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Staff – Summary of the issues & Purpose 
❑Background:

• The applicant filed SP 2023-BR-001 with DPD to 
request a reduction in setback requirements for 
the following existing Accessory Structures:

1. An outdoor fireplace located 3.9 
feet from the southwest side lot 
line;

2. A frame shed located 3.0 ft from 
the northeast side lot line

3. A shed located 4.1 ft from the 
northeast side lot line
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❑ Subject Application filed under 118-6-8 for 313 SF Impervious area within 
RPA to allow: (a) portion of the stone patio with planters and stairs; (b) 
hot-tub.

❑BZA Decision July 2024: Approve in part the 
SP for the two sheds with Condition 4:

• file an application for a Chesapeake Bay Preservation 
Exception Review within 90 days of the special permit 
approval, to allow the two sheds, hot tub, and stone 
patio to remain within the Resource Protection Area 
(RPA).

• Following LDS Policy on Sheds pre 2018 for footprint 
less than 256 SF consider the two sheds an existing 
use and permit them.



Staff – Photographs
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Staff – History and Timeline
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10/14/1960 North Springfield Section 2 Deed of Subdivision Recorded

02/10/1960 North Springfield Section 22 Final Approval of Subdivision Plan

1993
RPA designated in the Property

10/30/2003 Current Property Owner Purchase the Property

2004-2009 Two sheds, patio and stone landscaping installed

07/26/2024 Special Permit Approval Letter and BZA Resolution

05/06/2024 WQIA Deemed Complete

06/04/2025 WAIV ERC Exception Deemed Complete
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Heming Ave
Exception 

Review

Our Mission is to Improve and Conserve our Communal Watershed



• Exception 118-6-8(a) – accessory structure 
within the RPA when principal structure was 
established as of July 1, 1993

• 313SF impervious surface in RPA
• Portion of hot tub
• Portion of stone patio



• Fairfax County began concrete lining of 
tributaries to Accotink Creek in the 1960’s

• Concrete infrastructure was added to manage 
stormwater runoff

• Ravensworth and Springfield are 
communities located near the Capital Beltway 
and Accotink Park Road in both the Mainstem 
4 and Mainstem 5. The single-family lots here 
ranged in size from one-quarter to one-half 
acre and were approximately 40 percent 
impervious cover, 50 percent grass cover, 10 
percent landscaping, and 40 percent tree 
cover. (source: Accotink Creek Watershed 
Management Plan 10/08)





• Lot is 55% forested (more than 40% average)
• 36% turf (less than 50% average)
• 32% impervious surface (less than 40% 

average)
• Tributary of Accotink is not impaired, per 

DEQ water quality website



RPA Impact
Planting Density Per 
Acre* Overstory Trees Size/Caliper Number of trees

313SF or 0.007-acres

109 1 1/2 to 2" caliper 1

Sycamore

Understory Trees:

218

arborvitae

3/4" to  1 1/2 
caliper

1

Shrubs:

654

laurel

12-24" in 1 gallon 
pot

5

azalea

hydrangea

spireas

Total Number of 
Plants 7

*Planting plan buffer functions meet 118-3-3(d) and Table 
12.13B of Fairfax County Code.

• Planting plan documentation included in 
WQIA
• 1 overstory tree –Sycamore planted in 

2005/2006
• 1 understory tree and 5 shrubs all 

planted between 2005 and 2024



• Planting plan shows three areas where 
majority of plants were located

• Stands of mature trees exist in the backyard 
shading out most plant species as options

• Shade tolerate plants were chosen in 
preference – all are Virginia natives
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Position of the Director (Staff) Section 118-6-6. 
Required Findings 

❑Requested Exception: Minimum 
Necessary to Afford Relief

❑Findings by Staff:

• The proposed development does not 
meet the criteria for being the 
minimum necessary to afford relief.

• The development significantly 
exceeds neighborhood norms in 
terms of impervious coverage.

• Although the impervious area in this 
specific request may appear minimal,
→ The cumulative impervious areas 
and disturbances within the Resource 
Protection Area (RPA) are not 
minimal.
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Position of the Director (Staff) Section 118-6-6. Required Findings (Continue) 

(b) Granting the exception will not confer 
upon the applicant any special privileges 
that are denied by this part to other 
property owners who are subject to its 
provisions and who are similarly situated;

❑Staff Findings:

o 7 cases were used for purpose of 
comparison

o While each decision being contingent 
upon the specific  details and 
circumstances, Granting approval in 
the current case would not results in 
the applicant receiving preferential 
treatment over others
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Position of the Director (Staff) Section 118-6-6. Required Findings (continue) 

(c)The exception is in harmony with the purpose and intent 
of this Chapter and is not of substantial detriment to water 
quality;  

❑Staff Finding: Not Met Due to an insufficient restoration 
plan

▪ Key Issues : WQIA (Attachment B3) lists 24 plants installed by 
homeowner. Planting plan does not meet Section 118-3-3(f), 
County Code & PFM Table 12-13B

❑Deficiencies: 

❑Non-contiguous buffer limits ecological function.

❑Planting densities (overstory, understory, shrubs) not met.

❑Unused turf area near fence could support additional plantings.
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Position of the Director (Staff) Section 118-6-6. 
Required Findings 

(d) The exception request is not based 
upon conditions or circumstances that 
are self-created or self Imposed
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•The 

taff Findings: Not Met

need for the exception is considered self-

created. Accessory structures were built:

•After RPA designation

•Without proper permits

•Although the proposed uses may serve a residential 

need: Failure to obtain approvals

 Buffer Impact Analysis:

•Chart comparison shows the subject 

property's RPA disturbance significantly 

exceeds the norms for similarly situated lots.

•This supports staff's finding that the condition 

was self-imposed and not consistent with 

typical RPA land use.



Position of the Director (Staff) Section 118-6-6. Required Findings 

(e) Reasonable and appropriate conditions are imposed, as warranted, that will 
prevent the allowed activity from causing a degradation of water quality;

23

 Staff Finding: Not Met

❑ The WQIA lacks sufficient detail and documentation to show this criterion is fully addressed.

 Key Concern:

❑ Restoration within the 50-foot seaward buffer is insufficient or unclear.

❑ Enhanced restoration in this area could strengthen the application and better align it with water quality goals.



Position of the Director – Summary of Attachment A Approval 
Conditions

1.This RPA Exception is granted for and runs with the land indicated in this application and is not transferable to other 
land.

2. This RPA exception is binding upon the parties, their successors, and assigns and must be recorded among the Land 
Records of Fairfax County, Virginia, within 180-days of approval. The conditions stated herein will not be deemed to 
be personal but will run with the land. 

3. This RPA Exception is granted only for the purposes, structures and/or uses indicated on the Plat approved with the 
application, as qualified by these development conditions. The applicant shall remove the masonry cooking area 
behind the existing shed and located within the 50 ft seaward buffer of the RPA.

4. Any plan submitted pursuant to this RPA Exception shall meet the approval conditions and the planting 
requirements as shown on the plat titled “Special Permit Plat for Lot 4” prepared by Jarrett Surveys Inc. dated March 
6th, 2024. The implementation of the landscaping and plantings must be carried out under the direct supervision of a 
certified arborist. Plant materials should be distributed randomly to achieve relatively even spacing throughout the 
buffer. Furthermore, plants selected for the buffer should be native to the extent possible and adaptable to site 
conditions. Indigenous vegetation shall be preserved to the maximum extent possible. 

5. This RPA Exception will automatically expire, without notice, August 5th, 2027, unless the project is completed in 
accordance with these conditions. 
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Rebuttal by the Applicant

25
3 minutes



Surrebuttal by Staff
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2 minutes



Close Public Hearing

Committee discussion

Motion

Vote
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