to the lot line i8

14' 10", the carport coming 4.' from the line at one point and ).5 I from the

opposite comer. Therefore, they need a variance of 7.5 inches or .72 feet

Mr. Holland pointed out - the balance of the building is within restrict10

This occurred in a slight shift in the stakes.

Mr. Holland noted that noae. of these errors could be corrected by r8sub

division - however, they did find three other errors which were corrected

by re-subdivision.

On Lot 9, Block 10, the encroachment amounts to 5'. This is on a curved

street which probably caused the error, but which is not noticeable becaus

of the irregularity in the street line.

I
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.74' on the front setback. This also 1s

Corner lot and it was noted on the plat that the house

as been turned slightly, creating this encroachment at one corner. The

is .65' - equal to 7 inches. Mr. Holland called the Boord's

to the fact that the other setbacks on this are greater than re;"

There was sufficient room on the lot for f'u.ll compliance with re

This 1s also true of Lot 9, Block 10, which 18 a comer l~,

• Holland continued.

hese mistakes are all slight, Mr. Holland noted, and are not noticeable an

o not in any way change or arreet the area. The curved streets and corner

the only reasons he could give for the errors, Mr. Holland said.

are large enough - it wa,s not a matter of squeezing area.

here are about 1+87 lots to be built upon, Mr. HOlland said, in other secti IS

r Springfield Estates J and he hoped there would be no "further errors

.cessi~ating a trip to this Board.

objections from the area.

are one story homes, Mr. HOlland told the Board - about 15 or 16 feet

• V. Smith moved. that the variance on Lot 10. Block 10, Section 1, be

granted as shown on plat by Edward S. Holland, dated September 14., 1956;

variance on Lot 9, Block 9, Section 1, be granted as shown on plat

yE. S. Holland, dated September 14., 1956; and that the variance on Lot 1,

lock 5, Section 1 be granted as shown on plat by E. S. Holland dated Sept.

2, 1956 - these are granted because the variances are slight and flo not

ppear to affect adversely neighboring property.

econded, J. B. Sm1t;h

or the motion: V. Smith, J. B. Smith. T. Barnes, Mr. Broo1d'ield

8. Henderson voted "no".
he motion carried.

• V. Smith moved that the variance on Lot 9, Block 10, Section 1 be 'de

erred for the applicant; to try to work out less'of a variance as shown on

he plat submitt;ed with the case. Deferred until December 11th.

econded, Mr. J. B. Smith

rried, unanimously

/
K. BETTS, to permit carport to remain as constructed, Parcel A, Bett's

ddit10n to Lake Barcroft, (corner of Nevins Street and Knollwood Drive),

son D1strict. (Suburban Res1dende).

Betts discussed the case with the Board. This house was built 1n194O,

Betts told the Board - the old carport was located as shown on the plat _

ck of the house and near the property line. When KnOllwood Drive was cut

ugh. preparatory to development of the subdiVision. part of the carport

uuu
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8 cut orf and. it was neceseary therefore to take it down. There is a

.6 foot drop from her property to Knollwood Drive, Mrs. Betta explained,

bieh makes it impractical to locate the carport facing that street. The

location .0£ another carport pre.ented another problem, Mrs. Betts continued •.

They would like to have it on the opposite side of their house _ but the

ground slopes off abruptly to such a hUl that the carport would be in a

hole below the house. Also farther back on the property the ground slopes

They also thought of locating,it toward the opposite side~ ot

house - but the well is there. She had adVice from a numb

suggesting that this is the best location for the carport,

8. Betts continued. They did not wish to put it here as it necessitated

long driveway from Nevius Street, which their house faces. She did nat

have a bUildi!1€; permit for the carport. When asked why she did not get a

permit, Mrs. Betts said there were 80 many conflicting opinions - several

differerrb persons had told her it was not necessary and since it was 'the

only place the carport could go - she allowed it to be built at this locat!

• Mooreland said the street had been cut through - too close to the Car

port without the approval of' this Board. He did not know how this happened

s when a street is so located it should come to the Board for approval.

en this first came to his attention, Mr. Mooreland said, he told Mrs.

not build her carport at this location. Later, when the

cut through someone from the Street Design was inspecting the

he discussed this with Mrs. Betts and told her this was the beet

location for ~h~ carport. No doubt whoever advised her did not realize it

as neceeeary for her to have approval of this Board. The next. thing he

ew the carport was built. He notified Mre. Bette to either take the car

ort down or to make application to the Board.

• J. B. smith moved to defer the case until January 8th to view the pro-

)-Ctd.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

For the motion; Mr. Brookfield, T. Barnes, J. B. Smith

gainst; Mr. V. Smith

s. Henderson did not VOte.

otlon carried.

• V. Smith said he voted "no" because the carport was bu1lt without a

BIN HOOD KINDERGARTEN, to permit operation of' a kindergarten in dwelling,

t 165, Section 2, Rose Hill Farms, (23l2 Saddle Tree Drive), Lee Diet.

(Sub~rban Residence).

s. Victor Camp represented the applicant. Mrs. Camp presented a petition

th 96 names requesting approval of this school. The school will be con-

ucted for 2-3/4 hours aRob" day, Mrs. Camp told the Board, during the

This is not a nursery school - it is primarily for children who

I

I
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carried.

V. Smith suggested that the applicant consult the Commwealth' s Attorney

egarding the possibility of having a non-profit. cooperative school - if th

ished to form. something of that kind.

• V. Smith recalled that the Board had denied schools on small lots - and

e felt that this is not a good location tor a school and if granted this

uld certainly se't a precedent. If .. group wish. to get together cooperativ ly

n a non-profit, non-business basis he thought a program could possibly be

rked out. but he objected to granting a school in such a location.

eretore, Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because it is in conflict wit

heZoning Ordinance.

fconded, Mr. T. Barnes

or the motion: Mr. V. Smith, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes, Mrs. Henderson

Brookfield voted "no".

CASES - Ct<!.

11'enter school in September. WhUe the Bush Hill School recoDlD.end.s a

lndergart.en - it does not provide one for the children. This will provide

uch an opportunity for the children. This 1s a non-profit cooperative

chool started by a group of mothers who could not afford to send their

ildren to the more expensiVB nursery schoole in the County. which are the

nly means of kindergarten at this time. The school will have a maximum of

o children - 'they have 12 now.

en asked why the school was operating without a permit, Mrs. Camp said

8. Bratton had discussed starting a school of this kind, had asked the

chaol Board what requirements they had. The answer was that they had no

equlrements. (She found later, Mrs. Camp said, that they meant no require

ents from an educational standpoint.). She was not lDf'ormed that it would

e necessary to have a uae permit. from this Board, or that fire inspect.ion

auld be necessary.

1!1i- Camp showed the plan of the school room, which is in the basement..

here would be no structural changes to the building and all activities woul

ake place inside. No meals would be served - only mid-morn1ng milk. and

oQk1es. They have a letter trom the Fire Marshall, Mrs. Camp continued,

slling them of· a tew necessary changes - which they will make.

ere were about 12 present tavoring the school, all live near the school.

he neighbors on both sides are not opposing this and have signed the

etit1oa, Mrs. C....p told the Board. (tt was oro.,ght out that the school wll

at be conduct.ed in Mrs. Camp,'s home - but in the home of a frie 00. Mrs. Cam

11 ba the teachiOl:.

Henderson thought the lot very small tor a school - and questioned the

of no outside activity.

t was brought out that the children would walk to school - only one or two

1+-Ct<!.
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CHESTER T. HENDERSON, to permit carport to remain as erected 8_40 ieeteil

of sids property line, Lot 5, Block P, Section 3, Parklawn, (7124 Yosemits

Drive), Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Henderson appeared before the Board. A letter was read trom the neigh

most atrected by this variance, stating he had no objection. The driveway

was already in when he bought t.he property; Mr•. Henderson 'told the Board.

He theretore asked the builder to locate the eight posts ,for the -carport,

at the head ot the driveway - not knowing it would be in violatton. Mace

Properties bUilt the house and put in the extension for the carport, Mr.

Henderson explained, but they d1d not tell him the carport would be in

violation it it were completed. There were no boundary "takes, he simply

built the carport over the posts which had been set in concrete.

Since there i$ room between the existing howse and the carport where the

carport could be construc'ted 'to conton to the ordinance, and since there

has been no evidence of wxlue hardship, Mrs. Henderson mOTed to deny the

applica'tion.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
MRS. MARGARET KREBS, to psrmit enclosure of porch within 14.) fsst of the

side property line, on west side of Maple Lane, 8)0 feet north of Lee High

Providence Distric't. (Rural Residence Class II).

This is an old houss - bUilt in 1939, Mrs. Krsbs told ths Board. Ths porch

was existing when sh$ bought the property. Mrs. Ethel Harrison, developer

of the subdiVision, owns t.he adjoining property and she has stated. she doe.

not object. to this encroachment, Mrs. Krebs said. The porch is open _ to

which she will add storm windows for win'ter protection. There w111 be no

heat in the room - the windows are put in for win'ter protection. In the

SUlJlJler the porch w111 be open.

The adjoining lot, which is low and WOOded, and on which there is a spring,

has been considered for a community park area.

Mrs. Ethel Harrison said she wo'uld not sell this adjOining lot because it i

'iow and will not take a perColation test and because of the spring on the p _

perty which she .wishes to maintain. Since t.his enclosure will.be of a tem

porary nature - being ~closed only tor winter use, she, thought it would in

no way detract tram the area. There are no other houses in the subdiVision

fth similar porches.

Mr.• V. Smith moved to grant the application because this is an old subdivis II.

and t.he porch has been on the houae since 1939, and the applicant. does not

wish to use thisaa an enclosed porch the year round and also because the
person owning the adjoining lot. has stated that this lot will not take a
perColation test and therefore cannot. be used for building purposes, and

this is granted because it does not appear to adversely affect neighboring

propert.y.

I

I

I
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Seconded, Mrs. Henderson
II

'Carried, unanimously.
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7- KENT GARDENS RECREATION CLUB, INC•• to pemit installation and operation or

a swimming pool W1~ wading pool and bat.h house and bul1dlngaacc8s8ory thar _

t.o, on west side of Westmoreland Street, 140 teet north of Poole Street,

Dranssville District. (Rural Residence-Class Ill.

Mr. John Gonda appeared before the Board in behalf of the applicant, the

contract owner of this property.

This will be a non-profit community swimming pool together with a wading

pool, bathhouse, and bUildings accessory thereto - to serve )25 families.

Mr. Gonda presented a petition favoring this project with 45 names, also

he handed 'the Board. a copy of the Certificate of Incorporation and the

amended paragraph of 'the Charter, showing a change in paragraph c which

will allow dispensing food only from a vending machine, and to which the

membership agreed.

This 1s organized tor the purpose ot furnishing recreational and social

f'a'ci1ities for people in the area, and to insure a non-conaercial type of'

enterprise. The site was selected because of its proximity to the com

munity, Mr. Gonda continued. and because it is topographically feasible and

all necessary facilities are available. They will have surricienton-site

parking facilities and safe road entrance. Approximately 1/2 of the member

ship will come trom the Kent Gardens subdivision and will be wit.hin four

blocks - or within easy walking distance. The additional membership will

come from adjoining subdivision.

Much thought has been given to the development of this project, Mr. Gonda

continued. to assure that it wUl be well planned and in the best interests

of all concerned. The project was first started in May of' this year. In

6ctober the plans were presented to the residents of Kent Gardens. Many su 

sequent meetings were held with adjoining and nearby property owners to mak

adjustments i~ t~e 1nteresti:: of protection of' people liVing in the area.

Mr. Fish explained the revisions in the original plans; one change 'made was

to move the original entrance about 140 feet north of Poole Lane le'ading in

to the 60 car parking area. This entrance leads to a dedicated road pro

vided for in ~e division of the Kirby property.

They also relocated the pool to be 100 feet rather than the planned 35 teet

trom the northern, boundary line. leaving this 100 toot area with a screen 0

trees.

They would also~eave an,area of trees approximately 130 feet deep along

Westmoreland Street. They would be Willing to make any other changes the

Board might suggest which would protect adjoining owners or people in the

community.

Mrs. Henderson asked what provision would be made for children crossing

Westmoreland Street. That has been discussed. Mr. Fish answered. and they

intend to make application for a crossing light.

UU I
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The Chairman asked for opposition.

Mr. La Rue Van Meter represented the people liVing on Westmoreland Street _

who Were in opposition. Mr. Van Meter presented a petition opposing part

of this planned project. These people are being represented Mr. Van Meter

explained in the role of interveners - not entirely in opposition.' They 11

the idea of a pool and they are pleased with the proposed tree-buffer strip

on Westmoreland Street. and the location of the pool to the rear of the pro

perty. but they feel that the project should have more parking area to

assure the fact that there will be no parking on Westmoreland Street. Th"

are~not opposed to the noise nOr to the 11&hts. but they feel that a tra!t!

problem exists on Westmoreland Street which they do

With the entrance located at about 140 teet north of the intersection of

Poole Lane and Westmoreland Street, as shown on the plat, it wUl meet West

moreland at the crest of the hill where a car running on Westmoreland Stire

would be entirely hidden for 6 or 10 seconds. With the cars coming out of

the parking area - it would create an intolerable and a dangerous situation

Mr. Van Meter cont.1nued. This dangerous condition continues all the way to

Kirby Road and it has been known as pot.ential accident area. If the en

trance to the BWiDming pool area could be moved down tarther, Mr. Van" Meter

pointed out, toward the north end of the property, he thought it would clea

up much of the oppos1t.ion.

Mr. Van Meter also showed on 'the map that the entranCe road to the pool are

is iDmed1ately between t.wo driVeways across the street, which woUld create

additional hazard for ~he8e people. They have experienced a great deal ot

trouble coming out of their driveways - with the normal t~ric and the

traffic coming in from Kirby Road - the addition of the traffic from the

pool area would be suicidal. It the Curtis tract - which lies adjoining th

Club project is deVeloped. it would make an even more hazardous condition.

Mr. Kelsey who lives in the most northerly house at the edge of the propere ,

stated that they are not objecting to the location of the pool, but he that

the traffiC situation was sufficient to warrant further study. The school

busses, the trucks, and the stream of trafric on Westmoreland Street all

day has already created a dangerous situation. From his place one can watc

the cars coming over the brow of the bill - just at the point where this

entrance is planned, Mr. Kelsey told the Board, it is impossible to Bee the

approaching Car - he thOUght the entrance at the location plannJd 'WaB too

dangerous to consider. Mr. Kelsey also questioned whether parking space fa

60 a&~s would be sufficient for 200 families. He noted that the Chesterbro

parking space is not sufficient, and parked cars overflow on to the highway

They consider both that the entrance is hazardous to children and to cars

and that the parking space 1s not adequate. Mr. Kelsey suggested an en

trance at Poole Lane or from an extension to Kirby Road.

1
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1
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• Morris also stated that he had no objection to the pool and the planned

reject. but be did object to the entrance - for reasons stated •

• Van Meter also mentioned another site which would eliminate all of these

bjections.

.E. L. Keenan. representing Mrl!l. Curtis. the adjoining property owner and

o is also selling part of the property for this project. spoke. Mrs. Curt s

an entrance f'rom Kirby Road. The road through her propert;y to

rby Road 18 600 teet long. and it 1s n~t cut through. It 1s used now as a

rivate road. She has no intention of developing at this time and does not ish

o sell any property to the Club for. entrance purposes. and does not wish th

o use her private road. In the 8ale of property to the pool project Mrs.

ls was assured that 'the entrance would not be trom Kirby Road.

Gonda told the Board. that they had trl~ to buy the little trinagle at

he south of their property which would allow an entrance trom the parking

rea directly on to Westmoreland Street at its intersection with Poole Lane

ut they had not been able to buy this strip - therefore. the entrance was

hanged to the presently designated location - approximately 140 teet north

f the intersection of Poole Lane and Westmoreland Street. They are willing

o go along with any suggestion the Board might have. Mr. Gonda continued.

hey ltave discus8ed this entrance with Mr. Bolton of the Highway Department

nd he has stated that they plan to widen Westmoreland Street. Mr. Gonda Con

inued. and that it would be lowered at the knuckle. however. it was agreed

hat /Some means of guarding against a problem which might be even more

zardous in the future should be resolved at this time.

s. Henderson moved that the application be granted, provided the entranCe

o the property be mOved to the most northerly corner on the property on

8stmoreland Street. and that the wooded area as a buffer strip shall be

intained along Westmoreland Street as shown on the revised plan dated

ovember 6. 1956 by Manus J. Fish C.L.S. and ElwoodE. Rensch. because it

uld seem that this would not atf'ect the health or saf'ety of people residi

n the neighborhood or in the area. or it would not adversely affect the

1;(lmate development of the area. This is granted under Section 6-12.

econded, Mr. V. 8mi1ih

arried. unanimously.

/
CHESTER BIGELOW, to permit erection of a roof over patio" teet of side

property line. Lot 96, Block 14. Dowden Terrace. (2608 Chestnut Lane) •Mason

District.. (Suburban Residence).

This is an open field stone patio. over which the applicant wishes to con_

struct a roof £or winter protection and a shield trom the summer sun. The

neighbor on Lot 97 - adjoining. and the person most af£ected. has stated by

letter - which is on file with this case - that he has no objection to this
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8-Ctd. application, since his house is located 44 feet trom the property line on

this side - he has a carport with the driveway coming in On the east side

of his property.

Mrs. Henderson had seen the property and therefore moved that the appli

cation be granted because of the peculiar circumstances _ the sun is 'direct y

in 11ne with the patio all day, and also because there 1s considerable dis

tanee between thlshouse and the neighboring dwelling and it d08s not appea

that this would affeC1i adversely neighboring property.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson, T. Barnes, Mr. Brookfield

Mr. V. Smith and Mr. J. B. Smith voted "no"

Motion carried.

II
9- MICHAEL J. FARRELL, to permit an addition to dwelling as erected to remain

3ft)

I

I

13 teet 3 i-Dches of the side property line,

Parklawn, (1 Tonto Court) J Mason District.

Lot 41, Block T, Section),

(Suburban Residence).

This addition was started last July, Mr. Farrell told the Board. with a

signed contract agreeing to $1240.00 for the addition _ which they paid

the contractor, who stated the room would be completed by September 1st.

Several of their lin-laws l are living with them, Mr. Farrell explained.

making the present dwelling too small. The addition was started _ then the

discovered they were in violation of the setback line. one corner of the

room was too close. They then cut off the corner. which still lett the

addition in violation. coming 1) feet) inches from the side line. The

setback should be 15 feet. The neighbors on both adjoining lots have pre_

sented statements. which are on file in the records of this case, stating

they have no objection to the encroachment.

After they had spent about $400.00 extra - above the contract price _ the

contractor left and they were unable to get in touch with him, as he gave

them the wrong address. Now they are out the amount of the contract price

and- the extra $400.00 which they paid out to have the room cut back at-the

violating corner - $1600.00 plUS, and the room is not completed. They are

told it will cost about $1200.00 more to complete it. This is a herdship

case, Mr. Farrell contended - both because' of the money involved and becaus

of their immediate need. He asked the Board to grant this variance on the

grounds of a hardship.

Mr. Mooreland said the original permit showed a 15 foot setback from the

side line. 'There is a steep incline in the ,property here and the house be

ing on a corner probably caused the error in setback, Mr. Mooreland continu d.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the application for two weeks to give the ap

plicant an opportunity to contact the contractor. and give the Board the

chance to view the property.

I

I

I
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II
MARY ALVIS HARLOW, to permit resubdivision of 2 lots, one of which would

have less than the required width. Lots 2 and 4, Rock Spring Subdivision,

(N. E. side Rt. #7, E. of BaileY'8 Cross Roads). Mason District. (Sub. Res.)

Mr. Brophie represented the applicant.. Some time ago the State Highway Dept

took a 7 foot strip along the frontage of Lot 2 for widening purposes on

Route #7, Mr. Brophie told the Board. Mrs. Harlow's proposal is to move

the lot line be'tween Lots 2 and 4 (she owns Lot 4 also) allowing the full

100 foot depth to Lot' 2, but reducing the 11,272 square foot area in Lot 4

by the 7 foot strip, which would amount to about 1200 square feet.. This

would actually adjust the size of Lot 4 to be more nearly in keeping with

the other lots in Rock Spring Subdivision - most of which are slightly over

6000 square feet. The narrowness of the lot would restrict the type of hou!

which could be built upon Lot 4. but it would not be out of keeping with the

area. Mr. Brophie continued.

Mr. Mooreland noted that Lot 4 could not be built upon as it would have a

frontage of only 75 feet. I~ would therefore be necessary to grant a varia e

on that lot for a building. A variance on this lot cannot be granted in hi

office. Mr. Mooreland explained, as it does not meet the minimum requiremen

of the presently required lot sizes in this area, but is larger than the

former lot size requirements.
Mrs. Harlow,

In answer to Mr. V. Smith t 8 question, Mr. Brophie answered ~hat/the owner o~

Lot 2,was compensated by the State for the 7 feet taken for widening of

Rou~. #7.

10-

9-Ctd. Mr. Farrell said he had tried for 'two months to contact the contractor, but

without success, and it would be an extreme hardship to put this off as he

needs the addition very badly. It could be completed within about three

weeks. Since they are living under very difficult conditions, he asked the

Board to reconsider deferring the case. They have no recourse with the con

tractor except to sue. Mr. Farrell continued.

Mr. J. B. Smit~ seconded the motion (deferred un~il Nov. 27th).

Carried, unanimously.

I...

-
-

J
Mr. V. Smith moved ~o deny the case because there has been no evidence pre

sented showing undue hardship on the applicant.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II

J
11- RANDOLPH D. ROUSE ENTERPRISES. to permi~ erection and operation of a motel

(k."-h..
(60 units). 425 feet east of Patrick Henry Drive off Route #50, ....H_sl.....~

District. (General Business).

Mr. Lyt~on Gibson represented the applicant. The applicant is the lessee

from Horne. Naisbitt and Ingersol. Mr. Gibson explained. This property was

zoned for business some ten years ago. Mr. Gibson told the Board. with the

idea of building upon it when the righ~ time arrived. That time is here no

Mr. Gibson contended. with the large developmen't at Seven Corners and the
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ll-Ctd. business zoning across the stree't. This would join the presently located

Hot Shoppe property. In the zoning a 100 foot buffer atrip wae left along

the easterly boundal"y be'tween this property and the adjo1ng resident 1al de

velopment.

In the original zoning of this tract - part of the property was to be de

veloped into multiple housing and the balance was Bet aside for a motel.

Mr. Gibson said there are many references in the Board of Supervisors

minutes of this case to the construction of a motel.

Thiemotel will contain 60 units to cost about .500,000 - building and

equipment. The clientele will come mostly trom people who have business 1

the Seven Corners Shopping Center, and £rom over-now guests in the apart_

ments in the area. They have noted, Mr. Gibson continued, that the A"a

Motel near Washington has a clientele almost entirely composed of people

visiting Ft. Meyer and. over-now visitors in the apartments surrounding

that motel. This, Mr. Gibson pointed out, is very much the SRme situation.

Mr. Gibson also called attention to the new large motel being constructed

at the 14th Street bridge, located near the Hot Shoppe restaurant.

This project would bring the County about .6,000 a year in taxes. The

architecture will be in keeping with the area.

Mr. Naisbitt recalled that in the original rezoning of this area they had

presented a master plan of development for about 107 acres _ some at which

would be for general business development, SOme tor multiple housing (part

of which was later withdrawn) and the motel, which was located on this pro

perty. They have an agreement with Mr. Rouse which would a8sure a high

clas8 type of motel in keeping with the area. They have had many inquiries

from tenants of the apartments, Mr. Na1sb1tt continued, indicating the need

tor this motel. He felt assured that the greater part of the clientele we d

come from the immediate area rather than trom transient trade.

Mr. Verkerke, whom Mr. Gibson introdUced to the Board as the originator of

'Personality Homes' and who has received many National Awards for his at

tractive home designs, told the Board that in his opinion the Hot Shoppe

building had set the aesthetic theme for the locality and that they plan to

conform. to this architectural theme. The motel will have all modern faCi

lities. They plan two basic units - patterned after the Statler Hotel in

Washington - one with larger sleeping accommodations - connecting rooms,

and one suited particularly to business people.

Mr. Gibson said he had understood that the motel operators in the area migh

oppose this on the basis that no more motels are needed, but he felt that

this would. in no way affect other motels as they have estimated that 9~ of

the business would come from the immediate area.

Mr. Gibson also stated that he had heard rumors for some time past that the

State Highway Department may put in an overpass at PatriciHenry Drive. They

have tried in every way possible, Mr. Gibson continued, to get a statement

from the HighWSlY Department ,r88arding this - if the over-pass is actually'

3/d-.
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being planned and 1£ so - when it will go in, but up to this time they have

had no answer either way. After repeated calls to Richmond they wrote the

HighwayDepartment at Richmond. about two weeks ago I and have had no answer.

Mr. Gibson contended that this should not be held up because no one knows

if the road will go in and where. The same thing happened at the Seven

Corners intersectloD. Mr. Gibson recalled. No one knew just what the plan

would be - but businesses were put in and it has worked out satisfactorily

in the end. None of the busines8 developments have been seriously dis

turbed. It the Highway Department would make a statement that the under

pass was going in and show 'their plans they would wait - but since there is

no answer, he asked the Board to consider this case on l~s merits.

The Chairman asked :for opposition.

Mr. Lawrence Brickman :from the White House Motel told the Board that there

are already suf'ficient motel acconmodations in the area. He did not agree

that this planned motel would attract only people :from the inmediate area

since it was his understanding that the Arva Motel does have ,a great llI8ny

tourists. People are inclined to drive as near to Washington as they can.

Mr. Brickman continued. to find roaDS and they do not turn back to mO~els

Which may have surplus rooms. He felt that this motel would at'tract a

suf'ficien't number of tuunists to affect the already established mo'tels.

The present mote..1 situation is not nOUrishing. Mr. Brickman told the Board.

while they are about 9o,C filled in summer the winter trade is very slack;.

It this motel goes in - it will encourage others and in the long run the

profit tor everyone will be greatly reduced. Several of the motels in this

vicinity are struggling and he did not think the normal increase in travel

would off-set available room-increase.

Mr. Dave Brickles from the Washington Motel also spoke opposing this pro

'ject. saying that a ride up the Boulevard any evening would convince one

that the present motels have too many vacancies to be profitable. Mr.

~rick1es called attention to the growing facilities which motels are furnish

ing - expensive equipment - which competition has required and since people

in this business do not make money during the winter - and with the recent
Te.TlI,,,1I

drop in business -'it is difficult to realizeAon their investments.

Mr. Brickles recalled that two motels east of Seven Corners bad been refused

The greater part of the trade for these motels is from tOuriS~8 who come ~o

see the Nation's Capital - he thought the addition of this motel would hurt

those already established in business •

• Gibson recalled to the Board that this land was zoned in 1947 for the

purpose of constructing a motel - and these motels - represented by the two .

owners • were built after that time. When this land was zoned - the area

had only the one motel - Virginia Inn. He had heard talk of not allowing

ore motels in this area for a long time; in fact he was contacted to oppo~

the construction of the Washington Motel. It is probably natural. Mr. Gibso

continued, that the motel owners would like to see no more mo~els. but in

313
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a free economy and ent.erpriS8 - this is an individual mattier and each busi

ness must take care of itself.

Mr. Gibson recalled that Mr. Patton had bllllt the Virginia Inn, sold that

and within a few years had built the Patton Motel. People said be was

crazy - Mr. Gibson said - but Mr. Patton sold that at a tremendous profit _

and later built the Patton Town House on Route 117. Again people thought

he was ?ver-stepping. Mr. Patton has sold that at a big profit. He Could

not. believe that the motel business was waning.

Mr. Rouse also owns another motel - which he apparently does not think: this

would hurt.

The people who are planning this project have studied the area carefully,

Mr. Gibson se-tid, and are convinced 'that most of their bUsiness will come

£rom Seven Corners and the apartments, rather than transient 'trade. They

know what they are doing and firmly belie'Y8 that the businesa is here and

the time has come for the construction of this project at this location.

The land i8 zoned and could be used for many other • probably object10oable

uses ... the people in the area are not objecting. Mr. Gibson continued. and

he could see no logical reason to refuse this request _ the only objections

are floom s:b ilar bus1neaaes in the area.

Mrs. Henderson was of the opinion that this is a good location for this

business. howeyer. she felt something should be known further on the c10Ye

leaf at Patriot Henry Drive before taking definite action.

The ingress and egress will be from the service road. Mr. Gibson pointed

out. there would be only one entrance to the highway. However, this has no

yet been approved by the State Highway Department. The Service driye will

be continued along the entire frontage. Mr. Gibson said. inclUding the 100

foot butfer sb1p to the east.

Mrs. Henderson suggested the possibility of the Planning Commission putting

a little pressure on the Highway Department in order to get further in!orma

tion on the over-pass. She therefore moved that this case be deferred tor

30 days until the Board can have an answer one way or the other from the

Highway Department on the over-pass at PatriCk Henry Drive, and that the

Planning Commission be requested to get this information. There was no

second.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deter the case for two weeks (until Nov. 27th) for

the applicant to present a plat showing the means of ingress and egress and

the extension of the service road along the frontage of the property.

Seconded. J. B. Smith

For the mo'tion: Mr. V. Smith. J. B. Smith and T. Barnes

Mrs. Henderson and Mr. Brookfield vo'ted "no".

The motion carried.
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CHARLES D. REDDING, to permit erection of a carport within 9.6 feet of the

side property line, on N. E. side of Birch Avenue, 515 feet south of Kirby

Road, Route #695, Dranesville District. (Rural Ree.-Class II).

Mr. Redding explained that his house sets well back on his lot _ 15 feet to

the rear of the house on neighboring property - therefore this addition wo

not interfere with his neighbor's side yard. That house, the most aftecced

by this addition, is 15 feet from the side properey line. The addition wi

be attractive, Mr. Redding continued, and in keeping with architecture in

the neighborhood. Other similar homes in the area have porches Which, Mr.

Redding said, have been an addition to the neighborhood. There are other

houses in the area which are located very close to the side line _ these

were old houses - bUilt before the Ordinance. There IIht ac'tually 32 feet

between his house and the side line - more clearance than 1s required in

this subdivision, and which places the houses a considerable distance apart

On the opposite side of his house, Mr. Redding continued, there is a space

of about 60 feet between houses. The lot is level and he could locate the

carport at the rear - detached - but he thought the addition would be more

attractive on the side.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case because this is a eisab1e variance

from the Ordinance, and there is an alternate location on the property for

the carport, and no evidence has been shown of an undue hardship. ,

Seconded, Mr. ~. Smith"

Carried, unanimously.

II
13- MRS. L. L. DOTY, to permit erection of a garage within 25 teet of the Stre

property line, Lots 33 and 34, Block 3, Belle Haven, (19 Eclgewood Terrace),

Mt. Vernon District. (Urban Residence).

The applicant asked that this application be deferred until November 27th.

Mr. J. B. Smith so moved.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

I

I

14-
II
MARVIN B. BROOKS, to permit dwelling as erected to remain within 37.5 feet

of the Street property line, Lot 6, Block 2, El. Nido SUbdivision," Dranes

ville District. (Suburban Residence).

This is a corner lot - in an old subdivision - Mr. Brooks told the Board.

When they started to build they found all th. stakes were missing except on

They tried to locate the house from this one pOint but found it was 2-1/2

feet out of line. Mr. Cobb, a surveyor working for Mr. Frank Carpenter,

located the house and drew the plats. The house 1s in violation on only on

corner, Mr. Brooks pointed out.
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This is the only house on Kitt Avenue, the side on which the violation

occurs, Mr. Brooks told the Board, and the houses across the street are on

large lots - located about 30 feet from the right of way. Hitt Avenue 1s

very little used, Mr. Brooks pointed out - most of the traffic 1s carried

by Birch Avenue, from which this dwelling sets well back.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. T. Barnes moved to grant the application because in his opinion it woul

not adversely affect property in the neighborhood.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

carried J unanimously.

II
HUGH CANUPP J to permit enclosure of porch within 38 £eet of the Street pro_

perty 11n., Lot 4, Section 1, Wilburdale Subdivision, Mason District. (Agri

Mr. Clairborne Leigh represented the applicant. The house is fronting on

the Springfield-Annandale Road (Rt. #617) trom which it sets back the re

quired distance, Mr. Leigh pointed out. The violation is on Wllburdale Dr.

which leads into Wilburdale Subdivision.

The porch will be bricked up to a certain height with jallosy windOws above

the brick. Mr. Leigh showed pictures of the house pointing out that the

line over the open porch is continuous and the enclosure of 'this area would

give the appearanCe of an extension of 'the house. I't would add 'to 'the a't

tractiveness of the building and would not affect adversely the adjoining

property, as this violating side faces Wllburdale Drive which runs along th

side of the property. The applicants bought the house without knowledge of

the zoning regulations, Mr. Leigh explained, thinking they could enclose

this area. This violation is in a different category from encroachment on

an ordinary side line, Mr. Leigh contended, since it is on a side road and

no't within the subdivision. It is therefore not reducing the side yard and

is not bringing the house closer to another dwelling.

This is an $11,000 house, Mr. Leigh continued, which does not justify spend

ing too much for the addition and this would be relatively inexpensive to

extend the house on this side.

Mr. Le1gh read a pe't1tion signed by 34 in the area - all stating they did

not object to the addition. All the lrrrnediate neighbors have signed the

petition.

Mrs. Canupp told the Board that this would be used for a dining room, which

they do not have and which they were given to understand. at the time or pur

chase they could add in this manner - otherwise they would not have bought

the house.

s. Stever and Mrs. Smith ,both living in Wilburdale, stated they have no

bjections to this addition and both thought it would be an addition to the

ommunity.

3/~

I

I

I

I

I



NEW CASES - Ctd. lJoLl

I

I

I

I

I

15-Ctd. Mr. Leigh called attention to the fact that this area appears now &s though

it was pra~tically enclosed - noting that the houses in Wilburdale were

built this way purposely so the carport is an integral part of the house a

can be enclosed without changing the character of the neighborhood.

Mr. Walters, who will build the addition if granted, said the brick would b

brought up to 37 inches, across the end or the room racing Route #617 would

be three windows. They plan a chimney and f'ireplace along the side, facing

Wilburdale Drive.

Mr. Leigh contended that the strict adherence to the Zoning Ordinance would

result in a hardship in this case, that because of the side of the' house

facing the street. the side setback should be reduced, that there is no ero

ing of houses, the lots are large and no traf'tlc hazard would result from

this variance, and the appearance of the house will be greatly improved.

The applicant was ignorant of the law and has entered into a contract with

the builder - which he thought might incur some liability. The people in

the area do not object - in fact they believe this addition would be a

credit to the area. He, therefore, asked the Board to grant this request.

Mr. Mooreland questioned the authority of the Board to grant this case ..

suggesting that the Board determine if a hardship exists. Mr. Mooreland re

called that several variances have been granted in this subdivision, recall

1ng that the Board of Supervisors had changed the zoning in this area f'rom

1/2 acre to one acre zoning.

,Mr. Leigh again discussed the side street - which he thought should not be

taken into consideration since it imposes the deep setback which is not

actually necessary in the overall house locations.

Mr. V. Smith explained that this being a corner lot it must adhere to the

same setback from each street, and no side street is considered in the same

category as a side lot l1ne. Mr. Smith asked Mr. Le1gh if he considered

that ignorance of the zolting laws should be taken into account. Mr. Leigh

answered - yes, 1f it 1s a hardship case. If this were the house proper,

Mr. Leigh continued, it would be a different matter, but he thought an en

closed proch would not 1m~ir the intent of the Ordinance.

If' the Board considered ignorance of the law, Mr. V. Smith continued, the

Board might as well forget the Zoning Ordinance. He also noted that there

is ample room on this lot for an addition within restrictions.

The width of Route #617 - and what is planned for right of way was asked.

Mr. Schumann told the Board that an 80 foot right ot way has been planned.

The road, is now 45 teet, and )0 feet have been dedicated from the centerlin

on this side of Route 11617. Theret'ore there w111 be more widening.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because the applicant 1s in the same

position as probably a thousand others .1n the County, and there has been no

evidence presented showing an undue hardship.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

3/7
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MJrHER GOOSE SCHOOL, to permit operat,ion of a private school on south 8:!:d-e

of Waple'e Mill Road, Route #664, approximately 1/2 mile weat of Route #~S

Centreville District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Herbert Schumann represented. the applicant. This &Chaol will be con_

ducted by Mrs. Schumann, in the basement of their seven roOm home, Mr.

Schumann told the Board J which 1s located on two acres of their 8 acre -trac

They plan to have 20 children. They will finish the basement, which has an

area of 28 x 36 feet. They have consulted the Health Department, the Fire

Marshall and the State for their requirements - to Which they will conform.

There are no objectioDS in the area, Mr. Schumann told the Board •

• V. Smith said he knew the property and he knew ot no location. in the

County better suited for a school. He recalled that the Board has had many

for 81mflar schools on small lots, which they have found it

ecessary to deny. He could not see where this could do anyone any harm

he thought it a very satisfactory location.

V. Smith, therefore, moved to grant the- application to the app1i~nt, 0

or from ten to twenty children, and with the underst.anding that no additio

structurea on the property shall be u8ed for this purpose. This is gran~8d

it does not appear to aftect adversely neighboring property and it

to be a logical use. This is granted on the eight acre tract.

eeonded, Mr. T. Barnes

unanimously.

DEFERRED CASES:

I

I

I
1- UTHER N. GROVES, to permit covered patio to remain as erected ,with.in two

eet of the rear property line, Lot 15, Block 23, Section 5, Springfield"

(6015 Hanover Street), Mason District. (Suburban ReSidence).

his case was held up for Mr. Mooreland to gat a statement from the Building

nspector's Oftice.

/
2_ LPH MULLEN. to permit operation of a Golf Driving RaD8';e .and a Minature

It Course, on west side ot Back Lick Road, just south of Southern RaU-

d, on 24.66 acres of land, Mason District. (Suburban Res. _ Class I).

Mullen stated that he would like to refute the chatge that he had taken

of the Board members to luneh after the previous hearing on thIs case.

his would appear to be a very small thing. Mr. Mullen continued. but he did

t like to have SUch a statement cirCUlating around unrefuted.

lso the question of proper posting had been resolved _ the posting signs

aving been placed on the exact location of the operations. Mr. MOoreland

gre~d that the property had been properly posted, that the application in

ludes 24 plus acres, and that the property was bot,b -properly posted and ad

ert1sed.

• Blatchford presented a petition with an additional 202 names - ~hich he

sked be added to the original opposing petltion-- opposing this use.

I
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2-Ctd. The original petition carried 117 namee - this making a total of 319 names

of people in the area opposln~ this use. The people on this petie1oD, Mr.

Blatchford said, live within three or four blocks of the area in question.

This showed about 95~ disapproval of the application. Mr. Blatchford point

out. Also the records show, Mr. Blatchford continued, that Mr. Mullen has

applied for a rezoning on this property - which would appear that this use

1s not a temporary use.

Mr. Mullen said it 1s true that he has applied for a rezoning on this pro

perty - that he had discussed this use with Mr. Mooreland. who was not

certain about the Board t IS authority to grant it - for this reason, thereto

he had a,pplied for the rezoning - for exactly the same purpose. It it is

determined that this Board has no authority, to grant this application, Mr.

Mullen continued J as a reserve measure he has the rezoning on file.

This property is in joint ownership, Mr. Mullen explained - six acres is in

his name and 16 acres in the name of NT. Smith - he has applied for the use

on the total property. However, the rezoning includes only the six acres.

Mr. Pope f'rom the School Board told the Board that the School Board had

met on November 6th and discussed this use. Mr. Pope read the f'ollowing

letter addressed to the Board of' Appealsj ".~ ••••••• The Fairfax County

School Board, acting on November 6, 1956, expressed concern over the de- 

viation of use of the land opposite the Lynbrook School from present re

sidential classif'ication and directed that the Board of' Zoning Appeals be

informed of' this concern•••••" - letter dated November 14. 1956.

The School Board has invested 1/2 million dollars in this 8chool, Mr. Pope

said, and they are concerned with the fact of reducing the residential

potential of the fUture. If a considera~le land is removed from residenti

classification - thereby reducing the f'uture population in the inuned1ate

vicinity of' the school, they might f'ind that they have over-built in this

area.

I

I

When asked if' he thought the traffic accruing from this project might bave

an adverse affect on the school - Mr. Pope said he did not think 80 - that

the school was about 100 J[ards from this property at the opposite corner 

he did not consider that a case in point.

Mr. Mullen recalled to the Board that the 300 foot right of way on his pro

perty would De permenantly taken out of residential development and there

would be no homes between the belt highway and the railroad. He felt that

the use of' this land would probably never be entirely residential.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because since this is being heard under

Section 6-12, referring back to Section 6-4, referring to Section 6-12 -
and

a and b -lit appears £rom the evidence that the majority of people £rom the

are~eel that beyond a reasonable doubt that this will hurt the welfare of e

community, and the Pastor of the Church adjoining has stated that this use

will interf'ere with the operations of' the Church even to the point of jeo-

pardizing financing of the Church, and it is the opinion of the Board that
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1s would adversely atreet the general welf'are and use of thb property an

he neighborhood.

econded, Mr.T. Barnes

Mr. V. Smith, Mr-s. HendersoD, Mr. T. Barnes

gainet: Mr. J. B. Smith end Mr. Brookfield.

carried.

3).,0

1
1_ LUTlIER N. GROVES - This was put up orl.ginally with lattice work and later

enclosed. It was brought out, however, that this structure does not conto

to the Building Code t'Qr requirements governing use as a building•. If it i

80 used the Building Inspector would require alterations.

s. Henderson moved to deny the case as no evidence has been shown of a

hardship.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
FAIRFAX AMUSDiENT CORP. Judge Rot-hrock represented the applicant. This oa

B deferred for determination ot ownership of 'the strip of land. on the wes

side of Routs #6G8 •

• J. J. Conroy appeared. before the Board representing Mr. OIMera, oWner 0

the property immediately wsat of Route I!ro6 - known as the "Old Buckley" p

perty. Mr. Conroy explained his part in this hearing. Mr. O'Nera had. come

o his orfice saying he noticed a sign on his property along Route Hf:lJ8 and

since there had been a question of ownership of this strip, employed SwaYBe

and Conroy to examine the title. This entire tract has been 1n the OtMer.

family for about fifty years, Mr. Conroy told the Board, and they have _

during that time - claimed ownership up to the right of way of Route H608.
Therefore, Mr. O'Mera was concerned over the location of the sign on whAt h

had considered 'to be his property.

He examined the.title to Mr. OtMera's and Dr. Adkerson's property, Mr. Co

stated, and trom his search of the records it is his belief that the bounda

line between OtMera and Dr. Adkerson is the centerline of Route #608, as

shown in the old record book where the old records are set fort.h. In these

records it describes.a Route - which is Route #608 - which lies between

the land now owed. by Dr. Adkerson and Mr. OtMera. In the deed 'book ''the la

of O'Nera is composed ot two-parcels - one 6 acres and the other 75 acres.

The east boundary line ot the 75 acre tract i8 given as the west side of

Route #f:lJ8. All the records show the right of way of Route /1(;1)8 to be the

east boundary'ot the O'Mera property, Mr. Conroy told the Board.

In the deed tram Buckley (the former owner of the 0 'Mera property)' to the

State conveying property for the widening of Lee Highway, the records say

the Buckley land comes to thi centerline of Route #roe. If that property

was owned by anyonels8, they most assuredly would have had to give title to

it, Mr. Conroy continued. Mr. Conroy read trom the survey records of 1889

I·
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FAIRFAX AMUSEMENT CCRP. _ Ctd.

e ting that the property ran "t.o the center of the County Road" _ which 1s

Route II«JS. Therefore, Mr. Conroy contended that t),is strip of land 1s now

and haa been for at least fitty years past, in the ownership or Mr. O'Hera

or previous owners.

Judge Rothrock explained that his client had asked Mr. Walter Ralph, who

made the most recent survey of this property. to swear that the markers and

pipes which he used in the survey are correct. Judge Rothrock presented a

Certification of the Title which certified to the examination of the record

tor a period of over sixty years showing that this strip of land in questio

0.73 of an acre (immediately to the west of and adjoining Route #608) has

been conveyed to Dr. Adkerson. This Oertification of Title was dated Aug.

11, 1955 and signa<! by Frank Swart. This, Judga Rothrock continuad, should

relieve the Board of any fUrther doubt as to the title on this property.

Mr. V. Smith stated that in view of the contention of Mr. Conroy regarding

the ownership of this strip of land, and since there seems to be some merit

in that contention - he felt that the Board should consult nth" the COIlII1on

wealth's Attorney - that in hb opinion there was still some question as to

the boundary.

Judge Rothrock told the Board that his client was being jeopardized by the

delay in this - that the theatre was operating at a loss and he asked the

Board to render a decision on this without further delay, and in his op1nio

the determination of ownership of this land was not the conCern of the Boa

nor of the Commonwealthts Attorney - he felt that that was a private matter.

Mr. V. Smith disagreed with the JUdge's last statement _ he felt that since

Mr. OtMera was represented by council in an attempt to establish ownership

of this property it might develop that the County would be liable if the

Board granted this case. It the .county should be' sued the <:ommonwealth' s

Attorney Would necessarily have to defend the Board - therefore, he should

have a preview of the case.

In the caSe of a difference of opinion of attorneys regarding adequacy of

a title, Mr. Conroy stated, the matter should be resolved and the unquestio d

ownership established - that since Mr. O'Mera feels that he has a claim to

this property - it would be against his interests for the Board to allow th

. location of the sign on this property.

Mrs. Henderson agreed that this question of ownership must be resolved be

fore the Board makes a decision, since whichever way the case is decided

uld be unsatisfactory to one side or the other.

It was suggested that the two contending owners resolve their differences _

and come back to the Board.

It the case should go to Court, Mr. Mooreland thought the Court would be

bound by the certified survey. He felt that the question before the Board

is - whether or not this strip of land is zoned for business use.

Ul:.,J.
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Judge Rothrock said he did not contend that this st.rip of land was zoned £0.

business use.

Judge Rothrock read a letter from Mr. C. W. Kestner. District Engineer for

the State Highway Department, which letter stated that the Highway Departme

is not certain 8S to the ownership of the land immediately adjacent to Rout

#608 where the sign 1s proposed to be located. The letter also stated that

the proposed location of the sign - as far as they could tell - With refer

ence to the roads, 1s such as would comply with the State's requirements

pertaining to it and it was his belief that if the sign were applied for fa

outdoor advertising it would be" approved.

Mr. Conroy suggested that the basic question would appear to be whether or

not the title presented is to be considered adequate. He noted that the

State Highway Department have stated that they do not know who owns the pro

perty - and Mr. O'Hera contends that he owns it as opposed to Dr. Adkerson

where the doubt of ownership existsi he felt that this case should be held

up until these differences are resolved and the right of ownership establis

Mr. V. Smith moved that the Board consult with 'the Commonwealth's Attorney

at this time.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. Fitzgerald, Commonwealth's Attorney, appeared before the Board and made

the statement that in the case of a controversy over the ownership of a

piece of property - the Board has the right to grant the application and if

at a later time it develops that the applicant does not own the land - the

other party could stop the sign from being erected on the ground. That is
a matter between the two contending parties and not the concern of the Boa

that it was not the function of the Board to determine who owns the land.

It the applicant has a certificate that he owns the land and if the case is

one the Board wishes to grant it does not change 'the ownership of the land

it would simply be a matter of the objector stopping the erection of the s

In other words, Mr. Fitzgerald continued, the matter of the title is not be

ing tried. A contest on land ownership could arise on any case, Mr. Fitz

gerald explained, or the 'Board might unknowingly grant a use incompatable

with covenants - which would be a matter for the Courts. If the Board deni

this case because of the ownership of the land, Mr. Fitzgerald continued,

the Board then is trying to decide the validity of the title.

It an applicant files an application with a question in his own mind about

the ownership of the land, Mr. Fitzgerald explained, then the Board should

delay action _ but if the applicant says he owns the land but it the Board

questions it - that 1s a matter for the Court.

Mr. V. Smith stated that this application is being heard under Section 6-)

A, subsection J-b, which reters to Section 6-l2-F-l-d, which states that su h

an exception may be made if in the judgement of the Board it shall be found

I
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to be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Ordinance then

8uoh~exceptionmay be granted. In his opinion, Mr. V. Smith continued, a

sign of this size would adversely affect the use of neighboring property

since the neighboring property is zoned tor residential use, and this ther~

fore would not be 1n harmony with the general purpose and intent of the

Ordinance and the area, therefore, Mr. V. Smith moved to deny this case.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

For the motion: Mr. V. Smith, Mr. J. B. Smith, Mrs. Henderson, Mr. Brookrie

Against the motion: Mr. T. Barnes.

Motion carried.

II
KOGOD-BERMAN, INC. J to permit carport to remain as erected within 6 Ceet of

the side property line, Lot 1,8, Section 2, Loisdale (1703 Layton Drive),

Lee District. (Suburban Residence.)

Mr. Mooreland told the Board that these applicants wished to ask for a re

hearing on their case tor further explanation of conditions which were not

brought out at the last meeting.

Mr. Berman appeared berore the Board stating that he wished to submit a lis

from property owners most affected in this area - stating they did not obje

to this carport as it i8 located. He presented letters trom each adjoining

owner and pictures of each house in the immediate area all showing that thi

addition does not adversely affect them.

A letter was read from the prospective purchasers of this lot. stating that

the house was incomplete as far 8S they are concerned without the carport.

Also,believing that they would have occupancy of the house by October their

daUghter was registered in the Garfield school where they are transporting

her now - which has caused a considerable hardship.

Since the carport is completid it would place an expensive burden on the

builder to take it down and if the house were resold minus the carport it

would have "less value, Mr. Berman told the Board.

By means of the pictures, Mr. Berman showed that this setback 1s no les8

many other houses in the area, since the distance between this carport and

the house on the adjoining lot more than meets the requirements.

Mr. Berman also showed on the map that the zoning Within a short distance

of this house is General Business. Part of the property in the area has be

re-subdivided to Urban classification, the balance of the area is Suburban,

which allows a difference in setbacks.

This was an honest mistake, Mr. Berman continued, they were confused be

caUSe of the zoning changes within this small area.

In answer to the Chairman's question as to the new eVidence, Mr. Berman sa1

his pictures told the story - that with the variation in zoning in the im

mediate area - a number of houses very close to the one in question are

closer to the side lines and have less distance between houses than the hou

on Lot #15S. and that this would have no adverse affect because olthe com-

VL.V
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binatlonzoning in this subdivision of Urban and. Suburban 'zoning.

Mr. Berman also noted that 1;Jle house was reversed on the lot. ·but it was
not re-staked. Someone neglected to tell the engineer of the reversed plan

Mrs. Henderson moved to reopen the case.

Sec,anded, Mr. V. Smith

Can:1ed I Unanimously.

Mrs. Henderson then moved to recind the Board I s action of October 9th in

which this case was ~enied.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously

Mrs. Henderson moved that in view of the new evidence presented, the Board

grant this application, because of the peculiar condition of haVing 'a zon

ing line ru~lng through this subdivision so one very small corner of this

lot is Within General Business zoning, which creates a peculiar and extra

ordinary condition.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson, V. Smith, Brookfield. T. Barnes

Mr. J. B. Smith voted "no".

Motion carried.

II

The meeting adjourned.
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The regular meeting of the Fairfax
County Board or Zoning Appeals was
held Tuesday, November 27. 1956 at
10 o'clock a.m. in the Board Room
of the Fairfax County .courthouse
with all members present.

The·meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin Smith

NEW CASES:

DOW HOME BUILDERS, INC. J to permit dwelling as erected to remain within 18.

£eat o£ the side property line, Lot 26, Block D, Yacht Haven Estates, Mt.

Vernon District. (Rural Residence).

Mr. Irving Dow told the Board that he had no choice but· to admit his error

and do what he could to correct it. The house was laid out with a 25· root

setback on both sides, but the surveyor did not take into consideration the

converging line and missed on the location. While the house was laid out

supposedly with the 25 foot setback they had thought "only a 15 foo~ seeback

was required.
by the applicant.,

This is the first house to be built in this development' Mr. Dow told the

Board. The driveway apron has been put in on the left side of the house _

but there are no plans for a garage. The topography is comparatively good

the ground sloping up a little toward the rear - but there is a 'sufficientl

level area back of the house for a de~ached garage. which would meet re

strictions.

The house is under roof - they did not discover the error until it was well

up and have stopped construction pending the outcome .of this application,

Mr. Dow told the Board. This is a wooded lot - a rambler has been built on

the adjoining lot - the lot on the opposite side of the house is not yet

built upon. They tried to re-subdivide t.he lot but could not. do so as it.

would lessen the square footage of the adjoining lot below requirements.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application, provided the applicant extend

the driveway apron five feet in the rear of the northeast corner of the

residence - because this does not appear to affect adversely neighboring

property.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried. unanimously.

II
R. B. DRAPER, to permit. carport addition to t.ea room and build canopy on f t

of same over walkway. southwest corner of Arlington Blvd. and Prosperity Av

Providence District. (Rural Residence).

When this permit was granted, Mr. Draper told t.he Board, one of the conditi s

was that a garage could be built on the west end of the property. He would

like to substitute the placement of the carport on the south side of the

property. The use permit also said he could make no additions to this pro

perty without approval of this Board. Now he is wishing to put a canopy ov

the walkway for the convenience of the ~uests in geteing from their cars

to the building. The canopy would come no closer to the street line than

present building.
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The carport would suit the present arrangements better to be off to the sid

and to the rear, Mr. Draper said, rather than on the west end of the prope

He recalled that his former garage had been converted into the kitchen.

They had planned at one time to build a flag-stone outside summer terrace

for dining - but the Pine Crest .citizens 1 Association objected _ so they

abandoned that idea and agreed not to apply for it - therefore the CitiBens'

ASSOCiation agreed not to object to thes~ changes.

They can seat about 55 people now • they have sufficient parking space.

• V. smith moved to grant the application under Section 6-4 and Section

6-12 - 2 - a and b becaus~ it conforms to these sections. This is granted

for a carport approxima'tely 20 x 24 f'eet and a canopy over the W$.+kway whic

is approxima'tely 8 fee't x )2 f'eet - none of' which is to Come closer than 76

eet from the centerline of Prosperity Avenue.

econded. Mr. J. B. Am.ith

Carried, unanimously

/
CLAUDE W. KIDWELL, to permit division of Lot 67, w:1.th 12 f'oot aCCess 'to

st Rosemary Drive. Lot 67. Devonshire Gardens (138 East Rosemary Drive),

aIls Church District. (Suburban Residence-Class I).

he tot.al area of' ibis lot is about 40,000 square f'eet, Mr. Kidwell told tbe

oard. sufficient under the present zoning to allow for two houses on the

ct. Since the highway has become very busy and noisy, Mr. Kidwell ex

lained, he plans to put his own home on the back lot.

t was brought out that 'many lots in Devonshi~e Gardens are this same

hape - which would pennlt a second house" Mr. V. Sm1'th Bsked. how many lots

re in this category. Mr. Mooreland thought about 60 _ some of which have

lready built the second house.

• Kidwell said he _plans to do his preliminary work now and be ready to

uild in the Spring.

s. Henderson asked the distance between the existing house on the property

foot access road. About 20 feet, Mr. Kidwell thought.

no objections from the area.

• V. Smith expressed the opinion that this appears to be a legitimate and

easonable application, and prob~blY shauld be granted I but he thOUght there

ery well could be a question of the Ftre Department's ability to get in to

hese rear houses by means of this narrow aCCess road - he suggested that

his case be referred to the Planning CommiSSion for consideration and re

ommendation and also to the Fire Commission. Since ther~ are many other

ots in this subdivision which would be eligible for this same type of de

el~pment, Mr. Smith thOUght there shOuld be some over-all uniform policy

stablished which would be used in any similar case. He therefore moved to

afar this case until January 8th for referral to the Planning Commission,

o the Fire. Commission and to the Public Works (as to street construction

nd for pOSSible drainage problem which might come up) this is so referred

I
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with a view toward formulating a policy regarding future similar applicatio

which might be presented to this Board. 1n Devonshire Gardens Subdivision.

Mr. Mooreland was of the opinion that the Public Works Department had noth

ing to do with this - an old subdivision - and the division of this lot int

two parcels does not bring it under Subdivision Control.

Mr. V. Smith added to his motion that the applicant show on a plat the di$

tanee between the driveway and the existing house.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
MILLER BUILDING SUPPLY COMPANY, INC. of Virginia, to permit erection of an

additional sign go square' feet in area, which will make the aggregate area

of sign on the property in exceS8 allowed by ,the Ordinance, Lots 2 and 3-.

Henry Williams Estate (6430 Columbia Pike), Mason District. (General Busine ).

Mr. Warren Miller represented the applicant. They are asking this large

sign area, Mr. Miller explained, because the bUSiness is located 300 feet

£rom Columbia Pike and there are actually two businesses operating -the

wholesale warehouse and the retail business. People cannot see the build

ings from that distance and are not aware - especially of the retail busi

ne8S. This sign would be near the' entrance on Route (1244, advertising the.

retail business, the "Kitchen Center". There is a sign on the warehouse

which the Board granted some months ago - not knowing that the two business s

would be operating here. The problem has developed that people passing do

not know of the retail business. This is a daytime sign only - no illu

mination.

Mr. Henderson suggested a smaller sign - to which Mr. Miller answered that

the property was so large that a small sign would be lost. The sign will

be angled so the traffic on Route 11244 would not face it full front.·. A

sign which people pass whUe driving at the normal speed must be larger, Mr

Miller contended, to attract attention.

Mr. Miller pointed out that the retail building _ which is the old tennis

club house, is tucked into the corner of the warehouse building and there_

fore is not easily seen.

Mrs. Henderson suggested that the plat should show the proposed location of

this sign. It was also brought out that another building is on the propert

which is not indicated on the plat. That, Mr. Miller said, is a storage

shed, which also has a tendency to hide the retail building.

Mrs. Henderson suggested also that the applicant should show on his drawing

the height ot the sign ott the ground - she thought the sign could be cut

down to more nearly conform to requirements.

Mr. V. Smith recalled that the Board had already granted 175 square feet of

sign on this property.
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That sign was applied for by a firm whom they had employed. Kr. Miller

said •. and i.t was for the warehouse only - they did not know at that time

that the retail business also would be on this property. There are actuall

two separate businesses in operation.

The sign is too large, Mr. V. smith said. the plat does not show the leaat! n

of the ~ign and the plat does not show the scale of the sign,and one build

ing .on the property 1s not shown on the plat. He .felt the Board was lack

ing considerable information they should have.

Mr. Miller said the lettering on the drawing shown was not necessarily the.

exact lettering 1;hey would have. Mr. V. Smith answered that the drawing

shown should be exactly what will go on the property and the exact size.

There 1s a small directional sign now at the entrance) Mr. Miller point.ed.

out) which will be removed. He re-stated that could not operate with-'

out an adequate sign.

Mr. V. Smith moved to derer the case until December 11th ror plats showing

location of the proposed sign On the property) the sign shown drawn to sc .

and complete plats shoWing the existing buildings on the property.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried) unanimously.

II
FRANK R. DEAN, to permit carport to remain 9.8 feet from side property lin

Lot 6) Block 16) Section 6, North Springfield (5411 Kempsville Street»)

Mason District. (Suburban Residence-Class II).

Mr. W. B. Swailes) Sales Manager for Mr. Edward Carr) represented the appl

cant. Mr. Carr's company bu11't the house and sold it to Mr. Dean) Mr.

Swailes told the Board, and Mr. Dean added the carport - which he found to

be in violation. They missed in the measurements by 2.2 inches.

There were no objections from the area.

Mns. Henderson noted that this carport was so located that it could easily

be enclosed in the future.

Mr. Mooreland told the Board that this was bUilt without a permit _ that

his inspectors had picked up the violation.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that the posts could very easily be moved closer to

the house, thereby complying-with·requirements.

It was asked of what material the posts and panelling around the earport

were made. Mr. Swailes did not know.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until January 8th, to give the appli

cant the opportunity of' submitting specifications of the carport.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
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E. C. DAVIS, to permit carport to remain as erected 5' 6" of side property

line, Lot 2, Block 3, Rolling Hills Subdivision, (3517 Jackson Avenue), Lee

District. (Suburban Residence).

In laying out the carport I Mr. Davis explained I there was confusion between

the back and the side lines and while the building permit showed a 10 foot

side setback - and they thou/:.,ht they were observing that setback _ they

found this mistake. The carport 1s practically completed except for some

engineering speCifications which they will'comply with. The driveway was

already in. when he bought the place. Mr. Davis explained. in 11ne with the'

present carport. Back of the house' is a terrace which would necessarily

have to be filled, if the carport were located there. The yard is chain

link fenced. There 1s a drop of about 10 or 15 feet from the back of the

house to the end or the lot. Since the carport is all steel - it would not

be attractive if it were attached to the house, Mr. Davis continued. They

plan to eventually take this down and put a garage back of the house line.

The present carport is on,four inch corner posts embedded in concrete, and

the floor is a concrete slab. When they build the other garage this will b

used for a patio for outside living. The structure is bolted. on to the con

crete with steel bolts.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the application be denied because this is a con

siderable variance from 'the Ordinance and there is no evidence of undue ha

ship and the structure would be easily moved.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
, ,

MRS. MARY B. FOWLER, to permit erection of a carport within 6.3 feet of the

side property line, Lot 32, Block 10, Section 6, Hollin Hall Village,

(303 Carlyle Place), Mt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence).

In planning the carport, Mrs•.Fowler told the Board, she was confused as

to the required setback - having been told by different people that the

required setback was either five or three feet. This would also serve as a

shelter for the children's bicycles and toys.

In answer to Mr. V. Smith's suggestion that this carport be moved to the

rear, Mrs. Fowler said it would not be in keeping with the'architecture of

the house and also the lot slopes down slightly both 'in the back and in the

front - that the house is on a little knoll. Mrs. Fowler called attention

to the fact that the house on the adjoining lot - on this side _ is located

19.6 feet from the side line, which puts the two houses about 38 feet apart.

The carport would not be practical on the other side of the house as the

bedrooms are at that end of the house. The driveway is already in, Mrs.

FOWler continued, and the north end of the porch is already constructed. Th

would connect with the porch. The neighbors think this would be an attract e

addition and are not in opposition - a number of them o£fered to appear at
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7-Ctd. this hearing, Mrs. Fowler said, but she had thought it not necessary.

Mr. V. Smith thought the Board had no authority to grant this as there ap

peared to be no undue hardship. and he was sure that there are many lots

in the County with this same problem and te Board can't grant all of them.

It there were a tOP9graphic condition and no other place to locate the ear

port in his opinion the Board would have a reason to grant this,' but since

the lot is practically level, Mr. V. Smith continued. he felt the Board ha

no authority to grant.

Mrs. Babb asked what would happen to the st.orage Shed which 1s on the pore

if this is turned down. The plans for the porch, which were approved,

showed that the gas meter would be moved into the storage shed.

Since Mr. Babb ("ho -is the builder on this) has· done consid~rable building

in the County. Mr. Mooreland suggest.emhat he should know what the requir

ments are and how to confom to them.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case under Section 6-12-g as the applicant

has not shown peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties and no undue

hardship and there is an alternate location' for the carport on the lot•.

Seconded. Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II

I

I

8- HARRY C. SCHOENEMAN. to permit operation of a club for recreational activi

ties and installation of buildings accessory thereto, on south side of #611

adjacent to south boundary line of U. S. Coast Guard Station, Lee District.

(Rural ReSidence-Class II).

This will be a private clUb, organized for the purpose of -conducting re

creational activities - especially for square danCing. They will use the

barn-structure now on the property. They hope to expand the facilities in'

the future, but at present will use only the barn, which will be converted

into a club house. They plan a membership of from two to three hundred

members. They have water connections and will use a septic field at p~sen

or until County Sewer is available.

~. V. Smith asked how much land would be used in this project _ he noted.

that the plat shows 175 aCres plus. Mr. Orr (owner of the ground) answered

that that had not been determined - just whatever would be needed for park_

ing and future expansion. He thOUght it Would take about two plus acres.

The barn, Mr. Orr noted, is about 100 feet in diameter - it .1s a double

octagon in shape.

Mr. Orr said he had entered into this agreement with Mr. Schoeneman with

the provision that each Friday night be turned over for the use of teenager

This is a project, Mr. Orr continued, which he £elt was greatly needed in

this area, that Mr. Schoeneman was well qualified to carry on the square

dancing which will be the main feature of the clUb, that he has a large

following and a very fine reputation. Square dancing has become a popular

I

I

I
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form.ot wholesome recreation, Mr. Orr continued, and they feel a rine type

of club can operate here for both adults and teenagers. They will not alIa

strong drinks and since there are no houses near, the noise and lights will

not adversely affect "the area. The Coast Guard pro~rty is to the north a

on the south 1s open farm land. Mr. Orr called attention to the .lact that

this is on the site of the old George WaShington home _ the only house

George Washington ever built. The house, was burned in 1917 and thi8 build

ing which they w1lJrse is the olel barn which he built.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith said be would like 'to see the property inVolved shown on a

plat, and would like to see a listing of the uses planned on the property.

However, Mr. v. smith added that he thought this appeared to be an excellen

thing and he was l~ for it. He suggested also that the applicant should

have the approval of the Fire Marshall and the Health Department.

Mr. Orr thought it not necessary to show the exact amount of the property

to be used - he has cattle grazing on the acreage adjoining this _ but he

thought the amount of ground could be estimated. The addition of the swimm

ing pool and the tennis courts may not materialize for a long time. They

would wait for those things to develop when they are needed and wanted.

Mr. V. Smith said he could not vote for this without knowing more de1'initel

what was planned - as according to the application almost anything could be

added. Mr. Orr suggested coming back to the Board for further extension

of uses ... i1' they want them.

Mr. Schoeneman likenid this to the Arlington County Recreation 'Center. ~...

ever, they have no intention of putting in other buildings at the present

time. It was suggested making the list ot proposed future activities betor

the meeting was over.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application as shown on application dated

November 7, 1956, signed by H. C. Schoeneman, for an area containing five

acres in close proximity and surrounding: the existing bUilding which is a

double octagon known as the "Hayfield Barn" - as shown on plat dated May 25

195~ by Robert F. Kursch, subject to the approval of the Health Department,

the Fire Commission, and ingress and egress to Telegraph Road being approve

by the State Highway Department. This is granted to the applicant only ror

a period of five years. This is also subject to ofC-street parking being

provided for all users of the use.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
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It was agreed, however. that they could get along without the ident1ficatio

sign on the building, but he thought the sign over the drive-in window was

very necessary.

• V. Smith suggested reducing the pole sign by eliminating the "specials".

combined sign for a large shopping area of this kind was discussed, but

considered practical in the case of different ownerships.

V. Smith moved that this case be granted as shown on application dated

November 8, .1956 - Red's Neon Signs, Inc., signed by Leonard L. Pickrell,

President. which shows the pole sign to be located 50 feet from the edge of

the right of way of Lee Highway and granting that portion of the sign _

shown on plat No. 3802 dated November 2, 1956, 1" equals 1'. and NO.4 _

shown as "One Hour - Drive In Dry Cleaners" - the overall area of which is

NEW CASES - Ctc!.

LUCY' H. GENTICORE, to pennit erecti~n of three' signs with larger aggregate

area than allowed by the Ordinance, On north side of #29 '- #211, west side.

of Food Fair Store at Kamp Washington, Providence District. (Rural Busines

• Jones represented the applicant. This 1s a req~est for 290 square feet

of sign: one pole sign, one on the building and one over the drive-in ent e.

• Jonea called attention to the fact that this building is only 40 feet

de and the pole sign will be located 50 feet from the right of way of Lee

Highway and the bUilding is located about 50 feet back or the pole sign _

signs on the building must be large enough to be seen.

four stores in this immediate area and all have this type of sign,

• Jones pointed. out J because of the deep setback. The highway angles awa

from this lot at this po:i.nt, making it more di.ft'icult to see 'the signs and.

he b~ilding. Therefore, the signs have been deSigned for good visibility

rom this distance.

his will be the first electronics plant in the area, Mr. Jones told the

Board. They will employ four or .five people.

s. Henderson thought such large signs were not necessary as people patroni e

cleaning establishment because they know where it i8, and go there speci-

tcially' for the purpose of leaVing their clothes. However, Mr. Jones did

not agree - he thought people must be lead by signs to their place of busi

the life and prosperity of the business depends upon that~ The

signs are specially desi3ned for sight distance _ and they are the only mea

of identification they have, Mr. Jones contended.

s. Henderson pointed out that this business would have more sign area tha

either Food Fair or the Safeway. It was discussed - just what could be cut

of the signs - the specials or perhaps one ·0£ the signs on the bUilding.

Jones was unhappy at the idea· of omitting any part of the signs. He

the retaining wall between this property and the bUSiness adjoining,

makes it necessary to put the pole sign 15 feet above grade in order

to be seen. He felt that the main sign was as small as it could p~acticall

be made.

9-



000

9-Ctd.

I

I

nOTemDar ~"" J.'I'O

NEW CASES - Ctd.

S feet by 16 feet, ~ut specifically excluding ~he area shown below the

5 foot by 16 foot area indicating "Special Shirts lS¢"j and on plat No. 33 :3
3805. 3/4" equals 1', dated Nov. 6, 1956 and No. ,. - granting that portion

shown as "Drive In Window" 20 inches by 12 feet and specifically excluding

"Cinderella Dry Cleaners". (This includ-ea sign areas of 20 square feet and

80 square feet.).

This 1s granted because it does not appear to adversely arfect neighboring

property and it appears that this size sign is-necessary for the use.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

For the motion: Mr. V. Smith, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes

Voting "no" - Mrs. Henderson and Mr. Brookfield

Motion carried•.

II

I

I
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10- HAZEL G. GANT I to pennit operation of an Antique Shop, Lot 4, Swart Farm,

on north side of Lee Highway, approximately three miles west of Centre

ville, Centreville District. (Agriculture).

Mrs. Henderson asked Mr. Mooreland under what section of the Code this coul

be granted. Mr. Mooreland answered that this is a permissive Ordinance

and this use is not mentioned in the Ordinance - the Board has therefore

handled such cases without a specific reference to the Ordinance, as to

section.

Mrs. Gant said she would live in the dwelling on the property and operate

the antique shop in the little lIshop" building at the rear of the house

until such time as her business expands to the point where she will use

her home. Her plan is to sell certain antiques (the better ones) from her

home when she has the place modernized. She is planning to make her perman nt

home here when she retires' from Government work, Mrs. Gant explained. Mrs.

Grant saId she had not actually bought the property at this time - but will

do so if this use is granted.

-Mr. V. Smith questioned the authority of the Board to handle this case _

although he recalled that the Board had granted antique sho'ps under Simila

circumstances - but since the Courts had decided that this is a permissive

Ordinance and things not listed are not allowed.. he thought the Board shaul

discuss this with the Commonwealth's Attorney before making a decision.

In tohe re-writing of the Ordinance. Mr. Mooreland said. antique shops are

listed and the granting will be allowed by this Board.

Mrs. Henderson suggested that furnishing ones house with antiques and sell

ing them could be called a "home 'occupation" - which Mr. Mooreland said wa

actually getting around the Ordinance.

Mr. V. Smith explained to Mrs. Gant that since this Ordinance was drawn in

1941 - it has become obsolete in many instances. and is therefore being re

written. However. he thought the Board should have a ruling from the

Commonwealth's Attorney.
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lO-ctd. Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until December 11th to give the Board

the opportunity to check with the Commonwealth' 8 Attorney on the authority

of the Board to grant this application.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. Brookfield suggested that this be discussed with Mr. Pom4!lroy also.

II

I
11- MELPAR, INC., to permit all or part of building to be used as a laboratory

for scientific research and to permit a variance to conditions 1 thru 5 in

clusive, 6-4 {al 15 m, Lots 1, 2, 20, 21 and 22, Rock Terrace {unrecorded},

Mason District. (General Business).

Mr. Brandon Marsh represented the applicant.

Mr. Marsh recalled the original Melpar application which asked for a bUild

ing to house about 900 employees - they now have 1600 in that bUilding. Thi

application 1s for additional space in which to carry on the same type of

research. This is an area practically surrounded by business uses, Mr. Mar

point.ed out., the bUilding is already there - he did not think this use waul

in any way depreciate property in the area.

The recommendat.ion to grant. this application was read from the Planning

Commission, st.ating that in their opinion this use would not now nor ulti

mately adversely affect neighboring property.

Mr. Mooreland. agreed that this use is a considerable improvement on the pre

sHnt uses in this building.

There were no objections from the area.

There will be no exterior alterations, Mr. Marsh explained, except another

deck and small changes to comply with the fire regulations. Much of their

research, Mr. Marsh continued, is for Federal Government - they have never

handled explosives.

Mrs. Henderson moved to grant the application for an exception to Section

6-4-m - 1 through 5, which is designed for Residential or Agricultural

Districts whe~eas this is located on business property. The Planning Com

mission has recommended the granting of this use because it does not appear

that it will materially affect adversely either the health or safety of

persons residing in the neighborhood nor will it affect adversely the use

or. development of neighboring property in accordance with the zoning re

gulations and map. This is also granted provided the applicant furnishes

off-street. parking for all users of the use.

Seconded, l~. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

I

I
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MICHAEL J. FARRELL, to permit an addition to dwelling as erected to l'l8main

13 feet 3 inchee of the side property line, Lot 41, Block T, Section 3,

Parklawn, (1 Tonto Court) Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

This case was deferred to view the property andt.o give the applicant a

chance to get in touch with the contractor. They saw the contractor, Mr.

Farrel told the Board, and got no more satisfaction than the last time

they talked with him in July. He offered excuses for not doing the work.

Th~y had starte~ suit against the contractor but held that up to see it

they could get -;h1s variance - but they have round 'that he has no abi·lity

to pay for any damage he has done - nor can h! complete the job.

The room has already cost much more than they had planned. Mr; Farrell

continued, and it wUl cost more to complete it. Mr. Farrell 8ubmit'ted

letters from two neip~bors most affected by this addition. both saying

they do not object. He asked the Board to grant this in order that they

might complete the room before winter.

It was ~rought out that the builder does not have to register with the

County, and the State registration regulations cover a building of

$20.000 or more. Mr. Farrell called attention to the manner in which the

contractor had cut the building at the Violating corner - to" what they

thought would c~mply with the setback - however. one corner stUl is in

violation. It would be eXpensive to tear out this side of the building.

Mr. Farrell continued.

Mr. V~ Smith moved to grant the application because this can be done

without harm to the public good and without impairing the -zoning map.

This is granted under Section 6-l2-g. This is also gran~ed in accordance

with plat dated May 16, 1956 by Cecil J. Cross - the setbackgrant~ is

for a 13- 3" setback from the side line.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried. unanimously.

II
2_ RANDOLPH D~ ROUSE ENTERPRISES, to permit erection and operation of a motel

(80 units), 425 f'~et east of Patrick Henry Drive ofr Route #50, Falls

Church District. (General Business).

Mr. William Hansbarger represented the applicant in the absence of Mr.

Lytton Gibson. Also Mr. Rouse. Mr. Verkerke and Mr.,-Tambler were: pre;'

sent.

This application was deferrid for Highway Department approval of ingress

and egress. With regard to getting this approval, Mr. Hansbarger· told

the Board. that Mr. Rouse had written Mr. Bolton (Resident Engineer) on

October 29th as follows:

335
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"29 Oceober 1956

Mr. L. O. Bolton
Resident Engineer
Virginia Department of Highways
Fairfax, Virginia

Dear Mr. Bolton:

We have undertaken a motel project on Arlington Boulevard
adjacent to the Hot Shoppes property at Patrick Henry
Drive.

Initial construction comprises eighty rental units and
office facilities. Approximately one hundred fifty
rental units are planned.

In order to enlist your good o£fic8S in planning in
gress and egress facilities along Arlington Boulevard,
we are enclosing a plat of our property and the im
mediate vicinity.

We shall appreciate your cooperation in this most im
portant phase of our planning.

Very truly yours,

RANDOLPH D. ROUSE ENTERPRISES

lei Randolph D. Rouee"

Following is Mr. Bolton's reply to Mr. Rouse's letter:

"Roue. 1150
Projece No. 1929-15-18

Relocation of Patrick Henry Drive on Route 50
in Fairfax County

Fairfax, Virginia
November 13, 1956

Randolph D. Rouse Enterprises
2032 Belmone Road. N. W.
Washington 9. D. ~.

Attention: Mr. Randolph D. Rouse

Dear Mr. Rouse:

In reply to your letter of October 29. concerning a
piece of property which is a division of parcel 8
of Willston South, I am attaching hereto copy of
memorandum dated NoveJIi)er 5 from Mr. D. N. Huddle,
our Location and Design Engineer.

Also attached is a"tentative sketch of our proposed
layout.

Very truly yours.

lei L. O. Boleon
Resident Engineer"

336
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Following lsmemorandum referred t.o in Mr. Bolton I s letter:

"DEPARTIIENT OF HIGHWAYS

INTER-DEPARTIIENTAL MEMORANDUM

337

I TO: Mr. C. W. Kestner

FROM: D. N. Huddle

Richmond, Va.
November " 1956

Rouee 50-Projece 1929-15-18
Relocation of Patrick Henry Dr.
on Re. 50 in Fairfax Couney

I

I

I

SUBJECT: Proposed COIIIlZlercial Entrance
for a Motel

Attached is a sketch of our latest preliminary plan on
the above described project and the plat t. which you
enclosed with your memorandum of October 30, 1956. We
have sketched on the preliminary plans. parcel 8,
Sections A and B. Bnd you will note that the design
will necessitate the elimination of all frontage on
Route 1150 for the entire property. In fact, we will
take the entire property with the exception of the
Hot Shoppe and possibly two small residues.

It has been our opinion that this property was COn_
trolled by the same people as that on the north side
of Route 50 and were under the impression that they
had been informed of our preliminary design.

We have not, as yet, received the survey based on the
preliminary design, however, we expect, to prepare
plans as soon as possible after the survey i8 received.

Location & Design-Engineer"

This correspondence, Mr. Hansbarger contended showed nothing definite

with regard to acquiring right of way nor of plans for the over-pass

at Patrick Henry Drive. They admit in the letter, Mr. Hansbarger

continued, that the attached sketch is a "preliminary plan" _ that the

plans are not finished and not to be used for construction nor for

acquisition of right of way. The sket,.ch is 80 stamped.. They have not

yet received the survey based on the preliminary design, Mr. Hansbarger

pointed out.

It cannot be definitely said that this is the actual location of the

:.over-pass, Mr. Hansbarger contended - nor does the Highway Department

say when these plans will be available, and when acquisition of right

of way ~ll begin.

They have done nothing to condemn the property nor to compensate the

owner for right of way, no money has been placed with the Court and

no ti1ll filed - nothing has been started - therefore, Mr. Hansbarger

asked that this case not be held up on a mere supposition or vague

plan which may never mature.
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2-ctd. The following letter dated November 21, 1956 from Mr.J. E. Harwood,

Assistant Location and Design Engineer, was read. (The plans illustrat_

ing theStatets proposal of the over-pass were displayed).

I
"November 21, 1956

Route No. 50-Project #1929-15-18
Proposed Separation Structure
and Interchange at Patrick Henry
Drive I

Mr. H. F. Schumann, Jr.
Director o£ Planning
Office of Planning Commission
County of Fa1rf'ax
Fairfax. V1rginia

Dear Mr. Schumann:

This is in reference to your letter of November 20, 1956 .
requesting information concerning the date when construction
might begin on the above described project.

The State Highway Commission, at the:irmeettng last May,
authorized the immediate construction of a grade separation
and interchange on Route 50 at this point and it is our
iiptentilon to start construction just as soon as plans can
be prepared and. the necessary right of way secured.

The survey has now been completed and we hope to have the
plans ready tor right ot way acquisition within two or
three months. We will make every effort to advertise
this work it possible, some time during the year 1957.

It there is any other information Which we can give you,
please teel £ree to call on us at any time.

I
Thank you very much £or the maps o£ the Langley area which
you so kindly sent us.

Yours very truly,

/8/ J. E. Harwood
Assistant Location &Design Engineer n

I

I

8

Mr. Hansbarger contended that the Harwood letter also meant nothing _ that

be£ore the State could take private property it is £irst necessary to show

necessity then pay the owner a fair amount for the property. Since these

over-pass plans are tentative only - the Board is going astray in its juris

diction to go into this, Mr. Hansbarger continued, as such matters as con-

the value of the property, thereby raising cost of acquisition, therefore,

the Board would not be acting in the interest.s of the general welfare of' the

County.

damnation and acquisition of right ot way have nothing to do with the funct ns

of this Board. The only question before this Board is the,. right ~f this .p~

perty owner to use his land as requested, Mr. Hansbarger contended. Some

future, probable plan of the State should not be considered.

s. Henderson suggested that by granting this use it would certainly

is not engaged in the business of acquiring right of way, Mr.

answered. This property, he continued, has been zoned for busi-

ess use since 1947 - the original purpose of the zoning was for a motel,
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nd if the need existed then, certainly.that need exists now. But, under

ny circumstances. Mr. Hansbarger pointed out, since this property tazoned

General Business, there are manr other businesses which could go in here wit _

out a permit from this Board, which would enhance the value of the property,

robably far more than this motel. The applicant could establish apartment

hotel - and in tact "any trade or service" - according to the Ordinance.

• Hansblrger questioned the need for this permit _ since the structure

could and probably should be classified as a "hoteln J whi-eh could be put cn

property without a special permit from this Board. It any

uslness goes in here, Mr. Hansbarger inf"onaed the Board. it would no dOUbt

e necessary to borrow money and it would be incumbent upon the builder to

ell the company from whom he borrows the money of the State's plan to con

ee this property.. No loan company would lend the money until that is

Cleared up and that would be a matter between the State and the owner, not

th the Board of Zoning Appeals ..

tried to get more definite information from the State on this Over

8S, Mr.. Hansbarger continued, but were unable to do 80.. In the District

f Columbia, Mr.. Hansbarger pointed out, on a certain case, the Goverrunent

to hold up development on a piece of land until they decided what th

nted to do in that area - but the Court determined that a man could not be

enied the use of his land for indefinite plans for future use of that land ..

hat applied in this case, Mr.. Hansbarger argued.. A- plat with pencilled-in

slanda on the service road and two 50 foot entrances with an -185 foot buffe

2-Ctd.
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I

I
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I

strip between the entrances was presented.. However, as Mr.. V.. Smith pointed

t J no Highway approval was shown on the plat. Mr. Rouse explained that th

epartment of Public Works had advised him that ingress and egress cannot be

nted until they have submitted detailed elevations, drainage and profUe

The Public Works Department will (after such plans are submitted to

hem) pass these plans on to the State Highway Department to resolve any

irrerences or opinion.. But they cannot go ahead with expensive plans which

ould involve engineering and architectural studies until this is granted,

Rouse continued. They intend to work with the State in every respect,

Rouse assured the Board, to achieve a satisfactory and sate entrance.

t was also pointed out that no such difricul~y had taken'place in the locat on

f ingress and egress on the Hot Shoppe property..
granting

Hansberger suggested/thiS - provided the applicant gets approval from

Rasmussen, the State Department of Highways, and that the over-pass be

isregarded because of its uncertainty ..

s.. Henderson pointed to Mr. Harwood' 8 letter regarding the meeting last

y - which, in her opinion, did not show uncertainty.......

f there is no uncertainty, then why does the State not go ahead with con

emnation and right of way acquisition, Mr. Hansb8,~gerasked?
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2-Ctd. Mr. Rouse informed the Board that it was no secre1; that the State was not

completely satisfied with the tentative plans for this over-pass at Patrick

Henry Drive J that Mr. Ed Holland has been emploYed by the owners of tha..t

tract to make alternate studies for by-pass location. The end result could

be. Mr. Rouse continued, that the over-pass would not even touch his- -prope

Within two or three months, Mrs. Henderson suggested. the,highway pl~ns may

become settled, which would give the Board a clear v.1ew of the final plctu

here. She re-stated that the Board must consider public welfare in its de

c1sions, and she thought this sufficiently important to wait a reasonable

time.

The pUblic welfare would profit from these taxes, Mr. Hansbarger answered •••

The plans for ingresS and egress were discussed. Mr. Tambler stated that

plans showing ingress and egress had been prepared but the. Highway Depart

ment could not approve that as they were concerned first With the plans and

prO£iles, and the £act that the Highway Department stand.ards be met. They

are perfectly willing to meet the State's. standards, Mr. Tambler continued,

but they £1rst want approval of this use before making expensive plans.

Mr. V. Smith told the applicants that the Board must have approval of' the

State £or ingress and egress berore granting this. Mr. Hansbarger pointed·

to the pencil1e:d plat showirg t.we 50 foot entrances With 4 inch curb and

gutter and a 185 foot strip between entrances, which he claimed meets the

Board.' s requirements.

Mr. V. Smith said he saw no real request on the part of the applicant for

gress and egress approval in the correspondence presented, he saw no approva

of plans for ingress and egress. He did not consider the pencilled sketch

suf£icient. Mr. V. Smith asked - what is the procedure in getting approval

f'rom the State £or ingress and 'egress?

Mr. Tamhler answered that the State asked the applicant to show what he

wants in the way o£ ingress and egress - the State will then discuss with

the applicant their established standards. However, there was considerable

conf'usion on the exact method of' securing £inal ingress and egress approval

and just when that approval occurs. Mr. Rouse explained the manner o£ gett

ing ingress and egress approval on his U. S. III motel - which was a.ccompli

thout dif£iculty.

• Verkerke related his contract with the Highway Department - stating that

the Highway Department to secure a .conference on this, bUt the

refused to discuss it, and no date was set fol' a conference nor

as any information given him on the procedure in getting approval. He lat

talked with the Engineer (be£o~e Mr. Rouse wrote the letter to Mr. Bolton)

and made an appointment with Mr. Hertzler £or inspection. Mr. Hertzler cal d

later that he could not meet the appointment and said he would contact him

later - which he never did. Then Mr. Rouse wrote to Mr. Bolton. Whe~

plans were drawn, Mr. Verkerke eontinued, they Were told that nothing was

3'1()
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necessary at that time -beyond what they had submitted. The islands and t.he

entrances were pencilled in - to scale - and this plat taken to Mr. Bolton.

who ref'used to consider it and referred to the letter written to Mr. Rouse

on November 13th.

In discussing this with Mr. Rasmussen of the Public Works Department, Mr.

~smu88en told Mr. Verkerke that at this stage he could not approve, deny

or criticize the plans until he had final detailed plans of construction.

These f'inal plans ror drainage will be submitted to Mr. Rasmussen, who will

go over them and submit them to the State.

Mr. Hansbarger said Mr. Rouse had talked with Mr. Bolton asking him what

they wanted - in onter to determine ingress and egress - and Mr. Bolton had

referred to his letter to Mr. Rouse - what else can they do, Mr. Hansbarge

asked?

Mr.. V. Smith recalled that other applications granted by this Board had "re

ceived plans or ingress and egress with the stamp or approval from the High

way Department.

Then, Mr. Hansbarger said. why not grant "this subject to getting that ap

proval? There is no question but what they will have to meet the State's

requirements.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith moved to derer this case until January 8. 1957 to study the

application and discuss with the Highway Department the definite procedure

on obtaining permit for ingress and egress and to discuss this particular

application with the CQmmonwealth's Attorney. (To discuss this with the

o Commonwealth's Attorney. Mr. V. Smith explained. because in the granting 0

this case it is obvious that the general welfare of the County would be

af£ected in the acquiring of right, of way - and to discuss with the Common

wealth's Attorney the right to hold up this permit pending the definite

decision on the acquisition of land).

There was no second.

Mr. T. Barnes moved to grant the application because in his opinion it wil

not adversely affect the public welfare. and will not adversely affect the

general development of the area.

Seconded. J. B. Smith

Mr. V. Smith said that if it could be shown conclusively that failure to

acquire this land for over-pass would endanger lives of people in the area

it would certainly affect the general welfare. Mr. V. Smith said he did

not suggest denying the case. but to talk with the Commonwealth's Attorney

before making any decision.

For themotlon: T. Barnes, J. B. Smith

Against: Mrs. Henderson, Mr. Brookfield; V. Smith not voting.

Tie vote

3 if/
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Since this motion was lost the Chairman suggested a meeting with the Common

wealth's At'torney as proposed in Mr. V. Smith's motion.

Mr. Hansbarger objected to the January gth _ asked for an earlier date of

defernnent.

Mr. V. Smith revived his original motion with the change of deferrment date

to December 11th. I
Seconded, T. Barnes

Mr. Hanabarger noted an appeal.

Mr. V. Smith said that since it had been brought out that the applicant has een

refused a <conference with the Highway Department on ingress and egress and

the Ordinance requires approval of ingress and egress he tho~t there were

many things nece~ to be discussed with the Commonwealth's Attorney_

For the motion: V. Smith, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes and Mr. Brookfield.

Mrs. Henderson not voting.

Motion carried.

Mr. Hansbarger said - for the reeord - he would still note an appaal.

II
MRS. L. L. DOTI, to permit erection of a garage within 25 feet of the Stree

property line, Lots 33 and 34, Block :3, Belle Haven, (19 Edgewood Terrace),

Mt. Vernon District. (Urban Residence).

I

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer this case until

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

Decemberllth~

I
The £ollowing letter from Mr. H. F. Schumann, Jr., Director of Planning,

was read - regarding the HOWARD DAVIS case, requesting a Marine filling

station on his property in Gunston Manor:

"November 27, 1956

TO:

FROM:

Board of Zoning Appeals

Fairfax County Planning Commission

SUBJECT: Motion for re-hearing ot application of HOWARD DAVIS
for Marine Service Station - Lots 5 and 6, Block I,
QuUston Manor ~

Last night the Planning Commission considered the application of
Howard Davis to rezone the subject lots to rural business.

After lengthy discussion of the matter theCommisslon passed the
following motion: .

'that the matter be referred to the Board of Zoning Appeals
with the statement that the Commission thinks it to be within
the jurisdiction of the Board. While the Commission is
sympathetic with the applicant, it desires not to reZOne this
land for business. The Commission thinks from the facts pre
sented to them that this matter w:hould be the subject of a
re-hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals. In connection
with such re-hearing the Commission recommends that the appli
cation be granted.'

I
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HOWARD DAVIS - Cta.

, Letter from H. F. Schumann, Jr. - ctd.

This recommendation 1s submitted in the form of a motion for
re-hearing as specified in Section 6-12 (hl 6, page #96 of
the County Zoning Ordl~ce.

It is the conviction of the Commission that the Board 1s in
a position to hold a re-hearing in that:

The Board had authority to act on October 3rd. (the date of
its decision) and therefore has authority to re-hear the
case.

A motion for re-hearing is hereby made within 'forty-five
(45) days of that date (October 23rd.)

The new evidence submitted is the Commission's recommendation
which could not reasonably have been presented at the
original hearing, in that this matter was riot at that time
before the Commission.

It would be appreciated 1f the Board would advise the Com
mission of its decision on the matter of a re-hearing of
this case.

Very truly yours)

FAIRFAX COUNTY PLANNING OFFICE

/s/H. F. Schumann, Jr.)
. Director of Planning"

The question of whether of not the Ordinance would cover the granting of thi

case was discussed - whether or not a "filling station" could be considered

a Marine Service. Station.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the consideration of reopening of this c~se, a

suggested by the Planning Commission, until the Board members could consult

with the Commonwealth I s Attorney regarding their jurisdiction in this case.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carriid) unan~ously.

II
It was suggested that the GANTt DAVIS and ROUSE cases be discussed with the

Commonwealth's Attorney at the same meeting.

II
The meeting adjourned.

John W. Brookfield, Chairman

~
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The r.egular meeting of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals was
held Tuesday, December 11, 1956 at
10 o'clock a.m. in the Board Room
of the Fairfax County Courthouse with
all members present. 3'ftf

1-

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. V. Smith

DEI'ERRED CASES:

PAUL A. MILLER, to permit erection of carport and storage area within five

feet of side property line, Lot 156, Section 4, Hollin Hills, (214 Martha's

Road), Mt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. Miller had telephoned that he would be unable to attend the meeting.

This case was deferred for Mr. Miller to re-design his carport _ which he

stated by letter to the Board that he could not do. Therefore, Mrs. Hender

son moved to deny the case, as no evidence had been presented of hardship.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

2_ SPRINGFIELD ESTATES, to permit dwelling closer to Street line than allowed

by the Ordinance, Lot 9, Block 10, Section I, Springfield Estates, Lee Diet

(Urban Residence).

This case was withdrawn as the applicant was able to re-subdivide and there

fore conform to the Ordinance requirements.

II
NEW CASES:

1_ DAVID S. BOGER, to permit extension of Ancient Oaks Trailer Court (50 trail

lots), on south side of Lee Highway, immediately adjacent to Ancient Oaks

Trailer Court, Falls Church District. (Rural Business).

Mr. Hansbarger appeared for the applicant asking that this case be oeferred

for 60 days, pending the adoption of a new trailer park Ordinance.

Mr. Barnes moved to defer the case for 60 days pending adoption of the

trailer park Ordinance - deferred to February 12, 1957.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

2_ TULLY D. ATKINS, to permit operation of an auto repair shop, on north side

#1 Highway, 425 feet south of Engleside Street, Nt. Vernon Dist. (Rural Bus

This business will be operated in the building now on the premises, Mr.

Atkins told the Board. When he went for a license to ~perate a repair gara e

he was told it was necessary to have a permit from this Board, Mr. Atkins

said. He had thought that since his property is zoned for Rural Business

use he could operate the repair garage without further hearing.

Mr. Mooreland suggested that if the Board granted this it should be made

clear to the applicant that he shall not operate the kind of business being

carried on by Corbin Baker - which property is to the rear of this. That

has become practically a junk yard, Mr. Mooreland continued.

I
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While wrecked cars necessarily have to remain on the~property until the

Insurance Company clears the job for work, Mr. Atkins told the Board, it

1s not necessary to maintain a junk yard. Mr. Baker sells whatever of the

wrecked cars he can for j.mk and burns the left overs on his property. He

has no intention of doing that, Mr. Atkins said.

There was no objections from the area.

He will use only this one building now, Mr. Atkins explained, however, he
I

may wish to either expand or put up some other kind '0£ building in the

future - but he has no plan for that now.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application under Section 6-16 of the

Ordinance, and the conditions applicable to this permit. This is granted

subject to the approval of the State H1~hway Department for ingr~ss and

egress and also subject to approval of the Public Works Department as out

lined under the Ordinance titled "Ordinance to Regulate and Assure Orderly

SUbdivision and Development of Land in Fairfax County".

Seconded. Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
J. M. BEARY. to perm1t~ to remain enclosed. Lot 11. Section I, Little

River -Hills, (#2) Estel Road), Providence District. (Rural Res.-Class I).

Mr. Beary explained the background of this error, sayior. that he made arran e

ments with his contractor to do this job - the contractor agreeing to get

the pennit - which he did. After the work was completed and inspected, he

was told it was in violation. Inquiring into the reason Cor the error,

Mr. Beary said, he found that the permit was issued in error due to the use

of the wrong plats - on which the permit was issued. The plats used were

the original construction plats which did not show that a garage had been

constructed on the side of the dwelling. Had this plat been used, which

shows the carport 9.) feet from the side line - this permit would not have

been granted. Mr.Beary continued. The records did not show that the garage

had ever been cleared by this Board.

Mr. Mooreland recalled that there were three cases in this area which were

in violation. For some reason this 9.) foot setback was approved by his

office - he could not account for that. But in making out -the papers for

this case - the plats. which showed the carport, were not used - but the

original 'plats of the dwelling were pulled. This case was brought before t e

Board on the basis of the faulty use of the original plats which showed no

violation and no carport nor garage. Now the garage addition is enclosed

and used as living quarters.

There were no objections from the area. Mr. Beary said he felt that this

actually improved the building and was in no way detrimenta;l to neighboring

property. He does not plan to have a garage now - and if he did think of

one in the future the land is sufficiently level at the rear for such con-

struction.
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The-present plats show tQat the porch enclosure - is at the rear o£ the

garage enclosure with a few feet offset and is located about 13.7 feet t'rom

the side line.

Mr. V. Smith stated that in view of the apparent error in the approvimg of

the permit and the expense to which the applicant has gone _ in good faith

to enclose the carport and the porch••••••

Upon examining the plats it was ,found that the enclosed porch was shown on

the opposite end of the rear of the dwelling. Mr. Beary said his contracto

had Sent one of his men to get the,permit - that individual had not seen th

bUilding and did not know there was an enclosed carport on the property and

did not know where the porch was to go - he therefore drew it on the plat

where he thought it would be located. That was in error. The porch is at

the rear 01~ the carport-garage - which, along with a storage area, is enclos

The inspector's report on the violation was read.

The Board again disc~sed the chain of circumstances that led up to the fil

of this application. It was agreed that there was no similarity between th

sketch presented for this case and the work that had been done and. the man

o got the penuit. was simply drawing in the work t.hat he was to cio _ on th

ori~inal plat - which he was shown in the Zoning Office, a plat

in error.

mOst certainly mitigating circumst.ances in this case not of his

king, Mr. Beary contended - there was no int.ention to evade the Ordinance

nor to cr~te a violation.

en he bought the house, Mr. Beary told the Board, the footings were alread

he built the porch over these footings •

• V. Smith moved to defer the case until January 8th to view the property.

econded, Mr. J. B. Smith

arried, unanimously.

J. B. Smith asked that the builder be present at this meeting.

G. HARRINGTON, to pennit storage shed to remain as erected two feet of

and rear property lines, Lot 4, Block S, Section 3, Hollin Hall Village

(406 Fairfax Road), Mt. Vernon District. (Urban Residence).

his little shed was moved from the Southern Iron Works, Mr. Harrington ex

lained, the foundation was put down and the shed was erected before he

alized it was in violation. It is about 10 x la, constructed of galvaniz

luminum. This is badly needed for tools since he has no basement. In fact

everal of his neighbors use it for their lawn mowers and tools since none

f them have basements •

• Harrington presented statements from three of his immediate neighbors

tating they had no objection to this Violation.

I
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Mr. Mooreland said there were several others in this area ~ho .had. sheds in

violation which have been reported. He has not yet been able to get 1~ to

with all of them to make application for the variance. The people in the

County think, Mr. Mooreland continued, that since a garage can be located

two feet from the side line - a storage shed wou~d surely come within the

same limitations. There were no objections from the area - however, it wa

noted that most of the immediate neighbors use the shed••••••••

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until June 11. 1957.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II

V.,. I

h
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MELPAR, INC., to permit site for testing equipment developed for the Gover

ment at Melpar Research Laboratory at 3000 Arlington Boulevard
J

property 1

mile west of #658 and 700 feet from private road on Mr. Mitchell'.a F~rm.

(Bull Run Farm)J Centreville District. (Agricultural District Class I).

Mr. Brandon Marsh represented the applicant. After locating the proposed

site, Mr. Marsh told the Board that they have equipment which needs testing

which cannot be done at their. main plant on Arlington Boulevard.. This will

be a similar type of testing to that done on the location previously grante

except that for this particular equipment they need a large area and high

ground, which will insure a clear atmosphere.

There are 491 aCres in this farm (the Mitchell Farm) and. Mr. Mitchell is

fully advised of the proposed plans. The only homes within a long distance

of this site.are the Mitchell home and a tenant house, Mr. Marsh said.

There will probably be no permanent construction on the propertYJ Mr. Marsh

explained, they will use two big trucks and put upa guard shack. Later th

may need a silo~type dome. As stated in his letter of November 14th to Mr.

Schumann, which explains the desired use, there will be no radio nor tele

vision interference as there is no sending - this will be a receiving proce

The recommendation from the Planning Commission was read approving this use

They are leasing this property for one year, Mr. Marsh stated J ~th the

possibility of extending it to two.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application be granted substantially as shown.

on sketch which shows Centreville, Manassas, and Johnsonts Corner Shopping

Center and the "X" mark indicating test site, and substantially. as shown on

another sketch titled "Proposed Test Site AN/TLQ-5" signed by M.Morr.1sJ

dated October 26, 1956,. and as outlined in the letter to Mr. H. F. Schumann

Zoning Administrator, dated November 14J 1956, signed by Mr. R. Brandon Mar

This application is granted under Section 6-4 J Subsection m, only the first

paragraph applying; because of the large area involved and the ~solated

location of the site, etc., the other provisions of this section are not

included. This is granted because it does not appear to affect adversely

the health and safety of persons residing or working in the neighborhood

nor the general welfare. This is granted for a period of five years.
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Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

I
ILLIAM S. SAVOPOULOS, to permit erection of a ~arport within 11 feet one

inch of the side property line, Lot W, Dunn Loring Gardens, Providence

District. (Rural Residence).

This is a request for a two car carport, Mr. Savopoulos told the Board,and

the neighbor most affected sent a statement that he has no objection to thi

variance. This 1s a deep lot, Mr. Savopoulos pointed out, and he has a fra

building at the rear of his yard which is also about 10 feet from the side

line, and which 1s not objectionable to anyone in the area. His house is a

considerable distance from the house on the adjoining lot - approximately

150 feet.

Mrs. Henderson suggested buying a strip of land from this adjoining neighbo

which would make this addition conform.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the case be deferred until January 8th, to give

the applicant the" opportunity to purchase mo~e land to make his addition

conform.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Mr. V. Smith said he would vote "no" on this because he could see no eviden

of hardship, that there is room on the property for a carport at the rear _

the topography is satisfactory. He thought the Board was in error to grant

this. If the, applicant wishes to contact his neighbor to purchase more lan

that is his affair. Mr. Smith continued, but in his opinion Mr. Savopoulos

is in the same position as many other people in the County. and he did not

t.eel that the Board had the authority to grarit this.

Mrs. Henderson withdrew her motion - Mr. Barnes agreed, and Mr. V. Smith

moved to deny the cave, because there is an alternate location on the prope y

to build a two" car garage or carport - or there is room to build a one ear

carport on the house. He felt that no evidence of undue hardship had been

presented.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried. unanimously.

II
GRACE B. &. CUTLER SMITH, to pennit duplex dwelling under 6-12 Sub. Sec. 6,

at 3404 Virginia Avenue, Dranesville District. (Rural Res.-Class I).

Mr. Wesley Cooper represented the applicants, who were also present.

At the last hearing of this case, Mr. Cooper recalled, a question was raise

as to the joint ownership of the property involved. Mr. Cooper presented a

receipt showing that a one acre tract (which covers the area requirement

for the granting of this application) is now recorded in the name of Grace

and Cutler Smith.

Mr. Copper" gave a brief history of the case, stating that Mr. Smith had

gotten a permit to build this house (a two family dwelling) in 1946. He di

I
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not complete the hOUl'e at that time but the house he 1s now living in,whtch

has been completed by stages, is the house for which he obtained the permit

in 1946. He did not go before the Board for the two family use - it was

simply granted in the approval of his original plans, which were submitted

with his original application, and which showed the two family units.

The house was actually built in 1950 and the Smiths and another family mov

in in 1951. The second family was in the basement apartment. Some addi

tions were made along the way but these changes were approved by inspection

and the ~ assessors records reflected the changes made.

Mr. Cooper was very firm in his contention that the original plans containe

the two living units and that the permit was approved on this basis.

In fact the loan was granted also on the fact of this being an income b._r

ing dwelling. Also, Mr. Cooper told the Board that a set of the original

plans shOWing the duplex use is on file with the Clarendon Trust ~ompany,

the people who made the loan. He thought that could be produced.

The applicant had presented a set of floor plans, which he said was practic 11y

a duplicate of the original plans, showing the basement apartment, and the

partially completed attic.

Mr. Smith told the Board that his wife's family had always lived with them,

and it was his intention in building this house to have the apartment for

either his or her family. When he moved into this house in 1951 his broth r

moved in with them, and since then various people have lived in this apart

ment. (Even Mr. Frogale, who is the chief objector, lived with them tor a

time). Mr. Smith detailed his expenses on the house and the· resulting in

come from his rent - which he said was necessary to help him make his pay

ments. The house would have been completed in 1950, Mr~ Smith continued,

but the contractor went broke - putting him in the hole deeper than ever.

Arter a time he was able to re-finance and go ahead. With each addition

to the house he obtained a permit, Mr. Smith said, and the proper inspectio s

were made.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that all this financing detail had nothing to do

with the case as far as the Board is concerned.

Mr. Cooper said they were simply trying to establish the fact that the dupl x

house had been allowed, and that there are plans to that effect and that th

load was based on the duplex use. He said this wou]d be a great hardship to

Mre Smith to be refused this use in view of the facts surroUnding the

erection o£ this type house. Mr. Smith was perf,ctly honest in his belief

that he was within the regulations, Mr. Cooper continued, and had no in

tention to violate the Ordinance.

Mr. J. B. Smith asked to have the original permit brought before the Board.

That Would be the 1946, Mr. Mooreland said - those records have been put

away in the attic.
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Mr. Herbert, who lives back of the Smith property _ some ,little distance,

told the-Board that there had been a great deal of hysteria over this in

the beginning, because people thought Mr. Smith could practically cover his

property with duplex dwellings - but since they had learned that this perm!

covered only the one dwelling, objections were less.

The Recommendation from the Planning Commission was read, stating" that the

Commission did not approve the plans because a duplex use of this building

will tend to affect adversely neighboring property, which is single ramily

residential in character.

Mr. Cooper pointed out that th~ Ordinance contemplates the erection of dupl

and provides for their location within a single family area, and since the

applicant has built this house - apparently complying with all requirements

he felt the Board should exercise their reasonable judginerit and' consider

the applicants vested rights in this. He also felt that the original permi

should be produced.

Mr. Mooreland said he was ,in Mr. Ferguson's office during 1948 and 1950 and

no plans were handled by th~t office at that time _ only the application

which told what would be built. They did not require plans.

A permit was produced, which showed an addition to a dwelling 13 x 47 feet,

which had been issued to Mr. Smith in 1950 - which Mr. Smith said was for

certain additions which were made to the original permit. This covered' War

on the second floor, but said nothing about a second kitchen.

Since there were other permits issued during construction, the Board adjou d

far lunch - after which time the Board convened and Mr. Moorel:and produced

a permit issued to Mr. Smith in 1949 for a dwelling estimated at $7500 on

1.38 acres - permit signed by H. Eddy, Jr., with the notation that plats

would be brOUght to the Zoning Office, but those plats were never produced.

The permit issued in 1950 was for one dwelling to cost $0000, plats accompa

lng the permit showing a 2},OOO squ~re faot house.

During the intervening years between 1946 and 1950 - when Mr. -Smith said he

started to bUild, there was a conveyance of the property to another party _

and it was a little later conveyed back to Mr. Smith. Mr. Smith still con

tended that the original plans were on file, and that the loan copy could b

obtained from the Clarendon Trust.

r. Mooreland noted that the two permits which he had produced -both said a

one family dwelling. Another permit was issued later in 1950. Mr. Mooreland

said, which was for a house 62 x 32 feet on the Crimmins prOperty. Mr. Smit

said he did not build that house.

• V. Smith thought the Board should decide whether or not the permit was

this case. If the applicant has plans for a two unit dwelling

it should be produced to determine if that type of dwelling was

350
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Mr. V. Smith suggested that the case be deferred for the applicant to conta

Mr. Jones at Clarendon Trust - to try to get the old plans showing the two

family units.

Mr. Fragale said he had the original permit which was taken out by Mr. Doyl

and built by Earl Bailey. It is the house that was applied for and which

was built. It was not for two families. He had supplied the materials for

NEW CASES - Ctd.

Then it was brought out that a permit was issued in 1949. Mr. SInith said

_that application was made for a house for Mr. Heishman, who had the ground 3 5 /
at that time - but that house was never bUilt, and Mr. Heishman conveyedth

land back to him. The first 1950 permit, Mr. Smith continued, was for anot r

lot.

7-Ctd.

I

I

Mr. Bailey.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that the two sides get together and straighten out

the chain of permits that led up to this application.

Mr.Cdoper, asked that the case be delayed for him to contact Mr. Jones.

6
DEFERRED:

I

The Board agreed - and therefore went on to the next case.
II
It was noted that again Mr. L. L. Doty could not stay for his case to come

up.

Mrs. Henderson moved that this case be deferred until January 22,1957 _ and

that it be placed on the agenda at 10 o'clock.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASES:

I

I

3- MILLER BUILDING SUPPLY COMPANY, INC. OF VIRGINIA, to permit erection of an

additional sign 80 square feet in area, which will make the aggregate-area

of sign on the property in excess allowed by the Ordinance, tots 2 and 3,

Henry Williams Estate, (6430 Columbia Pike), Mason Dist. (General Business).

Mr. Miller represented the applicant. The size of the sign as re-designed

has been reduced from 80 square feet to 60 square feet, Mr. Miller told

the Board.

The new plats showed the storage shed on the side of the property, to be

located 26.5 feet from tne right of way - the setback should be 35 feet.

Mr. Mooreland thought it was not built in accordance with the permit issued

The date of the plat ,for which this case was deferred, was questioned _

since the Board had asked for revised plats showing the building and locati

of the sign. Mr. Miller said the same basic plat was used in making the

change , and the date not changed.

Mrs. Henderson said she had driven by this property, and in her opinion the

large signs were not necessary. Mr. Miller answered that in coming from

the Barcroft area the trees. do obscure the visibility. He has been told by

many of their customers that the identification was not sufficient.
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Even the numbering on the sign is not of great value, Mr. Miller continued,

are no other numbers near their property. In fact there is Doth!

long the highway to use as a landmark.

V. Smith suggested deferring the case for the applicant to re-design

the sign, showing just "Kitchen Center" and the street address. however, he

eyed to grant the application as shown on sketch submitted by the applicant

reading "Showroom and Offices - Kitchen Center, 61+30 'Columbia Pike" to be

placed on the sign not in excess of 4' x a' and to be located not closer t

35 feet from the south right of way line of Columbia Pike. This is granted

as it appears necessary for this size property, and the use being made of

he property, that this size sign is needed. Granted because it will not

affect adversely neighboring property.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes.

It was added that this permit will not be issued until it is known that' the

storage building conforms to the setback of the Ordinance.

II

I

I

I

I

I

HAZEL G. GANT, to permit operation of an Antique Shop, Lot 4, Swart Farm, 0

north side of Lee Highway, approximately) miles west of CentreVille,

Centreville District. (Agriculture).

After discussing the authority of the Board to grant an antique shop with

he Commonwealth's Attorney, Mr. Brookfield stated that it was his under

standing that the Board does not have that authority.

• Mooreland recalled that the Board had set its own policy on these cases

shops are not mentioned in the Ordinance, and recalled that

granted some cases and denied others. When people make these

pplications he always informs them, Mr. Mooreland continued, that such a

use is not listed in the Ordinance, therefore, he doubts the Boardls juris

diction to grant it - but people still wish to make applications, and it wa

his understanding that is their privilege. However, after the discussion

ith Mr. Fitzgerald, the Commonwealth's AttorneYJ he would refuse to take

these cases.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the Board set a new policy with a clear slate and

refund the money paid by Mrs. Gant for this hearing, and hereafter these

cases will not be brought before the Board.

was no second.

Mrs. Henderson's opinion that if the Board had no jurisdicition - th

has no right to take peoples'money.

Mooreland asked under what authority can the Board refund the money?

V. Smith suggested deferring the case until January 22,1957 to consult

with the Commonwealth's Attorney as to whether or not the Board has the

authority to refund the money.

4-
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Mr. V. Smith therefore moved to defer the case until January 22,1957 to con

3 ';--"2sult with the Commonwealth's Attorney regarding the refund of the fee paid -' ~

by Mrs_ Gant for· this application, and that Mrs. Gant be advised that the

Board of Zoning Appeals does not have jurisdiction over the granting of

antique shops, but that the new Ordinance is being drawn and it is hoped

that it will include the granting of antique shops.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II

RANDOLPH D. ROUSE, to permit erection and operation of a motel (80 units)

425 feet east of Patrick Henry Drive off Route #50, Falls Church District.

{General Business}.

Mr. Hansbarger represented the applicant. Mr. Hansbarger showed the plats

drawn to scale indicating the ingress and egress. He h~d talked with the

Highway Department, Mr. Hansbarger.t9ld the Board, and the result was that

the situation is not materially changed. At the present time this is ap

parently the place where they want the right of way, however, three alterna

tiva plans have been submitted to the Highway Department for location of' th

overpass right of' way - which plans, he understands are under consideration.

A letter was read from Mr. Bolton regarding a requested interview with the

Highway Department by Mr. Rouse on the ingress and egress to this property.

The letter stated that an interView had not been requested. and referred to

Mr. Bolton's letter to Mr. Rouse.

Mr. V. Smith recalled that the applicant had stated that they had been re

fused an interview. Mr. Hansbarger said they had asked the Highway Depart

ment where they wanted the i~gress and egress and Mr. Bolton had referred

Mr. Rouse to Mr. Huddle without any d'efinite statement on where they wanted

the ingress and egress, that the owners of this property and the Highway

Department have discussed the location of' the overpass - and as far as they

can determine, Mr. Hansbarger continued - the alternate locations are still

being considered. Again, Mr. Hansbarger contended, that the location of

highway right 61' way is not the coMeI!m. of the Board of Appeals. Whatever>

the Highway Departments' requirements are - they will meet them. This is a

half million dollar project, Mr. Hansbarger recalled to the Board, it is a

good location for a motel, and it will be an asset tax-wise to the County.

s. Henderson pointed Qut the already dangerous traffic condition in the

Seven Corners area, and questioned what this additional traffic would do to

serious situation which must be alleviated in some way.

• Hansbarger agreed - but pointed also to the fact that practically any

type of business could go on this property. The overpass will go some plac

in the area, but where••••• These present plans are contingent. Mr.

Hansbarger Contended. The comparative cost of' right of way acquisition and

ax reVenue from this business was discussed.

V. Smith moved that the application be granted as shown on plat titled
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5-Ctd. "Parcel Eight, Willston South", dated October 1956 and revised November 2e,
1956 and signed by G. B. PottertoD, C. L. S.t the Parcel containing 3.J48S6

acres, WhiC~lat uhows the location of the proposed buildings and parking

area. It is understood that the applicant has full knowledge of letter

dated November 21,1956 addreased~Mr. H. F. Schumann, Jr., Director of

Planning of Fairfax County, signed by J. E. Harwood (the applicant has the

opportunity to view this letter at any reasonable time in the Zoning Office

and also the map titled "relocation of Patrick Henry Drive - Route #50 _

Project No. 1929-15). It is also understood that the applicant has full

knowledge of the discussion of the possibility of this Parcel or land being

in the path of the proposed interchange and roadways.

Along with the letter from Mr. Harwood there is a plat. also in the file or

this case. which is available to the applicant. The plat is titled "Re_

location of Patrick Henry Drive - Route #50-. Project No. 1929-15.11. which

shows a Parcel of land titled "Parcel Bit which appears to be a tra.ct of

land similar to the plat submitted with the application and shOWing also th

proposed roadway .through Parcel B.

This case is granted under Section 6-16 of the Ordinance because it meets

the requirements of Section D - 1 and 2; but it is SUbject to the applicant

obtaining approval of the location and width of means of in~ress and egress

to and from the highway - the same to be so locatid that dangerous and

objectionable conditions will not be Created. This is also subject to

approval by the Department of Public Works in conformance with the Ordinanc

entitled "The Ordinance to Regulate and Assure Orderly Subdivision Develop

ment of Land in Fairfax County, Virginia". and also shall be granted subjec

to the approval of the State Highway Department.

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

For the motion: V. Smith, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes

Voting "no": Mrs. Henderson and Mr. Brookfield

Carried.

Following is Mr. V. Smith's revised motion:

••••••• that the application be granted as shown on plat titled "Par.cel Eigh

Willston South". dated October 1956, revised November 28. 1956 and si~ned b

G. B. Potterton, C. L. S. The plat shows Parcel Eight contains 3.34886 acr

location of proposed bUildings and parking areas. It is understood, that th

applicant has full knowledge of letter dated November 21, 1956 addressed to

Mr. H. F. Schumann, Jr •• Director of Planning of Fairfax County; signed by

J. E. Harwood; Applicant has opportunity to view this letter and map titled

"Relooation of Patrick Henry Drive" - Route #50 - Project No. 1929-15 which

are included as exhibits, during office hours at Zoning Office. It is also

understood that applicant has full knowledge of discussions of the possi

bility of this parcel of land being in the path of the proposed interchange

and roadways.
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(Mr. V. Smith's revised motion - continued)

This case is granted under Section 6-16 of the Ordinance because it meets

the requirements of Section D - 1 and 2j but it 1s subject to the applican

obtai.ning approval of the Department of Public Works of' Fairfax County and

Virginia State Highway Department of the location and width of means of

ingress and egress to ard from the highway - as outlined in Section 6-16 _

c - 4. This "1s also subject to approval by the Department of Public Works

in conformance with the Ordinance entitled "Ordinance to Regulate and Ass

Orderly Subdivision and Development of Land in Fairfax County, Virginia".

II
HOWARD DAV!S"_ Motion for Rehearing

This case was discussed with relation to the letter which had been r.eceive

at the last meeting from the Planning Commission, suggesting that this cas

be re-opened and ~ranted. The Commission considered the fact that they ha

recommended granting this is sufficient new evidence to re-open the case.

Mrs. Henderson stated that it would appear that the Commission had con

sidered this use and recommended the Boardls granting it because the Board

of Supervisors had turned down the rezoning application, which would permi

business use. She did not think that SUfficient new evidence to re-open th

case.

In discussing an automobile filling station and a marine filling station _

with the Commonwealth's Attorney, Mr. Fitzgerald had stated that eXcluding

a marine filling station would be drawing the line a little too close - he

therefore thought the Board. had the right under the Ordinance to grant this

It was brought out that the Board of Supervisors had considered the covenan s

on this property in their denial and also had ,considered the ownership of

th~ strip of land which was discussed in detail before this Board. They

had considered that the granting of the rezoning application would affect

neighboring property adversely. The fact that this was set up as a resi

dential area and that certain property was set aside for logical bUsiness

use, was discussed.

Mrs. Embrey was present, pointing out the other bUsiness locations which

could be used, however, it was brought out that if those pieces of property

were ~ught up for rezoning, objections would also arise.,
The ownership of the strip of land along the water front was again dis

cussed. Mr. Mooreland said the covenants restricting business uses were

reCOrded in Liber M-IO Pg. 501 - however, there is nothing in this record

ing about the strip of land along the water front.

It was brOUght out also that the Board has no jurisdiction over the locatio

of the pier - it can remain - the refusal of this case would mean that Mr.

Davis could not use his tanks from which to sell gas.
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Mrs. Henderson moved that the application for a rehearing be denied because

Section d:6-~. SectiOJ'6 o£ the Ordinance states that no motion shall be J.5'(;
entertained for rehearing unless new evidence is submitted which could not

reasonably have been presented at the original hearing. In her opinion,

Mrs. Henderson stated, no such evidence had been presented beyond the

Planning Commission's letter of November 27, 1956.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

7-Ctd.

Carried, unanimously.

II
FAIRFAX AMUSEMENT ASSOCIATION. I
Judge Rothrock asked to be heard by the Board regarding a rehearing on the

Fairfax Amusement Association. Judge Rothrock sUbmitted the following lett

December 11,1956

as new evidence:

"John H. Rothrock, Esq.
Farr Build ing
Fairfax, Virginia

Dear Judge Rothrock:

This is to advise that our Client, Raymond R~ O'Meara has with
drawn any objection that he might have to the plaCing of the
drive-tn theatre sign on that narrow strip of land located on
the westerly side of Route #f:lJ8, and containing 0.734 acres.

We hereby authorize you to forward this letter to the Board of .
Zoning Appeals, should you so desire.

Very truly yours,

Swayze and Conroy

By: James J. Conroy III"

Judge Rothrock recalled that the Board had denied this case on the grounds
that it would adversely affect neighboring residehtial property _ and point

out that the large tract of ground across Route #608 is zoned and used for

business purposes, and also the location of the prison ~amp to the north.

Mr. T. Barnes moved to reopen the case because of the new evidence.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

for the motion except Mr. V. Smith, who did not vote;.

V. Smith said he was conscious of this business property when he made

motion, and the letter from Mr. O'Meara had not changed his f'eeling abou

case. Mr. Smith pointed out the alternate locations f'or the sign on

business property, which would be equally as good f'or the drive-in theatre,

nd which he thought would not cause any undue hardship.

ince the Board still has objections to this location, Judge Rothrock stated

e thOUght it probably more satisf'actory to put in another application f'or a

ocation on the Adkerson property.

• Barnes withdrew his motion.

udge Rothrock stated that although the Board had granted the re-hearing,

e will submit a new aHPlication with a new location, and would inform the

I

I

I

oard of his withdrawal of the rehearing request.

t was left open - for Judge Rothrock either to exercise his right of a
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rehearing - or to rile another application.

It was agreed that if a rehearing is set - it could come up on January 22,

1957.

Motion, Mr. T. Barnes

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
NEW CASES _ Ctd.
CUTLER & GRAGE SMITR

The Board went back to the Cutler and Grace Smith case.

Mr. Fragale called attention to the Ordinance which states that the plans

for a duplex must be approved by the Planning Commission. The plans in th

case were disapproved by the Commission, therefore, Mr. Fragale asked _ h

can the Board approve this use?

The Board members expressed the opinion that the final granting of a use

is not subject to the opinion of any other Board, that under the Ordinance

it is free to act on its own appraisal of a case.

Mr. Frogale said he had called the Clarendon Trust Company on this matter

and they have no plans with Mr. Smith's loa~- that no plans were filed

but the loan was granted on the basis of the applicant's information and

his personality.

The Board adjourned for five minutes to try to find Mr. Cooper.

When Mr. Cooper came back to the Board he said he had talked with the

Clarendon Trust who could not immediately find the plans) but that they ar

looking through the old files, and Mr. Cooper said he felt sure they wOuld

find the plans. These plans, Mr. Cooper told the Board, will show that

these plans were submitted and approved in 1946.

A set of plans) dated 1950, had been presented to the Board, which were

admittedly much like the original floor plans, but Mr. Frogale said it was

not an actual copy of the original plans and actually proved nothing _ as

these plans carry the 1950 date.

l! in the end) Mr. V. Smith said, the case hinges on whether the permit wa

granted on the two kitchen plan the Board would have to have the plans to

substantiate that fact. But in his opinion) it should be known if the

original permit was issued on a two kitchen dwelling.

Opposition:

Mr. ~. T. Dickerson) who has lived near the Smiths since 1954.

Mr. Dickerson quoted from the Ordinance; Section 6-12-6 relating to the

granting of duplex dwelling and stated that in his opinion such a use

would adversely affect the neighborhood. He objected on that grounds.

v,JI

357
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A non-conforming use and a duplex use as opposed to apartment use was dis

cussed, and whether Mr. Smith had abandoned the duplex use for 180 days.

Mr. Dickinson thought the delay in searching for the early permits was aim y

a means of delay which has no bearing.

The condition of the maDDer in which the Smith property has been kept was

discussed. Mr. V. Smith asked if the people in the area would object to

the duplex use, if the building and grounds had been kept in an attractive

manner. The answer was "yes" - except that they probably would not have

noticed it had Mr. Smith been more careful with his property.

Mr. Fragale again told the history of his objections, objecting mainly be

cause he believes this use will deterioriate the neighborhood. He detailed
~

his inability to sell his house b~use of the Smith property, and the

necessity of reducing his price. He thought the great number of cars

running in and out were dangerous to children in the neighborhood. He is

now renting his house. Mr. Frogale recalled that part of the house was

built by the plan of Earl Bailey - the balance was completed without plans

and not in accordance with any original plan. He recalled that the appli

cation for a loan was for a one story dwelling. Now it has grown into a

three story building. He felt that the Board was dealing with a house that

had been bUilt starting in 1950 - and completed in stages since that time.

The apartment addition, Mr. Frogale stated, was started in 1954 - on the 01

permit - but not under Earl Bailey's plan.

In 1951 they (the Froga1es) moved into the Smith's attic for about 30 days,

while his house was being completed. He did some finishing during that

time. The apartment in the basement was completed after that time, during

1954. ~tr. Frogale again looked at the plans submitted by Mr. Smith, and

which Mr. Smith said were practically a duplicate of his original plans.

Mr. Frogale again said this was not Earl Baileyl s plan. They did not learn

of the two kitche~, Mr. Frogale continued, until about JUly 1956.

Mr. R. W. Wahl who lives at 5705 Virginia Avenue, Objected for reasons

stated. Mr. Wahl told of the unattractive additions to the Smith house,

which he thought a detriment to the neighborhood. He felt the applicant

could not claim hardship - since he had apparently built beyond his means.

The only way of taking care of the added expense was to convert part of the

house into an apartment.

Mr. Howard Smith, who was a tenant of the Smith's from April to December of

1956, told the Board that there were three kitchens in the house during his

tenancy.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the application be denied in view of the recom

mendation from the Planning Commission dated December 11, 1956 - which

recommendation is required under 6-12-F-6-c of the Ordinance, because this

I
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is not in harmony with the general neighborhood and would tend to affect

the general purpose and intent of the zoning map and regulations, and will

affect adversely the use of nei~hboring property.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Voting for the motion: Mr. V. Smith, Mrs. Henderson, J. B. Smith, Mr.
Brookf'ield

Mr. T. Barnes voted "no"

Motion carried.

II
The meeting adjourned

John W.Brookfield, Chairman
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The ~ar meeting of the Fairfax County
Board of Zoning Appeals was held Tuesday t
January S, 1957 at 10 o'clock a.m. in the
Board Room. of the Fairfax County Courthouse
with all members present.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin Smith

DEFERRED CASES:

P. K. BETTS, to permit carport to remain as constructed, Par<:el A, Bett's

Addition to Lake Barcroft, (corner Nevins Street and Knallwood Drive),

Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

This case was deferred to view the property. Mrs. Betts called attention

to the fact that this carport is 16 teet from the property line at the nea

est point with an additional 15 feet to the curb, which puts her carport ba

a considerable distance from the actually traveled roadway. However, it wa

made plain that the only setback considered is from the right ·of way line.

Mrs. Betts said this had been one of the Points of confusion. as far as she

was concerned, from the beginning. She did not understand from which line

the setback was measured - the right of way or the curb. However. she dis

covered that it is the right of way.

Mrs. Betts recalled the statements she had made at the last hearing regard

ing the road, Kno11wood Drive, which was put in along her property line by

an adjoining developer - and how the road was located practically at the

edge of her old carport - making it necessary for her to reaove it _ and

SUbsequently to construct another carport. She had talked with several

County officials who were inspecting the road location, all of whom thought

the location of the new carport was perfectly satisfactory. No one suggest

her getting a permit and since the need to re-1oca'te the carport was brough

about through no fault of her own - she mistakenly went ahead with the new

construction. Also no one mentioned the required setback for this carport.

Mr. Schumann agreed that this violation was due to circumstances beyond Mrs.

Betts' control, that he and Mr. Rasmussen had talked with Mrs. Betts and

she was very willing to cooperate with the County regarding drainage ease

ments through her property. Mr. Schumann was of the opinion that Mrs. Bett

as thoroughly justified in thinking she was on safe ground in relocating

the carport because the new location of th. carport had been discussed with

County people. and no one had suggested that it might be too close to the

road or that she would need a permit.

There was a difficult drainage problem in this area, Mr. Schumann explained,

very likely that the adjoining subdivider would not have been abl

land had it not been for Mrs. Betts' cooperation in dealing

ith this situation. In the midst of the more pressing problems, the work

out of which reqUired a number of meetings at the property and consider

le discussion - the relocation of the carport was accepted as a necessity

ut the details of making this relocation, Mr. Schumann continued, were no~

iscussed.

3(,0
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Mr. V. Smith asked if it was not customary in locating a street to note

whether or not the right of way would be too close to a bUilding? Mr.

Rasmussen answered that it was - but when you make an inspection (which he

did in this case) you are usually tramping over raw ground covered with

brush. In this case the nearness of the carport was missed. They do not

necessarily have a plat showing the adjacent property and what is located

on that property.

It was noted that the old carport which was built in 1940 has been removed.

There were no objections from those in the area.

It was recalled that the carport could not have been located on the other

side of the house because of a severe drop-off and the only -entrance to the

house is on the opposite side.

A letter was read from adjoining property owners (Mrs. and Mrs. Don Wilkins

stating they have no objection to this Violation, and giving their reasons

therefore - viz: they considered this an attractive addition to the pro

perty and they felt that Mrs. Betts should not be penalized because the

street location was the action of those other than the applicant.

Mr. V. Smith asked Mr. Rasmussen if it was not customary for the Planning

Commission to approve a street too close to a building.

Mr. Schumann answered that the Public Works have nothing to do with where

the street goes - that is up to SUbdivision Control

Mrs. Henderson suggested to Mrs. Betts that in the future she make a point

Qf obtaining a permit for construction or relocation of any structure on he

property. Mrs. Henderson then moved to grant the application because of t

chain of circumstances surrounding this case and because of the discussions

between Mrs. Betts and County officials which gave no indication of the

necessity of getting a permit for ,this relocation, and also because the car

port could not be located on the opposite side of the house because of the

terrain. This is also granted because it does not appear that this will

adversely affect the neighborhood.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

All voted for the motion except Mr. V. Smith who voted "neff.

The motion carried.

Mr. V. Smith asked if it is required in subdivision of property that the

developer show bUildings adjoining his property with respect to street

location' Mr. Schumann answered - not entirely - except where a street goe

through a building.

II

VU.L.
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2- FRANK R. DEAN, to permit carport to remain 9.8" feet from side property line,

Lot 6, Block 16, Section 6, North Springfield (5411 Kempsville Street), 3 Co ;)...
Mason District (Suburban Residence-Class II).

Mr. Moo~eland told the Board that the applicant was able to make changes in

his structure which would asaure its conformance to requirements. The case I
was therefore withdrawn.

II
3- J. M. BEARY, to permit porch to remain enclosed, Lot 11, Sec. 1, Little Riv

H11ls, (#23 Estel Road). Providence District. (Rural Res.-Class II).

Mr. Tankersley represented the applicant who was also present. Mr. Tankers

re'Vtewed the case for the Board - recalling that a variance had been grant

cnthe carport on this property. When the builder applied tor a permit to

enclose the porch and carport - inadvertently the wrong plats were pulled

from the file in th~ Zoning Office - and this plat was used as a basis for

issuing the porch enclosure permit. The plat did not show the carport

variance.

I

I

I

I

• J. B. Smith thought the Zoning Office could not accept ,any apprecia

of blame when the plats submitted by the builder did not show the

and showed the porch on the wrong end of the house.

• Tankersley admitted the error' in the draWing. The builder could not

• Tankersley did express the opinion that had the correct plats been dra

from the files when the builder went to the Zoning Office for a permit to

enclose the porch and carport and had he seen that the carport was on the

opposite side of the house and,that a variance had been granted on the

hen Mr. Connors. the bUilder, went to the Zoning Office. Mr. Tankersley

explained. and presented plans showing wha,t work was to be done. he showed

plans which included .the carport. but in the writing on the pennit it said

to enclose the porch only - not mentioning the carport. Mr. Connorsthougb

this overaite was unimportant because the plan showed the carport. At that

time the wrong plat was pulled - complicating the first error and Mr.

Connors" sketched in the porch to be enclosed - but sketching it ,on the

opposite end of the rear of the house. Therefore. the permit was granted

to enclose the porch - which according to the plat drawn by Mr. Connors was

not in violation. The job was completed and Mr. Beary had a fully enclosed

carport and porch. A little ,later the Building Inspector's Office dis

covered the violation - therefore this application was filed. The neighbor

have no objections. Mr. Tankersley continued. in fact they think it is an

ttractive addition.

his violation is the result of a chain of errors. Mr. Tankersley continued.

hich came about through turning the job over to the contractor and without

Beary following it through. If this is rejected. Mr. Tankersley added.

Beary will be ,seriously injured because of mistakes not of his own mak-
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carport setback - he would have known that a varianeewas nec-essaryto

enclose the carport.

It was brought out that the carport variance was handled by Mr. Rouse in

1954. Mr. Beary said - he himself - in 1954, had no knowledge of any varia

on setback on this house.

Mr. Connors, the builder was present. Mrs. Henderson asked him if after

reading the language of the contract referring "in back of the carport, eec

did he wonder where the carport was, sinCe it did not appearoD the plat he

had drawn?

Mr. Connors said he did not see the contract papers. All he knew was that

he was employed to do the job. He didn't just recall what his thougbts had

been about the carport. He probably had thought it was an integral part of

the house.

The Board discussed at length with Mr. Connor and his partner, Mr. Spear,

their method of. getting permits in the District and the type of plats and

plans they are accustomed to submit in other jurisdictions.

In answer to questions, Mr. Spears said that they did have a copy of the

permit issued by the County, but they did not question the setback _ as it

'WaS assumed to' be correct - they had an enclosure to do on an existing

structure - therefore they went ahead with their job.

The time of addition of the screened porch was discussed. Mr. Beary though

it was in the summer of 1953 - during the time when several other houses

were being built in the subdivision - and "the workmen working in the develo

ment - also put on the porch.

There were no objections'from the area.

Mr. Tankersley told the Board that in his opinion there is evidence, even

though there were.mistakes made along the way, that this whole thing was

handled in good faith and with, no thought of trying to "get by" Or of putti

anything over on the County. He, therefore, asked the Board to exercise th r

right o.f granting relief' to his client - from an extreme hardship.

Mr. V. Smith stated that in view of' the exceptional situation and condition

which- have been pointed out in the hearings of' this application, he would

move that the application be granted under Section 6-12-)-g of' the Zoning

Ordinance.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously

II
NEW CASES:

H. F. SCHUMANN, JR., to penuit dwelling to remain as erected closer to Stre

property line than allowed by the Ordinance, Lot 9, Block 10, Section 1,

Springfield Estates, Lee District. (Urban Residence).

Mr. Schumann recalled that at the Board of Appeals' meeting in November a

variance was asked on several lots in this subdiVision all o.f which were

granted except Lot 9. That lot was deferred to work out less of' a variance.

vUv
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he sUbdivider -came to his afric8. Mr. Schumann continued, and after car.e

ully going over the conditions, it was determined that this matter could

e taken care of by the Planning Commission office. Therefore, the appliean

thdrew his case. A short time later, Mr. Schumann explained, they found

hat the advice given the subdivider was in error, and his office could not

nt the relief which be had thought would clear up this variance. There

ore, Mr. Schumann made this application to the Board.

hey had planned to reduce the right of way of the street by reserving an

asement which would set up the full width of the right of way J but would

edicate the lesser width which would make this building confonn. That was

sslble under the old Ordinance, Mr. Schumann explain.d, but the newly

dopted Ordinance does not give the Planning Commission staff this right.

s. Henderson thought the house could be pushed back easily. However,

ince the Board members did not fully recall the reasons fOr this error
J

Mr•

• Smith moved to defer the case until later in the day in order that they

ight refer to the minutes of the previous meeting.

econded, Mr. J. B. Smith

arried, unanimously.

t was moved by Mr. V. Smith and seconded by Mr. J. B. Smith that this be

laced at the end of the agenda at which time certain matters would also

e discussed with Mr. Rasmussen _ on other matters.

arried, unanimously.
I

/

permanent basis,

Centerville

2- ARRELL S. PARKER, to permit operation of a dog kennel on a

oca'ted on south side of Route 50, 1/2 mUe west of Pender.

istrict. (Agriculture)

years ago he was given permiSSion by this Board, Mr. Parker recalled

o the Board, to operate a dog kennel - for a period of four years. Last

ear he built a new and larger kennel with more space for inside working, he

nstalled heat and other modern improvements. This larger kennel he located

ack farther from the highway and from his own home, than the location which

he Board granted. In fact, Mr. Parker pointed out, the new kennel is

ocated practically on the spot where the Board had suggested that. it be

ocated at the original hearing. It 1s within the property and is surrounde

y woods. Since he is putting so much into the building and installation
J

• Parker said, he would now like a permanent pennit.

no objections from the area•

• V. Smith said he considered dog kennels in the same category as antique

hops - which are not mentioned in the Ordinance, and which it has recently

een detennined the Board has no authority to grant or deny.

t was called to Mr. Parker's attention, however, that he has two more years

a go on his permit and by that time the Ordinance no doubt will be" revised

I

I

o give status to these presently unlisted uses.
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It was also brought out that kennels have been handled and granted by the

Board - in fact that was done Over a period of, years - but the Commonwealth

Attorney has given his Opinion that there 1s a question of the Boar<1ts

authority.

he question of refunding Mr. Parker' B money for the filing of this appli

catioD. since the Board apparently has no authority to handle the case. was

answered by Mr. Mooreland I who said - only the Board of Supervisors can

refund money. Mr. Mooreland recalled to the Board that in all of these

cases which are Unlisted in the Ordinance J and. the authority of the Board. t

handle 1s in que8tion~ he has warned the applicant that it 1s very possible

that 'they will not get an answer. But people continue to tlle.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the Board not handle this application J but that the

suggest to the applicant that he appeal to the Board of Supervisors for

refund of the filing fee. /

Seconded J Mrs. Henderson

CarriedJ unanimously.

Mr. Parker was reminded that his present pennit is good for two more years

and. that if during tha't period the changes have been made in the Ordinance

he could appeal to the Board under 'the new provisions of the Ordinance.

Mr. Parker thought 'that a considerable riBlr. to his investment since he has

built the kennel and is now operating in that - in the new location•

. It was asked how and why Mr. Parker changed his kennel Bite from the one

granted by the Board. Mr. Mooreland answered that Mr. Parker had abandoned

his old site and he had given him a pennit for the new location because it

was considerably farther back on the proJ:erty (within the props'rty) and

surrounded by woods - where the Board had first suggested loeating the

kennels. Mr. Mooreland said he thought it a little rediculous f'or him to

refuse the site location which was exactly in conformance with the wishes

of the Board.

II
WILLIAM M. ORR J to permit parking of a trailer to be occupied by an employe

to protect livestock and buildings for a period of 12 months J on east side

#611 J opposite junction west #635. Lee District. (Rural Res.-Class II).

It has become necessary to have an employee liviq continuously on the Hay

field farm J Mr. Orr explained to the Board, to look after his cattle and th

buildings. This is required by the insurance company who have proposed

cancelling $50,000 worth of insurance - because a permanent caretaker is no

on the premises. Since there is no building on the farm which could be use

for the caretak~,the man he has now emplOYed for this purpose has a traile

and is liVing in it. He would like to continue this use of the trailer for

12 months. The trailer is not interfering with anyone in the neighborhood
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Mr. Orr continued, it 1s located '600 feet from the aid.e propel"ty line and

600 reet from Telegraph Road. It is more sanitary than many hOJlles, Mr.

Orr contended, having septic field, water and electricity. He is asking

for only one yearts occupancy. After that time the property will.no dOUbt

be developed with homes - sewer lines, which Mr. Orr said he had been in

strumental in bringing to this property I will be available and home de

velopment will be the logical use of this land. The cattle are there tem

porarily J Mr. Orr explained - to pay running expenses of holdil)g the land.

These are very fine cattle, Mr. Orr continued, and it is necessary that the

be covered by insurance.

The County has fought the occupancy of tltailers for dwellings outside of

trailer parks for a long time, Mr. Mooreland told the Board, and the Courts

have upheld the County. In his opinion, Mr. Mooreland con~inWfd, the Board

has no authority to grant this. He had discussed this with Mr. On-, making

it plain that he thought the Board had no authority to grant this _ however

Mr. Orr filed the application to get a ruling from the Board.

Mr. Brookfield suggested that it would not cost much more to put up a small

temporary house for occupancy of the caretaker - but Mr. Orr Baid he could

not buy that - he felt that since the man had the trailer and it could be

located with no detriment to anyone in the area, and since this is a tem

porary arrangement - a' permanent house would be unreasonable.

Mrs. Henderson suggested making a couple of rooms in the HIV field Barn avai

ble to the caretaker. Mr. Orr recalled that that bUilding is leased and he

thought all the room would be taken up with recreational facilities. If th

Board feels that it has no authority to grant this, Mr. Orr statid that he

was perfectly willing that the Courts decide.

Mr. Mooreland thought his office should not be put in that position _ that

they have been fighting trailer occupancy as dwellings on property other

than trailer camps for four years - that he is in the process of serving

a great number of trailer occupants in the County with notice that such

occupancy is not in accordance with the Co~nty regulations _ and such

dwelling use must be vacated. To grant this, in his opinion, would serve t

tear down what they have gained and would embarrass his office in dealings

with trailer occupants. If this is granted, Mr. Mooreland continued. it

would be going against the law as upheld by the Cou~s - that a trailer is

not a dwelling according to the Ordinance definition of a dwelling.

Since this trailer is being used as a dwelling. Mr. Mooreland explained. he

could not allow it to continue as far as his office was concerned. and run

the risk of people saying he was not administering the Ordinance properly.

He felt that now-since we h_ve a favorable decision from the Courts _ it

would be inappropriate to go against that ••

There were no objections trom the area.

I
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Mr.Verlin Smith said he felt strongly that this application 1s reasonable

but because of Mr. Mooreland t s statements he would move to defer the case

until the next meeting (January 22nd) to get advice from legal council.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Mr. V. Smith continued, saying that if a man cannot put a trailer on 175

acres where it is completely away from anyone... _ it would appear to him

a lit-tle unreasonable and that while he thought this a valid request J he

felt that the Board' 8 authority to grant was in question.

All voted for the motion except Mrs. Henderson who voted "no".

Carried.

II
STRATFORD BUILDING COMPANY,INC., to permit three carports as erected to re

main closer to side property lines than allowed by the Ordinance. Lot 15.

Block 6. Section 3, Stratford Landing, Lot 6, Block, 7, Section J, Stratto

Landing, Lot 9, Block 7, Section 3, Stratf'ord Landing, Mr. Vernon Diet.

(Suburban Residence).

STRATFORD BUILDING COMPANY, INC., to pennit carport as erected to remain

closer to side property line than allowed by the Ordinance, Lot 21, Block J

Section 2, Stratford. Landing, Mt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. John Summers represented the applicants, discussing both cases. This

request is made under Section 6-l2-{g) (The hardship clause) Mr. Summers

told the Board.

The house location plats were submitted to the County with the basic £ound

ation plans, shOWing proper set backs, but when the builder8 started, £or

some unaccountable reason, they switched the floor plans _ and in so doing

the carports were in violation. This did not show up until the final

certified location plats were made.

Mr. Summers called attention to the fact that these are all small violation

ranging trom 9.50 foot setbacks to 9.71 feet - except the house on Lot 21.

It is possible, however, Mr. Summers explained, that they may he able to

resubdivide Lot 21 - to at least reduce the violation. These houses were

all laid out and constructed at the same time, Mr. SUlJKD.ers pointed out, the

foundations were dug for the entire house, including the carport. The roof

line is continuous from the house proper over the carport. To remove -the

carport would be like removing a part of the basle- house. There are V. A.

and FHA loa_ns on these houses and it would be an extreme hardship on the

builder to remove the carport, as such a move would have a vital a£fect on

the loans as well as the expense and the fact of practically destroying the

appearance and utility of the house. Certainly this was no benefit to the.

uilder to make these errors, Mr. Summers concluded.

vbr
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4& 5 Ctd. fth regard to the resubdivision of Lots 21 and 22, Mr. Summers showed how

e has planned to move the line between these lots. This will not wipe out

he variance, but it will reduce it considerably. He cannot go farther

into Lot 22, as it would cause a violation on that lot.

It was noted that the houses are actually too wide for the lots _ expeciall

n tots 6 and 21 - that the house could not be located on the property unde

ny circumstances - and comply. Lot 9 Would just meet requir.ements 11' it

ere placed properly•.

hese houses have been completed for about six months) Mr. Summers said,

hey have been sold and are now occupied. They have built 69 homes and have

pproximately 16 more lots to build upon.

he topography on these lots was shown to be comparatively level, but Mr.

ummers contended that the carport could not be located in the rear because

he roof line runs straight across the building. It would be like re"'bulldi

/3 of the roof ,to remove the carport.

1s caused here, Mr. V. Smith pointed out to Mr. Summers,

not created by restrictions in the Ordinance - it is of the applicant's

making. That is true, Mr. Swnmers admitted, but in the reversal of the

the workmen did not realize they were putting the carport 'on the wrong

ide, and therefore created a violation. Mr. V. Smith was still of the

pinion that the developer was crowding too much house on these lots.

t was brought out that the loans were not held up because of these viola

ions - the loan companies simply made a notation of the -violations, which

hey considered negligible.

here were no objections from the area.

s. Henderson moved that the requests for variance on these four lots

Lots 6, 9, 15 and 21) be denied because there are alternate locations on

hese lots for the carport, and any hardship on these lots has-been self~

reated.

econded, Mr. V. Smith

arrled

• Summers called attention to Section 6-12 where it states-that if there

"undue hardship" the Board has the jurisdiction to relieve that hard

The Board did not consider a builder's mistake an "Wldue hardship".

Summers ~oted that he would appeal the case.

/
12- JOHN R. STEWART, to permit carport to remain as erected within 3 feet 1 inc

f side property line, Lot 18, Block 3, Sec. 2, Springfield,{7004 Leesville

lvd.), Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

• Mooreland stated that the applicant had sent word that since he was unab

o stay through the hearings - his case be de£erred and heard on Jan. 22nd.

• T. Barnes so moved to defer until Jan. 22nd.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

/!
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CHANDLER B. ESTES, to permit tool shed 8S erected. to remain within 12.5 fee

of the side property line, Lot II, Block 35, Section 9, Springfield, (6301

Julian Street) I Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

This is a small shed he built to take care of his tools, instead of crowd!

'them into his garage, Mr. Estes told the Board. It is attractive, built of

the same material as the upper part of his house and the neighbors do not

CDnl8Lder it objectionable.

Since the newly drafted Ordinance will no doubt permit tool sheds the same

setback 8S garages, Mr. V. Smith moved to defer thie, case until June 11,195

pending adoption of the new Ordinance.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson.

Carried, unanimously.

II
7- LINCOLNIA PARK RECREATION CLUB, to pennit swimming pool, bath house and oth

recreational activities, on S. W. side ot ·Montrose Street, 1120 teet N. W.

intersection of Montrose Street and Cherokee Avenue, Mason Dist.(Rural Res.

Class I).

Mr. Alexander French represented the applicant.

This project will acconunodate 4.50 families, Mr. French explained. prOViding

ew1.aIning pool. wading pool. bathhouse. and accessory- buildings. This oon-

. prori~ recreational as~ociation is formed for the purpose of promoting de

sirable recreational facilities and programs to encourage a better communit

11£e.

The site has been carefully selected. being centrally located and haVing

sufficient acreage (7.75 acres). avall~ble water. electricity. sewer. good

drainage. and telephone service. This is located reasonably near the homes

of those whom it will serve and has good aCcess roads. The entrance is sat

Mr. French pointed out - with good s.ite distance - it separates the parking

area which is designed for 200 cars. from the balance of the activities.

Mr. French pointed out that a wide buffer has been left on all sides of the

pool - they have observed a 100 foot setback trom Montrose Avenue. 115 feet

from the west boundary and 400 teet from the rear line. The acreage will

allow sufficient location for future base ball and tennis.

From an intensive canvas. Mr. French told the Board. practically all member

of this group will come from the area - on the southwest side ot Route H2J~

between Braddock Road and the Shirley.

This project has been well thought over and discussed since last August. Mr.

French continued. the area has been well adVised as to the plans. It is

their hope to make -this development an asset to the community.

The road shown on the plat. Mr. French explained. has been used as a privat

entrance to property in the rear. It has never been dedicated to public us
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The change of lOC:Qtlon of the parking space was discussed.

Mr. Verlin smith moved that the application be granted to the L1nc01n1a'

Park Recreation Association, Inc., a non-profit organization, as shown on

plat dated December 17, 1956, prepared by Merlin F. McLaughlin, Certified

Surveyor, (Mr. smith held up ,completion of his motion for discussion of th_

fact that there 1s no stipulation in the application of what "other

recreational activities" would involve. Mr. French listed the activities

and Mr. Smith continued with the motion) to' permit swimming pool, bath

house, bas~ ball, tennis, volleyball, badmlnton,shuffleboard,ahd childre

games as might be appropriate. The permit will also grant the sale or 80Ct

drinks. This is granted subject to the approval -0£ proper authorities now

having jurisdicition or any ordinance-governing this use which may be

adopted in the future. This is granted under Section 6-4-A-15-c and

Section 6-12-2 - a and b, because it conforms to those requirements. This

application is granted also - SUbject to the applicant furnishing the Zonih

Office a copy of the Charter which shows it as a non-profit corporation.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
C. AND N. CORPORATION. to pennit dwelling to remain as built )2 feet from

setback line, Lot 3D, Section 7, Salona Village, Dranesville District.

(Suburban Residence).

Mr. Calvin Burns represented the applicant. Mr. Nesbett was also present.

This error was caused by starting from a plat showing the wrong house. Tbi.

is the only house in this area, Mr. Burns continued, which is in violation.

They started with the plan to locate the house with a 52 foot setback, thi

ing they were completely within the regulations. However, that setback was

figured from a straight front line measured between the two front stakes.

It was not realized that this is on the curve of the cul-de-sac and the

right of way bows into the property - thereby reducing the front setback •.

The houses around the cul-de-sac all have varying setbacks, in ract, Mr.

Burns contended,· seeing the houses all together this discrepancy is not

noticed. On Lots 31 and 29 the houses are well back but there is a sheer

drop on these lots of about 15 peT,CeBt, which makes the irregularity in the

setbacks less noticeable than if the houses were located on a straight, lev

street. Also due to the cul-de-sac the house 1s not directly across the

street from another house - but being grouped around the cul-de-sac one 1s

not conscious of any difference in setback. In fact, Mr. Burns contended,

the slight irregularity gives an attr~ctive appearance.

This house was practically finished when this error was discovered, Mr.

Burns continued, they stopped work immediately upon notification of.the err

370
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This 1s an expensive neighborhood, Mr. Burns informed the Board, and it

would be an extreme hardship for him to change this, but he thought due to

topography J the irregularity of setback on other hOUS88 around the .cul-de-s

and the fact that the road is a eul-de-sac and. the en<:roa<:hment is therefor

not noticeable, and. the curve in the road did create a misunderstanding and

also the fact that this is the applicant's only error in thb subdivision,

Mr. Burns asked the Board to grant this request. Mr. Burns also noted that

the side setbacks are all more than required.

Mr. Nesbitt called attentiOn to the fact that the street had Dot been flnis

when the house was located. It was therefore natural to locate from a

straight line between the two front stakes. Mr. Burns Visualized the dirfi ty

in working from streets which are unfinished and probably covered with brus

and with steep grades - distances in such cases are misleading. However,

both Mr. Burns and Mr. Nesbitt contended that this encroachment had no

detrimental affect on the neighborhood.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson suggested sliding the CUl-de-sac to the north giving Lot 30

the needed setback and cutting in on Lot 32 where it appeared that the hous

was set back farther than required. The entire curve of the Cul-de-sac

would necessarily have to be moved..

To make this change, Mr. Burns explained, it would first probably be diCfic t

to get the Highway Department to concede part of their right of way

this cul-de-sac has been taken over by the State. It would involve

negotiations with the Highway Department but also with the four lot owners

the Cul-de-sac. When you are in the position of having to buy land

divldual owners, who probably do not care to sell - you are in a squeeze,

Burns stated, and there is no limit to what one might have to pay for the

land. They have a sale contract on this house, Mr. Nesbitt told the Board,

which they are all ready to complete.

Mr. Verlin Smith moved to defer the case until January 22nd to give the

applicant the opportunity to acquire additional land from near by lots for

the re-location of the cul-de-sac and to give the Board the opportunity to

view the property.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
Mr. Burns said he would make every effort to do what he could but he felt

it would be difficult to negotiate this change. He thought it might be

cheaper to tear down the house.

II

v(J.



10- GRANVILLE JONES, to permit operation of a funeral home in existing building.

located on south side #694 and bounded on the east by #684. Springhill Road.

Dranesville District. (Agriculture).

Mr. Mooreland told the Board that he had had a phone call from Mr. Jones

requesting deferrment of this case for 90 days.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to defer the case for 90 days.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried. unanimously.

9-
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CARL E. PELANDER, to permit dwelling as erected to remain within 13.05 feet

of the side property line, Lot 12, Section 4, Salona Village, Oraneeville

District. (Suburban Residence).

There is a stonn drain easement on one side of his property ~ Mr. Pelander

explained, which runs to Kurtz Road. He and his neighbor adjoining on this

side, decided that rather than put in a slash ditch they would construct a

catch basin which they thought would carry the water more satisfactorily.

Mr. Victor Hanger from the County gave them the specifications on the catch.

basin and located it. They found when they located the dwelling that the

catch basin rather than being in line with the easement was over on to Mr.

Pelanderts property. This necessitated pushing the house eloesr to the

opposi'te side of t.he lot in order to 'take care of the drainage now into

the catch basin. As a result. ins'tead of haVing 15-1/2 tee't side setback

on..·tbe opposite side of the house they had only 13-1/2 fee't. This was not

caught until the final certified survey was made by Mr. Burns.

This was an unintentional mis'take. Mr. Pelander contended. which no doubt

would never have happened had the catch basin been located in line Wi'th ~he

drainage easemen't- ins'tead of on his property.

The house on the adjoining lot is setback 20 £ee't from the side line. This

neighbor dOes not Object to the violatioo.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case until January 22nd, to view the pro~

perty.

Seconded. Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II

II
STOKELY AND SIMPSON, INC., to permit operation of a repair garage. on the

south side of 'Lee Highway. 1000 feet west of Prosperity Avenue, approximatel

75 feet west of Home Heating. Providence District. (General Business).

Mr. Lytton Gibson represented the applicant.

Mr. Gibson explained the background of the applicant's operations - stating

that it was necessary for the applicants to make two moves before locating

here. He therefore bought this 8 acre tract near Merrifield and proposes t

use the bUilding which is practically completed and which is located at one

37 J..
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corner of the tract. This building was constructed. for the use of Mr. Bemi

and his operations, which are practically the same type cf business as

carried on by Stokely and Simpson. (Stokely and Simpson will occupy the

building to the rear on this property - renting the front bUilding _ which

1s the subject 'of this application - to Mr. Bemis). Mr. Simpson installs

gas lines and has a great deal of heavy equipment _ Mr. Bemis has a sales

office for heavy equipment and parts distribution center for this area.

There is no question, Mr. Gibson continued, but what Mr. Simpson can lease

this front bUilding to Mr. Bemis and. that Mr. Bemis could operate there wit

out a special permit - as he is not conducting a repair garage. When Mr.

Bemis sells or rents heavy equipment, Mr. Gibson continued. he has

ment to repa;r and maintain that equipment - which islegitimitely

his operations and would not be considered in the category of a repair gara

For this type of repair he would not need a permit. But occasionally, Mr.

Gibson went on, some other equipment may come in for repair. That has rais

the question - is this a repair garage and should he

for a permit? Mr. Gibson thought not- but to forestall any fUture questio

he ca.ma before this Board.

This is a $250,000 installation, Mr. Gibson told the Board. The two busi

nesses are to some extent connected. Mr. Bemis will do repair work on the

Simpson heavy eqUipment. This application was 'made for the Board to make

the determination on whether or not a permit is required and if this 1s in

the category of a repair garage - and if so - the request is before the

Board for that permit.

Mr. Mooreland explained that his office could not police this bUsiness to

be sure that the repair work is confined to the operBtors equipment and tha

no repair work· is being done on outsid.e equipment. He suggested that the

Board grant this application in order to cover questions which might arise

in the future.

Mr. Simpson was operating on this property, Mr. Gibson pointed out, when Mr..

Bemis came to him saying he was not satisfied with his own set up and a pla

was worked out whereby they could work in conjunction.

It was noted that the Trent property is across the street from this propert

The Trent property 1s residential while this is zoned for general business

use. This is located about 300 feet from businesB zoning to the west.

There were no objections from the area.

Also Mr. Gibson assured the Board that this will be no automobile graveyard.

The property to be used for this purpose is about 300 feet by 150 feet. It

will be fully fenced.

If this is to be granted, Mrs. Henderson pointed out, it would come under

Section 6-16 of the Ordinance. She noted that the plat does not meet all

requirements of paragraphs 2 and 3.

Mr. Gibson said he could furnish metes and bounds on the plat - indicating

the exact property to be used and the location of the building. There will

vlv
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ll-Ctd. be no direct access to Lee Highway as they will use the side street which

borders this property. However, Mr. aibaon asked the Board to take action

at this meeting - subject to the presentation of complete plats - if the

application is granted.

If the Board has the jurisdiction to handle this case, Mr. V. Smith stated,

it would undoubtedly come under Section 6-16, but he thought the Board.

should have time to determine if they do have the authority to act on this.

Mr. Gibson requested the Board to make that decision today _ whether or not

they had the authority to act - as he felt there was no reason in this case

eVen to ask for a epactal pennit - and that the Board therefore has no

jurisdiction. He was perfectly willing, Mr. Gibson continued, to test in

Court the right of the apPlicant to operate here as outlined in his pre

sentation. If the. Board felt they could not make the determination on

their jurisdiction, Mr. Gibson suggested calling the Commonwealth's Attorne

at this time for his opinion.

From the wording of the application, Mr. V. Smith said, he did not know

that this was dealing with heavy equipment - he therefore moved to derer th

application to January 22nd to give the Board the opportunity to study this

application.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

If the Board does determine that it has the authority to act on this and

if the case is granted under Section 6-16, Mr. V. Smith told Mr. Gibson,

that the complete plats would be required - showing metes and bounds and th

building setback from all lines.

II

I

I

I

14- Rose Hill, Inc., to permit recreational area, including swimming pool, tenn

courts, snack bar, community center, summer theater and buildings accessory

ther.eto, on west side of May Boulevard opposite intersection or Apple Tree

Drive, Lee District. (Sub. Res.-Class II).

13- ERNEST L. BROOKS, to permit dwelling to remain as erected 39.57 feet of

Il11nois Avenue, Lot 1, Block 2, El Nido, Dranesville Dist.(Sub. Res.)

This is a very small violation which resulted from a mistake in plaeing the

house on improperly located footings, Mr. Brooks told the Board. It was.

discovered in the final wall check. It does not obstroct Visibility and

there are no objections from the neighbors. Only one corner of the house

is in violation.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to grant the application because it arreets only one

corner or the property and the greater part of the building conrorms to all

requirements.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II

,

I

I
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Mr. Andrew W. Clarke represented the applicant. Mr. Morrell from the Campa

was also present.

This will be operated as a community center, Mr. Clarke explained. There

have been 450 homes built and sold in the area, and about 1200 more homes

are planned. This has been discussed with the Citizens Association With th

thought of developing a non-profit organization to take over this center,

which will serve the entire area. The building 1s the old barn which was

formerly used on Rose Hill Farm. The barn will be remodelled with lockers

at one end of the old stahle and other facilities. They plan a spectators

deck at one end or the b'U1.l.ding with the children's pool orf to itself. Th

adult swilllll1ng pool will be located on a lower elevation. Mr. Clarke also

pointed out the location of the snack bar, summer theatre, tennis courts,

the wooded picnic area, and the parking space.

This is at present in the name of the Rose Hill Corporation, until prelimi

plans are completed, ~_~~::,__~}l_,~~._~.~:r:n~~,~!~I" to t.~~__~~:~_~~t .._~~~~i tion

for operation, Mr. Clarke told the Board.

The'swLmming pool 1s being planned by the Paddock Company, a representative

from that Company explained, the setting 1s a natural for the pool as the

ground slopes down from the bathhouse. The children's pool will be on the

same level as the bathhouse - this makes a good separation for the young no

swimmers. The spectator's deck will overlook both the children's and the

adult pool. There is sufficient ground to Construct a junior pool later _

the need arises.

Mr. Morrell pointed out that the barn is 1<>0% fire proof - it is Ii very £in

old building, haVing cost in the neighborhood of $65,000. It will be re

modelled completely and will make a very safe and attractive building. Asid

from the lockers in the barn they will have showers and rest rooms. There

is good access from one end of the building to the other. The building is

located more than 40 feet from the highway. The pool will be designed for

1000 families, and all facilities can be expanded if the need is there.

The Chai~n asked if there was any opposition.

Mr. Hill appeared before the Board, representing the Rose Hill Farm Citizen

Association in the capacity of.an observer. Mr. Hill asked if the Citizens'

Association had 30 days in which to look this over and appeal any decision

the Board might make.. Mr. Hill was int"ormed that if they object to the

decision - they have the right of appeal to the Circuit Court. However, Mr.

Hill made it plain that the Association was not opposing this - at this tim

Mrs. Henderson asked how and when this would be turned over to the reereati 1

association? Mr. Morrell answered that they were going about establishing

this in the easiest way - by doing the preliminary leg work first, ~ so i

could be hurried up for opening it" possible in July. They submitted these

plans to the Citizens' Association 30 days ago, Mr. Morrell continued, but

they (the Association) cannot seem to come to any conclUSion on it - so the

are going ahead in order not to lose time. He is confident that the Meehan s
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• Morrell might find himself and his company in the position of having to

n this project tor profit.

answer to Mr. V. Smithfs questions, Mr. Morrell said that there was not

s yet any corporation set up - this is now owned by Rose Hill, Inc., but

his project is intended for the Rose Hill people and it is large enough to

nclude people from the additional homes he is building.

• Morrell described the areas surrounding this project - a power line 100

Get right of way i8 on one side, a stream on the other, where nothing will

e built, and on the other side is the original Rose Hill farm house. There

homes at one end of the property.

V. Smith stated that it was clear to him that Rose Hill, Inc. is making

he application, and if granted to them it could be operated as a commercial

nterprise and apparently the Rose Hill Citizens' Association have not taken

ny cOllcrete stap8 toward. taking this over. He also ask~,,_!~.:"'~_!:! informa

ion about the snack bar.
~,----.
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14-Ctd. could be worked out and that the Association will be satisfied when they bay

completed these initial steps.

• Hill said the Association met last night and they feel that they have no

een kept in touch with the plans - nor what has been done _ therefore they

o not know if they wish to take aver the responsibility of this proj~ct at

They'have never heard of the summer theatre.

be summer theatre is a very minor part of the project, Mr. Morrell explains

hey had not thought of it in terms of an actual theatre - but more as an

outlet for the hobbyist - under any circumstances - it ie just a recommended

could very well be abandoned or used tor something else.

happen. Mrs. Henderson suggested, that if this is not a successful

enture and if the recreational association did not care to take it over _

3(b

he parking area which is designed to take care of 200 cars was discussed.

Morrell pointed out that the access road could be used, which will take

are of an additional 100 cars.

t was also brought out that purchasers of the homes near this project have

een infoTmed of these plans and they have no objections.

Morrell made it plain that he had no interest whatever in geteing into

recreation-park business - that this will be run entirely as a non-prori

roject tor the people in the area.

• V. Smith moved to grant the application tor the uses outlined in the ap_

lication: and as shown on plat dated 8~2-56 by Walter L. Phillips, C. E.,

shows the pump house, pool, ~.~~.!:.' coltlDunity center, deck,

iddies poOl, sUllll1er theatre, and area for the tennis court-s, also parking

rea. This is granted subject to the applicant providing parking space on

he property for all users of the use. Granted under Section 6-4-15-c and

ection 6-12-2 - a aoo b of the Ordinance because it conforms to those

I

I
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Sections of the Fairfax County Code.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously_

V I I

I

I

I

15-

II
CAROLINE M. MATTHEWS, to permit extension of dance studio, Lot e, Block II,

Section 5A. Springfield. (7018 Essex Avenue), Mason Dist. (Urban Residence)

Mrs. Matthews recalled to the Board that they had granted her a permit to

conduct this dance studio one year ago - for a period of ODe year. She 1s

now Bsking for' an extension of that permit under the same conditions.

There have been no complaints-during that year of operation. (It was re

called that there were objections before the Board. at the previous he~ring)

Miss Betty cannon conducts the cla8ses, Mrs. Matthews explained, and these

classes are held here particularly for the convenience of children in

Springfield, and she felt that the mothers of Springfield had considered

this an asset to the community - saving long trips to Alexandria.

Mrs'. Henderson asked Mr. Mooreland if the granting of this application as a
be

dance studio would/affected by the fact of this being a permissive ord1nanc

and not listing "dance studios". Mr. Mooreland said this would be classed ,

asa private school - which is·covered in the Ordinance.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application under the same terms and con

ditions as the school was granted last year. viz: to the applicant only and

extending the- permit for a period of one year. This is granted subject to

approval of the fire. authorities and any other· agencies applicable and also

with th~ provision that there shall be no identification sign and no parkin

on other adjacent properties.

Secondjd, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

16- FAIRFAX AMUSEMENT CORPORATION, to permit a sign. (theater marquee) of approx

mately 300 square feet at the northeast corner #£:IJ8 and 29-211, Centreville

District. (General Business).

Mr. Mooreland told the Board that Judge Rothrock had thought this deferred.

case was to come up at the same time. as his other case, which is sched.uled

for hearing before this Board on January 22nd. Since he had other ·com

mittments at this time. Judge Rothrock had. asked for a deferral on this unt

January 22nd.

Mr. T. Barnes so moved.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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DEFERRED CASES:

H. F. SCHUMANN, JR. (This case was deferred to re-read the minutes of· the :3 7go
previous). Mr. Schumann again explained the recent change in the Subdivisi n

Ordinance which does not now allow the Planning Commission staff to accept

a road w1d~h which i. 10•• ~han ~ho 50 £oo~ roquiremen~ w1~h ~ho 1'ull w1d~h

made up by placing on recOI'd an easement to cover the total width: recall!

that he had advised. Springfield Estates that this setback could be met by

granting such an easement. The new amendment to the Subdivision Ordinance

requires d.edication of the full right o£ way. In view of Mr. Schumann's

adVice, the applicant had withdrawn his original application. Therefore,

Mr. Schumann has made the present application.

Mr. Verlln Smith said the Board, after re-reading the minutes bad considers

Mr. Holland' 8 statement at the previous hearing regarding the manner of

handling this job - stating that this mistake resulted from "gross careles8

ness" and. that "since this is a mass production project where they wcirk

fast - mistakes are almost inevitable••••etc ••• ". This type of work, Mr.

V. Smith continued is most certainly not to be encouraged in the County.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the application be denied because no exceptional

topographic condition exists on this piece of property that would place an

undue hardship on the builder, Dor is there any peculiar situation which

~ght have a bearing on this application.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

All voted for the motion except Mr. T. Barnes, who voted "no".·

~tion carrie<! ~o dony.

Mr. Schumann discussed the KIDWELL case with the Board, stating that the

Planning Conmission had discussed this situation and when they saw that. the

average lot size in DevonShire Gardens is 27,000 square feet they recommend d

that this case not be granted - in order not to set a precedent 1n the sub

4ivision for similar cases. Since the lots in this subdivision vary from

15,000 square feet to 55,000 square feet, the Commission thought the divisi n

of this lot would be out of character with the development.

Mr. V. Smith moved that this application be referred back to the Planning

Commission for their view~ on any subdivision of any of the remaining lots

in Devonshire Gardens and also to get the opinion from Mr. Kipp what the

subdivision of these lots-might have upon the sewage system in-this area.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried

The Board asked that Mr. Schumann forward his report from the Planning

COlDDission in writing.

II
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Mr. Schumann read a letter from Mz-. B. C. Rasmussen (Department of Public

Works) to him regarding ,TRAILER PARKS. Mr. Rasmussen was also present _

stating that he would like to go over this letter with the Board. in order

to learn more nearly what the Board expects of his orrice, regarding contro

of trailer parks and what limitations and responsibilities the new Ordinane

will place upon his otfice.

It was Bsked if the County would require the same eeandard.s in development

of.a trailer park as for a subdivision. Mr. Schumann. called attention to

the difference in road requirements.

The ~rtance of drainage was discussed at length - the rapid runoff in a

trailer park, and the expense to the developer of meeting high protective

drainage standards. The need for such protection to trailer park dwellers

was also discussed. The question arose - would the requirement of such hig

drainage standards prove so expensive as to prohibit trailer parks in the

County.

Mr. Mooreland thought any law which would actually prohibit trailer parks

in the County would not be upheld in Court.

Mr•. Rasmussen suggested us1ng a 10 to 13 year rainfall curve to detennine

a reasonable drainage requirement; that roads should be usjd for collect

ing drainage and should be planned with good circulation through the park

with artery and feeder streets within the parklS.

It 1s important to have control over the grading in these parks, Mr.

Rasmussen stated, in order to control the run-off and to assure proper drai _

age, but it was also brought out that by filling in the nood plains and

grading in a certain trailer park it could very well throw water on another

piece of property which would be damaging. The rule for filling nood

plains is necessarily flexible, Mr. Rasmussen said.

In discussing the three trailer park cases which have been referred to the

Public Works Department, Mr. Rasmussen said his inspectors could take care

of the work to be performed - which he thought should be supervised through

construction. Hdwever, he did not have the personnel to inspect and super

vise future trailer parks - and he did not know under what regulations his

office was authorized to sUPQrvise these projects.

It was agreed by the Board that drainage should be figured on a 10 to 1)

year rainfall Curve - the same,as used for subdivision.

Mrs. Henderson moved that when trailer cases are referred jo the Public

Works Department, some one in the Zoning Office pull the pertinent material

in each case in order that Mr. Rasmussen's office will have full informa

tion.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

u(';:1
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Mr. Verlin Smith stated that in his opinion the streets and roads in traile

parks should meet the same requirements as those in subdivisions. Mr.

Rasmussen asked if the streets within the trailer parks are dedicated. The.....-answer was "non. The question ef under what provision in the Ordinance the

trailer park owner could be required to bring streets up to the same

standards as a subdivision. Also Mr. Rasmussen questioned the authority of'

his office to inspect trailer parks - since they are not written into the·

Subdivision Ordinance.

Mr. Rasmussen also recalled the discussions now going on regarding engineer

VB surveyors, and Doted that one of the plats on the trailer parks referred

to him was prepared by a sUrveyor, therefore it probably will not be accept le.

It was agreed that neither the Public Works Department nor the Board were

familiar with the new req~irements being preparedro~traile~ pa~ks _ and

I

I

since so many questions have arisen - and the question o£ authority - it

was necessary to discuss many o£ these matters with the Commonwealth's

Attorney. The question of a surety bond was also discussed _ does the Boa

have the authority to require that ••••.••

It was agreed. that the Board arrange a meeting with the COJIIDonwealth' s

Attorney to discuss trailer parks in general, the jurisdiction o£ the Board

in placing requirements and the extent to which the Department o£ Public

Works could go in control.

II
The meeting adjourned

John W. Brookf~eld J Chairman

I

I

I
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The regular meeting of 'the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals was
held on Tueeday. January 22. 1957
in the Board Room of the Fairfax
Courthouse, at 10 A.M. with all the
members present

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin Smith

DEFERRED CASES:

L. t. DOTY, to permit erection of a garage within 25 feet of the street pro

perty line, Lots 33 and 34, Block 3, Belle Haven, (19 Edgewood Terrace),

Mt. Vernon District. (Urban Residence).

The applicant explained that he is badly in need of a garage because his p

party faces on a very narrow street - which makes on-the-street parking im

practical. The house was built with a garage under the porch, Mr. Doty

pointed out, but that garage was converted to a room.

He had considered locating the garage at the rear of his house, Mr. Doty

said, but there is a sheer drop immediately back of the house and on the

side. It would mean considerable filling even to locate the garage to the

side. Therefore, the only practical location is the side-front, which waul

necessitate this variance. Mr. Doty estimated the filling for a side yard

garage in the amount of $1500. The Belle Haven Citizens' Association and

the architect for the Association. have approved this location - as well as

the neighbors most affected. He did not have a writte~ approval of the

Citizens' Association. the Architect, nor the neighbors, Mr. Doty said - bu

he was confident that he could get such a statement from all of them.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case until February 12th to view the pro

perty bec~use of the peculiar topographic situation. and for the appli~ant

to get a letter from the Belle Haven Citizens' Association with their re

commendation on this matter.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried •. unanimously.

It 'was s'tated 'that it was not necessary for Mr. Doty to appear - if he

would send the letter to the Board meeting.

II

00J.
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2- HAZEL G. GANT, to permit operation of an Antique Shop, Lot 4, Swart Farm.

on north side of Lee Highway. approximately :3 miles west of CeDtreville,

Centreville District. (Agriculture).

Mrs. Gent was not present as she had been informed at the previous meeting

that it was not necessary.

The Board was informed by Mr. Mooreland that only the Board of' Supervisors

has the jurisdiction to refund money in the case of a filing fee - and also

it is the opinion of the Commonwealth's Attorney that the Board does not

have the authority to handle antique shops - since they are not listed in

the Ordinance.
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As to the refund of the money for filing fee, Mr. Mooreland recalled the

statement he had made to the Board in other matters - tha~ he has consisten y

advised people who make applications for uses unlisted in the Ordinance _

that it is very probable that the Board will detennine that they have no

jurisdiction to act. Mrs. Gant tiled knowing this.

• V. Smith stated that in view of Mr. Mooreland t s statement that the appl

cant was advised that she was taking a riSk as to the Board's jurisdiction

in this matter, he would move that the application be dropped.

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
FAIRFAX AMUSEMENT CORP., to permit erection of a sign (marquee) larger than

allowed by the Ordinance, (approx.225 sq. £t.) at the N. W. corner of 1129,

211 and #608, Centreville District. (Agriculture).

• Mooreland told the Board that Judge Rothrock had asked that this case

bottom of the list - and handled at the same time as the new,
on the present agenda. The Judge would be in Court during the early

of the day. Mr. V. Smith moved that this case be put at the bottom of

he list - just after the newly filed Fairfax Amusement Corp. sign case.

econded ,Mr. T. Barnes

unanimously.

HOMAS D. ALWARD, to permit operation of a repair garage, on south side #244

pproximately 1500 feet east of Bailey's Cross Roads, Mason Dist.(Gen.Bus.)

Hugh Marsh represented the apPlicant. Mr. Alward was also present.

Marsh explained the history of this 'Case - saying that Mr. Alward. bought

acre of ground from Mr. O'Shaughnessy in 1936 and'built a repair

arage - which he operated before the Ordinance was adopted. He continued

fter the Ordinance was adopted 8S a non-conforming use. However, some time

go this property was zoned to general business classification.

bout 18 months ago the Highway Department, in the widening of Columbia Pike

ook a strip of Mr. Alward's land which resulted in the necessity 'of moving

he garage building. In the end the building was taken down' and he was paid

or the loss of his bUilding by the State. Mr. Alward 'now wishes to put up

new building an~ continue his business.

• Marsh present_d a ~etition to the Board signed by most of the property

wners within 1000 feet of the Alward property stating they understood the

ituation and had no objection to the construction of a bUilding to be used

or a repair garage.

• Alward showed by map the location of those who do not object and stated

hat this is generally a business district - both at the intersection at

ailey's Cross Roads and Dowden Center. Many of the business men in the

rea have made statements, Mr. Marsh continued, that this type of business

I

I

I

I

I
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is needed in the area. The business zoning on Columbia Pike runs some 1000

feet beyond this property - the garage would not join any residential pro- 3 g"':3
perty. Mr. O'Shaughnessy, who owns property to the rear of Mr. Alward stat d

he had no objection to the continuation of this business.

Also Mr. Payne, who owns considerable property at and near Baileyt s .cross

Roads had no objection. as well as Mr •. Oliver and Mr. Dove. All stated tha

Mr. Alward had done repair work for them for many years - and they consider d

his business a necessary and needed one in the community.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Mooreland cautioned the Board to assure the fact. if they grant this

application, no wrecked cars will be stored on the property. Mr. Marsh

answered that Mr. Alward bought wrecked cars only to get the usable parts

and that they got rid of the part of the car not used - that Mr. Alward has

no intention of maintaining an automobile grave yard. By buying the old

cars and using parts in repair, Mr. Alward is able to save his customers

a considerable amount, Mr. Marsh continued - but he has no intention of

creating a nuisance.

Mr. V. Smith quoted from the Ordinance, Section 6-16 which ~tates with re

gard to repair garages that, "no storage of wrecked vehicles or wrecking

of vehicles shall be permitted on the premises."

Mr. Alward agreed to abide by the Ordinance. He stated, however, that if'

he picked up a wrecked Car on the highway - it was necessary to leave the

car on the premises until the insurance company clears ~e case for repair.

Sometimes there is a several weeks waiting period.

-,

'- 2_

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat dated 11-26-56

prepared by D. H. Pearson, C. L. S., Liocolnia, Virginia. This is granted

under Section 6-16 of the Ordinance and those Sections applying thereto _

particularly Section A-I, because it conforms to the requirements of Sectlo

6-16-0 - 1 and 2. This is also granted subject to the applicant furnishing

a plat signed by the Certified Surveyor - thesarne as the plat presented

with the application.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
THE TEXAS COMPANY, to permit erection and operation of a service station

and to permit pump islands 25 feet of Falls Church-Annandale Road, #649,par s

of Parcels H and I, Section 2, West Lawn, Falls Church District.

Mr. Mooreland said it was his understanding that this case would be with

drawn because the property was not zoned to business use by the Board of

Supervisors - but no letter of' withdrawal has been received in his office.

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the case. Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes.

Mr. V. Smith voted "no" .. as in his opinion this case is not peoperly befor

the Board - since the property has not been zoned for business use.

The motion carried.

II



CLARENCE L. & DOROTHY M. LEMKE, to permit" dwelling to remain as erected

48.1 feet from cul-de-sac of Glenbrook Road, Lot 81, Section 4, Mantua,

Providence District. (Rural Residence).

Mr. John Alexander represented the apPlicant. This property is located on

a cul-de-sac, Mr. Alexander told the Board. and the house was located measur

log from the chord instead of the arc. The building was well up and they

we~e attempting to get financing when the discrepancy was discovered. The

house is now under roof.

When asked why they did not stop work immediately they found the house was

in violation, Mr. Alexander said he had advised the applicant to continue

the house to the roof stage in order to protect the partially completed

building from severe weather.

Mr. Alexander explained that he had investigated the possibility of vacatin

a portion of the road to make the house conform but when he foun~ that im

practical - advised his client to Come before the Board. It was during the

period of investigation of the road vacation that he adVised hiB client to

continue bUilding the house to the roof stage as he th~ught it would be

possible to change the road sufficiently to make the house conform. Howeve

as soon as hOe found that impractical - he advised Mr. Lemke to come before

the Board.

Moving the cul-de-sac was suggested - prOVided the house across the cul-de

sac is set back a sufficient distance to allow that. Mr. Alexander did not

~h6w the setback on the other houses on the cul-de-sac.

r. Alexander pointed out that the lot is large - having considerably lIlore

area than required, but it is very steep and much of it is waste as far as

a bUilding location is concerned. This location is on the crest of the lot

abqut the Qnly ~lace of sufficient size for the house.

To move the cul-de-sac all property Owners would necessarily have to be con

tacted, Mr. Alexander explained. Mrs. Henderson thought all possibilities

should be explored.

he idea of having a certified survey of the house location before the house

oes into construction was discussed - also, if this could be speeded up an

if some practical method of checking house locations earlier in constructio

auld be accomplished, was discussed. Mr. J. B. Smith suggested that it is

he responsibility of the engineer to give correct location as soon as the

ootings are set.

here were no objections from the area.

s. Henderson moved to defer the case until February 12th, for the applican

o investigate the possibility of moving the cul-de-sac - if it is feasible

nd to look into the possibility of negotiating for some land on the opposit

ide of the Cul-de-sac and for the applicant to report back to the Board if'

his can be done and if not - why.

eccnded, J. B. Smith

arriad, unanimously.

/
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MILLER BUILDING SUPPLY COMPANY, INC •• Of VIRGINIA, to pemit storags buildi

to remain as erected within 26.8 feet of the street property line, Lots 2

and 3, Henry Williams Estate, (6430 Columbia Pike), Mason Dlst.(Gen.Bus.)

No one was present to support this application.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until February 26th _ however, if the

applicant should appear later in the day that this case be taken up.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried I unanimously

II
PARXVIEW CORPORATION, Lot 2, Section 1, Munson H111. to permit dwelling to

remain 39.5 feet from Apex Circle and 14.3 feet from side property line,

Lot 21, Section 2, Munson Hill, to permit dwelling to remain 39.5 feet from

Munson Hill Road. Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

Mr. John Wright represented the applicant. stating that he bought these two

houses from the Corporation- each with a 39.5 foot setback from the street

right of way. These violations were discovered in 1955, Mr. Wright informe

the Board, and when he bought the property he thought these variances had

been cleared. He first heard that the variances were still uncorrec~n

November. Both houses are now occupied, Mr~ Wright called attention to th

fact that only one corner of each house is in violation.

On Lot 21 the driveway has been put in on the left side of the house lead

ing up to the little stoop. On Lot 2 the driveway comes oft of Apex Circle

and also goes to the stoop. It would not be possible to put in a garage

or' carport on either house, Mr. Wright said - while the topography is fairl

good - the addition would be too close to the line.

Mr. V. Smith noted that on Lot 2 the driveway could be continued on to the

back of the house and a garage erected without a varianoe. Mr. Wright agre

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application on Lot 2, Section 1 of Munson Hill,

as shown on plat dated 1-20-55, prepared by C. V. Carlisle, C.L.S. be grant

because the error is only six inches and it would be a hardship for the

applicant to move the building and the variance affects 'only one small corn

of the building. On Lot 21, Section 2, of Munson Hill, Mr. V. Smith moved

that the application be granted as 'shown on plat dated 3-28-55 by C. V.

Carlisle, C. L. S.,because the variance is only six inches and it affects

only one corner of the residence. These variances are granted because they

do not appear to affect adversely neighboring property and it 1s understood

from the applicant that a carport or garage can be built on either lot

without a variance.

,Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
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WILLIAM M. ORR, to pennit parking of a trailer to be occupied by an .employ

to protect livestock and buildings for a period of 12 months, on east side

#611, opposite junction west #635, Lee District. (Rural Res.-Class II).

Since this case was deferred for decision after discussion with the Common

wealth's Attorney, Mr. Orr was not requested to be present.

Mr. V. Smith gave a brief resume of the Board's meeting with the Commonweal h's

Attorney, the result of which was that while the Commonwealth's Attorney

stated that the granting of this permit would appear to be reasonable for

such use on a large piece of land for the purposes outlined in Mr. Orr's

request, he did not make a recommendation to deny nor to grant. Mr. Fitz

gerald stated that it was entirely up to this Board if they take juris

diction in this case and grant or deny.

It was pointed out that the granting of this case would be the result of a

peculiar and extraordinary situation. the large tract of land on which the

trailer is located and the need to house a caretaker to protect the c~ttle

some of which have already been stolen.

Mr. MoQreland thOUght Mr. Orr' 8 situation not greatly different .from that

of many other trailer dwellers - who. it is true. do not have the large are

of ground - but they have no place to go. Mr. Mooreland informed the Board

that he had talked with 21 people over the past week-end explaining to them

Why they must cease residential use o£ their trailers on private property.

Now. Mr. Mooreland asked. where is the authority to grant a trailer _ exact y

like those he has been trying to remove. If you grant this case. Mr. Moore

land continued. the Ordinance goes·out the ~ndow. What do you expect me

to tell these trailer people?

Mr. Brookfield thought this not a parallel case with those Mr. Mooreland

was discussing. This would be merely a temporary permit. Mr. Bro~kfield

continued, for a specific purpose - therefore it shOUld not affect the re

moval of trailers used as permanent dwellings.

There are five trailers in this immediate area. Mr. Mooreland pointed out.

all in violation. Shall he tell those people to move - and let the Orr

trailer remain?

Last week four people were in Court. Mr. Mooreland continued. who had been

notified in November that they must get out of their trailers. They asked

for more time. which the Court gave them at that hearing. When they came u

last week - they asked for more time. The answer was "no". They were

fined $50.00 each and costs and were notified to get out of the County by

February 20th.

Mr. Barnes questioned the right of the Board to grant this if it is apt to

C/lJ.ase such di.fficulties in Mr. Mooreland's office. If'-, we are reaching a

goal in controlling trailers) Mr. Barnes continued. this granting might

seriously affect the good that has been accomplished.

Mr. V. Smith suggested reading the requirements on trailers in the Bocca

Code to detennine if this could be granted in accordance with those require

ments.

I

I

I
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Mr. V. Smith moved to defer this cas. until later in the day to give the

Board the opportunity to read the Bocca Code - and decision on this to be

rendered after that reading.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. V. Smith made the statement that in his opinion Mr. Mooreland had done

an excellent job in the performance of his duties as Assistant Zoning

Administrator. He realized, Mr. V. Smith continued, that the adniinistratio

of the Zoning Ordinance is a very controversial thing. However, he also

realized that there are two sides to a situation like this,for his part he

would rather be brought into Court than to turn this case down, since in

his opinion it is fair and reasonable. Mr. Brookfield agreed.

Mrs. Henderson expressed the opinion that Mr. Orr had not shown why he cann

arrange a room or small apartment on the farm for the caretaker.

Mr. V. Smith recalled. that the barn is leased.

It was also recalled that Mr. Orr had stated that $50,000 worth of insuranc

had been cancelled because no one was living in the barn.

II

January 16,1957

I

I

I

5- C. AND N! CORPORATION, to permit dwelling to remain as built 32 feet; trom

front setback line, Lot 30, Section 7, Salona Village, Dranesv111e District

(Suburban Residence).

Mr. H. F. Schumann came before the Board recallinr, that this case had been

deferred for the possibility of relocating the cul-de-sac in such a manner

as to wipe out the violation on Lot 30.

Mr. Schumann introduced Mr. James Harris, title attorney, who read the

following letter addressed to Mr. Schumann regarding the difficulty in mak

ing this :hange:

"Mr. Herbert F.Schumann
c/o County Planning Commission
Fairfax, Virginia

Re: Lot 30, Section 7, SALONA VILLAGE

Dear Mr. Schumann:

We represent C and NaCorporation, the owner of the above pro-
perty. 'It is our understanding that the Board of Zoning Appeals
postponed action on an application for the variance of the forty (40)
foot setback line at a meeting which was held recently. The
house Which was erected on the property was inadvertently placed
thirty- two (J2) feet from the front line instead of forty (40)
feet.

Our client has forwarded a sketch of the proposed location of
Smoot Drive which was prepared by B. Calvin Burns, Certified Land
Surveyor. The plat indicates that Lots 29, 30, 31 and ;2, Section
7, and also Lot 40 of Section 3, Salona Village would be affeeted
by the relocation of the cul-de-sac. In order to pass good title
to the land which would be affected by the change, it would be
necessary for every lot owner and every trustee and benericiary
of every deed of trust in Section 7, Salona Village and Section
3 Salona Village to join in the instrument. Section 7 contains
thirty-three (33) lots and Section 3 contains sixty-one (6l) lots
and also Parcels A. Band C.
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After due consideration and deliberation. I believe that
you will agree that it would be an impossible task to get
that many people to agree on anything, and ,even if it
were possible to get the approval of the owners and the
trustees and the holders of the notes, many of the pro
perties may have F.H.A. or G.I. loans, so that the holders
of the notes would not sign the instrument unless we had
clearance from the Federal Housing Administration or Veterans
Administration, as the case might be.

For the foregoing reaaon it will be greatly appreciated if
you will discuss the mat'ter with the Board and explain the
situation to them. We know that you through your experience
in real estate matters, fully realizi the magnitude of such
an undertaking, and it may well be that the Board did not
realize at that particular moment what a tremendous task
it would be to secure all of the signatures to such an
instrument. We hope that after careful consideration that
the Board will feel that it can grant the variance as re
quested, as the violation of the bUilding setback line was
due to an error on the part of the person who located
the bUilding and was not an intentional violation.

We Will be glad to discuss the matter with you or the Board
at any time which is convenient to you, or the Board, if
you deem it necessary.

We will appreciate your advising us as to any developments
in the matter and sincerely thank you for your courtesy in
this matter as well as other metters which we have dis
cussed with you in the past, we are,

Yours very truly,

II

II

lsi James R. Harris
HARRIS & HALL"

The Board discussed the letter and its repercussions - agreeing that it wo

be practically impossible to accomplish a move of the cul-de-sac now that

the road is completed, accepted by the State, and loans placed upon the

houses affected. II

IImistakes that creep in - even with the most zealous inspections.

V. Smith answered that a violation ~ is a violation - and if the law

that requires certain compliances is unreasonable - then the law should be

changed. He thought the mistake occurred because the builder was careless

ile, in several cases, Mr. Schumann told the Board, changes of this kind

have been affected, it is also true that they have been in error in making

those locations. The Code also says. Mr. Schumann pointed out, that in

change of road locations the approval of the governing Board must be obtain

Knowledge of this section of the Code was entirely unknown to him, Mr.

Schumann said, until he had received this letter from Mr. Harris •

• Harris stated also that it would be expensive to move the house because

of the topography. He again recalled that the mistake had occurred in

measuring the setback from a straight line between the two front stakes _

instead of considering the curve in the road •

• Nesbitt was also present, explaining how the foreman made the mistake

He pictured the rugged topography, the confusion of construct' n, II
which obscured the property lines and the fact that the stree

s not completed, and it was also possible, Mr. Nesbitt continued, that th

did not have a plat of the area at the time this house was staked 0

Harris discussed further the difficulties of large scale developments _
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and in too great a rush to take sufficient care ~ therefore he missed the

curve. That, Mr. Smith continued, he could not feel is a sensible reaeon

tor such a violation. Also Mr. Smith doubted the Board's jurisdiction

to grant such a variance.

There was certainly no benefit to the builder injmaking this mistake, Mr.
Nesbitt stated.

Mr. V. ·Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat dated January

7, 1957, prepared by B. Calvin Burns. This is granted under Section 6-12

3-g because of the topographic condition - in that the lot slopes abruptly

away from Smoot Drive. Also because this can be, granted without substantia

detriment to the public good.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried.

For the motion: Mr. Brookfield, V. Smith, T. Barnes

Ag.ains~ the motion: Mrs. Henderson, J. B. Smi~h

II
CARL E. PELANDER, to permit dwelling as erected to remain within 13.05 teet

of the side property line, Lot 12, Section 4, Salona Village, Dranesville

District. (Suburban Residence).

The time lag in coming before the Board on this was discussed, Mr. MOorelan

explaining the inability of his office to check each individual dwelling

in large scale developments.

In getting building permits, Mr. Mooreland explained, the house location is

shown on the preliminary p~at presented in order to get the permit. The

Zoning Office asks for a plat showing certified house location - which may

Come in any time - reasonable time - after the start of construction. If

the certified plats do not come in within a reasonable time, a letter is

sent to the builder asking for the plats. However, these certified plats

are supposed to come to his office, Mr. Mooreland continUed, before the

building has progressed beyond the first floor joists. This is stated in

the preliminary permit. This is required as a policy long established by

the Planning Commission in order to carry out the intent of the Ordinance.

It is not in the Ordinance. Mr. Mooreland explained.

Mr. V. Smith asked if there was a legal foundation for requiring this

certified house location. Mr. Mooreland answered that an established polic

1s as good as a law - and in his opinion it would be upheld in Court. This

has been challenged a few times, Mr. Mooreland continued, but in most cases

the percentage of compliance has been high.

Mr. Pelander recalled the reason for this violation - it stemming from the

incorrect location of the catch basin - Which he had asked for and which

was located by Mr. Victor Hanger of the County - not on the drainage ease

ment at the edge of his property. but on his property. As a result of the

incorrect location of the catch basin - they moved the house, Mr. Pelander

explained, in order to put in a straight driveway which would enter his

00::l
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Mrs. Henderson questioned why Mr. Pelander had continued to build when he

was notified that the February 1956 plat showed the violation. Apparently

nothing was done about this violation until December 1956, Mrs. Henderson

noted.

Mr. Pelander said he did not see the plat - and noted that the house was

started when Mr. Burns came out to make the certified location check.

Mr. V. Smith read from the Permit which requires two certified plats show

ing the walls in relation to the side lines, etc. Mr. Smith asked if this

is enforceable. Mr. l-looreland answered " yes" but it is not written into

the Ordinance. Then, will it stand legal prosecution, Mr. V. Smith asked.

Mr. Mooreland answered "yes, within reason".

It was asked what the Commonwealth's Attorney says about this. Since there

have been no prosecutions, the Commonwealth's Attorney has given no opinion

Mr. Mooreland answered.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals request that the Common

wealth's Attorney be asked if this permit is an enforceable 'part of the

legal requirements of the building permit of Fairfax County.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

It was also requested that the opinion be given in writing.

Mr. Mooreland said he did not have sufficient personnel to assure the fact

that builders do not proceed above the first floor joists before forwarding

the certified location plat. However, he estimated that· about 90%'of the

bUild~rs,do send in the plats and they are cooperating in this better all

the time.

It was also noted that Mr. Pelander did not have atoundation permit.

Mr. Pelander presented a letter from the neighbor most affected by this

Violation stating he had no objection to Mr. Pelander's house location.

It was brought out that when the builder discovered the house location was

in violation - he told Mr. Pelander and. Mr. Burns. Mr. Bu:rns stated at

that time that the violation was not a serious one and he thought it could

be fixed without too much trouble •. The builder then went ahead - probably

thinking that - in some way the violation would be wiped out. Mr.Pelander

said he al~o thOUght the violation was straightened out.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case to February 12th, and requested that

both Mr. Porter, the builder and Mr. Burns appear with an explanation for

the violation.

Seconded, Mr.V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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STOKELY &. SIMPSON, INC. f to permit operation of a repair garage, on south

side of Lee Highway, 1000 feet west of Prosperity Avenue, approximately 75

feet west of Home Heating, Providence District. (General Business).

Mr. Millsap represented the applicant in the absence of Mr. Gibson. Since

this case had a full hearing at the previous meeting and he has presented

the Zoning Office with the required plats, Mr. Millsap said he had nothing

further to add.

Mrs. Henderson told the applicant that the Commonwealth's Attorney had

errared the .opinion that the Board does have jurisdiction to handle this ca

in that he thinks that this is a repair ~arage - in view of the fact of

occasional work performed on equipment other than that of the applicant Or

those to whom he has sold or leased equipment.

There were no objections from the area.

Since the plats presented showing metes and bounds of the property to be

used and the location of the building were not si~ned by the Engineer or

Surveyor, Mr. V. Smith suggested that this could be granted _ only _

subject to that certification.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application be granted under Section ·6-16 of th

Ordinance. and all sections applicable thereto, with the sta~ement that

this application is considered under the clause of Section 6-l6-1,automobil

repair shops in general - because it conforms to Section 6-4-b-l and 2.

This is granted subject to the applicant SUbmitting to the Zoning O.rfice

certified plats showing the building location, the ingress and egress, and

the boundaries of the property to be used, and these plats shall be sub

stantially the same as those shown on plat dated November 5, 1956, by Walte

L. Phillips, Certified C. E. and L. S., and another plat dated November 6,

1956 by W. L. Phillips, the latter titled "Preliminary Plat" shOWing on the

property a dedication of a 50 foot street along the property of Stokley and

Simpson. This plat also carried the notation "Revised December 11, 1956"

but no details are given as to the revisions.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II
JOHN R. STEWART, to permit carport to remain as erected Within 3 feet 1 inc

of side property line, Lot 18, Block 3, Section 2, Springfield. (7004 Lees

ville BOulevard), Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

No one was present to discuss this case.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the application to February 12th.

Sjconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II

VJ~
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FAIRFAX AMUSEMENT CORPORATION t 1;0 permit sign (theater marquee) of' approxi

mately 300 square feet at the northeast -eorner #f:IJ8 and 1129-11211 J Centre

ville District. (General Business).

Judge Rothrock represented the applicant. Judge Rothrock read the two

f'ollowing letters - one from Mr. Kestner, District Engineer of the State

Highway Department, and the other a letter f'rom D. N. Rock, Landscape Super

in'tendent for the State Highway Department.

tlJanuary 21, 1957

Mr. John A. Rothrock, Jr.
Farr & Chambliss
Attorneys at Law
Fairfax, Virginia

Dear Mr. Rothrock:

Your letter of January 17, 1957 to Mr. D. N. Rock Landscape
Superintendent, regarding relocation of Super 29 Drive-In
Theatre sign has been referred to this office.

For your information we are attaching copy of memorandUlll.
from Mr. Rock, which we believe furnishes the information
you desire.

We note that you need the in.fonnation by January 22, 1957;
therefore, we are mailin~ the information today and trust
that you receive our letter in time.

We trust that Mr. Rock's memorandum furnishes all the· in
formation you need.

Yours very truly,

/s/ C. W. Kestner
District Engineer"

"Janusry 16, 1957

TO; Mr. C. W. Kestner

FROM: D. N. Rock

SUBJECT: Fairfax Amusement Corporation
Sign - Super 29 Drive In Theatre
NE Corner Routes 608 and 29/211

I

I

I

I met with Mr. Rothrock yesterday and went over the proposjd
location for erecting the outdoor advertising sign. From the
information received from Mr. Rothrock, I can see no objection
to his applying for a permit to erect signs at the location.
The location is at least twenty feet from the right or way
on Route 608 and at least twenty feet from the right of way
on Route 29-211.

Mr. Burnett and I also looked into this sign from a safety
angle and we see no reason why it should interfere with sight
distance. Ot course I explained to Mr. Rothrock that he
would have to get the approvElJ of the Fairfax County Zonin~
Board first.

/s/ D. N. Rock
Landscape Superintendentn

I

I
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There were no objections from the area.

The new location of the sign was discussed as shown on the plat and met wit

the approval of the Board, since it is now proposed to be located at the

corner of Dr. Adkerson l s (Hunter Lodge) property - this property aDd the op

air theatre property being in the same ownership.

Mr. V. Smith objected to the filling on the lower left side of the sign on

t,he grDWlde that if thb part of the sign is enclosed. it would adversely

affect visibility. Judge Rothrock thought the drawing was in error _ that

the sign now on the property and the one they Will use - according to his

memory - is supported by posts and not by a filled-in area.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application be granted as shown on plat dated

6-16-5) by Walter L. Ralph C.L.9. and as shown on sketch of the sign sub

mitted with the application titled "Super 29 Drive_In" - scale 1/2" - p)

but not to include the area on the left side of· the sign shown as- laminated

or corrugated; this) for a height of 5 feet should be eXcluded from the 8i

and, substituting therefore a column not in exces,s of 12 in~es. This is

granted SUbject to the applicant furnishing certified plat indicating the

location of the sign substantially as shown on the plat mentioned above.

This is granted because it does not appear to affect adversely neighboring

property and the property on which the use is granted is in the 'same owner

ship as the open air theatre. This is also granted in view of the recom

mendation made by Mr. D. N. Rock) State Highway Landscape Superintendent.

Seconded) Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II

373

I

I

)- FAIRFAX AMUSEMENT CORPORATION) to permit erection of a Sign (marquee) large

than allowed by the Ordinance) (approximately 225 sq• .ft..) at the northwest

corner of #29. #211 and #6OS, Centreville District. (Agriculturel.

In view of the above granting) Judge Rothrock asked that this former case

on the agenda for the Fairfax Amusement Corporation be withdrawn.

II
TULLY D. ATKINS, to permit operation or an auto repair shop on the north ~1 e

of U,. S. Ill) 425 reet south of Engleside Street, Mt. Vernon D1st.(Rural Bus

The motion passed on this case December 11, 1956, requested approval of the

Highway Department for ingress and egress and also approval of the Public'

Works Department as outlined under the Subdivision Control Ordinanc;e.

The following letter from Mr. B. C. Rasmussen explaining his inability to

approve drainage on this property was read:
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Mr. H. F. Schumann, Jr.
Director of Planning and Zoning
Fairfax County
Virginia

Dear Mr. Schumann:

"January 10, 1957

Re: Mo~ion by Board of Zoning
Appeals on Tully D. Adkins
case: Referred to Dept.
of Public Works tor approval. I

A field inspection was made on the above case, and I report-as
follows:

(I) The property faces on Route #1 and is bordered
on the south by the north fork of Dogue Creek
as shown on the plat prepared by J. A. McWhorter
and Associates, dated Oct. 15.1954;

(2) apparently, some fill has been placed and part of
~ne building nas been bUil~ in ~h. na~ural flood
plain of the stream (since I did not' see or ha.'ve
any information on the land before it was improved
I cannot determine the extent of the "natural flood
plain) ;

(3) it would require a detailed flood study to determine
if the garage portion of the building will be flooded;

(4) the offsite drainage from the northerly side of this
property has not been obstructed, however, no permanent
provision has been made for this drainage;

(5) the drives and parking areas have been paved with
asphaltic concrete (we do not know how the base
was constructed or the type of" material that was
used before the asphalt was placed).

Considering the above report, I do not feel that this o£fice
can approve the existing construction. This report is "being
reviewed with Mr. Kipp and he concurred with this decision.

Very truly yours"

/s/ B. C. Rasmussen
SUbdivision Design Engineer"

Mr. Mooreland gave a brief sumtary of the Circumstances surrOunding the

granting of the original pennit on this. The original permit was made in

the Building Inspector's office for a repair garage. When it came to Mr.

Mooreland's office the applicant was told that a repair garage would have t
l1-dl~

go berore the Board. or Zoning Appeals. Mr. Tully then indicated that he'

would operate a hardware store instead of a garage - therefore the permit

was issued - but 'inadvertently the 'repair garage' was not changed on the

permit. While the permit was actually issued for the garage _ the intent

as - and Mr. Mooreland said he waS certain Mr. Tully understoOd~ to issue

a permit for the hardware store only. This error was "also missed by the

Building Inspector's office. Now, Mr. Mooreland continuedi Mr. Tully claim

he has a permiti for the &arage. It was then agreed to bring this before th

Board of Zoning Appeals to clear the repair garage request. This applicati"

was granted subject to the two conditions - approval of the Highway Dept.

for ingress and egress and approval of the Department of Public Works. The

latter approval they cannot get.

I

I

I

I
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Mr. Atkins said he did not have the written approval of the Highway Dept.

although Mr. Halderman did give verbal approval of the driveway entrance

and the asphalt which he put down.

Mrs. Atkins told the Board that since they had approval from the Highway

Department, from the Building Inspector and ron the electric wiring _ and

they have the permit for the garage. She could not understand why they

cannot open this business.

Mr. Atkins aaid Mr. Rasmussen had thought that since the building was put

up before the Public Works was established .. they had no jurisdiction over

the drainage. In this case - how could they get approval from that Depare..

mant, Mr. Atkins asked.

The bUilding had been damaged by hurrica~ "Edna", Mr. Atkins explained _ bu

it had been remedied and approved. Also Mr. Atkins explained that he had

done considerable filling on his property, which is now about two £eet abov

the road, which places him about two feet above the high water mark.

Then, Mr. V. Smith questioned, with this raise in the elevation of the Atkl

ground. would it throw the water over to the other side of the stream _ and

perhaps on other property? Mr. Atkins thought not - that the water would

follow the same course it had always followed, he had not changed the run

off nor interfered with the creek. Mr. Atkins noted that the water did

come up to his filled ground.

In that case, Mr. V. Smith continued, the water would have ,to go some place

1n case of flood and it would appear logical to him if Mr. Atkins had been

subject to flood and had fUled his property the two feet - the water would

be turned off on to other property. He felt the Board had no right-" to ap

prove a situation which would cause a flood condition on other property _

and therefore this should be worked out and approved by the Department of

Public Works. Even though Mr. Atkins had bettered conditions on his own

property, Mr. V. Smith stated, it is not a satisfactory situation if that

filling will cause flood or washing on other property.

The bank on his side of the stream has always been higher than the property

across the stream, I~. Atkins explained - the filling had actually made no

change except that his own property drains better. The land back of his

property is low, Mr. Atkins said, and the back up water would flood on to

his ground. Therefore, the water would flow down the valley just as it

always has. There are no banks on that back land, Mr. Atkins continued.

Mr. V. Smith said it was clear to him that if the Board has before it an

applicati On with a flood plain or a fill which condition would result in

damage to someone else, the Board. has no right to grant that application

until that condition is corrected. The applicant can use the building for

other purposes, Mr. V. Smith continued -stores, etc., but he could not vote

for something knowing that it very likely would do damage to someone else.
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If Mr. Atkins wishes to use this building as a repair garage.and he can hay

his engineers corrict the condition - it would then put the Board in the

position to grant that use.

Mrs. Henderson asked Mr. V. Smith if' he thought the use of this building

as a repair garage would affect the flooding of the area mOre than a hard

ware store - which is permitted. Mr.V. ,Smith called attention to the fact

that a repair garage 1s granted under Section 16 - which refers to adverse!

affecting the neighborhood, health and safety, etc He felt that the

granting of this without corrected drainage would be failure to see the ove

all picture, and failure to follow the section under which this would be

granted.

This building was put in before we. had regulations on nood plains, Mr.

Mooreland told the Board - and also the filling was done before the control

were effective. He asked if the garage would change conditions. The Direct

of Public Works had no ordinance until 1956, Mr. Mooreland explained _ and

this condition happened two years before that. However, Mr. V. Smith noted

that we had Section 6-16 at that time. Mr. V. Smith also stated that he

could not sit on a Board and vote for~methlng that would bring a hardship

to someonelse.

The Board again discussed the condition of the property back of Mr. Atkins

the changing of the banks of the stream, and the swampy condition of the

ground. around Mr. Atkins property.

The Board agreed it would be necessary to view the property.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case until February 12th _ to view the

property_

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
4.- WILLIAM ORR - With regard to the William Orr case _ request for. trailer on

his property - the Board discussed the Bocca Code regarding trailers.

Mr. V. Smith read fram the Code, 4.25.1; 425.2, page 83. After the reading

it was questioned if this would apply to this case, since the Code says

"two or more vehicles". The Code was not considered in this.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to grant the application for use of a trailer as a

temporary liVing quarters for an indiVidual attending the cattle .on this

property - permit to be granted for a period of 12 months, and also for thi

person to stand watch over the barn-bUilding. which is located on the proper

Mr. V. Smith suggested that the following be added for reference in case

of possible future Court proceedings: "That this is an extraordinary and

exceptional situation where a man has 175 acres of land and it .is proposed

to locate the trailer 600 £eet from the closest side property line and 800

feet £rom the closest road. It is noted that this particular applicant has

I
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ILLlAM ORR - Ctd.

contributed a substantial amount of money to the service of the County by

bringing the sewer line up to this property for future development of the

area. This application shall be granted in accordance with plat submitted

by the applicant, plat prepared by R. F. Kursch, CoL.S., dated April 21,195

whereon the trailer is located as indicated above (SOO reet l'rom the roadwa

and 600 feet from the closest side 11ne). This 1s also granted" because of

the· temporary nature of the trailer. n .

J. B. Smith accepted this addition to the motion.

V. Smith seconded

11 voted for the motion except Mrs. Henderson, who voted "no".

8. Henderson said she voted "no" because she felt that there was no

justification shown to grant this ror a dwelling Use even on a temporary

baSis, and that there was no evidence shown that the caretaker could not

e lodged in the barn which is located on the property.

tion carried.

he meetilg adjourned.

John W. Brookf'1eld J Chairman
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The regular meeting of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning ApPeals was
held Tuesday; February 12, 1957 at
10 o'clock a.m. in the Board Room
of the Fairfax County Courthouse
with all members present.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by. Mr. Verlin Smith

DEFERRED CASES:

DAVID S. BOGER, to pennie extension. of Ancient Oaks Trailer Court (50 trail

lots) on south side of Lee Highway immediately adjacent to Ancient Oaks

Trailer Court, Falls Church District. (Rural Business).

Mr. William Hansbarger represented the applicant asking that this case be.

deferred indefinitely until a trailer park ordinance has been adopted by th

County. In order to relieve the opposi~ion.from app~aring unnecessarily,

Hans~rger suggested that one or two names be submitted to the

notification of the time for final hearing on this. It is his understandi

Mr. Hansbarger continued, that the trailer park ordinance is now in the

hands of the Commonwealth's Attorney, and will very soon be ready-for

hearing and adoption. If his client can comply with the Ordinance as

he will then continue his case - if he cannot comply - the case will be dro ed.

The opposition suggested through several 8pokesmen that since they have bee

to several hearings on this already - that the case be dropped at this time

and if Mr. Boger feels he can comply with the ordinance after it 1s adopted

that he again apply and the case will be properly advertised and. posted.

It was also noted by the opposition that it is possible a transitional zon

ing classification will be set up to protect residences from businesses use

They were of the opinion that this type of zoning might work out on this p

perty better than continuation of the trailer park to the very doors of the

homes.

asked that the case be denied, and the applicant reapply, if

• Hansbarger said he could see no difference, as bis client will either

comply with the new regulations or abandon the proposed USe. A deferrment

fee of re-applying. However, if the Board is of a mind to

Mr. Hansbarger said, he would feel obliged to present his

case in full at this time.

• Hansbarger withdrew the case.

s. Henderson moved that the applican't request to withdraw the case be

J. B. Smith

I

I

I

I

It was noted that a considerable amount of bull-dozing is going on at the

present time on Mr. Boger's property. The opposition was told that this

oard has no control over such activity.

Carried. Mr. V. Smith not voting. All others voted for the motion.

I
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DEFERRED CASES - Ctd •

• L. DOTY, to pennit erection of a garage within 25 feet of the street pro

arty line, Lots 3) and J4, Block " Belle Haven, (19 Edgewood Terrace), Mt.

arnon District. (Urban Residence).

letter was presented to the Board from the Belle Haven Citizens Assoc1atio

o Mr. Doty stating that the architect of the Association had passed on the

onstruction proposed by Mr. Doty and has approved it.

• J. B. Smith suggested that it would not be too difficult to locate the

arage at the side of the house - with the same front setback as the main

welling, if the ~arage were put on pier supports at the rear - over the

Avina.

V. Smith noted also that the Ordinance allows a 10 foot encroachment int

front minimum setback for a carport.

V. Smith moved that the application be denied because the applicant can

uild a carport which encroaches 10 :feet into the minimwn front YC1lrd and

ecause this is too gross a variance :from the Ordinance.

econded, J. B. ~ith

V. Smith asked that it be called to Mr. Doty's attention that provisions

made in the Ordinance for this 10 root encroachment.

LARENCE L. & DOROTHY M. LEMKE, to permit dwelling to remain as erected

8.1 feet from cul-de-sac or Glenbrook Road, Lot 81, Section 4, Mantua,

rovidence Distr.ict. (Rural Residence).

• John Alexander represented the applicant. He had explored every possi

ility or moving the cul-de-sac, Mr. Alexander told the Board, but in his

pinion under the Code of Virginia, that the street cannot be moved because

t has been taken over and is maintained by the State. Mr. Alexander read

rom the Code which states that if the Commonwealth has taken possession of

road it cannot then come under the vacation section. Also, Mr. Alexander

xplained, the cost of making this change would be prohibitive - since it

ould necessitate re-submission of the plan by the engineers, the relocatio

f the VEPCO poles and re-location of the wiring, re-submission of plane and

would be necessary to do a considerable job of' bull-dozing and

rading of the cul-de-sac and it would require getting the approval of the

roperty owners involved along with first and second trust holders and re

submission of plans to the lkIa~ companies. It would be a collo8sa1 job,

• Alexander continued, all for a small violation affecting only one corne

of the house in which the garage is located.

• Alexander again called attention to the reason for this error - the

curved street which mislead the engineers in the beginning, and to the fact

the front of the house does not face the cul-de-sac. This infringement

not throw the other houses out of line, Mr. Alexander no~d, as there

n irregularity of locations on the other lots and a hilly terrain which

makes this unnoticed. Mr. Alexander also noted that this house is further
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• V. Smith moved to grant the application because it is a cul-de-sac

serving a limited number of homes and it does not appear to adversel

neighboring property, and it would appear that shifting the cul-de

uld create difficulties on the other lots due to the topographic conditio

nd the variance is only 1.9 feet. Also the lot is far in excess of the re

uired lot size in this area and the violation affects only one COrner of

he building - and the garage is built as a part of the house.

econded, Mrs. Henderson

arried, unanimously.

to permit dwelling as erected to remain Within 13.05 feet

f the side property line, Lot 12, Section 4, Salona Village, Dranesville

istrict. (Suburban Residence).

Calvin Burns, Mr. Porter the builder, and Mr. Pelander were all present.

Burns explained that the house was staked with the 10 foot of'fset -which

he builder misunderstood, thinking the 10 foot offset was from the side

ine - therefore when it became necessary to shift the house - because of th

ncorrect location of' the catch basin on the opposite side of the lot _ the

uilder thOUght he actually had 10 feet extra to play with on the violating

ide. This was caught when Mr. Burns made the certified house -location s~rf y

or loan purposes. The house was framed out when the violation was dis-

overed.

3-Ctd. from the centerline of the street than houses which are on a 50 foot stree't.

It is located 98.1 feet from the centerline of the cul-de-sac. Mr. Eakin,

ho owns two houses on this street, has stated he has no objection to this

infringement, Mr. Alexander said.

Again the delay in coming before the Board was discussed, Mr. Alexander re

called what he had preViously stated - that he was concentrating on the

edicat10n of an easement - or some means of making a change to lessen the

setback - however, Mr. Alexander admitted the fault of delay was entirely

is. He had thought it necessary to get the house under roof before winter.

here were no objectlons from the area.

he Board was reluctant to accept Mr. Alexander's justification for proceed

1ng with the building in order to get the house under roof before the wint

Since the preliminary permit states that the house must not be taken beYond

floor jOists without a certified plat - the Board felt that that

requirement should have been observed.

• Alexander again detailed the difficulties and expense of relocating the

• Burns called attention to the Violation - which he thought could be

"roned out without too much difficulty.

• Burns explained the manner of makinp; the different chjcks, which would

ceount for the different dates on the plats. First, location of the footin e _
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D1!FERRED GASES - Ctd.

t.he check made after the house is started and the certified plat _ all of

which can be shown on the same plat - by simply changing the word. "proposed _

from the first plat. Sometimes they do neglect to chenge the dste of the

plat. The fact that the builder did not recognize the meaning of the 10

foot offset is perfectly understandable - Mr. Burns said - as different

engineers use different signs in marking their plats.

The delay in coming before the Board - Mr. Burns said. he knew nothing of _

it was probably a matter of each thinking the other had handled the violati n.

Mr. Porter stated that the mistake started from the incorrect loeation of t e

catch basin - that it would not have been necessary to shift the house had

the catch basin been located at the end of the drainage easement _ but even

at that - he was sure the side setback was sufficient to take the change.

Mr. Porter said he had built mostly in the District, he was accustomed to

cOnf'onning to requirements, and this mis'take was entirely unintentional.

He recognized the Preliminary Permit form - and he recalled Mr. Burns tell

ing him the house was in violation. But when Mr. Burns came out to make

the check, the house was into the brick work. He could not recall exactly

what he thought. about Clearing up the violation - he was under the impressi n

'tha't it was small and would be straightened out. He was 80 sure 'that the

house was located properly in 'the first place - which was true _ but think

ing he had the extra 10 feet - he was still sure he was within requirements

Therefore, he kept on building. He discussed this violation with e~eryone

Mr. Poreer said - but apparently he did not talk with the right people.

This is his first mistake of this kind, Mr. Porter continUed, and he was

very sure it was his last.

There were no objections from the area.

Again it was db cussed just how the ca-tch basin was located _ Mr. Pelander

explaining that he had called the County asking to have the catch basin

located and asking for specifications of the catch basin. Mr. Victor Hang

came out - and located the catch basin - not at the end of the drainage

easement, but on Mr. Pelanderts property. Therefore, the house was shift8d

to allow for the straight driveway.

Mr. V. Smith noted that while Mr. Hanger located the catch basin _ he said

nothing about location of the property lines - therefore he did not feel th

County had a.ny responsibility for the -error. A curved driveway could have

been put in just as well, Mr. J. B. Smith suggested - he could not see -the

necessity for shifting the house in the first place.

Mr. Pelander noted that the house on the adjoining lot is set back 15.5

feet, which allows a distance of 29 feet between houses.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the variance be granted because it appears that

'it has occurred through a series of mistakes and because this is not a gros

variance, and it does not affect adversely neighboring property and does n

~U.1.
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seriously affect the intent of the zoning map.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

For the ~otion: ~. Henderson, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes.

Against the motion; Mr. Brookfield, Mr. V. Smith

Motion carried.

II
JOHN R. STEWART. to pennit carport to remain as erected within :3 feet 1 in

of side property line, Lot 18, Block 3, Section 2, Springfield (?OO4 Lees

ville Boulevard), Mason District. (Suburban Residence).

,When he bought this house, Mr. Stewart said, he asked about

put on. The salespeople had told him that he could have one put on _ but

it would probably be cheaper for him to do it himself at a later time.

Therefore, be had thought that a carport could be added without violation.

Then, Mr. Thompson came along, Mr. Stewart continued, selling aluminum

awnings - and the carport was put on.

Mr. Thompson showed a picture of the awning-carport and a sample of the t

of material used for the roofing. He did not investigate the mechanics

of the installation of this, Mr. Thompson said, since this is not a permane t

addition and because they do nob consider it to be a structure _ rather,

in his opinion, it is just an awning.

Mr. V. Smith read the definition of a structure from the Ordinance -which

would definitely classify this carport as a structure. Mr. Thompson asked

how.this would be classified. if it had overhead supports and. no columns.

Mr. Mooreland answered that in that case it could project J feet from the

dwelling. This structure comes within 2) feet of the neighboring house

which is 18 feet from the side property line.

Mr. Thompson also noted that no building permit was taken out on this _

thinking it was not a permanent structure.

This is his first experience in installing these awning-carports 1n the

County, Mr. Thompson told the Board - he has worked previously in the Distr ct.

There is a considerable slope on this lot, Mr. Stewart .explained _ a terra~

leads up to the house on adjoining property. The lot is wooded at the rear

Mr. Steward presented a statement from people living in the immediate area

indicating they have no objection to this carport.

If this were located at the rear - it would necessitate moving the drive

way.

Mrs. Henderson movid to deny the case because there has been no evidence

presented of undue hardship, and there is an alternate location for the

garage or carport on the property.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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NEW CASES:

NATALIE J. & C. ARTHUR FOWLER, to permit operation of a convalescent home

in present building and permit building 51.9 feet from Clifton Street, Lot

47 and Parcel of 0.6147 acres, Clearrield Subdivision.(Rural Res.-Class I}.

This is a request both for a permit to operate the convalescent home and fa

a variance in front setback, Mr. Fowler told the Board. He has met with th

citizens of the neighborhood, Mr. Fowler continued, explaining their pro

pOsition. They do not wish to locate in a commercial area which he believe

1s incompatable with the needs of a home of this kind.

Mr. Fowler stated that he is Fresident of the State Association of Nursing

Homes - and that he has continuously worked for the bettennent of homes for

the aged. There is a great need for modern and highNstandard homes, Mr.

Fowler continued, especially in this area. They do not wish to use a secon

class structure and they have spent a great deal of time looking over the

County for a location that would be easily accessible to the hospitals and

shopping areas N yet a location that would have a rural atmosphere. It has

been exceedingly difficult to find a property which will meet all their re

qUirements.

He has been operating "Briarwood Manor" on Route #29-211, but f'ound that to

far out for the patients. This house is solid brick, it can meet all fire

,and health requirements with a rew minor changes, and he can handle nine or

less patients. They hope to expand at some later time.

Mr. Fowler called attention to the fact that all setbacks except that from

Clifton Street are far in excess of requirements - even with the addition

of a new building to the rear - the setbacks will be observed. The side se

backs are about 175 feet and 125 feet with at least 300 feet at the rear.

Sewers are available.

The Chairman asked for opposition: Mrs. John Christy, Chairman of the zonN

ing committee of Indian Spring-Clearfield Citizens Association presented a

statement to the Board detailing their opposition: This is a residential

area which they do not wish to see invaded with the type of use requested;

the type building proposed to be erected would not be in keeping with the

size and residential appearance of the homes in the area; the changes con

templated on this building would preclude its return to residential use,

if this use is abandoned, in that case to what use could this bUilding be

put; this would seriously affect lots in the area yet to be built upon and

homes presently in the area by reducing values; they wish to maintain the

rural atmosphere. Mrs. Christy presented two petitions opposing this use _

containing 92 names.

Mrs. Christy said Mr. Fowler did come before these citizens groups with

his explanation of his business and proposed future plans. The group still

opposes this use.
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s. Christy made a special point of her objection to the proposed addition

hich she was advised was not und.~r consideration _ and which would require

additioD$l hearing.

s. May Carter, who lives directly across the street from the applicant,

objected - stating that she had bought this property because of its rural

character and had expected it to remain so. She also brought out that

raddock Road is narrow and heavily traveled - it is noisy and certainly not

conducive to a quiet atmosphere tor a nursing home.

s. McClintock. who owns 20 acres at the back of the property in question,

Iso objected, stating that they plan to develop this property some time in

he future and she thought the presence of a nursing home On the Fowler pro

erty would be depreciating to her property values. She felt a purely resi

ential area was not the proper place to locate such an institution. If Mr.

owler builds on when sewage is available - that will further adversely

ffect their property. After the addition is put on, Mrs. McClintock went

n, and if this should be abandoned for this use - the building would be

ntirely out of keeping with the neighborhood.

s. Terrain objected for reasons stated, claiming that it would be logical

o grant an extension on this business if it is successful. She objected

o the addition also •

• McFarland, owner of Fairfax Lodge (a nursing home on Route #50) asked

he Board to favorably consider Mr. Fowlerts application. Mr. McFarland is

he Vir~inia representative to the Governing Council of American Nursing

ome Association. Mr. McFarland commended Mr. Fowler as an individual _

al~ing him a man of high caliber and ability.

r. McFarland spoke of the need for these homes in the State. He told of a

urvey made in th~ State four years ago takin~ the criteria of the Hill

urton Act - and cutting that criteria in half. They came up with a shorta

f 150 beds in this area. Last year this shortage was increased by g beds.

ow one 12 bed institution has been closed. It is a fact, Mr. McFarland'

ontinued, that hospitals cannot keep these people who are cronically ill

nd some faciliti~8 must be furnished for their care. Here, Mr. MCFarland

ointed out, is a man who is well qualified to do this.

-. McFarland noted also that these homes are located through-out the Count

n good neighborhoods - they are allowed in a residential area by the Ordi

it should happen that Mr. Fowler should be unable to continue this use,

e was sure someonelse would carryon. Mr. McFarland expressed the opinion

hat this is an excellent location for such a use and urged the Board to

rant this use to Mr. Fowler.

s. Carter again called attention to the medium priced homes in this area

hich would be out of keeping with this bUilding if Mr. Fow+er puts the

ddition on and abandons the use. It could never fit into the residential

icture of the area, ~s. Carter concluded.

l-Ctd.
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ere were about five people peresent in opposition.

s. Wm. Torry, who lives in Braddock Acres, stated that the children (abo

25 in the neighborhood) use the woods adjoining this property for play _

they are noisy, Mrs. Torry explained, playing Indian, and Cops and Robbers

she thou~t that would be di8t~bing to the old people in this home. Where

she asked, will the children play in order to assure quiet for the Home,

and how can they keep the children qUiet? They have no objection to the old

eople, Mrs. Torry stated ~ they simply want free play for the children•••••

• J. B. Smith moved to defer the case until February 26th to view the pro

party and the neighborhood.

Seconded, ~~.T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

• Cawl thought the Highway Department would not widen Route #123 at this

point because of the proposed McLean by-pass. He was of the opinion that t

filling station across #123 had a 25 foot setback on the pump islands.

V. Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat dated January

1957, prepared by B. Calvin Burns, C.L.S., provided the pump islands be

oved back a distance of 35 feet from the property line adjacent to Route # 3.

econded, J. B. Smith

r. Cawl suggested allowing thr 25 foot setback and if it becomes necessary

o move the pump islands back to the 35 foot line, they will move the islan

DOMINION DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, to permit erection and operation of a

service station and to allow pump islands 25- feet of right of way line of

123, part of Block 2, Ingleside Subdivision, Dranesville ;DiBt.(Gen~Bus.}.

• Ralph Cawl represented the applicant. This is to be installed in con-

ection with the Engleside shopping center, Mr. Cawl told the Board _ it is

the first step in development.

is an 11 acre general bUsiness tract, Mr. Cawl went on, all of which

be developed - the filling station to be in one corner. Also Mr. Cawl

pointed out that there 1s only one other filling station on Route #123 from

Chain Bridge to Tyson l s Corners - on the going out side of the street. A

filling station is a great asset to a shopping center, Mr. Cawl pointed out

ne compliments the other. This is also inCluded in the master plan's de

for business development.

here were no objections from the area.

• V. Smith recalled that the Board had granted a filling station across

from this with - he thought a 35 foot pump island setback. He did ~ot like

o grant a les~setback here - also, Mr. Smith thought the Board should know

he possibilities of widening Route #123 at this point. This is a heaVily

route, Mr. Smith pointed out, and he felt every precaution should

to facilitate widenin~ of the road, and assure proper handling of

2-
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DENNIS & BURNS, to permit division of lot with less area than allowed by t

Ordinance, Lot 29, Section 2, Englandboro, Mason District. (Sub.Res.-Class! ).

Mr. Hugh Cregger represented the applicant. Mr. Burns was present also. Th

total area of this lot is 32,574 square feet, Mr. Cregger told the Board

and it is proposed to make two lots, one with 16,100 squ feet, the other wi

16,474 square feet. The zoning on this area requires an average of 15,000

square feet. The one lot will lack 900 square feet in area - the other wil

lack 526 square reet in order to reach the average required. However, ther

are many other lots in the subdivision, Mr. Cregger pointed out which have

15,000 square foot area.

Mr. Burns will erect hanes in the $27,000 class on these lots - he has bull

homes on several other lots in this subdiVision ranging from $23,000 to

$24,000.

Mr. Cregger presented a letter to the Board from Mr. McNulty, the owner of

the adjoining Lot 28, stating that he does not object to the variance re

quested as long as the frontage of the lots is as required under the prese

regulation, and so long as the house built upon the property is of the type

and value equal to his own home.

It was recalled that this was a 1/2 acre lot area before the Freeh1l1

Amendment changed this area to an average size of 17,000 square fee~. How

ever, the subdivision was platted and development had started in the 1/2 ac

zoning classification.

3-

2-Ctd. bearing the full cost. The 25 foot setback Will better serve the customers

in getting in and out, Mr. Cawl explained, and in case of the widening they

will immediately comply with the 35 foot setback.

Mr. V. Smith thought this would be the logical aide on which to take the

added right of way - also Mr. Smith recalled that on major highways service

drives have been required - this property does not include a service drive.

t was suggested that this be deferred until the status of the Highway 18

settled. Mr. Cawl suggested deferring this until they could examine the

consequences of the 35 foot setback. They had not expected that - Mr. Cawl

said, and they wish to comply with the requirements of the Board, but he

would like time to go over the situation and know just how it would affect

them.

Mr. V. Smith withdrew his motion, and moved to defer the Case for 30 days

(until March 12th) and that this be referred to the Planning Commission for

suggestion and recommendation on the possibilities of widening of Route #12

and a recommendation on the setback on Route #123 and also for consideratio

of the possibilities of obtaining a service road along Route #123 in front

of the shopping center, and for Mr. Cawl to consider whether or not he can

change the location of the pump islands.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.
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3-Ctd. In answer to Mr. V. Sm1th t s question as to how many lots fall below the

li2 acre size, Mr. Burns pointed out several lots in the subdivision that

have about 15,000 square feet - especially those lots facing on Downing 'IlJ 7
Street. It was noted on the plat of the sUbdivision that a great majority

of the lots are in excess of 1/2 acres.

The Chairman asked for opposition.

Colonel Jones, Vice-President of the Enr.landboro Citizens Association,

stated that this subdivision has 40 lots and approximately 26 of these Iota

are built upon. All but two of the home owners have asked that this varian e

not be granted. The average lot size of the 26 owners is 27,000 square fee

Colonel Jones went on to explain that people had moved into this area (most

of them) when the areB was zoned for 1/2 aCre lot sizes. The majority of

the lots are larger than that requirement. The people have been very zealo s

in maintaining a large lot - rural area, COlonel Jones continued, and have

opposed vigorously any encroachment on the character of their neighborhood.

The Freehill Amendment rezoned this area to an average of 17,000 square foo

lotB, Colonel Jones continued, but this proposed division would further set

aside that amendment. While there are several 15,000 square foot lots in

the subdivision - only three homes are built upon these small lots. The

trend is to combine and enlarge the lots 'rather than to cut them up. On

three of the 15,000 square foot lots a plan is under way to combine with

adjoining property for larger lots. Such an arrangement would be far more

in keepi~ with the character of the area than the proposed division. Home,.

in this area are in the $2g,Ooo to $35,000 class, Colonel Jones concluded,

he thought homes built upon these two small lots would have a tendency to

reduce property values.

Petitions, with approximately 100 signatures, were presented from England

boro and Pinecrest Subdivisions, objecting to this division. 75 percent

signing were property owners and 25 percent represent the owners.

Mr. Paul LiVingood, owner of land adjoining this property objected, telling

of his having combined lots to maintain the large areas, all of which lots nge

from 22,000 square feet to 30,000 square feet. He also stressed the eftor

the builders in this area had all gone to ~ maintain large lot sizes and

~o build attrac~ive homes.

Paul Mclaughlin spoke for Pinecrest, objecting for reasons stated. He caul

see no advantage in the granting of this except to the applicant.

Mr. McGinnis objected, representing Mr. Enick and Mr. Kilgore, builders who

have consistently put up a good class of homes - they have saved trees,

used large lots and have worked to keep the area rural and attractive.

Mr. Enicks owns Lots 13, 14 and 27, the latter adjoining the applicant's

property. Mr. McGinnis pointed out that the applicant bought this property

knowing that it was platted as a single home lot and therefore.would not be

injured if this is denied. On the other hand, his clients would be greatly

injured by depreciation of their property. Mr. McGinnis recalled the
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J-Ctd. original opposition to the Freeh1ll Amendment, and to Mr. Rolfs when he

came up with his small lot r.ezoning. The Board of Supervisor,s turned that

zoning down, Mr. McGinnis recalled, eVidently thinking the 17,000 square fa

average was fair. However, the average lot in En~landboro actually runs

from 25,000 to 30,000 square feet. He asked the Board to deny the case.

Mr. Cregger called attention to the fact that this is a variance for just

these two lots - that if this were a plat for the whole subdivision it coul

go on record as the lots Would have to average 17,000 square feet and could

drop as low as 15,000 square feet. They are not asking for ~ything that

cannot already be done in the SUbdivision, Mr. Cregger assured the Board.

This is not a great variance from the lot sizes, Mr. Cregger continued, and

since there is such a variation already in the subdivision (the range start

ing from 15,000 square feet and running to over one acre) these lots would

not be noticed as being less in area and they certainly would not adversely

affect the smaller lots in the subdivision, several of which are not too

far from this property. If they were to put in a division of ground into

three lots it would be creating a subdivision, Mr. Cregger explained, and

the present zoning would allow an average area of 17,000 square feet.

Therefore, Mr. Cregger contended, this is not an unreasonable request .•

Mrs. Critchlow recalled Mr. Rolfs' consideration for the people in England

boro and Pinecrest in that" he agreed to the larger lots and bet~r houses

fronting these two subdivisions. She thought the applicant was not conside

ing the people in the two subdivisions.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case because it does not conform to the over

all character of the subdivision in which the lots are located, and the lot

would be irregular in shape. There has been no eVid~nce of undue hardship.

Secmnded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
he Board adjourned for lunch.

II
Upon reconvening the Board took up: Julius Pruss as the applicants on the
next three cases were not present.

7- JULIUS PRUSS, to permit erection of one sign with greater area than allowed

by the Ordinance, (84 sq. ft.), S.W. corner of Arlington BOulevard and

Sleepy Hollow Road, Falls Church District. (General Business).

The sign "Motel" which was erected on top of the building was blown or£ in

the last wind storm, Mr. Pruss explained. and he would like now to re~locat

it on an 8 foot pole about 6 or 8 feet behind the property line near the

building. However, there was no plat showing the actual location of the ai

on the property, nor waa there a drawing shOWing the entire sign. The B~

that they could not handle the ease without more complete plats•

• V. Smith moved to defer the case until February 26th, pending proper

14rs. Henderson ~ Carried, unanimously.

I

I

I

I

I
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA ARCHZRS, to permit an Archery Range, on east side #638,

approximately 1-1/2 miles north of Shirley Highway at Hunter Station Inter- Lf t; 7
change, Mason District. (Agriculture).

Mr.. Walter Ralph represented-the applicant, statine; that the ArChers are no

operating on the Winkler Tract in Alexandria, but the property has been sol

and they must vacate by March 1st. After considerable searching in the

County, they have round this ground which suits their purpose in every way

and for which they are requesting a permit~

There is a ravine about 400 1'eet from Rolling Road on the south side of the

outlet road shown on the plat. Their targets are placed back and forth alo

the ravine, Mr. Ralph explained, so placed that all shooting will be direct

into the bank. Mr. Ralph noted that the plat shows that no shooting will

take place closer to Rolling Road than 600 feet. This is in error _ the

ravine is closer t~ Rolling Road than they had thOught - however, no shoot!

will take place closer to Rolling Road than 200 feet. The targets are made

of bags of straw, Mr. Ralph explained, they will be placed in a zig-zag

manner across the ravine - always shooting into the bank. The distance be

tween targets will vary from 20 feet to 20' yards. However, ~he bows- have a

shooting range of 125 yards, but at no time will the shooting take place.

toward the road. All activities will be carefully supervised. The shoot

ing will follow the trails laid out for that purpose. The Lynch gravel pit

joins this property immediately to the east.

is is an incorporated club. Mr. Ralph told the Board, of about 1.35 members

hey plan to lease the property. They will be well covered with liability.

nsurance and property damage. Their lease states that they cannot CUt holl

or dogwood. The area is well wooded. It is planned to use about .30 acres

l' the entire tract.

letter was read from the Upper Pohick Community League stating that they

re acquainted with the purposes and scope of the Northern Virginia Archers.

aVe discussed it with Mr. Ralph and other members of the club. and they

eel that this use will not be detrimental to this area. The League passed

resolution unanimously that a letter be sent to the Board stating that

hey do not oppose this application.

his range was laid out by an Archer Range Master - who took all precautions

• Ralph stated, to assure complete safety and compliance with the National

afety requirements. If the archer misses the target - Or shoots over the

arget - the arrow will go into the bank. The raVine is about 50 feet be

ow Rolling Road. Since they use aluminum arrows the archer is not likely

o shoot alTOWS wild, Mr. Ralph explained. The people who are members of

his club are experienced archers and are accustomed to controlled ranges.

h~re were no objections from the area.
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6-Ctd. The direction of the arrows and the location of the target with relation to

the banks were discussed. at length - Mr. Ralph assuring the Board that with

the deep ravine and the targets placed along the ravine - the arrows would

be well within safety range. All shooting will be parallel to the ravine.

Beginners would use a short range bow, which could not reach the road. The

heavy long range bows are used only by qualified archers.

The property will be posted and policed at all times, Mr. Ralph went on,

only the members will know where the targets are and only the members will

use the grounds.

Mr. V. Smith moved to grant the application as shown on plat by WalterL.

Ralph, C.L.S., dated January 24, 1957 - the property involved. shown to be

134.65 acres. This permit is granted for a period of three years, proVided

that no targets be located in such a way that the archer is aiming toward

Rolling Road or abutting property, and so the archer will be less than 400

feet from the property line. This is granted because it does not appear to

affect' adversely neighboring property.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried.

All voted for the motion except Mr. Brookfield, who voted "no".

II

'flO

III

III

III
8- PARKLAWN CIVIC ASSOCIATION, to permit erection and operation of a commun1ty

swimming pool, bath house and accessory buildings thereto, Parcel 0, Sectio

3, Parklawn, (270 ft. east of rear of Lot 56, Block T, Section 3, Parklawn)

Mason District. (Suburban Residence-Class II).

Mr. B. M. Keith, President of the Civic Association represented the applic

The corporation which will operate this pool has been incorporated under th

laws of Virginia, Mr. Keith told the Board, they have been working since

last November on prel1mimary plans in order to open for use this summer.

The 14.5 acres which will be used has been donated by Mr. Mace for this

purpose. They have surveyed the area very thoroughly, Mr. Keith went on,

explaining the plan, and find that the people in the.community are highly

in favor of this project. Mr. Keith displayed a petition with over 200

names all favoring this use. These signers are from Parklawn andDowclen

Terrace, and all adjacent property owners. III
While this ground is within the flood plain ~rea, Mr. Keith pointed out, it

is perfectly satisfactory for this purpose as the ground is very firm and'w Id

dry out quickly in the case of inundation.

Mr. V. Smith asked if there is a plan for a Parkway up Holmes Run. Mr. Kei

thought there was a plan for a Parkway on the opposite side of the Run _

away from this property. He also noted that the swimmine pool as located·

would be above the flood plain area, and also that the parking area could

be located if it is in the flood plain.

III
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In answer to Mr. V. Smith' 8 question on the width or the 20 foot outlet

road - Mr. Keith said the grade was good. the road would be wider at the

curve and he thought it would adequately serve the recreational area.

Sewage is available and they will get water from Dowden Terrace.

There were no objections from the area.

Again the possibility of a Parkway through this area was discussed. Mr. Ke h

wae of the opinion that a Parkway would not come through this area becaus e

of the natural terrain and because of the dam farther up on the Run.

Mr. V. Slpi'th thOUght the Board should not grant anything that would result

in a source of trouble in the future or which would be in the way of any

highway plans.

At this time Mr. Schumann came into the room with maps of a Parkway along

the Run. which he discussed with the Board. The plans for a Parkway along

the Run may not be entirely £ixed, Mr. Schumann said, but the plans as of

the present are to take the Parkway - which would be an extension of the

Alexandria Parkway - along the Run and through this proPerty. Mr. Schumann

pointed out the connection with the Jones, P01nt-Cabin John Highway. While

he did not know how far Alexandria had gone with their plans, Mr. Schumann

continued, he understood that Mr. Dowden had dedicated a portion of the

right of way for the Parkway. They have picked up the line from Alexandria

and carried it on up the Run. This is no attempt to stop this application,

Mr. Schumann assured Mr. Keith - he simply wished to show what information

his office has at hand - but how definitely the Parkway is planned Mr.

Schumann could not say. He did think, however, that Alexandria has been

working seriously toward. it. Mr. V. Smith stated that dedications have bee

made in Alexandria for this purpose.

Mr. Keith said they had been informed of a planned Parkway on the east side

of the Run, but they knew nothing o£ any plans on the west side.

If' the road is actually planned, Mr. Keith asked if it was known when it

might be ,put through - in the foreseeable future - or was it a 1980 project.

That - Mr. Schumann could not answer.

Mr. V. Smith moved to defer the case until February 26th for referral to th

Planning Commission and to the Department of Public Works for their views

or suggestions on this.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
JOHN GIBSON, to permit two signs to be erected with an area of' approximatel

265 square feet, Lots 2 and J, Luther A. Gilliam property (west side U. S.

#1, 340 feet north of intersection of #628), Lee District. (Rural Business)

Mr. Howard Smith represented the appli~ant. This application will call for

the construction of a restaurant to Cost about $40,000, Mr. Smith told the

Board, and employing 22 people. It will be located on Lots 2 and J. They

are requesting two signs, Mr. Smith told the Board - the one on the buildi

"+.J...J..
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9-Ctd. which will be on Lot 3 and the other a standing sign eight feet from the

right of way on Lot 2.

This is a national chain of restaurants, Mr. Smith continued, and this is

the standard sign they use throughout the Country I which is recognized by

their patrons. The Company have agreed to construct the building contingen

upon the granting of' these signs. The building, on which one sign is locat

is back about 60 feet from the right of way and 75 feet from the hard sur-

face of the highway. This is a purely commercial area, Mr. Smith explained

he. located and named the businesses in the area. The bUilding immediately

to the north of this is located closer to the highway, and would therefore

obscure the entrance to this restaurant unless the standing sign is located

near the right of way.

If this is granted, Mr. Smith continued, it would result in the removal of

three big billboards which are presently located on this property. It woul

also bring a substantial revenue to the County. Mr. Smith also noted that

the flashing lights shown on the drawing will be eliminated.

In answer to Mr. v~ Smith's question - why such a large sign - Mr. Howard

Smith answered that this is the same sign used by this company's other 40

restaurants and is well ~nown to tourists - therefore they feel that it is

necessary to their business to have this particular sign, and also to attra

south-bound traffic. The filling station on the lot adjoining and which Mr

Smith noted is close to the right of way - is a non-conforming building and

therefore can remain in its present location - which works a hardship on

his client - who must set back farther in order to have parking around his

building. This large sign ne~r the highway would put the public on notice

that this ~usiness is here.

It was su~gested that the large sign be put on top of the building.

Mr. V. Smith thought the continuous granting of such large signs on U.S.#l

was bringing this area in- competition with the Baltimore Highway. He felt

signs that are too numerous and too large are dangerous to traffic.

Mrs. Henderson asked if they would consider reducing the sign - she thought

much of the printing not necessary.

Mr. Kinsey, from the sign company, explained that the sign told the entire

story of this business - that it is large, the prices are reasonable, it

gives the name, and their specialty product - he could not see where any of

it could be eliminat~d.

The sign drawing showed an area of 225 square feet on the standing sign and

40 square feet in the one on the building.

The only reason given for granting this is because this is a large chain

restaurant, Mr. V. Smith stated, with 40 restaurants in the United States _

a reason he thought not sufficient. He could see no undue hardship.

This property is SUbject to a 20 to 40 year lease to these people, Mr. Smit

told the Board, and they expect to put in "bout $75,000 worth of building

and equipment_ - but they will not take up the lease unless the signs are gr ted.

I

I

I

I

I
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Mrs. Henderson recalled that Robert Hall, whose building is just across thl

property, had cut the size of their sign at the suggestion of the Board.

Mr. Howard. Smith answered that certain types of business need larger signs

restaurants in particular have tr:~mendous competition and this company teel

that it is necessary to have their nationally known trade mark displayed.

In fact, r~. Smith continued, this sign is 80 important to the company that

the complet.ion of the lease is contingent upon the granting of this

application, as they consider the success of their business dependent upon

the sign.

The Chairman asked for opposition.

Mrs. Van Evra stated that she had come to the meeting at the request of the

~'if'Ue Citizens Association, to oppose' another sign case which was not

heard,~ but she would like to place in the record the opposition of her

Citizens Association to allover-sized signs. The granting of one - such

as this - Mrs. Van Evra continued) would make it dU"ficult to reCuse anothe

similar sign.

Mr. A. Slater Lamond) owner of this property) reminded the Board that by

granting this sign they would get rid of three large billboards on this

property - and the granting of this would bring a business into theCounty

tch would pay a substantial revenue.

Mrs. Henderson suggested discussing a small version of the si~ with

McDonalds - recalling that the Board had!!ranted Robert Hall 159 square

feet. The Board agreed that the sign as requested latoo large - and th~t

it contains too much unnecessary information - part of which could easily

be removed.

It was sugges'ted that the sign be cut to between 00 and 159 square feet and

tha't the sign should be located on the bUilding or on the bUilding setback

line rather than at the edge of the right of way.

Mr. "1. Smlth moved that this case be deferred for two weeks (February 26th)

to view the property and to give the applicant the opportunity to present

a more reasonable sign.

Seconded) J. B. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
ROBERT CHUCKROVI CONSTRUCTION COI~ANY OF CALIFORNIA, INC., to permit erectio

of one sign with greater area than allowed by the Ordinanc8.(approximately

221.5 square feet) on north side of Arlington Boulevard. west of Cherry

Street adjacent to Robert Hall Store, Falls Church District.(Gen. Business)

AND

to permit erection of oneslgn with greater area than allowed by the Ordina ce

(approximately 221.5 sq. ft.) on west side #1 Highway. 1140 feet north of
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4 & 5 Ctd southerly junction of #1 Highway and #62g, immediately north of Luther A.

Gilliam Subdivision, Lee District. (General Business).

These two cases were deferred to March 12th on motion of Mr. V. Smith and

seconded by Mrs. Henderson, as no one was present to supPOrt the applicatio s.

II
Mr. Mooreland asked the Board. if they would extend the time on the applica

'tiOD of Mr. Jack Eakin - EAKIN PROPERTIES - for a f'illing station on the

corner of Route #236 and Prosperity Avenue. Construction On this was held

up, Mr. Mooreland explained, because the Highway Department could not make

up its mind about the widening of the road at this point. Now they are

acquiring right of way and the filling station can be located from the Dew

right of way. This permit expired December 14, 1954.

Mrs. Henderson noted that the permit had expired considerably more than a

year ago, and questioned the Board's jurisdiction to extend a dead permit.

The Board took no action.

'fIr

I

I
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II
DOMINION DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, to permit erection and operation of a

service station and to allow pump islands 25 feet of rifpt of way line of

#123, part of Block a, Ingleside Subdivision, Dranesville Dist.(Gen.Bus.)

At the request of I~. Cawl, Mr. V. Smith moved to reopen this case - for

the reason of. new evidence.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

They have checked with the Planning Office, Mr. Cawl told the Board, and

found that the setback on the pump islands ac·ross the street from this pro

posed station is 30 feet, and they alsO learned from the Planning Office

that a 30 foot setback on these pump islands would permit any widening pre

sently contemplated on Route #123. If there is a further widening in the

future, Mr. Cawl told the Board, the applicant will agree to move the pump

islands Jkrther back at their own expense - and with no cost whatsoever to

the County.

Mr. Schumann stated that on talking with Mr. A. K. Hunsburger of the State

Highway office at Richmond, he had been informed that the Highway'S plan

to improve Route #123 would not require more than a 66 foot right of way.

If the highway has a 40 foot right of way at present, the State would want

13 feet f'rom each side to make the 66 foot right of way. That would mean,

Mr. Cawl said, that his company would necessarily move one pump island.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application be granted as shown on plat dated

January IS, 1957 by B. Calvin Burns, C.L.S., provided the pump island aho

closer to Route #123 be located not closer than 30 feet from the property

line and that 11' in the future the highway is widened that the use permit,

so far as this pump island is concerned, shall be terminated and that no

pump island subsequent to the widening of the road be located closer than

30 feet to the right of way - this to be applicable only to a total width

I

I

I

\
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of 66 feet on the widening of Route #123. This application is granted unde

Section 6-16 of the Ordinance and the provision for termination of the use

of the pump island closer to Route #123 is cbvered by Section 4-D-2.

Seconded, ~lr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

II

I

I

I

I

o. K. NORMAN (Operation of semi-public swimming pool, Bonnieml11 Gardens

Subdivision - granted August 17, 1954).

Mr. Norman was granted a restricted use of his swimming pool by which he

mi~t make a limited charge to nei&'tbors and a few organized groups. Mr.

Norman told the Board that he had received a letter from the Zonin~ Office

saying he was operating in violation of the Zoning Ordinance because of a

sign which he had placed at the intersection of the public highway {Rt.61T)

and the private road leading to his pool. Mr. Norman said he had removed

the sign but would like to operate again this season on the same basis, as

he had for the past three years - but he would like some kind of sign on

his property near the highway.

Mr. Mooreland explained that the sign reads "Adult.s 50¢ - Children 3'5¢" arid

gives the hours of opening. The sign, Mr. MOoreland contended is riot on th

property used, and in his opinion the sign which Mr. Norman was using gives

a commercial character to the enterprise. He cautioned the Board against

granting any sign off the use - because of the number of similar requests

which would follow this granting.

Mr. Norman said he had bought the land all the way to Route #617 - in fact

he owns the road which leads into his house - which road six or seven other

families also USe. He not only owns but maintains the road and even though

his pool is back'·700 or 800 feet from the highway it 1s still on the use _

since the ownership of the property from his pool to the road is continuous

and is in his name.

As to the commercial aspect of this project - Mr. Norman said the pool was

open for 748 hours last year and after paying for the life guard, insurance

and other small expenses - there was practically no profit. He made it

plain that this is not a commercial venture - his only reason for charging

is to cover expenses of the two safety features - insurance and life guard.

He felt that some kind oT sign is necessary down at the road so people will

know when the pool is open.

Mr. Schumann explained. that Mr. Norman had acquired this land all the way

to the road by two separate deeds. Had this been one purchase, Mr. Schuman

continued, there would have been no question of the sign being located on

the use.

However, Mr. l~oreland was still concerned over the commercial character of

the signs. He thought that a sign reading "Pool Open" or "Pool Closed"

would be sufficient. If the pool is used mostly by organized groups - sure y

they would know the hours and the prices, Mr. Mooreland contended. He
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~hought the prices along with the hours - was an open invitation to anyone.

The Board took no action.

II
Ed. Holland came before the Board recalling that the appliea,tian for a

riance on Lot 9, Block 10 of SPRINGFIELD ESTATES which had been deferred

y the Board on December 5th, 1956, was withdrawn without his knowledge be

cause Mr. Yaremchuk had thought the setback on this house could be adjusted

by the 10 foot easement dedication on a 4,0 foot road. Mr. Schumann learned

little later that the easement dedication clause had been removed from the

Subdivision Control Ordinance and his office could no longer approve a plat

"th Iesa than the full ·50 foot road dedication. Mr. SchwnaIUl had then, in

rder to re-adjust the error, come before the Board with a request for

ariance on Lot 9 - which the Board denied.

Since the moving of the house would cost him about $16,000 and since he

imse1£ was not represented at any hearing after the original application

s de£erred, and since he had nothing to do with the original withdrawl

of the case, nor the presentation of the second hearing on Lot 9 which the

Board denied, Mr. Holland asked that the consideration of Lot 9 from the

!rst application be again placed on the agenda in order that he might have

full hearing.

case came about from an honest misunderstanding of the

ew Subdivision Ordinance, Mr. Holland continued, and he made it plain that

e was holding no One responsible. Mr. Schumann had re-f'iled, as an agent

f the County, in order to rectify what he conSidered to be his error. Mr.

Holland was not therefore present. He asked the Board to re-instate the

riginal hearing.

Schumann suggested that since the original application pertaining to

9 never did have a decision from the Board, it was entirely within the

of the Board to put it back on the agenda•

• V. Smith moved that this apPlication on Lot 9 be placed on the next

Mr. T•.Barnes

arried, unanimously.

Schumann discussed with the Board the ability of the Zoning Office to

nlorce the permit requiring Certified Plats on ~uilding locations. The

eason this requirement has not been made a part of the Ordinance, Mr.

chwnann explained to the Board, is that an attempt was made to incorporate

his into the Ordinance some time ago. and the Board of SuperVisors refused

o accept it. This permit was drafted in 1949 and by and large the de

elopers have accepted it.

t.f/~
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• Mooreland estimated that his o£f."ice had., during the past f"ew years, had

bout 95% compliance. In his opinion an established poli~y drawn with the

of carrying out the intent of the Ordinance would stand up in Court.

s. Henderson asked that the use permit granted to Mr. Poppleman on July 2

be placed on the next agenda with a request for revocation of that

ermit since the applicant has not met the terms of the permit. Mrs.·

anderson read the motion granting the permit to Mr. Poppleman for erection

f a community building and real estate oritee. The communii' building was

ever bUilt, Mrs. Henderson continued, and the building on the property has

at been used as a real estate office for over two years. She asked that th

be given ten days notice, at his last known address, of the re-

Schumann suggested consulting the Commonwealth's Attorney before I'eYOlk

the permit.

J. B. Smith moved that the Board co~sult the Commonwealth's Attorney

steps are nocessary to take in order to revoke this permit.

econded, Mr. T. Barnes

rried, unanimously.

following letter was received from Mr. John C. Sommers requesting a re

earing on Stafford Builders' case:

"January 29, 1957

Mr. W. T. Mooreland
Zoning Administrator
Fairfax County, Virginia

Dear Mr. Mooreland:

On January 8,1957, an application by the Stafford Building Company
Inc., for a variance was denied on the following described lots:

41.1

t.f/7

Lots

Lot 15, Block 6, Sect. J
Lot 6, ~lock 7, Sect. 3
Lot 9 Block 7, Sect. 3
Lot 2i, Block 3, Sect. 2

Encroachment

Carport - approx. 2 ft.
Carport - approx. 2 In.
Carport - approx. 6 in.
Carport '- approx. g ft.

I

I

The applicant was the vendor of the above described lots and, there
fore, was the one who I felt could request a variance. However, in
asmuch as the applicant was not the record owner at the time of the
denial of the application and therefore not subject to the enforce_
ment penalties resulting from the denial, it is respectfully requested
that a rehearing be granted for the above applications.

At the hearing, I will present a resubdivision proposal for one lot
together with other data regarding the advisability of allowing the
variance, and I will notify the present owners of the lots to attend
the hearing insofar as it affects their interests.

If this rehearing can be obtained, I would appreciate your adVising
me of the time and place thereof.

Thanking you in advance for your kind courtesies in this matter, I am,

Very truly yours,

/s/ John C. Somers"
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Mr. T. Barnes mov.ed to deny the rehearing because there does not appear 'to

be new evidence which would justify a rehearing - this is in accordance wit

Section 6-13-6.

Seconded, 'Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
The TULLY ATKINS case was again discussed; the fact that the Public Works

Department cannot give approval of this property because they do not know

how much f1l1in.~ was done and do not know the original contour or the land;

the question of whether a repair garage would damage the area more than a

hardware storej the future possibilities of the County having to make

reimbursements and correct a condition caused by locating a building in flo

plain area. etc•••••••

Mrs. Henderson moved that the motion on the Tully Atkins case passed on

December 11, 1956 to grant Mr. Atkins application subject to two conditions

be rescinded.

Seconded, Mr.. T. Barnes

Carried) unanimously.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the application of Mr. Tully Atkins to permit a

repair garage on the north side of U. S. #1 approximately 425 feet south of

Engleside Street be granted subject to provisions of Section 6-16 of the

Ordinance and subject to approval of the Highway Department.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson, T. Barnes, Brookfield, J. B. Smith

I

I

I
Against: Mr. V. Smith

II

he meeting adjourned

- Motion carried.

John W. Brookfield, Chairman

I

I
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The regular meeting of tbe Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals was
held Tuesday, February 25, 1957 at
10 o'clock a.m. in the Board Room
of the Fairfax County Courthouse
with all members present.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Verlin Smith

Mr. Mooreland read the following letters from Mr. B. C. Rasmussen regarding

Trailer Parks - with relation to action to be taken by the Department of

Public Works - and asking the Board to notify Mr. Rasmussen if the letter

proposed to be Bent out by Mr. Rasmussen is satisfactory to them.

lIFebruary.25,1957

Mr. W. T. Mooreland
Zoning Administrator
Fairfax County, Virginia

Re: Trailer Parks

Dear B111:

Attached hereto 1s a copy of a letter that I have written
Which will be sent to the Engineers that have submitted
plans of trailer parks. I believe that it contains all o£
the instructions o£ the Board ot Zoning Appea~s on this
subject, bu't I wish that you would conf1nn it at your next
meeting.

Mr. Smith had certain questions that were to be resolved
before I contacted the Engineers requesting detailed in
formation for the required improvements. To this date I
have not been notified to release the attached letter;
however, I have had several inquiries from the Engineers
pertaining to the requirements for trailer parks.

Please advise it this is satisfactory.

Very truly yours,

lsi B. C. Rasmussen
SUbdivision Design Engineer"

Following is a copy of letter which Mr. Rasmussen mentions will be sent to

the Engineers:

"Date' _

Name' _

Address' _

Re: Trailer Parks-Review and approval
for the Board of Zoning Appeals

Dear _

This office has been instructed by the Board of Zoning Appeals
to review all plans On proposed trailer parks for streets and
drainage purposes in the Bame detail and manner that subdivisions
are reviewed. This will require:

(a) the normal street plans and profiles with pavement
widths and typical cross-sections as approved by
the Board of Zoning Appeals (the minimum inside
turnin~ radius shall be 40.0'),

the normal stOrm sewer plans and profiles using the
County's current basis of design with the appropriate
impervious factors,

(c)site grading plans shOWing all proposed or required
improvements - including existing and proposed con
tours and other related topography,



(d) and other drainage or flood studies where necessary.
All plans and profiles are to be submitted by Registered
Engineers in the same manner, detail, and scale used
in subdivisions.

The construction or installation of required improvements will be
inspected by construction inspectors from this office.

Very truly yours,

lsi B. C. Rasmussen
Subdivision Design Engineer"

The Board asked that a copy of the letter be forwarded to each member for

study - before a reply is drafted.

II
A letter from CLAUDE KIDWELL was read asking that his case for division of

Lot 67, Devonshire Gardens be withdrawn.

II
DEFERRBD CASBS:

MILLER BUILDING SUPPLY GOMPANY, ING •• OF VIRGINIA, to permit storage build

ing to remain as erected within 26.6 feet of the street property line, Lots

2 and 3, Henry Williams Estate, (6430 Columbia Pike), Mason Dist.(Gen.Bus.)

Mr. Miller and Mr. Morrison, the builder were .present to represent the

applicant.

When they located this building, r4r. Miller told the Board, they measured

from stakes which appeared to be the right of way of Columbia Pike. The

building was located two feet farther back than the required 35 feet. Mr.

Miller noted that the Pepco Company who were locating their poles at the

same time, used the same right of way stakes. The stakes were labeled

"property linen on one side and indicated the grade on the other side _

therefore there was no question in their minds that the stakes had been put

along the right of way line. They had discussed this with the Pepco men

and both came up with the idea that they were following the correct right

of way.

A plat was given to them when they bOUght the property, Mr. Miller said,

but it was not certified. They had thought their property ran to the fence

corner. The certified plat of the property was made when they located the

new buildings on the rear of the property.

As to widening of Columbia Pike, Mr. Mooreland thought it was ao feet at

this point. Mr. Miller said he was of the opinion that they had given

right of way without their knowledge - he could not un4erstand the apparent

change in the right of way.

This is a temporary building, Mr. Miller went on - (it has no sanitary

facilities) - which they are using for storage only. At some later time

they may remodel the building and use it for commercial purposes.

In answer to Mr. V. Smith's statement that it would appear a careless way

to put up a building - to discuss the property line with some individual

who has nothing to do with property lines - and build according to his

advicej Mr. Miller said they had plenty of land and they had no intention 0

I

I

I

I

I
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creating a violation, and he was sure he could meet all requirements.

They have planned extensive development of this property, Mr. Miller told

the Board, but have had difficulty with their loan commtttments _ which are

altered - therefore they cannot go ahead as they wish at this time. Since

this bUilding is temporary - to be used until such time as a more permanent

development will be carried out on the property - they would at least like

a temporary use of the building.

Mr. Morrison called attention to the fact that Columbia Pike varies from a

four-lane to a two-lane just east of the Miller property. The confusion in

the right of way was also evident to the Telephone Company _ who moved thei

poles three times in an attempt to locate them within proper range of the

right of way. The poles were not permanently located until after this buil

iog was completed.

The Board discussed the different dated on the plats.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deny the case as no evidence of undue hardship had

been presented and the applicant apparently had made no effort to establish

his property lines. Even though the building may be of a temporary nature

no time has been set as to when it will be torn down.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

It was asked how much time the applicant would have in which to remove the

building. Mr. Mooreland recalled to the Board that there is nothing in

the Ordinance indicating the time to correct a violation _ that that was

entirely up to the Board. If left up to him - he had ususally set a )0 day

period.

Mr. V. Smith moved to postpone decision on the period of time at which the

building must be taken down until the Board consult with the Commonwealth's

Attorney.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

~

NEW CASES:

BRYANH. HELLER, to permit enclosure of porch within 40 feet of the street

property line, on south west corner of #50 and #608, Centreville District.

(Rural Business)~

Mr. Frank Swart represented the applicant.

This is a non-conforming building as far as the setback is concerned - only

Mr. Swart pointed out. The business has been operating for a very long tim

The desire of the applicant is not necessarily to increase his sales space

but to render his building more attractive by glass-enclosing the little

front porch. ~lr. Heller wishes to do this, r~. Swart continued, to take a y



NEW CASES - Ctd.

l-Ctd. the I~ountry store' look of his business and to meet at least some of the

competition of the super markets springing up in the area.

Mr. Swart showed pictures of the store and pointed out the small change tha

would be made - enclosin~ the existing porch. There would be no .further en

croachment on the street ri~ht of way.

Mr. Swart read a letter from Mr. Karl Noerr, District Traffic Engineer,

relative to the traffic hazard of this corner - in which Mr. Hoerr stated

that this intersection was not considered a hazardous one - since there had

been only 13 crashes reported here over a period of nearly four and one-hal

years. He would, however, suggest certain changes to reduce the hazard of

cars going west on Route #50, making a left turn into Route #(;1)6 ...: first by

construct1ort of an island along the centerline of Route #608 8~uth of Rou~e

#50 - 8~OP sign above ~he islana, and delineator pos~s. Because of his

s~udies on this intersection, Mr. Noerr did not feel that a traffic light

I

I

was necessary.

I
Swart recalled that the building is non-conforming in location only _

that if the building is burned - it could not be built back.

here were no objections from the area.

• Schumann told the Board that they have tentative plans £rom the State

n the widening of Route #50. The Highway Department state that they have

fundG at present to acquire ri~t of way but the plans have been drawn u

Schumann displayed the plan. The Highway Department show the right of

y running through the middle of this building, Mr. Schumann pointed out.

loir. Swart pointed out from the pictures of the property that it is not the

store which obscures visibility at this intersection - it is actually the

bordering trees. Mr. Swart also noted that the porch is .36 feet from the

edge of the right of way of Route #50. However, it 1s considerably closer

to Route #608, approximately 9 or 12 feet. Since this request is only for

the improvement of the store - Mr. Swart contended, and is not bringing the

building closer to the right of way - he asked the Board to grant this encl ure. I·
Mr. V. Smith called attention to the two buildings just to the west of Rout

#50, which the Highway Department have recently moved back, apparently for

right of way purposes.

Mr. Heller said that previous owners of these two piecss of property .had

an old contract with the State that they would move the buildings back and

purchase the right of way. When these properties were Bold they forced the

State to comply with the old contract. It was not his understanding that

the State moved these buildings because they were acquiring right of way _

but merely to comply with the contract. This contract was made about 1940.

Mooreland told the Board that in his opinion they had no authority to

application - that they did have authority to extend a use

the building but not to extend the building itself. However, I
t400reland continued - the interpretation and decision on that is up to
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The plan also showed the right of way of Route 11008 entering Route 1150.

If these plans are put into effect. Mr. Swart pointed out, this store would

have to be tom down and the only affect this porch enclosure would have

would be a small change in the value of the store property.

It was noted that this is the same application as that broUght before the

Board some time ago, and at that time, Mr. Swart stated, there was no answe

on tJ:le Widening of Route #50. This will get away from the old fashioned

store appearance - it will cost in the neighborhood of $1000 _ and while it

will do Mr. Hel1~r a great deal of good - it will not cause any substantial

burden to the State 1n acquiring right of way.

Mr. T. Barnes thou~ht that since this small cha~e in value would hq.ve litt e

adverse affect on the State's purchase and it was not causing any further

encroachment on the right of way - it probably would be all right to grant.

Mr. Barnes therefore moved that due to the fact of what Mr. Schumann has

told the Board that the State Highway will take one-half of the store when

the highway is widened and the porch is already on the building and this

enclosure would not obstruct vision or create a traffic hazard _ and" this

may be an asset to the store - the application be granted _ for a period

of three years.

There was no second.

Mrs. Henderson Could see no change in circumstances sinCe the original ap

plication on this was presented and dented by the Board in July '1956. No

evidence of undue hardship has been presented, Mrs. Henderson continued, an

it has been shown that the -Highway Department has de1'inite plans to Widen

Route #50 - she therefore moved to deny the application.

Seconded, Hr. J. B. Smith

For the motion; Mrs. Henderson, J. B. Smith, V. Smith, Mr. Brookfield

Mr. T. Barnes voted "no"

Motion carried.

"'c..v

I

I
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II
HEDRICK L. WOLFORD, to pennit dwelling as erected to remain within 13 feet

of the side property line, Lots 25 and 26, Block 6, Franklin Park, (on east

side of Rhode Island Ave.), Dranesville District. (Suburban Reaidence).

This is a new home, Mr. Wolford told the Board on which he has done much of

the work himself. To save money he staked out the house from his subdivisi n

plat which was not a certified survey, but rather was a blow up of a portio

of the subdiVision. What he did not take into consideration at the time of

staking the house was the inaccuracies in a plat or this kind. The plat

which he used showed his side line to be at a 90° angle with Rhode Island

Avenue. He therefore set the house parallel with his front property line

and what he thourJ1t to be parallel with his side line. He discovered when



4~4

2-Ctd.

.................. ~ -...., ........ ,
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the final survey was made that the side line angled off to the north placi

the rear corner alhia house two feet in violation. The front ~orner is

15 feet plus from the line. The house is now under roof - ready for plaste

ing. While he saw the preliminary pennit, Mr. Wolford said, he apparently

did not read it carefully, as he thought the final survey was to be sub

mitted upon completion of the house.

The garage is on the opposite side of the house with a turn radius in the

side yard, therefore he had put the house as far to this side of the lot as

possible - apparently a little too far •••••

It was noted that the blown-up subdiVision plat Which Mr. Wolford had used

carried the notation "not to be used for survey purposes".. He realized tha ,

Mr. Wolford. said, but he had so much room and he was so sure of his lines

and of the correctness of the layout that he did not question the plat.

He also measured the distance from his neighborts house and took into accou

the neighboring house setback - and placed his house - as he thought~the

proper distance from the line.

Mrs. Henderson moved to defer the case until March 26th for Mr. Wolford to

negotiate with his adjoining neighbor with the idea of re-eubdlviding these

two lots to make this setback conform.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
Mr. J. B. Smith thought a small strip of land might be bOUght to the rear

of the front corner of the house, as it is .only the rear side corner which

is in violation.

II
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I
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3- HOWARD JOHNSON RESTAURANT, to permit erection of two signs with an aggregat

area of 70.5 square feet which will make the total area of signs on propert

in excess of allowable area by the Ordinance. (aggregate area 360-1/2 squa

feet) north west Corner #50 and Hillwood Avenue, at Seven Corners, Falls

Church District. (General Business).

No one was present to support this case.

Mr. V. Smith moved and Mr. J. B. Smith seconded - that the case be put at t

bottom of the list.

Carried, unanimously.

II

I
4- SHELL OIL COMPANY, to permit erection of one sign which will make the

aggregate area of sign in excess of area allowed by the Ordinance, (167 sq.

ft.) property on N. W. corner #50 and #649, Falls Church Diet.(Gen. Bus.)

Mr. Charles Phillips represented the applicant.

This is one of their older stations, Mr. Phillips told the Board, which the

Company is attempting to modernize - in order to go along with the new tren

in building - without a complete re-modeling of the entire building.

I
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There 1s now one sign on the property but the new one to be erected will

be the modern pilon-type attached to and made an integral part of. the build

ing, with the large "sheli ll the company trade mark, near the top.

This sign will add 55 square feet to the total sign area on the property.

Mrs. Henderson questioned the need for this sign - since the applicant

already has signs on the property ~nd identification at the intersection.

The building is back about 10 feet from the right of way, Mr. Phillips

an8we~dJ and also there is a service road between his property and the mat

traveled highway. Actually, Mr. Phillips continued, the modernization of

the building 1s as important as the sign. The sign 6n the building is the

modern type which changes the character of the bUilding.

Mrs. Henderson thought this too much sign along with what ~s already on

the property - therefore she moved that the application for the pilon sign

be granted with th-:: provision that the other sigI!. now on the property· near

the highway be removed.

The other signs on the building "washing" "lubricating" t etc. were discuss

They were taken into consideration, Mr. Phillips said, in computing the tot

sign area - 167 square feet.

The motion as stated, Mr. Phillips told the Board, would preclude their

using the pilon sign requested ae the sign near the hi8hway is the most.

useful to them. This is not to get more sign space, Mr. Phillips contended

it is merely to improve and modernize the property. It would be quite im

practical for them to remove the sign near the hi~~way.

Mr. V. Smith moved that the application be denied because there is no

evidence of undue hardship in this case, and if the applicant feels agrieve

from this decision he may appeal to the Board of Supervisors for a more

adequate sign Ordinance to take care of signs along the highways.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
SPRINGFIELD ESTATES COMPANYJ to permit dwelling to remain as erected within

30.18 feet of Custer Street J Lot 1, Block l4 J Section lJ Springfield Estate J.

Lee District. (Urban Residence).

Mr. Andrew Clarke represented the applicant. Mr. Ed Holland. Engineer, was

also present.

Out of 250 homes built in this subdivision. Mr. Clarke told the Board there

were 2$ violations - all of which were corrected by re-subdivision except

five. Four of these were ~ranted by the Board. They are now at the point

ot making final settlement on this property but the title company will make

no further move until this last Violation is cleared up. This will finish

the subdivision.
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Mr. Clarke called attention to the fact that no attempt had been made to

squeeze a large house on a small lot. The lot is large and all setbacks

are greater than required except the one which is approximately 5 feet off.

This happened during the time when a Mr. Johnson was employed by Mr. Hollan I

Engineer on the job. Mr. Johnson had apparently been doing satisfactory

work - but either he misunderstood the stakes or he did not find them and

just went ahead. It is noticeable on the plat, Mr. Clarke pointed out, tha

the house is an~led on the lot in such a way that it puts only one corner

in violation.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson recalled Mr. Holland's statements at an earlier hearing on

Springfield Estates houses that he was guilty of tlgross carelessness". The

Board is not set up, Mrs. Henderson continued, as a clearing house for such

careless mistakes. She saw no undue hardship in this case. Therefore, Mrs

Henderson moved that the case be denied for the reasons stated.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith - who made the statement that any hardship which may

result from this error is not imposed by the Ordinance, but by the appliean

himself.

Mr. Clarke told the Board that in his opinion they were penalizing a man

who had tried to comply with the Ordinance. l~. Holland had hired this

man Johnson who had worked in the County for many years a~d was appar~ntlY

a qualified and honest person. Now, Mr. Johnson has skipped the County and

Mr. Holland is being penalized for the man's mistakes.

Mr. Holland said he had made the statement using the "gross carelessness"

phrase - not in a casual irresponsible spirit - but he made the statement

because he did not want anyonelse to suffer for a mistake for which he

considered himself legally responsible. The blame was his, Mr. HOlland

continued, and in making this statement - it was his way of a~cepting that

blame. He did not expect that a frank open admission of his mistake would

be interpreted to defeat the point he was trying to present to the Board.

It happens sometimes, Mr. Holland continued, especially in the large jobs,

that a slab will slip before there is a definite identification of the hous

I

I

I

,
happen without realifing the slip. This will happen at times, no matter

what precautions the~ take. This was not casual carelessness, Mr. Holland

contended, they tried in every way to prevent slips - but at times such

location. A slight slip_to the side can change the setback and this can

I
things do occur.

For the motion: Henderson, V. Smith, Brookfield

Against the motion: T. Barnes

Not voting - Mr. J. B. Smith

Illation carried.

I
II
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lIEW CASES - Cliel:

ACME SUPER MARKETS, ~o permi~ orection of ~wo signs w1~h largor area than

alloweel hy tho Orclinance, on wes~ aiele North Kings Highway. 506 feo~ north

of Fort Drive, Nt. Vernon Dls~rlct. (General Business).

Mr•. Kinder represented the applicant.
"

The aign on the buUeling will bo lt4' 3", Mr. Kineler ~olel tho BOare! _ ~hie t

be. placed on an 80 foot building. This Is the standard Acme sign used.

throughou~ ~ho Coun~ry. Tho pilon eign (SO equere fo~) will bo placeel in

the parking area - 10 foo~ from the righ~ of way 11no of ICinge Highway. Tho

propose to locate the bUilding approximately 214 teet from ehe highway.

~o ~ho fact tha~ Mr. Harna~~ of Goenell Company hae boon ill ancl tho eign

1s being made in Balt.imore - Mr. Kinder said he did oo't have all the intor

'tl0D he had hoped. to present - however, the plats do show the request.

his 1s a request for about .300 square f.et 'to'tal slgn area. They are ask

tor' this area, Mr. Kinder explained, becaue8 the building would be bidden t

tra1"fic coming from U. s. #1 and the pilon would be the first means ot iden

tica'tlon. Also people walking over trom the Jefferson shopping center would

not normally see the building. The pilon located within 10 feet ot the pro

perty line would make this visible both from the shopping center and from

U. S. (fl.

I~ was euggee~eel that ~h. eign be loca~ocl back on tho buileling e.~back Hn.

• Kinder answering that this property is at the point of the curve in the

road and the buildings on either side of the Aciae building would obatruct

the view of any sign located back that tar and also· obstruct view ot the

building.

The Board discussed,' the requirements of the Bocca Code - which reqUired tha

a l!lign be located on the building setback line, whereas it we agreed. tha't

a variance on setback could be allowed under the Zoning Ordinance.

There were no objections from the area.

• V. Smi~h ..iel h. coulel ee. no unelue harclehip which woulel Jue~1fy ouch a

gross variance from the Ordinance. Mr. Smith suggested granting only the

pilon - and requiring that to be on the building setback line -thus el1m1n _

1ng the eign on ~h. buileling. Tho pereon acquiring ~hlo proparty for thio

purpose IaUS't have known of the sign Ordinance, Mr. Smith continued,

no topographic condi'tion here excep't the curve in the road.

• Kinder objec'ted to the building being left wi'thou't a sign - stating tha

large bare building set back 214. feet from the highway with no means at

Identificat.ion would look s'trange and would be most impractical - it would

esen't an ugly naked fron't and would be entirely out of keeping wi'th other

Acme stores. He fel't the building'1den'titication sign mOst necessary. The

pilon is al.so necessary for direction but the big bare building without a

sign would look like a warehouse, Mr. Kinder contended. However, 1# 11'is
necessary they may be able to cut the size of the sign on the building, Mr.

Kinder agreed, leaving the pilon as requested. But there again - the very

6-
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llU'g. building with a .mall .ign would al.o look .treng., Mr. Kinder point

out.

Mr. Moo....land call.d attention to tho fact that the buUding .etback lin.

here 1s 35 feet. t't was noted that the pilon was not located on the plat.

Mr. J. B. 8mith moved to deter the case tor two weeks tor plat shoWing

location of the pilon s1gn and for measurements and re-draw1ng ot the signa

Seconded. Mr. T. Barnes

For the motion: J. B. Smith. T. Barnes, J. W. Brookfield. Mra. Henderson

Against: Mr. V. SIlI1th

Motion eatTied.

II

I

I
7- FAIRFAX COUNTRY OLUB, to permit .....ction and operation of a lIW1mm1ng pool,

ba~ house and buildings ace.B8ary thereto, on east aide #237. 1600 teet

south ot Schuerman Road, '655, Providence District. (Sub. Rea.-Class II).

Mr. Ed Gll.sson represented the applicant. Mr. Drexel, owner of the property

was also present.

Mr. ,GasBon pointed out 'that this property is shown on the McHugh map as bee

suited. to· a galt course or cemetery. The golf course 18 now opera't1ng on

this property and it 18 the belief' of the applicant, Mr. Gasson told the

Board, that a l!SW1.mII1ng pool would be an attractive and logical addition to

the present installation.

Mr. ~8son presented two plats, the plot plan and the architect's d~w1ng _

both or which incorporated. features of the plans, indicating some change.

that had. been made since the first drawings. The plot plan, prepared by

Ed Holland, showed that the pool had been pull.d back f1'Olll th. h1gln<ay to

4J. feet. The ex1stlD& bu11ding comes within 36 fee't of the right of way.

Mr. Gasson stated 'that in his opinion this was a meritorious app1i.catioD _

that much of this property (known as the Connolley tract) is now under de.

ve10pment by the purchasers of the golf club. The ground was bough't primar y

with the idea of developing a subdivision - however, the purchasers do not

expect to develop the gol!' course into homes at the present time. The pool

w11l be operated presently by the owners of tMs property - but it is their

intention to eventually turn it over to the people living in the area who

will operate it on a 'non-profit_club' basis. It is not feasible to form

the non-prof~'t club at this 'time, Mr. Gasson continued, as 'the property 1s

not fUlly developed and as long as 'the golt Club i8 operating 'the pool will

probably be operated by the golt club owners.

TbiB is to be run tor profit, Mr. Brookfield asked? Mr. Gasson answered _

yes. and. he thought no better place in the Coun'ty could be found Ear such a

use. The people in the area are highly in favor of this, Mr. Gas80n

and the QWJ1ers feel tha't it will be an a8set in the sale and development of

their ground. The pool installations will cOst about 160,000.
be locsted away from homes and therefore would no't adversely affect anyone,
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it has a wide setback. the property will be well acreened from the highwe.y.

and. they haTa provided parking space for 150 cars excluaive of the Club

parking. This ls a project that can be granted. Mr. Gaslon contended, with

out in any way adversaly aftecting neighboring proparty owners nor will it

adversely affect the general purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance.

Mr. Drexel, owner ot the Fairfax Club. pointed out that 'the people living

in 'the area are very delirous ot keeping the golt club - they prefer 'the 01

to £urther development. of holies. Their plan ls, Mr. Drexel continued. to

develop homes around the golt course and on property adjacent and they hope

that the galt clUb may 80ma day be a

poel. He agreed with Mr. Gassont a atatements that this will be an asset to

people living in the area - and that. 110 w111 add a very interesting .feature

in the sale of t.he property they wish 1;0 deYelop into homea.

There were no objections from tbe area.

Mr. V. Sml'th no'ted that the pIo't plan did not show the extent of the prop.

to bs ussd for the pool nor tha area to be used tor parking and thare is no

approval at ingress and egress from the Department o£ Public Works.

Mr. Drexel stated that he had discussed this with the Department 01' Public

orks and had bean told that they had no jurisdiction in this. Mr. Drexel

also pointed out that t;h1s property will be screened trom the h~gbway and

w111 be attractivel,. fenced.

Mr. V. Smith agreed that this appeared to ba a vary fine thing _ but he

a••ured Mr. Drexel that the Board !DUst have an accurate plat betore granti

the project.

Mr. T. Barnes moved. to deter the case - putting it at the bottom ot the 1ia

(Mr. Holland has indicated that the proper plata c,ould be presented betore

the day is O"1er).

Saconded. J. B. Smith

Carried, unAnimoual,..

II
he Board adjourned for lunch

Upon reconvening the Board. Chairman called the first case:

DEFEllIlED CASES:

NATALIE J. & C. ARTHUR FOWLER - which case bad bean Withdrawn by letter

from Mr. Fowler.

II
JULIUS PRUSS, to permit erection of one sign with greater area than allowed

by the Ordinance (84 square faat). S. W. cornar of Arlington Boulevard and

Sleepy Hollow Road, Falls Church District.. (General Business).

This case was deferred tor complete plot plans - which Mr. Pruss had pre

sented to the Zoning Office.

This is an extreme ha:dship case, Mr. Pruss told the Board, resulting from

the work on the Seven Corners underpass which, along with his s1gn which

blew down, has reduced his tourist trade by about 5~. The original sign
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2-Ctd. was on top of his bUilding.

Mrl!!l. Henderson s~gel!!lted locating the sign at the edge of the office deor _

inst.ead of in the nower garden - as shown on t.he plot plan. Mr. Pruss

thought that would not giva satisfactory visibility for those approaching _

before they go into the underpass. Those are the people they wish to reach

Mr. Pruss said.

Mr. V. Smith suggested that even if the sign were located in the newer bed _

it would hardly attract people before entering the underpase. Also if oth

business were to put 'their signs in a similar location it would obstruct hi

view_ Mr. Smith observed.

Mr. V. Smith recalled that this highway is to be considered a part of the

interata:tie highway systoem, and "they do not perm1't signa on the property lin 

as proposed in this case.

Mr. Kinder volunteered the information that this restriction refers to new

highways in which the Federal Government is cooperating in payment - thee.
are partially nation wide BUper highways. Mr. V. smith stated that this

highway 1s to be part of that system. and questioned if' thle 81gb. should be

granted on that basis.

Mr. Pruss again stressed his need tor this sign. saying that they are not;

usually subject to a great 1e't-down in win'ter. 'tba't occupancy seldom drops

below S~. Since the sign has been down - occupancy has dropped 'to 2~. He

tel't that the sign is his main protection to his investment.

Mrs. Henderson a8k~ if the sign at the corner of the building wouldn't haT

about the Bame result as the sign on 'top of 'the building. Mr. Prus8 t.hough

it would.

Mr. V. Smith read from the Bocca Code where it states that no sign'shall be

locatoed closer to the right of way of a street than the building setback 11 e.

At this po1n't Mr. Brookfield left. the room. and Mr. V. &lith took the Chair

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson also suggested that Mr. Pruss remove one of the signs on 'the

building - the one across t.he front. nearest the Arlington Boulevard right -0

way. Mr. Pruss agreed to that. Also Mrs. Henderson suggested removing the

round. sign in the northeasterly corner of the property. which is located

near the right of way of Arl~on Boulevard. Mr; Pruss alsO agreed to

that - saying he would remove all other s18ns on his property except that

granted by the Board.

Another sign to the east. of the build1nl near the right of way of Arlington

Boulevard was discussed. This. Mr. Pruss said.. must belong 'to the repair

garage - it was not on his propert.y.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the application be granted with the provision tha

the sign be located at the northwest corner of the building on the Boulev

side of the office door adjacent to the building instead of in the newer

I
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2-etd. garden as indicated on the plat and. provided that the applicant remove 'the

sign "I!llTELn across the front of ths bUilding (the part of the building

nearest Arlington Boulevard) and also that the applicant shall remove the

circular sign which 1s located to the east of the building in the northeast

comer of the property near Arlington Eoulevard. This is granted as per p

dated Jenuary 14. 1957 and plat dated Fsbruary 1957 by Delashmutt Associat

Seconded J Mr. T. Barnea

Carried. - Mrs. Henderson, J. B. 5m1th and T. Barnes voting tor 'the motion.

Mr. V. SIII1th not voting because the plot plan is not certified and the plat

does not sbow how many signs are on the property. and. the Board has not be

autficiently advised as to the uses on the property.

II
)- PARKLAWN CIVIC ASSOCIATION, to permit erection and. operation of a cOllllUD.ity

81f1DIIlng pool, ba:th house and acceslory buildings thereto, P~cel CJ Sectlo

3. 'Parklawn(270 teet Bast of rear of Lot 56, Block T, Section " Parklawn),

Mason District. (Suburban Residence-Class II).

This case was deterred for further information regarding 'the Holmes Run P

l.f3/

way and for recoDlDendation from the Planning COfD.iS81on. Mr.
the following recommendation from the Planning Commission:
"•••••••••••At laat"night's meet1Dg, the Commission reviewed

Schumann read

a deu.Ued

I

I

I

drawing prepared by the City of Alexandria ohowing tho proposal of a parkwa

faCility in the Holaee Run Valley. To date de'termination bas not been made

a. to the feasibility ot 'the ex'ten.ioD olthi. propoeal lo'to Fairfax County

so as to make connection with Columbia Pike. The Commission recommends tha

this application be grantod as it ie the belief of the Commission that in

'the overall plan f'or the Parkway, 'Which is probably in the far'di8tan't tutu

the development of' this project would have an ins1gnif1can't af'f'ect."

Mr. Schumann MOWed the detailed drawings received trom Alexandria indicat

the route of the proposed Parkway t~ Alexandria - up to the Fairfax

County boundary line, the 8'tream bed, the rights of way which have been de

dicated, the portions of the road which have been buUt and those proposed

to be bullt. It was noted that Alexandria has already acquired about 25

acns ot right of way. Mr. PhU Hall haefmade the statement, Mr. Schumann.

told the Board, that the lanes would be on both side of the Run. However,

Mr. Schumann explained that no studies ot continuation ot this Parkway into

Fairfax County bave been· made.

Mr. V. Smith asked it tho granting of this project would hindsr the progres

of the High....y. Mr. Schumann said there would probably bs some conflict - t

the Commission had felt that when the Highway becomes a feasible thing-

this sw1.Dllling pool would be an unimportapt hinderance.

Mr. Keith trom the Parklawn AS80ciation called attention to the fact that 1:

would be 100 feet from the centterline of the stream to one corner of the

permanent structure they are planning, which would leave room for the two

l.'lllis of high....y.
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There were no objections tram the, area.

Mr. Brookfield returned and took the Cheinuanehip.

Mrs. Hend8rl!lon moved that the application of' the Parklawn Civic Association

for erection of a cOIJIJIUDlty swimming pool be granted, according to the plat

presented with the case - plat prepared for Mace Properties, by Pierre Ohm •

dated August 22, 1956. This 1s gran'ted 1n view of the Planning Commission'

recolIIRendatlon and 18 subject to the applicant conforming to the regulatl0

or the exi~'tlng Ordinance and. wl'th any 8ubsequent atdmming pool ordinance

that may be adopted by the County in connection with 8w1~1ng poola.

Seconded, J.B. Smith

For the motion: Henderson, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes t Brookfield.

Mr. V. Smith voted "no"

Motion carried.

1/
JOHN GIBSON, to pennlt 2 signs t.o be erected with an area of approximately

265 square fe.t, lots 2 and 3. Luther A. Gilliam property (....t side U. S.

#1. 34O£e81o north" of intersection of' #628) t Lee District. (Rural Business)

Mr. Howard Smith, Jr. represented the applicant. This case was deterred. fa

the applicant to consider reducing the size ot the sign.

Mr. Smith recalled the important points ot his application _ that 't.hle is

a nati.onal chain ot restaurants and thes:!:gn _which they propose to use ia

their trade mark,- which i. !18ed throughout. the Country, and they consider

an impo~nt means ot advertis~.

The building will -cost. about- $40,000, they will employ 22 persons, and the

business will gross in the neighborhood of a qUfi.rter of a million dollars

per year. This sign will ,be on two lote - each of which have 100 foot fron

age, Mr. Smith pointed out.

The building will be oet heck about 60 feot from the property lin. and it

will be necessary to have the ODe sign out on the property near the right

at way in order to call attentioD to the bUsiness. North of this property

is the TexacO:1illing station Which has many signs on the property and one

sign on top of the building - all at which tend to shield this property.

To the south 1s a non-conforming business which building is set close to

the right otway. Because of the curve in the road - that buUding also,

obscures the view for people coming from the ~outb.. Since this busine"" il!!I

dependent upon the trade mark sign, Mr. Smith explained that the Company

feel that without this sign it would be impossible to locate their business

on this property.

As to t.he Buggestion that the copy on t.be s1gn be reduced, Mr. 9alth ex

plained t.hat it is the feeling of the company that each statement on the. s

is necessary in order to properly advertise the restaurant and since this

ia thei·r only means of advertising it is their feeling t.ha:t the sign must

I
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remain intact. and that it muet be prominently located. However, the area

of the sign has been reduced 1;0 150 square feeti. If the Board d08s not see

its way clear to grant the sign as revised near the right of way it will be

necessary for this company to locate in either Arlington or Maryland. Sine

tho building io neco.oari1y locatod back 60 toet in order to acco_te th

drive-in trade, the sign on the bUilding will be practically useless tor

motorioto on tho highway. Th10 oign will be proctically the lito-blood ot

the business.

Mr. SiIt1th showed the revised drawing of the sign indicating distance

visibility of the yar1ou8 slsss of le~er1ng.

Read1ng trom the Bocca Codo, Mr. V. smith otated that in accordllnce with

that Code 'the Board could not. grant a sign loca'ted closer 'to the right ot

way than 'the building sat-back line. In this case it would mean a 50 foot

••tback. Since the applicant would have to get a permit from the bUild~ng

inspectors office - it would be in conflict with t.ha:t office to grant the

sigp closer to the right of waYt Mr. V. Smith continued.

Mr. Howard Bmith thought thio Board could grant the variance under -Section

6-15.

Mr. Kinder again alscussed the relative location of the Texaco bUi1ding;the

fact that locating this sign on the building would obscure vision; the ~act

of the great need ror this sign to attract the tourist trade as a cOllJllUDica

iag roree between the public and McDonaJ.ds; also that since this ie a high

speed area the sign IlU8t be immediately visible - or people will not stop;

the highly competitiTe restaurant bUsiness must tell its story completely

and quickly. With 'the Texaco signs on the north and the cloae-to-the-road

building on tha oouth the building eign would bo ot little value, Mr. Kinde

concluded. The only way 'they can locate in this area, Mr. Kinder said, is

that they have adequate sign both aa to size and location.

Mr. Mooreland told the Board that he had talked with the Aooistant Building

Inspector who told him that the only thing they require in 'the granting of

sign permits 18 that the sign be constructed. in a sate manner - that they

a~,not concerned with setbacks.

Mr. -Mooreland. also reminded 'the Board that if certain res'torietioDs are not

spelled out in the Zoning Ordinance - the Board has no right to grant cases

placing rest.rlctions - which the Zoning Orfiee cannot police - restrictions

which are in other Ordinances.

Mr. V. Smith thought it a red.iculous situation to grant variances wh1ch are

in contlict with another ordinance.

At this point it was discovered that the sign restrictions which the Board

had been quoting from the Bocca Code have been deleted from that ordinance.

'{33
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tor a distance at 1300 teet north of the sign, as shown on plot

February 6, 1957, but no closer than 10 teet" to the right at way of U. S.

It is the intention of this motion to locate the sign the max1Dlum distance

off of U. S. #1 and still make the 15¢ visibls for 1)00 feet nol"th of the

sign. This is granted because it appears that it will not atfect· adversely

the use of neighboring propel"ty and it would be a hardship on ths apPlicant

to adbereto the strict application of the Ordinance.

econded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously

'eoruary ~O, i"J)'(

DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

4.-ctd. There:tore, Mr. V. SDlith moved that the application be granted as shown _0

sketch submitted Februery 26, 1957 in1tialed VWS and to bs located as shown

on plot plan lay-out drawn for John Gibson, prepared by I. S. Portar and

Sons, datsd February 6, 1957 - granted so that ths lettering and ths insign

(the trade mark including 15¢) does not exceed 150 square feet in ares and

the height ot the posts supporting 'the sign shall not be less than 9 teet.

The sign shall be so located. so that going in a northerly direction the 15_

on the sign shall be visible for a distance of approxilllately 1)00 feet.

This because o:t the location at the Texaco station - immediately south or

the property in question. However, the sign shall not be located closer to

the right of way of U. S. #1 than 10 feet. This is granted because .it does

not appear to afrect advereely the use at neighboring property and to adhe

to the strict' application ot the Zonirig Ordinance would work a hardship oa

the applicant.

Since there was contusion regarding the 10cat10n of the Texaco build1ng _

which Mr. V. Sm1tb had thought was to the south of this property _ Mr. V.

Smith withdrew his motion. It was brought out that the Texaco building is

to the north and is set back 40 teet trom the right at way. The buUd1:ng t

the south ot this property is non-conforming and is closer to the right ot

way. It 18 the signa on the Texaco property which obscure their view, Mr.

Howard Smith pointed out. and the buUdingto the south - which is too

to the r1ght ot-way - also blocks the' view.

Mr. V. 5m1tb made 'the following motion:

That the application be granted as shown on plot plan layout tor John Glbso

prePared by Irwin S. Porter and Sons, dated February 6, 1957 and as shcnm.

on sketch of the proposed sign dated February 26, 1957 initialed V.W.S.i

provided the' entire sign exclusive ot the posts shall not excHd 150 square

teet in-area and that there shall be a clearance between the ground and tbe

sign proper of at least 9 teet. Also provided that the sign shall be locat

a distance from the right of way of U. S. Highway #1 so it will be

/
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FAIRFAX COUNTY CLUB was taken up:

Holland and Mr. Drexel were present with the revised plata requested by

~he Board. The pla~s showed the distence of the exis~ing building from the

right of way of Rou~e 11237, a 5 foot fence, the diatence of ~he pool from

the right of way, the area to be utilized by this projeC't, and parking ~er

150cars. The .facUlties will take care of a membership of 350.

They will partition ott one wing of the' existing building tor the bathhouse.

Mr. Drexel pointed out - they have all sanitary facilities in this room sine

1"t has been used tor locker and. shower room tor the Golt Club. This will

comply with all health requlr..eDta. Sanitary facilitles have been dis

cussed with Dr. Kennedy. This portion ot 'the building Comes within )6 feet

of the right of way ot Route /1237 - which encroachment .8 caused. by Ute

widening of Route #237. However, Mr. Mooreland stated. that thia building

was existing before the Ordinance and 1s therefore non-conforming 1n locati

It vae properly eet back berore the widening of Route 11237.

Mr. V. Smith noted that the sketch presen~ed was not an accurate survey _

th8.t the distances are shown in plus and minue markings. Mr. Drexel noted

that the plat does not val"J !DON than about 3% and it ie correct in all 1;he

importen~ dRails.

Mr. V. Sm1th moved to grant the application as ehown on plat titled "P,ropos

location of swimming pool - Fairfax Country Club Eetates" dated February 20.

1957 and revised and signed by Edward S. Holland, February 26tb, 1957, as

outlined in heavy blue lines with dietances indicated by feet plus and minu

which was referred to in the discuselon of the application. This shall be

gra~ed l5Ubjec~ ~o the approval of the Department of Public Works for ingre

and egress to .Route H237 and the applicant shall provide parking tor all us III

ot the use.. Also this shall be eubject to the approval. except for locatio

ot the pool. of ,ny existing or later adopted ordinance governing swimming

pools.

Mr. Schumann suggested that the approval of ingress and egress was not

nec,sear11y the function or the D.artment ot Public Works - that their

apP!'Oval would reach only to adequate drainage.- The approval of ingress an

egrie8. he coneidered to be the responsibility of the Zoning Administrator.

Mr. v. Sm1th withdrew his motion and moved that this ca8e be deferred tor

discussion with tbe Planning ComissioD. the Board ot Supervisors. and the

Department of Public Works. and tor further study by the Board.

A lengthy discussion followed. regarding responsibility tor proper entrance

and exi~ to ~bis property - Mr. V. Smitb ..euring the Board tbat he hed no

desire to take any responeibility away trom the Zoning Administrator _

which was rightfully his - but in his opinion too many inadequate entrances

have been granted in the past - and since this could be a very hazardous

condition here if not properly handled - his only thought was to bave full

assurance that the highway will be protec~ed and that vi8ibili~y will be

suffiCient.
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7-CW. It ""e brought out that the Public Works nepartmenthav. jur1ed1ct1on only

at intersecting streets - not in case of the entrance of a private driy_,.

to the road.

Ingress and. egress standards were discussed - who bas such standards and.

who enBorce8 them.

Mr. Holland explained that the Public Works have standarda cOYering inter

secting streets in subdivisions - this he noted is not a subdivision. How

ever, Mr. Holiand. explained, in order for a private driVeway to enter upoa

the h1ghway the 1nd1v1dual IllUst have a perm1t for that entry. Aleo an _e

ing driveway en'tering 'the bighway cannot be changed witbou't a permit froID

the HlghwayDepartinent. Tha't would require Mr. Drexel to get" that permit i

this 08.se. Therefore, Mr. Holland continued, this entr,. 1fIly will come uncle

the Highway Department rather than the Public Works Department. (This w~uld

require a bondjd permit, Mr. Holland noted).

Mr. V. Smith stated tha't in his opinion t.he State Highway Department have

granted many entrances to highways which are unsafe - he felt that the Bo

had a respon81bi1ityto the people of the County aSlure sare .entrance here.

With parking for 1.50 cars - this could cause a very hasardoUB situation, Mzo

Smith continued, without adequate control.

It was agreed 'that the Zoning Administrator had the authority to require,

adequate protection - not by set rules. but Mr. Schumann thought this could.

be worked out satisfactorily with the applicant. He suggested. tha~ the

entrance should have 300 foot visibility.

Mr. V. Smith reinstated. hie motion with the amendment that inet-ead ot appro

ot the Public Works Department - approval by the Zoning AdIII1n1strator and

that there be a site distance visibility not leS8 than 300 feet from the in

tereection from the 'driveway and the right of way of Route #237. " Thia ia

granted. because it conforms to the requirements of Section 6-12-2-f-2 a.~b.c

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried.. unanimoualy.

II
5-Ctd. SPRINCFIELD ESTATES COMPANY.

Mr. Ed Holland came before the Board on behalf of his application on Lot 9,

Springfield Estates and Lot 1, Block 14 - the latter was denied. earlier 1D.

the day. Lot 9 had originally been deferred -Withdrawn, and later refused

under request by Mr. Schumann who brought the case betore the Board when h.

found that his adVice in the withdrawl of the case was in error. The Board.

had reinstated consideration of Lot 9.

Mr. Holland made an earnest plea to the Board to reconsider these two casea

favorllbly. He det.ailed. the circumstances surrounding the mistaken location

of the two houses - stating that while it was done by one of his employ••• "

he felt h1mself legally respons1ble and bound to rectify the m1stake by

moving the houses if the Board does not grant the variance. Theae are s.lab

houses, Mr. Holland explained, with the utilities built. into the flooring
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and the wallae He could salvage practically nothing from the moving _ the

10•• to him lOluld b••bout $29,000.

Mr. Holland admitted complete re.ponsibility but explained to the Board tho

1t -was impossible to supervise every detail of every job handled by his

otfice - that this had been a very unfortunate circumstance and one which

be was most unhappy to have happen.

Mr. Holland gave a brier re8UlIle of his 20 years experience in the County _

hi. attempt_ to get additional rights ot way dedication, dedication tor

parka, and his constant position in favor of good planning and zoning. He

felt that the 81tu8:t10n he now finds himself in ls most embarra881~ both _t

his present business and to his future. To move these housea would be an

unreasonable. punishment, Mr. Holland contended, surely the law 1s not 80

etrict but what there must be 80me justice in resolving mistakes which are

unintentional and which will not work a hardship on anyonelse.

Mr. Mooreland explained the change in the SubdiVision Ordinance which pre

cluded the· approval of change in the right of way which would have allowed

this variance. This change,. Mr. Mooreland continued, was not recognized n

entirely understood by anyone. It was not until this case came up that the

new clause in the Ordinance was discussed and an opinion was given by the

Commonwealth's Attorney.

Mr. V. SDlith moved that the action of the Board with regard to Lot 9, Block:

10, Section 1, Springfield Esta10es be rescinded as it was not properly befo

the Board..

Seconded, T. Barnes

Carried - all voted for the motion except Mrs~ Henderson, who refrained

from voting•

• V. Smith moved "that due to the circwustances surrounding this partlcul

application and the change in the Subdivision Control Ordinance, and an e

On the part of an engineer employed by Mr. E.

shown on plot plan of Lot 9, Block 10, Section 1, signed by Robert

dated September 14, 1956, be granted because it does not appear to a£feet

adversely the use of neighboring property.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

All voted for the application except Mrs. Henderson who voted "no".

tion carried

• V. Smith moved that the action of the Board taken this morning On Lot 1,

of Springfield Estates be recinded because new evidence

s submitted to the- Board - evidence regarding the Grow amendment to the

Subdivision Control Ordinance.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried - All voting for the motion except Mrs. Henderson ~o voted "no".

~vf
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S-Ctd. Mr. V. Sllith moved that the application on Lot 1, Block 14. sectio~. Spri

£1eld Estates be granted as shown on plat by Edward Holland, dated January

25, 1957. because it does not appear to a£tect adversely neighboring prope

and there 1s suf'ticient room on the lot to locate the h~8' and it would be

an undue hardship on the appJ.lcant to move the house - and because there ha

been an apparent laxness in requiring location plans at the first floor

level and this 18 granted. also because only one corner of the hoee 18 in

violation.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes

Carried .. all voted for the motion except Mrs. Henderson who voted "no".

Mr. Holland, thanked. the Board for their consideration and fairness.

The Board discussed with Mr. Holland at le~ the poasible means of fore

stalling luch errors in the futJill!e - how house locations could be more

accurately checked and reported, how this 115 accomplished in other juris

dictions. In the District, Mr. Holland explained that the builder isissu

building permits ot two d1f't'ehnt colors - one to take him through the fir

noor joists - the Second at another color which he cannot get from the

building inspector' 21 ottice until he has complied with all requirements ot

the f'irst permit. It the building has been carried beyond the first noor

joists and the contractor does not display 'the appropriate colored permit

for ~h~r construc't1on - the v1ola'tion i8 picked up by cruising police.

This appealed to the Board as a likely poseibility for this County.

The possibility ot an amendment 'to 'the Ordinance covering changes in the

iS8uance of' permit was discussed - however, Mr. Mooreland suggested tha't it

would be quite impossible to get anyplace, with an amendment whUe the

Ordinance 115 being re-written.

II
3- HOWARD JOHNSON'S RESTAURANT

No one was present to support this application.

Mr. V. Smith moved to deter this case until March 12th.

Seconded, Mr. T. Barnes.

Carrijd, unanimously.

II
The Board asked that copies of' the letters from Mr. RaslaUl!Isen (discussed

earlier in the day) be sent to them for further study.

II
MR. GRANVILLE JONES, requesting a permit for a funeral home. asked that his

case be withdrawn - because ~f' opposition from the area.

II

I

I

I

I

I
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Mr. Schumann suggeRed tbat Mr. Mooreland make a survey ot t.he nursery a1't ion

in 'the County and. report back to the, .Board tor their interpretation of wbat

constitutes a nursery. The Board was agreeable to this.

Mr. Mooreland aaked the Board £or interpre~R.t1on on 80me of the problems

arising in his office over materials aold by nurseries. Many nurseries

in the County, Mr. Mooreland reported, are selling .fertilizer, garden tools,

seeds, peat moSI and other articles related to gardens and plant~ng. How

tar can a nursery go in this, 'Mr. Mooreland asked - when dO~8 the business

stop being a nursery - and wheD does it grow into a hard~ Btore?

Be noted that in many nurseries a small amount or peat moss 18 sold _

to plant the shrubs sold - or they aell cut nowers - which the Board

legitimate - but 1f' 'they advertise landscaping and stock

they were getting out of the nursery classification.

Mr. V. 8m1th thOUght this should be discussed with the CoaaOllHealth's Atto

I

I

II

I

Mooreland spoke to the Board. stating _that in h~8 opinion they were going

far afield when they bring ~ther ordinances into their d1l!l.cussions of varia

The Commonwealth's Attorney agrees with him. Mr. Mooreland S"tated..

hat the Zoning Office cannot police other Ordi~ces and this Boardeannot

grant anything - subject to approval. of another _Ordinance.

Mr. V. Smith pointed. to Section 6-16 which says the Board of Appeals can

place reasonable conditioRe upon the granting of a case.

II

I

regard to the Order received from the Commonwealth's Attorney's office

on the VIGLIUCCI case - which is in Court - the Board passed. the f'ollowing

esolution which was presented by Mrs. Henderson:

ha~ Judge Arthur Sinclair be respectfully informed tha~ ~he Board ot: Zoni
,

Appeals. at its regular meetmg on February 26. 19'7. considered his Order

ot: February 25, 1957, regarding ~he csse ot: MiChael Vigliucci; ~ha~ the Bo

carefully reviewed the minutes of' Maya. 19'6 concerning this case and re

8tudied the sections of' the Zoning Ordinance relating to non-conforming uses

nd the granting of variances; and that after due consideratioD. the Board

agreed that its decision to deny the application was unchanged. Eor the

reasons originally enumerated Bnd because this application could not be

gre.n~ed under the proviBions ot: Sec~ion 6-12 (g) ot: the Zoning Code.

Seconded, Mr. V. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

I
I

• meeting adjourned ~/. '}.I~/d ;Ic . c

John W?'1rookfield. Chairman



The Special Meeting ot the Fairtax iJounty
Board ot Zoning Appeela wea held Tuesday
March 19. 19S7, at 9:)0 a.m. in the Boafd
Room ot the Furtax iJounty iJourthouae with
all members present, Mr. Verlin W. Smith,
Vice-Chairman, presiding.

This meeting was called tor the express purpose of disCUSSing the newly pro

posed Trailer Park Ordinance - with the idea of forwarding suggested change

in the Ordinance to,the County Board of SuperVisors,

After discussing eacb item the following changes were recommended:

PAGE 1
Paragraph 18-a
The definition of a Trailer Park should come under Section
6-1-19 in.tead ot 18-a.

Paragraph 19
The definition should include "Trailer Park and/or Trailer
Camp",

PAGE 2
Paragraph A
Driveway materials should be referred for specifications to
the Department of Public Works and should conf'OnD to re
quirements of the SUbdivision Ordinance.

Paragraph B.l
Delete' the worc8 "surveyor or" - provided the Board adopts
engineering requirements for the Department of Public Works
on s'treets and pro1'iles now under study - which will require
con1'ormance to the regulations now in e1'1'ect governing the
Department of Pro1'essional Occupational Engineers. . ,

Paragraph B.l
Add Paragraph "cn 'to require complete requirements on drainage
in accordance wi'th the Subdivision Ordinance as amended Oct.
7, 1956 pertaining to s'tree't elevations, drainage, flood
plain plans, storm sewers, etc.

PAGE 3
Paragraph 3
It is suggested that the Fire Commission be asked if the
back yard requirement is sU£1'icient-.

Paragraph 5
After permanent markers add the words "legible from the
street" •

Paragraph 6
It should be added that ingress and egress shall be approved
by the Department. of .Public Works.

Cul-de-sac streets should be provided with a 50 foot radius
providing· turn area for vehicles in the Trailer Park and
for fire equipmen't.

PAGE L.
raragraph 7
Lot area is referred to as 2300 square feet, while under
General Regulations, Par. 1 - a, the largest-lot minimum ~)
area is referred 'to as 2100 square feet. Is this an oversi)'_T' .

In the same paragraph the last of the final sentence should
read; "shall be sur.faced in accordance with specU"ications
of the Department of Public Works and shall have unObstructed
access to a public street or highway and so located that
dangerous traffic or otherwise objectionable conditions will
not be crea'ted."

PAGE <
~aragraph c
Service buildings should be required to set back the same
distance as trailers (20 fee't) and add "surface treated.
walkways .from 'the stree't 'to the entrance of the service
buildings, shall be required."

I
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I
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PAGE 6
Paragraph 12
Add paragraph t • "FacHitiaa tor drying clothas shall be
provided by means of drying machines and/or separate out
door drying yards."

PAGE?
Paragraph 13
The metal garbage cans should be described a8; "of sufficient
corrosion-resistive metal or other non-combustible containers
with tight fitting coyers. All waste and rubbish shall be
disposed of daily by burning in an approved incinerator or
as directed by the Health Officer." lAs stated in the Bocca
Code, Rererence 425.9, page 8~).

Paragraph ~
This should be referred to the Electrical Inspector and
should provide tor at least One sat. outlet for each trailer.

Paragraph 16
The first sentence should read; "The purpose or thll!l paragraph
is to provide and maintain areas and facilities exclusively
tor recreational purposes •••••etc."; adding the words "maIntain"
and -exclusively".

In thea.cond paragraph ot Paragraph 16 _ at least 1QQ. square
feet of playground area, instead of 50 square feet, aDd the
playground ar.- in the last Sentence should be changed from
2500 square feet to 5000 square feet.

Paragraph 18
Add -providing for tls~orage locker for 'tools and miscellaneous
equipment" •

PAGE 8
-- Paragraph D

The following ahall be added at the end of the paragraph:
".. ••• including approval of the Department o£ Public Works,
Zoning Administrator. Health Department, Sanitary Engineer.
Electrical Inspector. Building Inspector, and other agencies
concerned."

The meeting adjourned.
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The regular meeting of the FairCax
County Board of Zoning Appeals was
held m.oday. March 12. 1957 at 10
o·clock a.m. in the Board Room of
'the Fairfax Courthouse with the
following members present: Mr. Varlin
w. smith, J. B. Smith, Mrs. M. K.
Henderson,A. Slater Lamond (newly
appointed Member). Mr. T. Barnes waa
absent.

Since Mr. Brookfield, the Chairman of the Board, had been replaced. as the

Planning COJlIDlsalon member of the Board, it was agreed that the elec'tlon of

a permanent Chairman would not take place until a full Board 1s present.

Mr. Verlin W. SJIlith, Vice-Chairman, presided.

DEFERRED CASES:

The firot two eaoeo filed by ROBERT CHUCKROW CONSTRUCTION COMPANY of Cali

fornia were not supported. Mr. Mooreland told the Board that 'he had notili

the applicant of the cl.e£erral date.

Mr. Mooreland also called attention to the .fact that the 'two JAKE SNIDER

SIGN COMPANY cases - which are listed later on the agenda - are handling

the same signs a8 the Robert Chuckrow cases - that the -ehuckrow cases were

put in during construction of the buUding in order that footings may be

poured. He thought these two cases would probably be withdrawn by the ap

plicant.

Mr. Lamond asked if the Board had set a policy of granting no more s1.gn are

than 159 square feet. Mr. Mooreland said the Board had no authority to eet

a policy on sign size. that would be amending the Ordinance. but that each

case was bandled on its own merits.

Mr. Verlln w. Smith called attention to the fact that over_sized signs can

be granted only under a proved hardship.

II
NEW CASES:

1- VIRGIL H. DILLON. to permit dwelling to remain as erected within 14.9 feet

of the side property line. Lot 10. Block 2. Section 2. Retlaw Tezorace.

Oranesville District. (Suburban Residence District).

This is only a 1.6 inch variance, Mr. Dillon pointed out. The error in

location probably came from the fact that there is a fill on his property

at this POint. the front corner. He could not see where Such a slight

discrepancy in the house location would adversely affect any other property

This 1s a corner lot.

There were no objections from the area.

It was noted that the house on the adjoining lot is located 15 feet from

the line, which PUts about 29' 9" between the two dwellings.

It is possible that the stakes were pulled out during the filling process

at this corner, Mr. Dillon said.

Mr. Lamond moved to grant the application because this is a small variance

and in his opinion it would be unreasonable to deny it.

Seeondod. Mr. J. 8. Smith

Carried. unanimously.

II
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I
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NEW CASES: - Ctd.

JAKE SNIDER NEON SIGN COMPANY, to permit erection or three signs with an

aggregate area in excess of the allowable area by the Ordinance ()29 sq.

ft.) on north side of Arlington Boulevard, west of Cherry Street adjacent

to Robert Hall Store, Falls Church District. (General Business).

Mr. Mann represented the applicant,

These are the same signs used by the Kinney Shoe stores allover the Countr •

Mr. Mann told the Board. - the same Signs are now being erected on Bt;Orea in

Prince Georges County. The pilon 1s separaee from the building, Mr. Mann

said. however J it was noted that the framework for the pUon 1s now up

attached to the building. This ·was done, Mr. Mooreland told the Board in

order that the root1ngs £ar the building and th~ pilon could be PUt in at t

saDIe time.

The pilon s1gn 1s proposed to have 160 square feet and the sign on the ~~il

1ng an area of 120 square feet - about the same as the RObert, Hall signs,

Mr. Mann stated, however, the ~Open until 9' wording would add an additiona

)0 square feet to _the pilon.

Mrs. Henderson stated that she was not in favor of any pilon sign on Arl1n,g n

Boulevard. She thought the Board should protect that highway from beaming

another U. S. III or Baltimore Road.

It was noted that the total area planned tor these two signs would be .con

siderably larger than Robert Hall and also that Robert Hall has a longer

front.age.

Mr. Lamond thOUght the ty~ of advertising now being used _ on stores such

a8 this and Robert Hall - was a distinct improvement on, the old ~1gns which

were glaring and unattractive.

Mr. Mann explained that great care is being taken with these signs that the)

be in good taste and ~rchitecturally in keeping with the building and that

the coloring is not too obtrusive. These signs will have a combinatiQn of

dark maroon with cream letters. The tOpen until 9' will be made of a" plexi

glass, in silhouette very much like a marquee. That part of the sign will

be changeable.

The need for tOpen until 9 t was discussed. Mrs. Henderson noting tha..t

Robert Hall removed that part of their sign - resulting in what the Board

considered a more dignified sign.

The square foot.age and height of the Robert Hall signs were discussed.

It was noted that the Kenny Stores are usually loc~ted near RobFt Hall sta! s.

In checking the Robert Hall file it was found that the store on U. S. 1ttS'D

was granted a 100 square foot pilon sign stand.ing 43 feet high and the sign

on the store 120 square feet in area.

Mr. Verlin W. Smith suggested that some definite justification for the gran

ing of these large signs should be presented to the Board _ simpl}'" that

Kinney Shoes has large signs in other localities is not sufficient. It doet

not necessarily foJ:.low that that larg~ sign is needed 1n this area. It

should be shown, Mr. Verlin W. Smith continued that it would be a hardship
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NEW CASES - Ctd.

on the applicant to conform to the Ordinance requirements.

Visibility in order that traffic will have time to slow down. Mr. MaM

answered, is their need. This sign (with 1+ toot lettering)' would be v1s1'bl

for from 900 to 1500 teet) Mr. Mann continued arid it would require a dis

tance of about 90 feet for a driver to make up his mind to turn 1n after See

iog the sign. The elevation of the sign would also affect visibility. It

the sign 1s at roof level it would be Shielded from on-coming traffic. Abo

5 feet above roof level would give good visibility from a distance and tor

clos8 traffic as well.

Mr. Lamond suggested that this business should be given the same conSid.er

ation as Robert Rall. Mr. Verlin W. Smith agread _ providad the applicant

shows the need. Because Robert Hall needed the large s1«n it does not

necessarily follow that -ttis needed here.

There were no objections trom the area.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the application for a sign on the building be

granted to read "Kinney Shoes" with an allowable area of 120 square reet,as

shown on plat by Jake Snlder Neon Sign Company, and related to the plat pl

plan which is dated December lZ, 1956 - Office of C. E. Tilton, Architects.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously•

• LaraOnd moved that the pilon sign to read "Kinney Shoes" only be granted.

for an area of 100 square feet, revising the sign to leave out tohe word

"Family· and the "Open untoil 9" portion of the sign shall also be eliminate

This is granted as shown on Plat by Jake Snider-Neon Sign Company, and re

lated to plat plot-plan. dated December 12, 1956 - Orfice of C. E. Tilton,

Architects. This is granted as ito appears that a sign this size is needed.'

to be properly seen up and down the highway.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

For tohe motion: Lamond, J. B. Smith, V. W. Smith

s. Henderson voted "no"

otion carried

/ \

AXE SNIDER NEON SIGN COMPANY, to permit erection of three signs with an

ggregate area in excess of the allowable area by the Ordinance (329 sq.£t.)

n west side of #1 Highway, 1140 feet north of southerly junction of Hl

ighway and #628, immediately north of Luther A. Gilliam Subdivision, Lee

istrict. (General Business).

he applicant was represented by Mr. Mann, who noted that these are pract.i

ally the same signa as requested on the Arlington Boulevard location.

his property has a 187 foot frontage while the Robert Hall property haa

50 foot frontage, but the stores are identical with the buildings on

rlington Boulevard.

here were no objections from the area.

I
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NEW CASES - Ctd.

Mr. Lamond moved to grant the application ror a sign on the building to rea

"Kinney Shoes" with an allowable area of 120 square feet as shown on piat 'f 'f S
by Jake Snider Neon Sign Company." and a pilon sign to read "Kinney Shoes"

only - ,Omitting the word "Family" and also removing the words "Open until 9

also as shown on plat by Jake Snider Neon Sign Company, and related to plat

plot-plan prepared by John R. Guthrie &: Louis Steinberg, dated Dec. 20,195

signed by Cecil J. Cross, Professional Engineer and Land Surveyor.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

CalTied. t unanimously

II
ELIAS BURNSTEIN, to permit erection of an addition to dwelling within 46

feet or the street property line, Lots 28, 29 and )0, cBlock D., Collingwood.

Manor, (227 Collingwood Avenue), Mt. Vernon District.(Rural Res.-C1a88 I)

Mr. Burnetein called attention to the f'act that his house is placed on thre

lots in this old subdivision, which gives him a good sized ,lot•. The addi

tion Which he has planned will be locatad at the side of his houee with the

front portion of the addition violating. the required setback by only two

feet. This has been caretully planned, Mr. Burnstein told the Board with

~he idea of getting the best USe out o£ the added area at the most economic

cost. The two foot Violation has been made necessary in, order to locate th

rooms with convenience to the bath and stairway to the basement.

Mr. Burnstein presented a. sketch of his home with relation to the two house

on either side of him. The home on the corner lot, one lot away, has a 28

£oot setback from Collingwood Avenue. He is asking for a 48 foot setback 0

only a portion of his house. The back door of this corner dwelling faces

Mr. Burnsteints side yard. - the Bide on which this addition is to be locat

The house on the opposite side of Mr. Burnstein is set back 50 feet from

Collingwood Avenue.

It was asked why the dwelling on the corner was given a permit to come 28

reet from the right o£ way. This is an old lot o£ record., Mr. Mooreland

explained, which is less than the required minimum. They did the best they

could with this size lot - which resulted in a variation rrom requirements

hich his office could grant on this size lot.

In answer to Mrll. Hendersonts suggestion that this addition be located, on

the rear of the house - Mr. Burnstein explained that was not .possible be

cause of the need, o£ a s'tairway leading to the basement and entrance to the

bath - it would not work in with the house plan except with this arrangemen

• Burnstein stated that he had done the best he could - the house was

built when he bought it, and they have done considerable figuring to get

his addition within requirements. As it is, Mr. Burnstein continued, it d

ot.interfere with anyonelse and it did not depreciate the neighborhood.

'here were no objections from the area.
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I«>TON REALTY, INC., to permit garage to remain as erected 8.57 teet

t rear property line, Lot 10, 1st Addition to Brookland Estates, Lee Diet.

(Suburban Residence).

• Moton appeared bef'ore the Board, saying that the house in question wa.

ocated by an engineer, the garage was built in the side yard am when it

s connected with the hOUSe - by breezeway _ the Violation occurred. The

ouse i8 BOld, Mr. Moton told the Board, and occupied. The Finance Company

aid nothing about the violation - it was Mr. Mooreland's otfice who in

armed him of the encroachment. They tried. to purchase additional land in

he rear, but the owner of that land had recently died and the property is

ntestate - and land could not be sold.

Moton did not mow about the plot plan and pennits _ recalling that he

been 111 and out of circulation for a couple of- years. However, Mr.

ton continued', the plot plan was signed by him and that plot plan was made

rom the original grading plan·of the subdiVision.

he question was. asked - when was this error discovered. Mr. Mooreland read

opies of letters he had written - starting in 1955 through 1956 asking for

ats to show the certified location of the house. ,They finally got the

lata in November 1956 and Mr. Moton was notified immediately of the violati n.

ter considerable discussion with Mr. Mot-on's office - still nothing was'

one, Mr. Mooreland stated, to correct the violation. It was after this tha

t was determined to take the case to Court •

• Wesley Ridgeway is his engineer, Mr. Moton stated, and. he thought Mr.

idgeway had 'taken care of this. It was sugges'ted that Mr. Ridgeway should

ake someexplanat1on of the error and of his delay in handling it.

No second.

Mr. Lamond s'tated that from the plats presented it would not appear that. tb

Board would be violating the regulations to any appreciable degree and the

plan as worked out by the applicant £1t8 his 11ving needs, and in hiB

it would create a hardship not to grant this application. Therefore, Mr.

Lamond moved to grant a two toot variance on this application _ as it 1s

noted that the house on the ,adjoining lot has auch a great variance from

the Ordinance.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith

For the motion: J. B. Sm.ith. A. Slater LamOnd

Against: Mr. Verlin W. Smith and Mrs. Henderson

Since this waS a tie vote it was agreed to darer the case until March 26th,

T. Barnes could be present.

NEW CASES - CM.

It.-etd. Mrs. Henderson stated that she .could not see where the apPlicant had shown

eVidence of undue hardship - and that 1s the only justification the Board

has for granting this variance - under Section 6-12-9 of the Ordinance.

Therefore, she would move to deny the application.

5-
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NEW CASIS - Ctd.
In answer to
Mr. Verlin W. Smith's desire to see the original permit in order to learn

just how the house was located originally on the lot, Mr. Mooreland said

thoBe old permits are probably no longer available as they are usually dis

troyed when the final certified location plat 1s turned in.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to def'er the oase to March 26th and requested that Mr

Ridgeway be present at that meeting to give the Board whatever information

and explanation he has on the background of this case.

Seconded. Mr. Lamond

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. Verlin W. Smith also asked that the applicant bring the original permit

ot the house location plot plan if possible. in order that the Board may ae

what was approved in the beginning.

II

, ,.t:

6- SIDNEY A. ROSENBAUM.' to permit operation of a physician. s office in an apa

ment building. Building C. Springfield Apartments. (6ll4 Amherst Avenue).

Mason District. "(Urban Residence).

This apartment in which he wishes to conduct his oftice has been used as a

rental oEfice. Dr. Rosenbaum told the Board, explaining that it has its own

private entrance which will aSSUre no 'annoyance to other occupants of the

building in the coming and going of his patients. He would use only one

room which will be divided into the two rooms"as shown on the plats. having

a waiting room, bath and examination room. This would include an area of

20 1 x 14'. "He will not live in the building.

Dr. Rosenbaum noted that there are two other physicians in this development,

with offices granted by this Board - neither of whom lives in the apartment

building.

Mrs. Henderson asked Mr. Mooreland under what section of the Ordinance this

could be handled. Mr. Mooreland answered. _ under no section of the Ordinan

and in hie opinion the Board has no authority to -handle these cases, howey

• Mooreland continued, since the Board has ruled that they do have the

uthority to handle such cases, and. has" repeatedly granted. them _ he has to

accept applications to come before the Board.

here were no objections from the area.

It was asked if people in the apartment house knew of this proPosed use.

• Mooreland said he did not know - all requirements of the law as to not

ation by posting and a~vertising had been complied With.

Lamond. suggested that this appears .to be a Clear Violation

he did not See how the Board could grant it. I£ the applicant were livi

an apartment and using part of that apartment tor his business it would

e.~ the requirements, but this is a residential district and therefore the

ncroachment of this business would be a violation of the intent of' the

There£ore, Mr. Lamond moved to deny the case.

Mrs. Henderson" Carried, unanimously.

I
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I

I



44ts

7-

NEW CASES _ Ct<!.

w. W. OLIVER, to penait erection and operation of a service station and to

permit pump islands )0 teet ot right ot way line (1244, Columbia Pike, Lots

17, 16 and 19, Block 1, Courtland Park, Mason District.('General Business).

Mr. Paul Herrell and Mr. Dodge represented the applicant.

Mr. Herrell explained that the applicant would withdraw the request for the

pump islands to be located )0 feet from the right of way. They can meet t

35 .foot setback.

This entire tract is· being Prepared for development of a good commercial ar

This application will not increase filling stations along Columbia Pike, Mr

Herrell poin-ted out, but the present occupant of the filling st.at1on on th1

property, who has a 16 year lease, will accept a site on Lots 17, 18 and 19

which will leave the area clear for the construction of a Hot Shoppe with a

large parking area on this tract. Mr. Oliver is preparing ito remove ithe

older buildings on this property and' puit in new and. modern build.ings. lit

will be a disitincit improvemenit'ito Columbia Pike, Mr. Herrell -pointed out.

The conetruction ot the Hot Shoppe is conditioned upon the moving ot this

filling st.ation.

There were no objections from the area.

There w1l~ be no parking of wrecked cars' on this property, Mr. Herrell

assured the Board, and no facilities .for repair or cars. The large parking

area shown on the map of'the entire tract presented by Mr. HetTell is to be

reserved for parking for future ,slJopping development.

It W&snoted that the bUilding is 79 feet f'rom the right of' way.

Mr. Schumarm was presenit and sitated that there is a, plan ror service drive

along here which he thought these plans would not affect.

It was also noted thait it is incorporated in ,the Hoit Shoppe lease th~t a

service road sha;1.l be put in all along the frontage of this property. That

service road will extend on to Oak Street.

Mr. Verlin W. Smith thought the service road shOUld be shown along all

primary highways and since there will be a great deal of parking on. this

property it should be provided for at this point.

The taking .for the service-- road, Mr. Schumann explained, would be 18 feet,

which would be perfectly feaSible with the 79 toot setback of the building

and therefore if the service road right of way 1s taken the pump islands

will be 17 teet from the right of way.

They are working with Mr. Oliver now on this, Mr. Schumann advised the Boa

attempting to get what he wants in the working out of the plans and also

what the County wants. It they can get the land the Oounty wants, that 1s

the important. factor, Mr. Schumann continued,. even though the pump islands

are there. These are paper plans so rar~ Mr. Schumann explained, but he

thought progress was being made and' that they would get together with Mr.

Oliver.

I
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Mr. J. B. Smith suggested moving the pump islanda back 8 feet farther.

Mr. Harrell answered that he could not agree to that without consulting Mr.

Oliver and the Oil Company interested in the lease.

It IfSS ncted that the plat indicates the inclusion of a depth of only UO

on the three lots - however, Mr. Harrell said it was intended that the en

tire lots be included. The full dept.h was advertised, Mr. Mooreland1n

formed the Board, however, Mr. Mooreland further advised - the Board could

grant the use on a lesser portion of the lots than advertised, if they. 80

desired.

The 110 foot depth would be satisfactory, Mr. Harrell stated.

Mr. Lamond. moved to grant the use permit tor a filling e.tat1oD on I.ot.s 17,

18 t and 19, Courtland Park to a dept.h or 110 teet., provided the pump island.

shall be lo~ated no closer than 3.5 feet from the right of way, because by

granting this the County 1s getting a development on th1e tract which 18
has

planned a~ orderly rather than a sprawling deVelopment which/just grown

and in his opinion the end result will be a greater benefit to the County.

TMs is granted under Section 6-16 and granted. as per plat dated. February

1957, prepared by Thomas Chamberlin, C.L.S.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

For the motion: Lamond, J. B. Smith and Mrs. Henderson

Mr. Verlin W. Smith not voting

Motion carried.

II
L. G. MELTZER I to permit temporary operation of a property yard and permit

twotem.porary sheds and fenc'e to remain as erected 8,S shOWn on 'plat I' Lot 1,

Section 1 , Colonial Acres , Nt. Vernon District. (Sub. Res. Class III).

His company is presently operating on this loti Mr. Meltzer told the Board,

and. they did not get a pe,rmit. This is their first operation of this kind

in the County I and they did not know it was necessary to have the permit.

'The open millwork shed I and a small frame oftice building are the lD&in bui

ings on the property, Mr. Melt.zer continued. The shed 1e 25 feet. from the

side. line and the office building is 15 feet. from the line. It. was noted ,

however I that the off'ice building is one and a,fraction feet from the right

of way of Rout.e #62). The plat also showed a large fenced area in which

materials used in the construction of homes in Sulgrave Manor are kept.

Their operations are h4!lild near the side and corner of this lot I Mr.. Meltzer

explained I as there are many large trees on this lot which they do not wish

to cut I_ since this is a temporary use and it is their wiSh to preserve the

lot for the best possible future development. This is convenient for their

purpose I Mr. Meltzer pointed out , it is immediately adjoining their sub

division. They operate neatly - the materials will be kept withintbe com

pound, and this use will be abandoned when the subdivision is completed _

probably within six months or one year.
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In answer to Mr. LamOnttts queS1jlon on the necessity for the Board handling

this case, Mr. Mooreland said a subdivider does not usually come before the

Board on temporary property yards which are operated. during construction,

because these yards are usually located on the property being subdivided.

This, however, 1s located in Colonial Acres - while the property being de

veloped and owned by the developer is the adjoining Sulgrave Manor. There

fore, he felt he could not grant this permit without a hearing before the

Board. This is not in the Ordinance, Mr. Mooreland told t.he Board, tba't

this must come before the Board J but it was his only solution when the appl

cant requested to cross the property line.

It was noted that Route #62) 1s about six teet below the lots and. it would

be difficult to enter tile property on tllet side, Lot 1 in 1;olon1el Acres

1s level, Mr. Meltzer stated, and eas11y accessible. While the bUildings

are visible f'rom the Memorial Highway, Mr. Meltzer admit'ted, in answer to

Mr. Lamond's question - they are not too unattractive. They could move th

farther within the lots, but at the cost of losing 'the trees. The open sh

is 10-' X 201 and the of'f'lce 1s 8 t x 15'. They cannot use Lot 1 in Sulgrave

Manor, Mr. Meltzer explained, as it 1s already buUt upon.

The Chairman asked for opposition.

Mr. Anthony, representing the people of' Colonial Acres, objected to the use

of a lot in Colonial Acres for this purpose. They necessarily enter by me

of Colonial Drive, Mr. Anthony told the Board, which 1s the only entrance

road to the Subd!vision. This is a gravel road which will not stand up und

heavy trucking, Mr. Anthony continued, it has been dUf1cult to keep the

road in condition for the normal passenger-car traffic.

The compound, Mr. Anthony continued, is ugly. It is made of l75 t x 176t 1

and is about 6 feet high, with barbed wire around the entire compound. The

shed and office building are not neat and attractive, Mr. Anthony contended

quite the contrary - they are depreciating to the neighborhood.

Colonial Drive is about 35 feet wide and the people coming and going to this

project will necessarily have to park along both sides of the road. There

is not room for cars or the people who live in this street. This is

a hazardous condition, Mr. Anthony continued. All this traffic, the

of machinery, noise from the buzz-saw, and the unpleasant repercusaioua fro

'this project will seriously harm the 22 homes on Colonial Drive. This pro_

ject will certainly take more than the six mOnths or one year, Mr. Anthony

contended, judging from the rate of development so tar. He predicted at
owner

least a 11000.00 108s to any Property/in the area who wished to sell.

This has Come just at a time when they are beginning to get together in thei

area to improve the subdivision, Mr. Anthony explained, they wish to put up

an attractive entrance s1gn and carry out other small improvements which wi

add to their property values. This will caUSe people to lose interest.

S-Ctd.
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his project hes nothing to do with this community, Mr. Anthony insisted,

y should it be thrust upon them?

direct_ly across the street from these sheds, told

he Board thet her nine windows look out upon this ugly mess, and it is a

mess - Mrs. Parsons contended - the place is litt"ered with garbage, trash,

ear cans, and miscellaneous nlbb1ah. She also stressed the danger trucka

would cauae for the children walking to school.

Mr. Ivester. living on Lot 9. Objected for reasons stated. With over 100

acres which the developer might use - it would seem unnecessa:E;"Y to allow th1

projtrct to operate in the midst of an area of homes and in an entirely

. tlU'ferent subdivision, Mr. Ivester contended.

Mr. Meltzer called attention to 'the fact that the barbed. wire 1s on the top

of the compound fence - therefore not hazardous to children. They have re

quested all people parking near their property to use only one side of the

street - however, they might park on the CUrtis-Martin Lot 1, which Would

relieve ~ha~ condition.

During construction of a home project, it is true, Mr. Meltzer adm1'tted,

that someone is bound to be inconvenienced, but this location is a great

convenience to them as they need the buildings to be so located that the

trucks can get in and out easily. On any other lot it would be difficult

since the roads are· under construction and there is a considerable amount ot

filling necessary in other parts of their subdivision.

It 'was noted that school patrol had recently been moved here to take care

ot the children.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved 'to defer 'the case until March 26'th 'to view 'the pro-

perty.

Seconded, Mr. Lamond

For the motion: J. B. smith, Lamond, Mrs. Henderson

Mr. Verlin W. Smith vo"ted "no" because the people in Colonial Acres say

'this is detrimental 'to them, and tha't it creates a traffic hazard. and this

is shown to be a bad intersection for the children, as evidenced by presenc

of the school patrol.

Mr. Lamond agreed that this should not be on Colonial Acres property _ how

ever, Mr. Mooreland pointed ou't that the Board could not keep 'the applicant

from coming in on Colonial Drive.

II
NORMAN E. PUMPHREY Ii to permit carport to remain enclosed. within 8.60 fee't

the side property line, Lot 22 and part of Lot 2J, Block E, Courtland Park.

(1006 Oak Street), Mason District. (Suburban ReSidence).

Mr. Pumphrey. the fa'ther of the applicant. represented. the case. When his

son 'negotiated for this house. Mr. Pumphrey 'told the Board, the carport had

Lf5/
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been constructed with the roof' and 'two sides. He asked the builder to en

close the carport. thinking - when the builder agreed to do so _ that he

would be able to get the permit. He left that to his builder.

The room is actually more l1ke a porch, Mr. Pumphrey explained. being en

closed with jalousies and screening. After the house deal was completed.

his son was transteITed to Florida, and he then put his bouse up tor sale

or rent. The violation was then d1scoverecl.

Mr. Pumphrey pointed to other enclosures in the area, soMe of which come

within 7 or 6_1/2 feet of the side line. SOme of' these are porch enclosure

and others are solid rooms, which become an integral part of the house. As

far as he knew, Mr. Pumphrey sa,lel, this is the only enclosure on Oak Street

(It was noted that these are 71 foot lots - while many lots in this ola sub

division are of considerably less width).

Mr. Mooreland explained that there are many discrepancies in this old sub

division in which building has been going on for over 20 years. So.me built

upon 50 f~ot lots in the early days - then people began adding a half lot _

then certain builders 1:bught up several lots combining and. re-subdividing.

Many of these houses were allowed to come 7 feet from the side line, when

the lot size was increased - but still was below the Orclinanee requirements

He had asked them to stay farther from t he side line, Mr. Mooreland ex

plained, but on the 50 or f:IJ foot lots many have Observed the 7 foot side

setback. Generally he did not grant the 7 foot setback on lots as wide as

65 feet, however, Mr. Mooreland expressed the opinion that if 80me setbacks

were granted le8s than they should be - one wrong does not justify another.

He has tried to keep these houses as far apart as possible, Mr. Mooreland

continued, in keeping with the policy of the Board.

Mrs. Jones, who lives next door to this property in question (the carport

side) thought the enclosure an attractive addition, and that it created a

better view from their home than an open carport. She asked why the di8

crimmination - one person can have a lovely roo~additlon and another - und

apparently the same conditions - cannot.

Because of the lot width, Mr. Mooreland explained.

Mr. Pumphrey thought the fact of this being an old subdiVision with irregu

setbacks, this should be considered favorably. However, the Board was ap

prehensive of other requests which might follow the granting of this.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson stated that in her opinion no undue hardship had been shown

by the applicant - giving the Board powers relative to granting a variance,

therefore, she movltd to deny the case. No second •

Mr. Lamond stated that in view of the fact that there are so many additiona

or houses in the same neighborhood that have a 7 Or 8 foot side setback,

he would move to grant the requested variance. No second.

I

I

I

I

I
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recessed for lunch.

EFEIUlED CASES:

OWARD JOHNSON'S RESTAURANT, to permit erection of two signs with an aggre

ate area of 70.5 square feet which will make the total area of signs on pro

arty in exceSS of allowable area by the Ordlna~ceJ (aggtoegate area .360..1/2

quare feet). northwest corner #50 and Hl11wood Avenue, at Seven Corners.

a11s Church District. (General Business).

o,one was present to discuss this case - for the second time.

s. Henderson moved to deny the case since for the second time no one was

resent - nor had the applicant sent word to the Board.

• MOoreland suggested notifying the applicant that the case will be heard

t a later date - and if no one is present it will" be denied.

• Lamond moved to defer the case until April 9th - and that the applicant

e notified that unless he 1s present - the case will be dented.

econded, Mrs. Henderson

unanimously.

J. B. Smith moved to defer the case until March 26th to view not only

property I but other property in the neighborhood. in order that the Board.

its own picture of setbacks in this sUbdivision.

econded, Mr. Lamond

unanimously_

to permit erection of two signewiUl larger area than

lowed by the Ordinance, on west side of North Kings Highway, 506 feet nort

f Fort Drive, Nt. Vernon District. (General Business).

• Kinder and Mr. Roseman represented the appficant. Also Mr. Charles

nett was present. This caSe was de1'erred for complete plats and for the

pplicant to reduce the SilB of the signs.

• Kinder stated t hat the applicant will move the sign back to the 35 foot

uilding setback line. Mr. Kinder showed plats of the Acme stores with re

ation to the existing buildings in the adjoining shopping center, POinting

ut that as one approaches the ACMe Store rrom the intersection the Store is

bscured. by the existing buildings - particularly the filling station and th

ank. If the sign is located on the 35 foot setback line it will be Visible

o'tb from the highway, Mr. Kinder stated, and from the shopping center. He

Iso showed pictures or other stores with the sign across "the front identic

o the one planned on this property.

hey have reduced their sign area to 80 square reet for the pilon and 152 sq

Got area in 'the building sign, Mr. Kinder informed the Board - totaling 225

quare fee't. This is a large store, Mr. Kinder continUed, and it requires a

3-
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large sign to be in keeping. The store is 125 feet/x 144 feet deep. They

will provide parking area for 163 Cars. The lot, exclusive of the drive

way, contains 112,548 square feet. The entire project is large, Mr. Kinder

pointed out - the store J the lot I and the setback is deep _ only a large

sign would be in balance, and they believe it is necessary to furnish props

identification. These stores, Mr. Kinder continued, with 80 much area did

not exist when the Ordinance was written - it is therefore quite natural

that a sign ordinance enacted. some years ago would not fit plfeSent needa.

Mr. Charles Harnett, Vice President of Gosnell, owner of this property,

said they bad been impressed by the plans and fine. type of store planned to

be erected here. He asked favorable consideration for the signs requested,

expressing the opinion that they would not in any way detract from the area

Mr•. Harnett also felt that to reduce the sign to "Acme" only would be con

fusing, as that wOrd is used in other businesSes. A smaller sign would be

lost on the large building. This Sign is used thrOUghout the Country, Mr.

Harnett continued. and 1s familiar to shoppers in all areas.

Mr. ROseman agreed with Mr. Harnett's statements.

Mr. Mooreland called attention to the fact tha't a 40 foot store setting 35

feet from the right of way can. have 120 square fee't of sign area. This bu1 _

iog is set back auch a long dis'tance from the right of way, and the store

building has over 1a.000 square feet. he felt business of this type should

be encouraged.

Sight distance on the Pilon. Mr. Kinder said, would be 2000 feet under ide

weather conditions.

Mrs. Henderaon moved that the application be granted 'to the Acme Market ,Co.

tor a sign not to exceed 152 square feet on the building' as per plat number

52-92 and that the pilOn be granted in accordance with plat numbered 55-al

said sign to be located no't closer than 35 teet from the prop.erty line as.

own on the new location plats, and granted in the amount of ao .square feet
l

area with a height not 'to exceed 35 fe.'t. This is granted as it appears 'tha

these size signs are need.d for visibility, because of the location of the

s'tore and the store is obstructed by other buildings in the neighborhood.

Seco,nded, Mr. Lamond

Carried, unanimously.

/
Mooreland handed the Board members the following report on nurseries in

he County. which was discussed at length. It was noted that Capper's

Nursery on Route #7 has made every effort to comply with the intent at the

rdinance - something which could not be said of all nurseries in the Count

'.
•

I

•
•
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• Mooreland's Report on Nurseries:

"March 7,1957

Report of Survey of Greenhouses 6: Nurseries in the County

like the Board to set certain criteria that I my be guided, such

11 but 'two of the locations visited are operating under the intend of the
Ordi,nance as I interpret it, but I think this report should be made and an
interpretation be made by the Board in the form of a resolution, so I may
a~e something concrete to work with.

In DIOst or the 8stablishmen'ts visited there Were no displays of dusts, spray
fertilizers or hardware.

Not all of them sold cut flowers and sprays, those that did said they rais
etween eighty-five and ninety percent of the nowers used, and the survey

bore out this contention.I

I

Size or property 1£ possible
Products to be sold including allied products !l !!!Z
Advertising, size and location

The following is a list of the things displayed by Bome:

FertUizers. peat moss and plant foods
Dusts and sprays
Garden tools and sprayers
Carts. hose and. sprinklers
Seeds and bulbs
Hoes. rakes. mattocks and scythes
Flower pots. all sizes
Plant 8uprrts
Ornamenta fencing

I
Respectfully.

/s/ W. T. Mooreland"

he percentage of plants grown on the premises and what could be imported

were discussed.

I

I

1/
With regard to signs. the Board agreed that under Section 6-4-a-14 where it

mentions 10 feet in area - that that shall be interpreted by the Board to

mean 10 square feet.

Mrs. Henderson moved that the sign area as applied to Nurseries be the

same area as defined under Sedtion 6-4-G.14. and not as defined under Secti

6-15-e-2 where it says 18 square feet.

Seconded. J. B. smith

Carried. unanimously.

With regard to things which can be sold in these Nurseries. Mrs. Henderson

moved that retail sales be limited to trees, shrubs, plants and cut fiowers

grown on the premises.

Seconded, Mr. Lamond

Carried, unanimously.

II



Mrs. Henderson brought up the case of CLAUDE COOPER fora storage shed whic

was denied by the Board on June 12 J 1956. Mrs. Henderson recalled that she

had made the motion to deny this case - then at the next meeting inadverten

moved to grant another similar shed which is located next door. This seco

shed was described at the hearing as being a part of the retaining wall,

Mrs. Henderson stated, which she learned later was not so. It is -completel

free standing. Also in this area, seen from Mr-. Cooper's back yard are two

storage sheds which look like little out-houses. These were constructed be

fore the Ordinance and nothing can be done about them. Under these cir

cumstances, Mrs. Henderson continued. the Board had., in her opinion done an

injustice to Mr. Cooper. Also the fact of requiring a shed to be 10 feet

from the property line while a garage may be located 4 ,or 2 feet from the

line. Mrs. Henderson thought was unfair. She, therefore, suggested that Mr

Cooper's case be reopened and reconsidered - with the idea of granting it.

Mr. Mooreland told the Board that Mr. Cooper is in the hospital at this

time and he therefore had not pushed the removal of this shed.

Mrs. Henderson moved to reopen th~ C. B. Cooper case. which was denied on

June 12, 1956 - because of new evidence.

Seconded. J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

The new evidence, ~. Henderson explained. is the fact that the storage

shed granted next door is not as pictured and there are two other storage

sheds in the area about which nothing can be done. as they were built beror

the Ordinance - therefore. this.was an injustice to Mr. Cooper. Mrs.

Henderson moved that the Cooper case be granted because it does not adverse

affect neighboring property.

Seconded. J. B. Smith

Carried.

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson. J. B. Smith, Verlin W. Smith

Mr. A. Slater Lamond not voting.

II
Mr. Mooreland brought up the case of the STRAW CORPORATION. a carport in

Parklawo. which is 6-1/2 inches oft the required side setback ~ine and Wh1c

the Board denied. Mr. Mooreland said. he had been _unable to do a nything wi

Mr. Mace - he had written him and Mr. Mace has refused to move the structur

Mr. Mooreland then wrote up a warrant which the Commonwealth's Attorney

thought would be laughed out at Court - prosecuting such a small variance

especially when the Board has granted many greater vartances from the

Ordinance. Mr. Mooreland called attention to 'the tact that most other juri

dictions allow the Zoning Administrator a certain lee-way in granting these

small variances.

y
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It was brought out that the applicant could easily comply on this _ as he

could move the two posts the few inches and comply. The Board saw no hard

ship. No action was taken On this.

II
The Board started to discuss the proposed Trailer Park Ord1nance. but be

cause of the lateness of the hOUll', agreed to hold a special meeting 'to go

over the Ordinance with the idea of making recommended changes to the Boar

o£ Supervisors. It. was agreed to meet at 9:30 a.m. Tuesday, March 19,1957.

II

Meeting adjourned

Verlin w. Smi~h. Acting Chairman

401



The regular meeting of the Fairfax
County Board or Zoning Appeals was
held Tuesdayl March 26, 1957 in the
Board Room 01· the Fairfax County
Courthouse at 10 o'clock a.m. with
all members present: Messrs. Varlin
W. smith, A. Slater Lamond, J. B.
Smith. T. Barnes, and Mrs. Lawrence
J. Henderson, Jr.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. J. B. Smith

Mr. Verlin W. Smith presiding as acting Chairman, called for election of

officers.

Mrs. Henderson said she would first like to welcome Mr. Lamond as the new

member of the Board appointed by the Board of Supervisors from the Planning

COmmission, stating that she felt his experience on the Commission would

him an especially valuable member.

Also Mrs. Henderson expressed appreciation for having served on the Board

with Mr. Brookfield (to which other members of the Board heartily agreed)

and suggested. that a letter be sent to Mr. Brookfield indicating the Board t

appreciation of his work cnthe Board. Mrs. Henderson was delegated to wri

the letter.

At this time, Mr. Lamond also suggested that a Resolution be adopted and

sent to Mrs. S. Cooper Dawson expresSing the sympathy of the Board in her

10s8 of Mr. Dawson, and also commending Mr. Dawson for his valuable service

to the County. Mr. Lamond made this in the form of a motion.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried.

Mr. Lamond was asked to draft the Resolution.

Mrs. Henderson nominated Mr. Verlin W. Smith for Chairman of the Board.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. Verlin W. Smith thanked the Board, stating that he would do his best _

but he felt it difficult to follow in the footsteps of Mr. Brookfield and

Mr. Dawson.

Mr. J. B. Smith nominated Mr. A. Slater LamOnd for Vice-Chairman.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

Mr. Lamond also thanked the Board

II
DEFEJlREIJ CASES

1- HEDRICK L. WOLFORD, to permit dwelling as erectGd to remain within 13 feet

the side property line, Lots 25 and 26, BlOCk 6, Franklin Park, (on east ai

of Rhode Island Avenue), Oranesvil1e District. (Suburban Residence).

This case was deferred to give the applicant the opportunity to negotiate

with the adjoining property owner regarding purchase of ground to make this

setback conform.

I
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Mr. Wolford read a letter from Mr. Davia, the adjoining property owner who

stated that while he was not willing to sell the property, he considered th

variance very small and. had no objection to it. Mr. Davis said it was thei

plan to const:ruct a 50 foot house between 15 and 20 feet from their south

line to allow as much room as possible for a driva with a 90 degree turn in

to their garage on Mr. Wolfordts side of the lot. With this plan there wau

be about 48 feet between the two houses wich he thought ample.

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to grant the application as the variance is BO slight

he could not see where it would injure anyone.

Seconded, Mr. Lamond

Carried, unanimously.

II
NEW CASES,

SOCONY MOBIL on CO., INC., to pennit extension of permit granted 4/10/56 to

permit erection and operation or a service station and to permit pump islan

25 reet or right of way line of #644, north side of' #644 and adjacent to

west side of Springrield Estates, Lee District. (General Business).

Mr. Hobson represented the applicant. (Mr. Hobson congratulated the newly

elected officers). This' use was granted a year ago, Mr. Hobson told the

Board but they ran into financial difficulties and have not been able to ge

gCling - there.rote they need a little more time on the permit _ six months,

Mr. Hobson suggested would be suffiCient.

There were no objections from the area.

Mr. Lamond moved to grant the extension of this permit ror a period of six

onths under the same conditions as the original granting of the applicatio

(The original motion granted this use with the pump islands 25 feet from the

property line and granted as shown On plat dated January 1956 and certified

MarCil 22, 1956 and amended by Merlin Mclaughlin, March 1, 1957.)

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
H. SNEAD, to permit two existing signs to remain with larger area than

llowed by the Ordinance, (Total area 64 sq. ft.) on north side or Lee Hwy.

S14 feet WQst #60g, Centreville District. (Agriculture).

hey had had signs on the property, Mr. Snead told the Board but they were

ot especially attractive and when they were practically worn out they put

p the two new signs - not knowing there were restrictions on the si~e. Mr.

nead showed pictures or the signs indicating that they are located in the

~eme corners of his property on the fence which borders his property.

hey have almost 500 Mt frontage, -Mr. Snead pointed. out and the property
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lies on the Crest of a hill. The signs are so located that only one is

visible at a time, because of the rise in the ground. These signs will be

visible for a sufficient distance to allow time for people to slow down

withOut hazard and make the turn into this proparey. While they have only

the one entrance to the property the cut-across 1n the highway 1s such that

a turn can easily be made near the entrance for cars going aaBt from Centre

ville.

These signs were erected with great care and at considerable expense, Mr.

Snead continued, and they have had many compliments on them. They. have a1

noticed a 'considerable increase in their business since the erection of the

signs.

Mrs. Snead stated that it is important to have th.. wordina complete as the

signs stand - as they do not board dogs - they have stud service and the

sale or dogs only.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Henderson asked under what section this should be handle4. Under

Section 6-4-a-14 in an Agricultural District the Ordinance says 10 sq. ft.

in area for advertising services shall be permitted. WhUe under SectiOD

6-15 under an agricultural district the Ordinance says a limit of 1/10 of a

square root area is permitted for each lineal foot of frontage _ which w

give the applicant 47-1/2 sq. ft. of sign 8S opposed to the 64 sq. ft. re

quested. (It was noted that these signs have a square footage of )2 each 

making a total of 64 sq. ft.) Under which section does the Board' operate,

Mrs. Henderson asked.

The location of the signs with regard to the right of way waa discussed.

Mr. Snead said he was well back from the traveled roadway and from the

right of way - that a drainage ditch was between hief.enee (on which the

sign 1s located)and the right of way

Mr. Lamond stated that this 18,a use which is tolerated and expected in an

agricultural district, and while it is well to have the sign well set back

there are many signs in this area which are practically on the right of wa

therefore, he did not think this Objectionable. Mr. Lamond. moved to grant

the location and. size of the signs as requested in the application ,because

of the fact that it is not out of keeping with other sign sizes and locati s

in the area, and therefore would not be injurious to the area. If' the, oth

over-large and incorrectly located signs were requested to be moved, - it

would be logical to refuse this, but since that is not being done, he thou t

this should be granted. The signs are not unsightly and they are within

the max1.mu.m allowed.

Mr.' V. smith thought the necessity shown was not suffiCient, to warrant thi

granting. If such necessity is not shown Mr. V. Smith considered the

47-1/2 square fest should be observed.

I
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Mr. Snead answered that they needed the two signs because of the hill _

cars coming from Fairfax could see the sign at t.he entrance very well, but If (, ,
from Centreville, because of the hill. the one sign would not be visible

until after crossing the hill, and by that time the car would be too tar

beyond the cut-across entrance to turn in.

Mr.. Henderson suggested reducing each sign to 24 square feet. Mrs. Snead

answered that the letters would have to be the size shown on the signs to

be quickly seen. Many of their customers are from the State Department or

agencies in Washington where foreign people are employed, and who do not re

English readily. She felt these signs to be very necessary tor that bustn 8.

Mr. LamOnd added to his motion that this case be granted as per plat showi

a 5-.0852 acre tract, dated July 15, ~953 - the property located on the nort

side of Lee Highway 814 feet west of Route #608.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried.

For the motion: Mr. Lamond, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes

Against: Mrs. Henderson and Mr. Ver11n·W. Smith

II
MAGAZINE REALTY COMPANY, INC., to permit construction and operation of a

fl1ghway Ho1;,e-1, {234 units}, at the southeast intersection of 11648 and Shirl

Highway. Lee District. (General Business).

Mr. William Moncure represented the applicant. Mr. Moncure recalled to the

Board that a use permit on this property had been granted in September 1951

for a motel, but which was never used.

Mr. Moncure pointed to the revenue accruing to the County. from a project of

this type and magnitUde - a revenue badly needed and a source of income whi

wbuld help pay for the education of children coming from homes where taBS

do not cover school expenses. The homes near this property are in the

'14,000.00 class, Mr. Moncure POinted out - these are homes which this pro

ject would help to balance the school cost. Aside from taxes on the props

this project will bring tourist dollars into the County. This might be a

fine area for a park, Mr. Moncure suggested _ but being in a General Busine

classification it is far too expensive property for such consideration. 51 e

this area has General Business zoning a shopping.center or practically any

other retail business use could go in here without a special use permit and

without a public hearing - it could take uses which might be Care more

objectionable than a motel.

It was well known, Mr. Moncure continued, when people bought in the adjoin

ing subdivision that this area was zoned for commercial uses as it was so

posted. (This property has been business zoned since 1951). As a matter 0

fact, Mr. Moncure pointed out £urther, a motel is one of the least objectio

able bUsiness uses open to this property - it asks few services, it does

not generate excessive traffic nor excess trucking, there is little trash

or garbage disposal - as with most businesses. It is a quiet, clean operat n.
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The nearest homes will be bOO feet away, and it will bring revenue of a

1-1/2 million dollar investment J to be completed in two phases.

Mr. Moncure pointed to the good reputation ot Magazine Brothers who have

operated in the County for many years - developing Bren Mar Park, Willston

and Fordham Village, among other subdivisions. They will give ~ 10 acre

school site at the end of' Hershey Lane - adjoining this tract. These are

reputable people. Mr. Moncure Continued, their willingness to cooperate wit

the County has been demonstrated over a period of many years.

As a matter of rac't, Mr. Moncure pointed out, the people nearest this pro

ject will not be able to see it because of the fringe of trees, the eleva

tion in the land and because of the distance. However, they can see many

other operating businesses in the area, some of which are operating on

industrial property, and also the Northern Virginia Gravel pit _ which pro

bably could be reopened.

This is a logical use for this business proPerty, Mr. Moncure urged. At

the intersections along the Shirley where there is business zoning _ that

is the only location for tourist services, motels, service stations, and

restaurants. There are already motels at practically all these intersectl0

namely the Skylark, Key, and at Lincolnia. Where else would one expect

such services, Mr. Moncure asked.

The hotel of the future, Mr.' Moncure contended, is a project like the

Marriott - which is very like a hotel with all its conveniences and service

but stUl a motor hotel. You could have a hotel here, Mr. Moncure Pointed.

out, without a public hearing - why discriminate against a motel which is

in reality less objectionable.

Mr. Moncure asked the Board to favorably. consider this ~equested use.

Mr. Sheldon Magazine showed renderings of the type ot building they plan _

an attractive two story brick, completely fire proof structure. ~hey will

have all the services of a hotel, Mr. Magazine told the Board, but will ale

incorporate other features - the rural atmosphere for suburban living, a

pool and attractive grounds, which they beli~ve will. attract people for a

prolonged stay. They also believe it will fill a need for ~eopl~ livi~ in

the area to take care of their over-flow guests. They plan 234 unite.

The Chairman asked for opposition. About 14 were present objecting _ Mr.

Ratner acting as their main spokesman.

Mr. Ratner'handed each Board member a copy of the following Resolution

passed by the Bren Mar Park CiVic Association on March 19, 1957, unanimousl

opposing this motel:

"The following resolutions were passed by a unanimous vote by the
membership of the Bren Mar Park Civic Association at the regularly
scheduled meeting held at Bren Mar Park on March 19. 1957 and do
so appear in the official minutes ot the Civic Association:

RESOLVED:
(1) That the Civic Association Bend representatives of the
Association to the Zoning Hearing on March 26, 1957 to request
a continuance of 30 days ••••

1
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Bren Mar Park Civic AS8oc1at1onResolution - ctd.

(2) That the Civic Association authorize these representatives
to completely oppoBe the motel on March 26, 1957 if the
request for continuance is denied, and to attempt to secure
a petition signed by residents of Bren Mar Park opposing
the motel action.

CERTIFIED TO BE A TRUE AND CORRECT COPY:

This continuance is asked, not to organize opposition to this project, Mr.

Ratner explained, but it 1s for the purpole of checking into the impact of

a larger scale motel development in other locations and in other jurisdict

ione on the adjoining residential area and to learn for sure it they do

object to such a developnent. They did not get notice of this plan until

ten days ago, Mr. Ratner continued, which has not given them suCf'icient tim

:for the research they feel they should do. However, it was agreed that all

legal requirements have been met with regard to posting and advertising of

this proposed use.

This is important to their cOlDlllUnity. Mr~ Ratner continued. and they would

like to have some first hand information on the af.fect of similar projects.

The petitioners have had unlimited time - naturally, Mr. Ratner said, but

they lave over 1000 people in Bren Mar Park who will be affected by this an

they feel a thorough investigation should be made by them before they can

intelligently evaluate the impact of this USe.

Since the requirements of posting and advertising have been met. Mr. Verlin

W. Smith stated. 11" the ten days notification is round to be insufficient,

it might be appropriate for the objectors in this case to so inform the Bo

of Supervisors that ten days is not adequate notification and request that

a change in the Ordinance revise this time lapse. However. since require

ments have been met - Mr. Verlin W. Smith ruled that the case proceed for

hearing.

Mr. Ratner explained that when people bought in Bren Mar Park they were tol

that this commercial area would be developed into a shopping center. In

fact" the shopping center promise was a great selling point for the develop s.

The,Y would welcome a shopping area now - Mr. Ratner continued _ but not the

aotel.

This is within 600 feet of their homes. Mr. Ratner pointed out. it is a

transj;ent business. not a part of their community. they do ,not need it to

take care of their over-flow guests. It is a business which would be open

24 hours a day - seven days a week. Lights would be on all night and peopl

uld be coming and going. addit-ional t-rafric night and day. This would al

e a traffic hazard to the children (there are over 400 children in the are

going to the school - which site the Magazine Brot-hers have dedicated adjoi

ing the business property. The people do not feel that t-h1s is in the best

I
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Acting Secretary
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President-
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interests of the welfare and safety of their area - as evidenced by a

petition which Mr. Ratner presented to the Board, containing 233 signature

(representing that many homes) from people living in Bren Mar Park.

If this motel goes in, although there is still room on this tract for a

shopping center, Mr. Ratner, said he believed the development of the shop

108 center would be very slow 8S the motel would make money _ therefore

the developers would not reel the need to go ahead with the shopping cente

f'or some time to come. Mr. Ratner labeled this use a nuisance to the area

and no advantage to the County.

Mr. T. Barnes could not see where this would be dangerouB to health and

opposed to the public wel£are.

The houses in thiS area range from $15,000 to $20,000, Mr. Ratner advised.

the Board, which he thought would come near paying their way. But t.his

project will be detrimental to homes. in 'the area - 'theref'ore while it will

bring in tax revenue to the County, it Will by the same token reduce tax

values .. on the adjoining homes - thereby the advantage to the County would

be lost.

There are plenty of motels now on the Shirley, Mr. Ratner continued, and'

under any circumstances, he asked, is it necessary to use t.his land just.

because it is zoned f'or business. Why not let it lay? others have done

that. Transients bring in all kinds of' people, Mr. Ratner ca~:tioned the

Board - the undesirable along with the desirable. They have a quiet law

abiding community now with very f'ew burglaries and house-breakings _ it is

not. impossible that some of' the undesirables f'rom this project Will wander

out into their community.

With regard to the guarantee as to the type of' buildings the applicant

would PUt up, Mr. Verlin W. Smith informed Mr. Ratner that the Board could

tie the granting of a use permit to the plans and renderings presented wi

the application.

Mrs. Henderson asked Mr. Ratner if' in his opinion a motel would bring more

traf'fic to the area than a shopping center. Mr. Ratner answered - yes _

since the motel is open 24 hours a day, while the shopping center would

close on Sundays and by nine in the evening. Again he stressed the noise. .
from a motel, the 24 hour lighting, and the f'act of the probable addition

of a swimming pool, which could serve as an attractive nuisance to childre

This, Mrs. Henderson answered, would be taken care of by the new swimming

pool Ordinance. Mrs. Henderson also noted that the "no vacancy" lights 'go

on when the motel is filled - which would probably be early in the evening,

and the larger lights are turned of!.

Mr • Herbert Harris, Vice President of the Bren Mar Civic Association also

spoke in opposition, restating Mr. Ratnerls objections and calling attenti

to the desire of the Civic Association to maintain the character of their
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residential community without the intrusion of a project which would cater

to tourists.

Mr. Harris called attention to the fact that all the Magazine Company's

houses were sold before any plans of the motel were announced. The ~e

standing had been that this would be a shopping center. There are 350 home

in Bran Mar, Mr. Harris pointed out - and there are plans for 234 units in

this motel - the two types of development would be in complete conflict, in

his opinion. Out of the 350 homes 234 have signed the pet1tio~ opposing

this. This represents a tremendous opposition. They had a conference with

the Magazine Brothers two weeks before these plans were brought out, Mr.

Harris continued - and nothing was said about the motel plans at that time.

He considered this misrepresentation. People have bought in this area

thinking they were protected from this type of project _ and now _ what do

they get? This project. as it is located. will force the shopping area

'against their homes .. when and if it is developed. Mr. Harris continued.

Mr. Harris said he lives across the street from this project. and when be

bought his property the plans showed either homes across from them. or a

200 foot buffer strip, which would remain undeveloped.

Mr. Verlin W.• Smith informed Mr. Harris tha,!, those plans are not berore the

Board. He also recalled that the property was zoned for general business

uses at the time they purchased their property.

Mr. Harold Nissels, who lives on Hershey Lane, objected for reasons stated,

and assured the Board that this project would not fit in with their way of

life in this rural community. He too thought the shopping center was to be

developed on the commercial property - to which he did not object.

Mr. Elvin Howes spoke in opposition, telling the Board that he thought this

amounted to a direct misrepresentation. He recalled that Mr. Katz of ~az

Brothers had told him of the shopping center plans which were supposed to b

in operation within two years.

Mr. E. R. Larkin asked about the entrance from the motel to the highway.

That will be approved by the Highway Department, Mr. Moncure answered _ the

plan only one entrance to the motel, which is shown on the plat _ as a

proposed, road to Edsall Road.

A ,shopping center is a matter of economics, Mr. Moncure told the Board. It

·is necessary to get leases and while they have 50 acres on which they can

very well develop a shopping center - it must be feasible to do so. A

great deal is involved in planning a shopping area _ the lenders must be

satisfied - the lessees and the developer.

The lights, to which the community objects, Mr. Moncure said, will certainl

go out early in the evening. The traffic generated from the motel wUI be

mostly late in the evening or early in the morning - before and after schoo

hOUl'I. Mr. Moncure considered it an academic question - which would cause
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3-Ctd. more traffic or nois9 - a shopping center or a motel. In his opinion

nel'ther would be objectionable. The 'traffic would be from the Shirley

Highway to the property only - that would not affect Bren Mar, Mr. Moncure

said - whereas a shopping center would generate traffic in all directions

and through the subdivision.

The purpose of these commercially zoned intersections along the Shirley,

Mr. Moncure continued, is 80 the traveling public can get off the highway

for services.

As to the attractive nuisance - Mr. Moncure recalled the pistol range near

Bren Mar.

He noti,ced that the opposition did not mention the revenUe to be derived.

from this 1-1/2 1D.111ion dollar matel - they did not compare the cost of

educating a child with the tax income from the average home _ they also ha

said nothing about the reputation of Magazine Brothers in the County as

reputable builders. The opposition have not refuted the fact that this is

a logical place for a motel; they have hot mentioned the filling station

just near the subdivision which is a considerable more hazard than this w d

be. These people object, Mr.. Moncure continued, but their reasons are not

sound and there are many logical reasons for granting this project. I~

would be discrimination to refuse this project, and. it would be against th

best interests of the County to refuse to allow this tax revenue and the

tourist dollars, which would accrue to the interests of the County, and

which would help in meeting the rising cost of education in the County.

The density coverage was discussed - that, Mr. MOncure stated, will be

worked out by the County authorities - they will not be allowed to exceed

a certain percentage.

The question of differentiation between a hotel and motel were discussed,

Mr. Moncure pointing out that a hotel could be erected here without a

special use permit or public hearing. This is patterned after the Marrio

Motel, having tbe same type of services as a hotel. As a matter of fact,

Mr. Moncure stated, in his opinion this could be classed as either a hotel

or a motel. Most of the rooms are entered from the inside _ some from the

outside.

Mrs. Henderson asked about the width of the ingress and egreS8. That Mr.

Moncure stated will conform to the State Highway requirements.

It was agreed that the roof shelter shown on the plot plan which Would bri

the front of the building closer to the Shirley Highway line would have to

either be removed or the building located back farther - in order to reta

the full 100 foot set-back from the highway. The applicant agreed that

that could be done without difficulty.

Mr. William Moss suggested that the opposition was in the position of the

remark - "If you don't understand something - oppose it". They are oppos

ing this because they do not know what to expect from it - what impact it

will have on their community and what repercussions to expect. In his
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opinion, Mr. Moss continued, the law is not sufficient in giving people tim

tor study and 'Understanding of such cases. These people are reluctant to

object, Mr. Moss explained, but they. feel that they need more time to look

into the results of this large a project in their midst. If they had more

time, Mr~ MoS8 continued, they might find that this land could be put to

much more objectionable uses - and therefore could very well withdraw their

objections. A two or three weeks delay, Mr. Moss thought, would not work a

hardship on anyone and it would satisfy the people in the area, who have

great concern and this would give them the opportunity to submit whatever

evidence they may find. This property has been zoned for commercial use fo

many years, Mr. Moss continued, and he thought in deference to the people i

the area it might. be well t.o give them t.he time they desire and to satisfy

themselves as to whether or not this will be a good or a detrimental use in

their area.

Mr. Magazine objected to a delay. saying he had offered to go before the

Civic Associstion to explain their project - but they did not Care for that;

The Civic Association was advised of the general plans. Mr. Harris 'said.
\ .

tftey did not need.the information Mr. Magazine.could give them _ they merel

want the time 'to investigate similar projects in other loca'tions to learn

what might happen here. ~e thought three weeks would give them. time to

arrive at an intelligent approach to this. If' they f'ind 'that it would not

have an adverse affect upon their area they may withdraw their objections.

Mrs. Henderson suggested that a two week def'errment might result in a

happier relationship between the Magazine Brothers and the people in the

area.

Mr. MOss commended the Magazine Brothers on their' fine ~ooperation with the

pounty and suggested that in view of their excellent reputation he did: not

think they would care to force something which might jeopardize the', relatio

ship between them and the people.

Mr. Moncure stated that they were reluctant to agree to the deferrment. the.

the.y have mature plans and are ready to go ahead with this at the earliest

possible date. and that they do object to the relevancy of' the reason for

delay.

Mr. Lamond recalled that a 12 story hotel could go in here if ,the applicant

so desired - without objection from the area - he thought this was more

desirable than a hotel and that it is a logical use and of bene.fit t·o the

County at large.

The people dont know what they want. Mr. Harria answered _ they know only

that they want time to make their studies and decision.

Mr. MagaZine said he £e1t - in view of their responsibility to the ~ounty

and to the community - that a two weeks delay would not inconvenience them

too much.

"+0/
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until April 9th.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
MI'. VERNON YAC}fl' CLUB, INC. J to permit construction and operation ot: a l'ach

Club, boat basin, swimming pool and buildings accessory thereto, Lot 1,

Block H, and Parcel A, Yacht Haven Estates, Nt. Vernon Dist. (Rural Res.-I)

Mr. Spellman, representing the Mt. Vernon Yacht Club, asked that this case

be deferred for 30 days, as the people applying for this use, being in

experienced in this, have not had But£icient time to prepare their case.

Mr. Lamond moved to defer the ca•• for 30 days (until April 23)

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
McLEAN-LANGLEY SWIMMING ASSOCIATION, to permit construction of a co_unity

swimming pool with accessory structures thereto, north side of Moxley Dr.,

approx. 600 ft. north of Langley Forest, Dranesv1lle Dist.(Rural Res.-II)

Mr. James Whytock represented the applicant. Mr. W1ytock noted that the

name of this applicant has been changed to "Langley Club, Inc." This ch8ll8

came about during incorporation. Also the wading pool has been cut rrom

60 feet in diameter to 40 feet, and the bath house has been reduced rrOm

29' x 44' to 22' x 38'. These changes were made on the plats.

This project isa three acre tract located at the end of a private road

leading off of Route #193, adjoining River Oak Subdivision. It will have

only the one access. They plan a $75,000 development which will be finance

through memberships, rather than stock. They will charge 110.00 per adul't

person and $10.00 a year dues for adults -- $5.00 tor children. The initial

expense will be taken' care or by initiation fees and loans from the members

which will be paid back within 30 years.

This tract is now surrounded by woods - part of which will probably be de
veloped at some future time, Mr. Whytock continued. The owners of this

property have no objection to this use. The pool will conform to the.s

ing pool Ordinance with a f'lash deck, and a filtration system. It will
d.A;.-fI 11'I4'(

drain into the spri~ This plan has been approved by

Mr. Saunders, the adjoining property owner and the engineer on this project

told the Board that they have planned this project with appearance in mind

with an attractive bath house and good planting. The deep woods will re

tard the noise, Mr. Saunders stated, they intend to keep the bordering'

trees. This will be an ultra modern project in every way and they will mee

all County requirements. They will have a membership of approximately )00

families.
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4-ctd. Mr. Howard reaci a resolution passed by the I.angley Forest Citizens' Assn.

at their meeting of Febroary 19 J 1957, in which they state that this group

has no objection to this project as planned.

Mrs. Henderson questioned the adequacy of the parking lot- - which would tak

care of only 50 cars. That could be expanded, Mr. Whytock explained, if th

need arises - they have sufficient area.

Aleo Mrs. Henderson questioned - what concessions? Only soft drinks, candy

and ice cream, Mr. Whytock answered. They have no intention of going into

the sale of food.

The private road was discussed, Mr. Whytock explaining that Moxley Road was

put in originally to serve the property in the back and to be maintained

privately. The membership of the SWimming Club will agree also to help mai

tain the road. It is an 18 foot gravel right of way now. There is a $S,

sum set aside to widen this road and for more gravel.

The Chairman asked for opposition.

Mr. Tr~cey, liVing on Benjamin Street about 800 feet from this site, stated

that they had moved to this location hoping fOT a quiet residential area.

They had not expected the encroachment of this type of enterprise. He .felt

-the noise would be objectionable. They live in their back yard a great d

in the summer, Mr. Tracey stated, which would face this ,pool area _ he thou t

the noise and traffic would be unpleasant. He suggested an-alternate site

which might be available in Section 1 or 2 of Langley Forest.

Mr. Henry Makel said he wished there was a category which could be called

neither for nor against this use, as that is the position in which he found

himself. He was representing Southland Corporation, which owns the pro

perty over which the 18 foot road passes. They will develop this property

probably within another two years, Mr. Makel continued, and will at that ti

build the street which will lead to this site. They want protection f'or th

lotswhlch will back up to this property - that is their concern. If' the

fence were moved to the other side of' the parking lot it would help them

greatly, Mr. Makel suggested. (Mr. Makel thought the tract a little small

for the purpose proposed.) They will dedicate this road to public use when

they develop this property, Mr. Makel continued, and at that time it will b

bUilt to County spe~ifications.

Mr. Tracey noted that this is supposed to be a community pool, but there ar

only go homes in Langley Forest - therefore there must be many members com

ing f~ outside the area. A purely community project he did not think too

objectionable - but he thought it should not take in other families.

Mr. Whytock noted that Mr. Tracey had been completely unsuccessful in getti

a petition against this project. signed. Mr. Whytock agreed that the deep

setbacks which they will proVide are a proper protection for the property

described by Mr. Make1- They will also have screening around the area whic

would further protect adjoining property.
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4-Ctd. Mr•. Saunders said there was no other pr-operty in Langley FONst available.

to them because of topographic conditions. This pool will be 900 feet from

the nearest house, Mr. Saunders noted.

Mr. Burling, the westerly adjoining property owner, was not contacted re~

garding these plans.

Mrs. Henderson moved to grant this use to the Langley ClUb, Inc., according

to the changes 'that have been made on the map prepared by Joseph BerryJ

dated February 26,1957 - indicating the changes in size of the wading pool

to 40 feet in diameter, and the reduction of the bath hOU8~ to 22' x 38-.

This 1s granted because it conforms to the following sections of the

Ordinance: Section 6-4-a as amended; 15-c as amended; and Section 6-12.

This is granted because it does not appear that it will materially affect

adversely persons residing or working in the neighborhood and ,that itw1ll

not adversely affect property in the neighborhood. This is granted subject

to conformance with the new swimming pool Ordinance and Health Department

regulations governing swimlaing pools.

Seconded, Mr. Lamond

Carried, unanimously.

II
DEFERRED CASE:

J. T. ~ON REALTY, INC. , to permit. garage to remain as erected 8.57 feet

rear property line, Lot 10, 1st Addition to Brookland Estates, Lee Diet.

(Suburban Residence).

Mr. J. T. Moton, whose case was deferred to this date, asked the Board to

deter his case until April 23rd.

Mr. Lamond so moved

Seconded, J. B. Smith

Carried, unanimously.

II
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PEOPLES SERVICE DRUG STORES,INC., to pennit erection of three signs with an

aggregate area in excess allowable by the Ordinance, (184 sq.£t.), on north

side of #29 and #211 at Kamp Washington, Providence Dist. (Rural Business).

Mr. Roger Wells represented. the applicant. A letter from Peoples Drug Sto B

was read asking for three signs totaling 184 square feet to replace the

existing sign on the Itore which has a total area of 100 square feet. This

1s a new type of sign, the letter stated, which the cexnpany plan to use on

their larger stores. It will have plastic face and diffused lighting.

Mr. Wells showed two pic'tures, Exhibit A and B, A showing this sign whicl}

is presently installed on the Arlington store, and Exhibit B, which showed

the inadequacy of the sign at the Kamp Washington store, which store 1s

located 155 feet from the right of way.

I

I



I

I

I

I

5-Ctd.

NEW 'CASES - ctd.

Mrs. Henderson asked what hardship requires the 184 square foot sign. The

square footage is not as important as the aesthetic values to be derived

from the change from a sign which is not particularly well designed nor 1s

it attractive, Mr. Wells answered. This new type of sign is the one used

at the Seven Corners store, and it is obvious, Mr. Wells sta~ed, that 1s fa

superior to the one nOw at Kamp Washington.

Mrs. Henderson granted that, but stlll suggested that it be cut in size.

These letters are custom made, Mr. Wells answered, they have made 'the molds

and it would be expensive to ~hange them~ TheY.hope to use this sign on

all their larger stores, an~ therefore the same molds would be used. They

have gone to a great deal of expense and care to design these signs, Mr.

Wells continued - they consider it attractive and effective advertising and

an asset to the community. They f'eel that the old type of ~ign has become

obsolete - they therefore wish to start a new era in a more effective and

a Diore attractive sign. This particular sign has been noticed and highly

complimented by .the National Association of sign people.

Mr. Wells showed a series o:f pictures starting :from the early signs _ and

indicating the progress - culminating in this sign which they believe

.superior in every way.

Mrs. ~enderson agreed again. that most companies want as large,and as

attractive signs as possible, but she still questioned an adequate reason

for such a large sign•

• Wells noted that there are many other signs in the County larger th~\1j

his ,on bUildings which are closer to the street ri'ght otway.' Mr. Wells

considered the setback which they have allowed for parking and ror the rree

vament of' traffic - to be a SUfficient hardship.

no objections from the area-.

• Lamond stated that due to the f.ct of the S1&e or this store and the

the Highway right of way he would move that this varl.nce be

Mr. J. B. Smith

J. B. Sm~th asked about the actual size of' the letters .. he thought if.

letters alone were f'igured the. area would be considerably les~. Mr.

ells showed how this could a?tually be put in as three signs, which,would

atly reduce the area.,

ince this is the first request in the County f'or this new large ' sign _ Mrs.

anderson suggested that a flood of requests 'for this same sign would follow

.f this is granted. Since this has been an expensive venture for -the Compan

certainly will USe it to the fullest, Mrs. Henderson continued.

Wells answered that this sign would be used only where it is appropriate

nd on their larger stores. They otten ~uy signs locally, Mr. Wells con

inued, especially on their smaller stores.

if 7/



5-C'td. Mr. Lamond added to his motion that this be granted as per blue print sub

mitted'with the case dated March 4,1957_

Mr. J. B. Smith accepted the addition.

For the motion: Lamond, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes

Against: Mrs. Henderson, Verlin W. Smith

Motion carried.

II
I

6- TOPS FAIRFAX,INC., to permit erection of one sign with an area of (172-1/2

square feet) J Part of Lot 1, East Fairfax Park Subdivision, at Fairfax

Circle, Providence District. (Rural Business).

Mr. H. P'. Miller represented the applicant. Mr. Wells also supported the

case. Mr. Miller pr~8ented each Board member with a co,PY of a letter from

Mr. James Matthews, President of this Company, detailing this request for

the larger sign. The total area will be 172-i/2 square feet. It will be a

free standing pilon type s1gn. This is a chain restaurant and they are ask

ing for the pilon, which is the trade mark they use in other locations.

Mr. M1l1~r showed photographs in color of the proposed sign. He also show

pictures of the existing building on the property, which they will add to.

hey need this large sign in order to have visibility for sufficient dis-

ance that people may slow down without hazard. This °is on the approach to

the Circle, Mr. Miller explained, where traftic is converging and it was

his opinion that a considerable sight distance was necessary.

Mrs. Henderson asked what evidence Mr. Miller could offer that the 120 squar

foot of sign area would not be sufficient. It is merely the need to pro~

ect traffic - so people can see the sign far enough away to begin sloWing

p and get into the proper l~e so as not to obstruct the natural flow of

raffic. The present building is 50 feet from the right of way _ and the

sign about 30 feet from the highway right of way. However, the exact loca-

ion of the right of way was uncertain at this point, Mr. Miller said _

hey tried very hard to get the exact width of the highway at this point but

re not sure that they are correct. They measured from the black top and

that the sign is located back 30 feet •

• Mooreland said the total right of way here is 250 feet, therefore they

auld locate the sign on the right otway - 8S 1/2 the width of the right at

y, Or 125 feet, Would be at the property line. Mr. Mooreland noted that

he right of way widens out as it splits at the circle.

he inadequacy of the present sign Ordinance was discussed.

Wells recalled that he had volunteered his services a few years ago to

elp in drafting a new sign Ordinance. However, his offer was not taken up.

• 'Wells noted that in ot;her jurisdictions the larger lot will take a large

thought equitable. This lot has a 220 foot frontage which

larger sign area. However, the sign size is not so 1m

ortant, Mr. Wells continued, it is the type of sign - the sign which is

ttractive and quickly understood or as in this case, a sign which is

amiliar to the traveling public. Mr. Wells said he would still be glad

I
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I
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to work with the County in setting up a sigD: Ordinance which would .elim1na

many of the cases which now find it necessary to come b&1'ore the Board.

(Mr. Verlin W. Smith bhebked Mr. Wells ror his oUer.)

There were no objections from the area.

It was noted that the McDonald restaurant has a frontage or 216 feet.

Mrs. Henderson asked if the applicant could reduce the sign to 150 square

feet. These are standardized pattern signs J made from molds and used throu

out the Country as their trade mark, Mr. Miller answered. They would like

the same sign. They now have two such signs in Arlington"

Mrs. Henderson moved to deny the caSe as this is a gross variance from

Section 6-15-0-1 of the Ordinance.

There was no section.

Mr. Lamond moved to defer the case for the applieant to study the case and

see it he can get along with 150 square rest of area.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

This to be dererred until April 9th, Mr. Lamond Added.

They will ac.cept the 150 square foot area', Mr. Miller told the Board.

Therefore, Mr. Lamoild changed. his motion to state that the application be

granted 1'or a sign with an area 01' 150 square 1'eet.

Seconded, T. Barnes

carried

Mrs. Heilderso and. Mr. Verlin W. Smit not voting, 1'10.
Mrs. Henderson not voting ecause there is a 20 mile per hour spsed limit

at this pOint, aild she thought the 60 square root sign Would be adequate.
II
SUNSET DRIVE IN THEATRE, to pennit erection of an additional sign to exist

ing marquee which makes the aggregate area in excess allowed by the Ordinan

(214 sq. ft.) north side of 117, approx. 1/2 mile east of Bailey's .cross Rds.

Mason District. (Rural Business).

Mr. Gallo represented the applicant. This extra sign is needed, Mr. Gallo

explained, as the area is large and open and the spaed limit at this point

is 45 miles per hour. It is felt that it is necessary to have a sign which

will alert the public for a reasonable distance before they reach the

theatre in order to slow down without hazard. This will be located about i

the center of the property frontage. They have two entrances and one exit.

The total sign area on the property was discussed, Mr. Gallo stating that

the 214 square feet named in the application included the entire sign area.

The pilon sign has an area of SO square feet, the sign on the back of the

screen has IS" letters and probably about 30 square foot -area, and the

attraction panel - 120 square feet.

This is a small sign area compared to other Drive-In Theatres, Mr. Wilson,

President of the Drive In Company, told the Board - because this was the

<'+/u
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first drive-in in Virginia and. at that time the large signs were not in US-8

Now ~hey feel that they are in competition with the newer type signs which

will require more area,

Mrs. Henderson thought the sign on the screen tOWer was adequate for site

distance. Mr. Wilson pointed out that the letters are parallel to the high

way J and are therefore not visible up and down the highway. The pilon waul

slow down traffic - which Mrs. Henderson thought not particularly necessary

since a Drive-in usually is well known.

There were no objections from the area.

Mrs. Wilkins asked under what Section of the Ordinance this could be grant

Mr. VerUn W. Smith quoted from the Ordinance 6-l2-7-g (page 96) ssying it

would be necessary for the applicant to show an undue hard'ship.

Mrs. Wilkins asked if' the Board could grant a variance three times that

allowed in the Ordinance - and still call that a variance _ or would that b

called amending the Ordinance?

To what extent the Board. ean vary ... has not yet been detennined, Mr. Verlin

W. Smith answered. That is a question the Board 'would like'to have an

opinion OD, Mr. Verlin W. Smith continued - when does a granting becOIile' an

amendment to the Ordinance.

This sign size is necessary, Mr. WilSOn continued, because competition is

now too keen to operate on the old obsolete signs they now have. They have

a large tourist clientele who do not k;now where the theatre is located and

they believe this would help. Mr. Wilson also noted that most theatres ex

cl~e the attraction panel - while they have figured that in their tot~l.

Mr. T. Barnes moved to defer the case for )0 days to give the Board time to

study the case and to find out just what the situation is on thepropei-ty' ..

to investigate the entrances and exit with relation to the proposed locatio

of' the ,sign.

Seconded, Mr. J. B. Smith (Defer until April 2Jrd)

Mr. Verlin W. Smith noted that the Board had required other applicants on

signs to show all the existing signs on the property and' their location _

also the Board should have a plat showing ingress and egress.

This was added to the motion that the applicant bring plats showing the

location of all existing signs, the total sign area of each and to Show the

location of the proposed sign, and also the ingress and egress.

Mr. J. B. Smith accept$d this addition.

Carried, unanimously.

II
CLARENCE R. & IRVIN PAYJE,JR., to permit erection and operation of a servic

station and pennit pump islands 25 feet of the street right of' way lines, at

the N. E. corner #7 and #244 at Bailey's Cross Roads, Mason Diet.{Oen.Bus.)

Mr. William MOncure represented the applicant. Mr. Irvin Payne was preeent

also.

I

I
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Mr. Moncure explained to the Board that the State had changed the tra£t'1c

pattern at the intersection of Route #7 and Columbia Pike (which is greatly

improved) but in doing so they have cut this area of the Payne property to

1,960 square feet. Therefore the applicant feels that the only thing he

can USe this property for is a filling station. While this is a very de

sirable location for a filling station, the roads are now 80 arranged. that

the only right turn into the property is from Leesburg Pike, and going east

on Columbia Pike. The traffic from Washington would have no ready access.

With this limited access there should be no traffic hazard. Mr. Moncure

assured the Board. The exits would be at the far corners of the property,

Mr. Moncure pointed out. With the pump islands located near the property

line it would give room for the cars to turn within the property and go out

on either Route #7 or Columbia Pike.

They now have commitments for the fUling station from' Standard Oil, Mr.

Moncure told the Board - with a good rental and. percentage. It would appea

~. MOncure contended, that this would be good revenue for this property

and for the County.

There were no objections from adjoining property owners, nor from the area.

t was noted on the plat which Mr. Payne showed that the curb cuts indicated.

more than the two exits and. entrances. Mr. Payne was not entirely certain

what was being planned..

Mr. Verlin W. Smith asked about the other buildings shown on the plat - whi Ih
apparently have nothing to do with the tilling station.

Those will be left as they are, Mr. Payne answered, used for storage only _

no employees are in the bUildings. Therefore there would be no parking

question. It was noted that Mr. Payne has 1000 square feet of parking spac •

Mr. J. B. Smith moved to defer this case until April 9th for proper plats _

which will show the parking area for the warehouse.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
A. H. & FRANCES L. TINKLE, to permit existing sign to remain at present

location with larger area than allowed by the Ordinance, in front of future

Lot 13, 1st Addition to Aura Heights SUbdivision, Mason District.(Sub. Res.

Mr. Clyde Dews represented the applicant, stating that there are two vio

lations on this application - first, they did not obtain a permit for the

sign. - sec~nd, the sign as presently erected is too large.

Mr. Dews gave a brief history of his sign operations. In August of 1955

they received a permit from the Zoning Office for two 60 square foot signs

to be located on their property along Route #7, and subsequently erected th

two signs. One year later, when they realized that the signs were ineffect ive

they made plans to put up another type of sign. They contacted the Zoning

Office who told them their signs Could be rebUilt and relocated under the

old permit. The signs they erected were actually too large f'or the amount
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lO-ctd. or frontage this subdivision had on Route #7. Opposition to th.ese signs

developed. Mr. Mooreland then told the applicant that the two signs could

be put back to back, creating one sign, which would come within the

Ordinance requirements.

Again, this year, Mr. Dews continued, the applicant felt that his sign was

not effective. They again re-designed. the sign and put it in a different

location. They did not get a permit nor did they talk with the Zoning Oir1

This sign is larger than allowed by the Ordinance. It is about 82 square

feet.

Since this sign was put up they have dedicated the first addition to this

subdivision and have dedicated the property for a service drive along Lees

burg Pike. The sign 1s now located in the future service drive area _ they

are fUlly conscious of that, Mr. Dews continued.

There are 51 lots in this subdivision, Mr. Dews went on, on which they are

building homes ranging in price from $2),000 to $)0,000. Since they have

only )20 foot frontage on Route 117, and since there i8 a high hedge along

the right of way, thet only way a sign can be seen for any appreciable dis

tance is to give it height - which they have done. They feel that thesi

even with the height has a minimum. of vbibility. Mr. Dew showed

of the sign illustrating the hindrance of the hedge. The sign now is

visible for only about 200 feet in one direction, and 500 feet in the other.

Wieh a 55 mUe speed limit at this point, Mr. Dews considered this sign •

barely effective in its present location.

The Real Estate and Builders Industry, have proved that road signs are two-:

to-one the best form o£ advertising, Mr. Dews continued. He therefore con

sidered it necessary to have an adequate size and an attractive sign to

attract the public.

They are up-grading the type of homes they are building, Mr. Dews continued,

and find it imperative to bring attention 'to their houses. Mr. Dews said

they sincerely regretted the violation.

And now you want this Board to give you permission to leave this over-sized.
sign on property which is dedicated to the State, Mr. Verlin W. Smith asked?

Mr. Dews answered - "yes" - even a temporary pennit. While the service

drive is dedicated it probably will not be op the State records until late

this year - therefore, he thought 'a temporary permit would solve their pro

blem and would not affect the State property.

Don Wilkins appeared in opposition.

Wilkins called attention to the fact that this sign is on Lot 1) which

as a frontage of 107.52 feet - which if figured according to lineal front-

give the applicant a sign of 10.75 square feet. Mr. Wilkins also

iscussed the background of this sign, stating that the original sign permit

s issued in error - as the applicant did not have the·frontage to warrant

the size sign he was allowed.

y
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Mr. Wilkins also recalled the applicant's request for a waiver from serviee

drive requirements bef'ore the Board of Supervisors, which was ret'used. He

also called attention to the bond requirement and agreement between the

applicant and the Board of Supervisors which has 'not been met. This 1s an

illegal sign, Mr. Wilkins contended, and the applicant hes been perfectly

conscious of that fact. It is on State property in the middle of the servi

drive dedication, and is not more than 20 feet from the right of way of

Route #7. The applicant has met none of his commlttments, Mr. Wilkins con

tinued, yet he expects the County to grant him an Ulegal sign.

Carrying out the statutes and the proper enforcement of the laws of the

County and State are the function of this Board, Mr. Wllkl'ns continued. The

107.52 .root frontage on Lot 13, which will 'permit' a sign with only 10.75

equare feet figured on a lineal foot basis, renders this sign entirely out

of keeping with requirements. The sign as erected contains approx~tely 8

square feet. It is a monstrosity, Mr. Wilkins continued, which is better

adapted to Coney Island or a Carnival - than to this area. It is many time

the size allowed and it is located on public property and in his opinion en

tirelY outside the jurisdiction of the Board to grant.

This Board can grant an over-sized. sign, Mr. Wilkins pointed out, it a hard

ship exists - but not a self-imposed hardship.

Mr. Wilkins ~entioned the Betts property which is located £arther from the

highway, but which had legal size· signs and was sold out without hardship _

the product sold itself. The hardship here is the hardship of competi"tion

which has nothing to do with this Board•

. Mr. Reno, who lives acrose the street from the sign, concurred in Mr. Wilki

statements and urged the Board to deny the case.

Mr. Dews granted that the frontage on this might be debatable. However,

they would like the temporary permit and would move the Sign when the servi

drive is put in. Mr. Dews admitted that they had been transgressors and

ignorant of the law, but they thought they were in the clear and did not

violate· the Ordinance wilfully. It would be a hardship to move the Sign,

Dewe continued, but 'they will abide by the Board's decision. He suggested

that the upper 10 feet of the sign could be removed, which would bring the

sign more nearly within the Ordinance requirements.

Mr. Lamond moved to deny the case because it does not COnform to the requir

menta of the Ordinance.

Seconded, Mrs. Henderson

Carried, unanimously.

II
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RIVER TOWERS, INC., to permit multiple housing with greater density than

allowed by the Ordinance on 26.6424 acres, south end of Potomac Avenue

{Belleview}. Mt. Vernon District. (Urban Res. Class I).

Before hearing the applicant. Mr. Verlin W. Smith suggested that the Board

discuss its jurisdiction to handle this case. and make a determination if

possible, whether or not the pennit granted originally on this tract 1s st!

in e.ffect.

Mr. Schumann told the Board that he had discussed this case with the Common

wealth's Attorney, and had been informed by him that in his opinion the ap

plicant had complied with Section 6-12-d-2-a_b of the Ordinance. that perm!

were granted and bUildings completed in accordance with those permits am
that the applicant is in a position to continue on that original permit pro

¥ided the density variance is allowed by this Board.

Mr. Verlin W. Smith said - in other words if an applicant gets a permit for

100 buildings and completes one bUilding, his permit is good for an lnde! e

time? Mr. Schumann said the Commonwealth's Attorney had emphasized 'a'

building - that if the applicant had completed a bUi;Lding granted on the

original permit - his permit continu.s in effect.

Mr. VerIin W. Smith asked if the case file on the original granting of this

project is still available. .Mr. Schumann answered that it was out of fUe

and they have not been able to locate it, however, the minutes of the Board

of February 25, 1947 show that the case was granted.

The minutes of February 25, 1947 regarding the original granting were read..

Mrs. Henderson suggested that there are several things which in her opinion

should be cleared with the Commonwealth's Attorney. It was brought out that

Mr. Fitzgerald. discussed this case with Mr. Schumann, but he had not read

the Minutes of February 25, 1947. She felt that the presently planned pro

ject should conform to the architectural design of the original application

as shown in the Minutes - the same type project as Fairlington. This is an

entirely different type of project. Also, Mrs. Hend.erson questioned whether

a new application should have been filed in case of change of owner~hip of

property. She asked if River Towers is Olmi and Landrith~

Mr. Verlin W. Smith questioned if the use permit issued in 1947 was still i

effect, if the density granted was used up - and if this exceeds the eotal

density originally granted.

Schumann noted that in the Minutes it did not state that the application

granted for the applicant only. He thought change of" ownership was of

However, Mr. Verlin W. Smith noted that the type o~ develop

ent was clearly stated in the original hearing and that is being varied

from. Mr. Schumann stated that these applicants are asking the Boa~ to v

trom the tems o~ the original granting, that is the question before the

Board. The Board passed a Resolution stating the applicant could build with

certain t.ype of architecture. These people want somet.hing different in

architecture - therefore this is not a variance from the Ordinance, Mr.

I
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Schumann continued, it is a variance from the Resolution passed by the Boa

on February 25. 1947.

Mr. Varlin W. Smith notitd that the present application says nothing about

architecture nor density. When the application is explained, Mr. Schumann

told the Board, it will be brought out that the architecture and density

are to be varied from the original application.

Mr. Lamond thought this should be discu8sed with the Commonwealth's Attorne

ir he could be contacted during Court recess. The Board recessed to see Mr.

Fitzgerald.

Upon re-convening, Mr. Verlin W. Smith told those present that Mr. Fltzgera

had stated that when he gave Mr. Schumann his opinion - he had not read the

Minutes of the previous case. nor had he considered the previous use permit

granted in 1947 - therefore his opinion was not pertinent to that part of

the application, regarding type of architecture. Therefore. it was suggest

that the case be def'erred for further discussion with Mr. F~tzgerald.

Mr. Lamond moved to defer the case until April 9th - provided the Board is

able to contact Mr. Fitzgerald by that time.

Seconded. Mrs. Henderson

Carried.

The following people 1et't their names with the Clerk to be noti.fied. 11' the

hearing is to be on April 9th: Ralph D. Rocks. James S. Keith. Gilbert S.

McCutcheon. Mrs. Carolyn Gro·ce. Edward J. Kelly. Ray Van Hook. J. W.

For18te1.

The Board instructed the Clerk to forward the f'ollowing questions relative

to this case to the Commonwealth's Attorney. asking for his opinion by the

next meeting:

"Considering this case under Section 6-l2-~2-a-b. if the evidence
as presented. in the first application and upon which the pennit
was granted •. holds today provided the present eVidence shows that
application '8 being made fora-projeot completely different from
the original application as to type and architectural design. as
described in the Minutes or February 25. 1947

1p the Opinion of the Commonwealth's Attorney how .far can the Board
otZoning Appeals go with a variance from the density granted in the
original application? The original application granted.. 1208 units.
The present application request 981 units. If the evidence shows
that the applicants have gone beyond the original density granted.
would this necessitate fUing a new application? _

What percentage o.f variation from the strict application of the
Ordinance is the Board empowered, to grant? It the grant 1ng should
allow 981 units as requested is this in e.ffect amending the Ordinance?

The Board also requests an opinion on hei,mt limitations. How do you
reconcile Section 6-14-b with Section 6..11-2 which says in part .......
no dwelling shall exceed 45. feet or three and one-half stories in
height and no building not a dwelling shall exceed 75 feet in height.'

Would a change in ownership from the original grantee affect the pennit.
especially if the original permit was used up in density and the type
of project changed?

What effect will the lack of the original plans. layout. sketches.and
renderings, etc •• as mentioned in the Minutes of February 25.1947 have
on this case should they not be available?"

II
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• Lamond stated that in view of the existing house on the corner lot being

so placed on the lot he would move that this case be granted.

Verlin w. smith questioned setting a precedent in granting this.

Lamond thought the Board was perfectly justified in granting this as

arrangement of the existing house made it impossible for the addition to

e put on in any other way and still have the stairway to the basement and.

cceseible opening to the bath. In his opinion it would be a hardsbip not

to grant the application.

econded, Mr. T. ~arnes

Lamond, T. Barnes, J. B. Smith

W. Smith and Mrs. Henderson

G. MELTZER, to pennit temporary operation of a property yard and permit

and fence to, remain as erected as shown on plat, Lot 1,.

action 1, Colonial Acres, Nt. Vernon District. (Suburban Residence-Cla'ss II )•.

ord was sent to rhe Board. that the opposition, headed by Mr. Anthony, has

withdrawn in accord~nce with the following agreement with the operators

"In the interest of ,a neat, orderly, and presentable appearance
at the entrance of Colonial Acres, Mt. Vernon District, and in
behalf of the residents of said community, it 1s hereby agreed
by Mr. Fleisher, developer of adjacent Sulgrave Manor and custodian
of building material compound located on lot number one, at the
entrance of Colonial Acres I that Mr. Fleisher will maintain the
compound and its immediate area in a presentable manner at all
times. That he will cause the area to be kept policed and free
of unnecessary eyesor~s, that he will provide trash receptacle
for the i.mrnediate COIlPOUnd. area. That, he will refrain his

LIAS BURNSTEIN. to permit erection of an addition to dwelling witpin 48 ft.

of the street property line, Lots 28, 29 and 30, Block D. Collingwood Manor,

(227 Collingwood Avenue). Mt. Vernon District. (Rural Res.-Class I)

his case was deferred to view the property. It was recalled that this is

only a two foot variance, and that the house on the corner, which is located

~8 feet from Collingwood Avenue, was granted by Mr. Mooreland without public

hearing. However, that house faces on West Boulevard Drive' _ the back yard

acing Mr. Burnstein's property.

Mooreland explained that he had granted that because it is a corner lot

he'had worked With the owner to get the best possible location for the

tion carried.

s. Henderson said she saw no evidence of hardship on this 'since it would

appear that the addition could be located at the rear of' the house.

However, Mr. Burnstein had atated that this was a ..tter of economics and.

he arrangement of his rooms - with relation' to the stairway to the base-

and the bath entrance.

Henderson questioned if this was a reasonable hardship _ and noted that

other similar homes across the street had conformed to reqUired setbacks.

Henderson moved to deny the case, because no evidence of hardship had

shown.

4-
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employees trom lit-taring or cluetering the grounds. That. he will
allow no vehicles pertaining to his activity to park less than one
hundred feet from the intersection six twenty-three on "Colonial Ave.
That, he will provide a parking lot for his. employees vehicleS 80
as to prevent safety hazards and road congestion on Colonial Ave.
That, he will provide some suitable shrubbery to screen the peri
meter of the compound from the public eye.

FUrther, Mr. Fleisher agrees to remove all vestage of compound
structure (this includes sheds, poles in ground and any debris)
at the completion of his proposed building project but not later
than two years from this date.

Further, Mr. Fleisher agrees to cooperate with the spirit o£ this
document to the satisfaction of the residents on Colonial Ave.
And that all matters and transactlons pertaining to this agree
ment will be dealt only with CWO G. L. Anthony representative of
the residents of Colonial Acres.

4-Ctd.
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Witness:
/s/ Louis G. Zuchelman

NOTORIZED:

BULGRAVE MANOR DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

BY: 1.1 L. G. Meltzer, President

I

I

I

In acceptance of Mr. Fleisher, cooperation 'and efforts and in
the best interest of harmony, we the residents of Colonial Acres
agree to make no further protests to the Fairfax County Zoning
Board as it Pertains to the location and site of the builders
compound.

/s/ G. L. Anthony, (Representative)"

In view of the signewAgreement between the Sulgrave Manor Development Corp.

and the people in the area who had been opposed to this use, and who have

stated that the original objections have been removed, Mrs. Henderson moved

to grant the application, with the provision that the terms of the Agreement

be adhered to. This is granted for a period not to exceed two years.

Seconded, J. B. Smith

For the motion: Mrs. Henderson, T. Barnes, J. B. Smith, Mr. Lamond

Mr. Verlin W. Smith not voting

Motion carried.

II
,- NORMAN E. PUMPHREY, to permit carport to remain enclosed within 8.60 feet of

the side property line, Lot 22 and part of Lot 23, Block E, Courtland Park,

(1006 Oak Street), Mason District. (Suburban Residence) •

• Pumphrey, father of the applicant, reviewed the case, recalling his eon'

u,egotiations with the builder to construct this enclosed porch, at the time

e bought the house, the son's subsequent transfer to Florida and. his desire

to sell the house. The violation then came to light.

Mr. Pumphrey called attention to many other s~ilar violations in the sub

division, which was originally laid out in smaller lots - and which sub

division was recorded bef'ore the Ordinance. On the street just back of' Oak

Street, on which this house faces, many homes are bu1lt ~th enclosed proche

ocated from 7 to 8-1/2 f'eet from the side line.

There were no objections from the area.

s. Jones, the next door neighbor, and the one most affected, stated she

had no objections and could see no reason for not granting this when so man

others have the same setback.



DEFERRED CASES - Ctd.

5-Ctd. Mr. Mooreland explained that he could grant a 7 foot setback in the case of

fire-proof materials and if the lot is below the required lot sizes. This

meets neither of those requirements, therefore. he could not grant it.

Mr. Nagel, who lives on the other side ot Mr. Pumphrey also had no objectl0

and he felt that this was an asset to the house and to the neighborhood.

Mr. Lamond moved to grant the application because it would appear that .from

7 to 8-1/2 foot side setbacks prevail throughout the subdiVision.

Seconded, J. B. Smith.

For the motion: Mr. Lamond, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes

Against: Mrs. Henderson, and Verl!n W. Smith

Motion carried.

I

I
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I

I
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J. B. Smith

• VerI in W. Smith thought Mr. Schumann or Mr. Mooreland should be consult

8 to their policy in this. However, it. was stated that Mr. Mooreland bad

ndicated some time ago that he had usually allowed at least 30 days _ when

e had no definite instructions from the Board •

• Verlin W. Smith thought this might be discussed with Mr. Pomeroy.

or the motion: Mrs. Henderson, J. B. Smith, T. Barnes.

oth Mr. Verlin W. Smith and Mr. A. Slater Lamond. refrained from voting.

I

A letter from Calvary Presbyterian Church was read requesting continuance of

the variance granted on MarCh 20, 1956, which would permit an addition to

their Church on Lots 2 and 3. Section I. Penn naw Village.

Mooreland noted that this is the third reque15t for an extension.

Lamond said this group had had a great deal of difficulty with their

finances, and he thought the Board shoUld be lenient. He therefore moved

to grant the extension for the usual period of time - one year..

Seconded. T. Barnes

Carried, unanimously.

ilLER BUILDING SUPPLY CORPORATION, with regard to the time within which the

uilding on this property should be torn down or removed, ~. Henderson

tated that the Commonwealth's Attorney said that it would be difficult to

lace a definite time which would cover all cases, that it would be reasonab e

o move a small shed within a short time, whereal!l a brick building might

ake several months. He felt the time elem~nt was up to the ju~gement of

he Board.

s. Henderson moved that Mr. Miller be given 60 days in which to move his.
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I
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e' Board. diSCUSSed a testimonial dinner 1'or Mr. Brook.field and appointed

Ver11n W. Smith to work with representatives ot' other Boards or Com

18s10ns on which Mr. Brookfield had served, with the idea of fonnulating

lanse Other members of the committee suggested were Mr. Keith Price, Lewis

eigh, Charlie Robinson, John Taylor, John Rust; Mrs. Henderson agreeing to

ake care of the invitations.

tentative date of May 10th was set.

I

The meeting adjourned.

VerIin w. Smith, Chairman




