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The First Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held in the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Wednesday, January 8, 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith. Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George 
Barnes, Joseph Baker and Charles Runyon. Mr. Harvey 
Mitchell and Mr. Wallace Covington were present from 
the Staff. 

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

II 

The first order of business was to elect officers for the new year. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would first elect a Clerk. 

Mr. Baker moved that the Board retain the present Clerk. Mrs. Jane Kelsey. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. All members were present. 

II 

Mr. Barnes nominated Mr. Kelley as Vice-Chairman. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

There were no other nominations, therefore, the nominations were closed. 

Mr. Barnes motion to nominate Mr. Kelley passed 5 to O. All members were 
present. 

II 

Mr. Kelley nominated Mr. Daniel Smith as Chairman for 1975. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the nominations were closed as there were 
no other nominations. 
The motion passed 5 to O. All members were present. 

II 

10:00 - WARNER CABLE OF RESTON, INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.2.1.3 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of cable television 
head end building, Wiehle Avenue, 17-4«6»)1, (3.0815 acres), 
Centreville District, (RE-2), 8-198-74. 

Mr. Lee Fifer, attorney for the applicant testified before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Gulf Reston, Inc., 11440 Isaac Newton Square, Reston and Chestnut Grove 
Ltd., c/o George Kttamer, 1250 Conn. Avenue, N.W., Washing~on, D. C. 

Mr. Fifer stated that a Special Use Permit was granted November 25, 1969 to 
Gulf Reston, Inc., for carrier television recepti6n tower and antenna, and 
a building for a studio and attendant facilities, on property located on 
the west side of Wiehle Avenue apprOXimately 700 feet south of its inter
section with North Shore Drive in Reston. They have sinc~ changed the 
name to Warner Cable of Reston, Inc. There is in the fila a certificate 
from the State Corporation Commission reflecting this change. The site 
plan that was submitted with this application is a different site plan 
from the one that was previously submitted. The building that was proposed 
at that time was much larger and was never constructed. Their facilities 
now are located in the Scope fl.tilding near Reston. 

Mr. Fifer stated that they now have a gravel driveway to the tower itself 
and this gravel driveway will serve all the needs of this particular type 
building that they are now proposing. This bUilding will be no more than 
a storage buildt.g for operating equipment, with no provision for office, 
studio or any o.her room for normal human habitation. All equipment to be 
located at this site will be located within the bUilding, with the exception 
of the antenna and other such normally exterior pieces of equipment. The 
building will be cement block 21'4" x 1314".., approximately 8' high. There 
will be no people occupying the site and there will be no outside lights. 
They are now using a trailer on the site which will be removed when this 
building is constructed. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Fifer stated that this cement block 
building would be covered with a stucco material and it will be landscaped. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 
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In application No. 3-198-74, application by Warner Cable of Reston. Inc. under 
Section 30-7.2.2.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of 
cable television head end bUilding on property located at the west side of 
Wiehle Avenue approximately 700 feet south of its intersection with NOrth 
Shore Drive 1n Reston. Centreville District, also known as tax map 17-4((6))1. 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 
8th day of January, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-2. 
3. That the area of the lot is 3.0815 acres. 
4. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is reqUired. 
5. A Special Use Permit (S-20l-69) was granted on November 25, 1969, to 

Gulf Reston, Inc., for carrier television reception tower and antenna and a 
bUilding for a studio and attendant facilities on this property. 

6. This current application seeks to amend that Special Use Permit to 
reflect change of ownership and to allow a bUilding different from the one 
formerly approved. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes reqUire a Special Use Permit. shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than 
minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning APpeals approval, shall 
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Fifer stated that they do not plan 
to change the height of the tower. The Board granted the Special Use Permit 
originally for a 250' tower. However, only a 180' tower was built. This 
was the height necessary for them to receive signals from the Baltimore area. 

The motion passed 5 to O. All members were present. 
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10:20 - RENTAL TOOL AND EQUIPMENT CO,} INC.) appl. under Section 30-6.6 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit 7 1/2 foot chain link fence to remain 
as erected, 2914 Eskridge Road, 49-3«1»968 & 97, (1.64231 acres), 
Providence District, (I-L), V'-199-74. 

Mr. John T. Doran. President of the Company and also owner of the property, 
testified before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Mr.Coakl~Yj Post Office Box 655. Merrifield, Virginia, and Owens and Dove, 
Post Office Box 205, Merrifield. Virginia. 

The Staff Report indicated that Section 30-3.5.2 of the Zoning Ordinance 
establishes a maximum height of any fence at 7 feet, and a maximum height 
of a fence in a required front yard at less than ~ feet. 

Mr. Doran stated that the fence was installed to promote security. He stated 
that they have branches of their company in other parts of the United States 
and it is their company poliCy to put in 8' fences at all locations. It has 
been a rubber stamp type operation. Once they found out that this fence 
was in violation, they applied for this variance as they wish to do what is 
right. 

Mr. Runyon inquired why he could not move the fence back 50 feet. 

Mr. Doran stated that this is a long narrow lot. They have already donated 
an extensive amount of land for the widening of the road and the service 
drive that leads to the Post Office BUilding. They also put in a storm 
sewer system to help take care of the drainage problem because of the stream 
that runs through the property. They had to put in another pipe to drain the 
land from the movie theatre area. At this point the land becomes a chopped 
up meSS. If they have to give more land, they might as well move. Therefore, 
they cannot move the fence back 50 feet. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Covington stated that there has been 
no violation notice issued on this case. This was brought to the attention 
of the applicant by the Department of Public Works and the applicant came 
in and applied for this variance. The Zoning Office accepted the application
and in doing so, denied Mr. Doran's request to keep the fence at 7 1/2 feet. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Smith stated that the new ordinance does recognize the need to have a 
fence of this height in the front setback in an industrial zone. However. 
the Board must act under the old ordinance. He stated that this should not 
be done by way of a variance. The Zoning Administrator could have held up 
on the violation until the new ordinance went into effect. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the applicant is now before this Board and the Board 
must act and the applicant does have a hardship under the ordinance. 
______________________________RESOLUTION ----------------------

In application No. V-199-74 application by Rental Tool and Equipment Co .• Inc. 
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit 7 1/2 foot fence 
within front restriction line, on property located at 2914 Eskridge Road, 
also known as tax map 49-3{{I»)96B & 97, County of Fairfax, Virginia, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th 
day of January. 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is John T. Doran. 
2. That the present zoning is I-L. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.64231 acres. 

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

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

{)oJ 
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(a) exceptionally narrow lot. 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval Is granted for the location and the specific fence indi
cated in the plats included with this application only. and 1s not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Smith abstained. 

10:40 - FAIRFAX COUNTY FIRE AND RESCUE SERVICES, appl. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit fire station to be 
constructed, 2949 Sleepy Hollow Road. 51-3«15))4. «1))11. 
(68.547 square feet). Mason District, (R-12.5). S-200-74. 

Mr. Freeland Young, Deputy Chief. Fire & Rescue Services. testified before 
the Board. 

Notices to property ownerS were in order. The contiguous owners were Bruce 
Lambert. 3008 Castle Road. Falls Church and Nicolar Argerson. 4023 Honey 
Lane. Annandale, Virginia. 

Mr. Young stated that this station is being designed to be used as a multiple 
use fire station. They have designed the ingress and egress in such a way 
to allow for the free flow of traffic and parking. They have proposed 22 
parking spaces which they feel will be adequate. They have moved the 
screening fence to the property line for the purpose of giving full benefit 
of the screening by putting the fence at the top of the grade. The lot 
will be graded in such a way that will drop the bUilding below grade level 
in the rear. therefore. there will be adequate screening for this building. 
They plan to stay with the site plan that is now before the Board. There 
will be 27 men employed here. nine per shift, three shifts. They do not 
anticipate using an outside siren ~a~ all the employees are paid personnel. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question. Mr. Young stated that the area to be 
covered 1s basically the 7-Corners area. Second and third will be the 
Baileys Crossroads and Jefferson Village areas. They will respond by way 
of Sleepy Hollow Road up Castle Place and across to Route 7. They have 
promised the residents of the subdivision that they will not use Aspen 
Lane. one of the subdivision streets for access to Arlington Boulevard 
unless the fire is in a location accessible only by Aspen Lane. They do 
not control the stop light at Route 7 and Castle Place at this point. 

Mr. Young stated that at the present time the 7-Corners area is a borderline 
response area for two or three stations which puts the area in a very 
precarious situation. 

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

Mrs. Frances Strauss, 3129 Sleepy Hollow Road, spoke in opposition to the 
application. She stated that unfortunately she did not know this was coming 
up before the Planning Commission until it was already approved by them. 

Mr. Smith confirmed this and stated that the Planning Commission approved this 
site for this fire station almost a year ago. He then read the Planning 
Commission report indicating the Commission's approval. The original 
approval was February 27. 1973 and approval for the addition was made on 
May 2nd. 1974. 

Mrs. Strauss stated that she has a Petition signed by 52 different homeowners 
in the area in objection to this application. She stated that there are 
several alternate locations. 

Mr. Smith asked her to confine her remarks to how she feels theaesthetics 
could be improved. or the traffic p,a$~~ns or something of that nature. 

Mrs. Strauss stated that there is no question on the design of the bUilding 
as they think it is very attractive and they do not see how it could be 
improved. Their main objection is the traffic congestion on this road. 
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In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, Mr. Smith stated that there are no letters 
from the surrounding citizens associations regarding this application. 

Dr. Argerson spoke 1n opposition to this application. He stated that his 
address is not 4023 Honey Place as indicated in the letters of notification, 
but is 3014 Castle Place, which is right behind the proposed fire station. 
4023 Honey Place 1s the house they moved from. It is now up for sale. 
He stated that he practices den~stry next door to the sUbject property. He 
stated that he 1s concerned about the safety of his own children and the 
safety of the people who will use his office. There 1s a traffic problem 
there already. The cars park on both sides of the street. He stated that 
he has discussed this problem with Supervisor Magazine and Mr. Magazine 
promises to take this up with the Board of Supervisors very soon. In 
answer to Mr. Smith's question~ Dr. Argerson stated that the people who are 
parking on the street are people using the three medical buildings that are 
at that intersection of Sleepy Hollow Road and Castle Place. There is also 
a nursing home there. 

Mr. Young spoke in rebuttal to the opposition stating that they are hopeful 
of working something out with the Highway Department whereby they can 
use that portion of Sleepy Hollow Road that is one-way onto Route 7~ thereby 
alleviating them of the necessity of using Castle Place. The main traffic 
problems are during the rush hour periods in the morning and afternoon. This 
location is no different ~rom any other location in Fairfax County where 
there are high density areas. They have looked into the possibility of 
having the Police Department place "No Parking" signs along this road. 

---------------------------------RESOLUTION---------------------------------

In application No. S-200-74, application by Fairfax County Fire and Rescue 
Services under Section 30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit con
struction of fire station J on property located at 2949 Sleepy Hollow Road, 
Mason District~ also known as tax map 51-3«15))4, «1))11, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
folloWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publiC by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing held by the £oard of Zoning Appeals on the 
8th day of January ~ 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the folloWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the sUbject property is the Fairfax County Board of 

Supervis ors. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 6a,547 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 
5. That such a public facility was approved by the Planning Commission 

for location at the subject site pursuant to Section 15.1-456 of the 
State Code on February 27, 1973. and for an addition to the site on 
May 2~ 1974. 

AND~ WHEREAS~ the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the folloWing con
clusions of law: 

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use~ additional uses~ or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a3pac~al Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without-Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violatio 
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 
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FAIRFAX COUNTY FIRE & RESCUE SERVICES 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does-not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this 
County and state. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with 
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. All landscaping and screening 1s to be provided to the satisfaction 
of the Director of Environmental Management. 

~~:_~~:~:~_~:~~~~:~_~~:_~~~~~~_~~_!~:_~~~~~~_~~~~:~_~~~~~~~~~r: _ 
11:00 - CARTER'S VILLE BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of 

the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of church, 1727 Hunter 
Mill Road, 27-1((1))2, (0.277 acres), Centreville District, (RE-2), 
3-201-74. 

Mr. Wilson Kirby with the surveying firm of McIntosh and Associates repre
sented the applicant before the Board. Notices to property ownerS were in 
order. 
11:00 - CARTER'S VILLE BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the 

Zoning Ordinance to permit church to be constructed closer to side 
lot line than allowed by Ord. and to permit parking to remain closer 
to front, side and rear lot lines than allowed by Ordinance, 1727 
Hunter Mill Road, 27-1((1))2, (.277 acres), Centreville District, 
(RE-2), V-202-74. 

Mr. Kirby stated that this church has existed on this property for over 50 
years. About two and one-half years ago, the church bUilding burned down. 
They propose to build a new church on the existing foundation as shown on 
the plans that are before the Board. The church was in operation at the 
time it burned down and since that time they have a temporary location in 
the Vienna Presbyterian Church in Vienna, Virginia. The proposed church 
would be built idert1cAI to the one that burned. This will be a one story 
church with a basement. There is an existing septic field on the property 
at the present time. He stated that there is no visible sign of the septic 
field on the property, so he obtained the location from the Health Department 
records. He stated that the church owns no land contiguous to this parcel 
and without a variance, it would be impossible to build the church on this 
lot. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Kirby stated that they plan to use 
a stucco type facing on the church. The roof will be "A" line. 

There was no cone to speak in favor at this time. 

Mrs. Ruth Kidwell, 1801 Hunter Mill Road, spoke in opposition. She stated 
that her land adjoins the church property on three sides. Thereare very 
little parking spaces there and prior to the church burning down. the 
people used to park allover Hunter Mill Road. They also parked in their 
field. However, now they have fenced their property and have cattle on it 
and the church can no longer use their property for parking. She stated 
that she felt it would be hazardous for the church people to continue to 
park on Hunter Mill Road. 

Mr. Smith stated that this would not be permitted. They would have to park 
on the church site for all church uses. He stated that he agreed that this 
is a small portion of land, but they have been there many, many years and 
this is all the land they own. They are not planning to enlarge the bUilding. 
He stated that he did not feel the Board should deny them the use of this 
property and it seems to be a reasonable request. The seating capacity is 
to be 50 seats. The minimum number of parking spaces is 10. which they have 
provided. 

Mr. Runyon stated that perhaps they could double up on the parking since 
the people would all come in at the same time and leave at the same time. 

Mr. Barnes stated that he lives nearby and has never noticed parking on 
Hunter Mill Road. 

Mr. Richard Cockrell spoke in opposition. He stated that he lives closer to 
the subject property than anyone. He stated that he had lived there for 40 
years on the same piece of property which is about 3 or 400 yards from the 
church. It is a very small piece of property and he would like to see these 
folks really consider whether they want to rebuild on this small portion 
of land. He stated that he has seen parking on Hunter Mill Road many, many 
times during the time that church was in operation, partiCUlarly for a 
funeral. The traffic then was only about a 16th of what it is now. 
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CARTER'S VILLE BAPTIST CHURCH (continued) 

Mr. Kirby in rebuttal stated that the majority of the members of this church 
are not the same members that existed a few years ago and he stated that he 
could attest to the fact that they are good hearted people. 

Mr. Barnes stated that he hoped the congregation have given a lot of thOUght 
to' this bUilding because if Hunter Mill Road 1s widened. they might really 
be 1n trouble. He stated that he felt that if the road 1s Widened, they 
might take the land from the owner across the street. It 1s a large open 
field. 

Rev. Pearson, Pastor of the Church, spoke 1n favor of the application. He 
assured Mrs. Kidwell that the people of the Church would not infringe on 
her property at all. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he also felt that we owe these people the right to 
rebuild their church. He stated that he assumed they had thought it out. 
or they would not have this application before the Board. 

----------------------------------RESOLUTION--------------------------------

In application No. S-20l-74. application by Carter's Ville Baptist Church 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction 
of church on property located at 1727 Hunter Mill Road. also known as tax 
map 27-1((1))2. County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 8th day of January. 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-2. 
3. That the area of the lot is 0.277 acre. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following conclusIons 
of law:: 

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting ·of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the variouS legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The 'Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. All members were present. 
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CARTER'S VILLE BAPTIST CHURCH (continued) 

In application No. V-202-74, application by Carter's Ville Baptist Church, 
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit church to be 
constructed closer to side line (9'), on property located at 1727 Hunter 
Mill Road, also known as tax map 27-1«1»)2, County of Fairfax, Virginia, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 8th day of January, 1975, and 

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

L That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-2. 
3. That the area of the lot is 0.277 acre. 
4. That the church previously had a bUilding that existed in the same 

location. 

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

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

(a) exceptionally narrow lot, 
(b) unusual condition of the location of the existing foundation. 

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

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

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

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. All members present. 

11:20 - BOBBY G. JONES, appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit addition to eXisting station. 6260 Old Dominion 
Drive, 31'-3((1))116, (17.760 square feet), Dranesville District, 
(C-N). 3-203-74. 

11:20 - BOBBY G. JONES, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit addition to be constructed closer to rear property line 
than allowed by Ord., (24' from property line, 50' required), 
6260 Old Dominion Drive, 31-3((1))116, (17,760 square feet). 
Dranesville District, (C-N). V-204-74. 

Mr. Gary DaVia, attorney for the applicant, 1300 Old Chain Bridge Road, 
McLean, Virginia. represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Rev. William Vann of the Chesterbrook Methodist Church and Franklin C. 
Bray, 1309 Darnall Drive. 

Mr. Davis stated that this Board granted a Special Use_ Permit to Mr. Jones 
in 1972. The station has been in existence since 1966. The proposal is 
for a 3 bay addition with a storage room and office. At the same time 
they build this addition. they will upgrade the entire station. They will 
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BOBBY G. JONES (continued) 

bring the station up to the standards that the Board requested them to do 
when they were before the Board 1n 1972. The present station haa only 
two bays. There is almost no storage room. One of the two proposed bays 
will be used exclusively for an inspection station. This station 1s 
surrounded by other service stations, therefore, this will not be incom
patible with the surrounding area. They do not wish to add more pump 
islands. The architecture will be the same as 1s 1n the shopping center 
nearby. They will submit architectural plans to the Board for the file. 
The variance that is requested 1s for the rear, next to the Chesterbrook 
Methodist Church. They were notified and did not indicate that they have 
any objections. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question,- Mr. Davis stated that the reason they 
cannot put the addition over on the other side of the property is that 
is where the septic field is located. There is also a storm sewer easement 
on that side. If the property line ran straight across the rear property 
line. a variance would not be necessary. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon'S question, Mr. Davis stated that this station when 
it is remodeled would be similar to the Esso station near Route 123 and 
Old Dominion. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question. Mr. Davis stated that Mr. Jones officiall~ 
opened the station in November of 1973. There was a Special Use Permit 
on the property and the station was operated by Dena Katz. Kettler got the 
original Special Use Permit in 1955. Mr. Jones had an assignment and 
lease option to bUy in 1972 and operated it for Mobil. He did eventually 
purchase the station in 1973. 

Mr. Kelley stated that this property only contains 17,760 square feet and 
they want to add three bays. They already have two. He stated that Mr. 
Jones was aware of the size of the station and the property at the time 
he purchased the station. Actually this expansion is in order that they 
can do garage work. repair work. he stated. 

Mr. Davis stated that there is a limited amount of repair work that they can 
do in this zone. They cannot take down an engine or do any maJ or repairs. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he personally had been in stations that were not 
supposed to be doing heavy rep~irs because of the zone. but they were pulling 
engines down. etc. He stated that he is against this in a residential zone. 
He stated that he is not in favor of granting a 50 percent variance for 
additional garage space. Five service bays on 17,760 square feet ts too mUCh. 

Mr. Davis stated that 50 percent of the cost of this remodeling and addition 
Job would be for the upgrading of the existing station. They will spend 
50 percent of the cost of the station that now exists and yet will not 
have changed any of the services in that area. It is a matter of economics. 
They wish to put on the addition at the same time they remodel in order 
that they can cut down their cost. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt that two bays are not financially rewarding. 
However, he stated that five bays is overbuilding the property. 

Mr. Davis stated that they would need the same amount of variance if they 
only put on one bay. 

The Board discussed with Mr. Davis at length regarding other service stations 
in the area that have five bays. Mr. Smith also questioned the use of the 
septic tank for this use with the addition and whether or not it would be 
adequate. He inquired if Mr. Jones had tried to connect with the public 
sewer system. Mr. Davis stated that Mr. Jones had not yet tried, but 
there have been attempted hookups in the area, but no one has been able 
to get them. 

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to know these things prior to making a 
decision. 

Mr. Runyon suggested that he give the Board a couple of existing water 
usage statements for some existing service stations. 

Mr. Runyon then moved to defer this case since there was no one to speak 
in favor or in opposition until January 22, 1975. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

Mr. Smith asked that the applicant check to see when sewer would be available 
to them and get some information from the Health Department on the adequacy 
of the septic tank. 
The motion nassed "i to O. 
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DEFERRED CASES: 

12:00 - CAS A CUBA. a non-profit corp .• appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 and 
30-7.2.6.1.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit school of special 
education and community recreation facility. 6400 Springlake Drive. 
88-1«2)6. Springlake Farms SUbd., (5.273 acres). Springfield Dist .• 
(RE-l). S-180-74, (Deferred from 12-4-74 for proper notices). 
FULL HEARING. 

Michael L. Houliston. 5881 Leesburg Pike. #500, Bailey's Crossroads, Virginia. 
attorney for the applicant. represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Hutchison on Lot 4 and Manarino on Lot 8. 

Mr. Houliston stated that this organization envisions the use of this property 
s the headquarters and gathering place for its membership. It will realize 

~ts heaviest use during the summer months. They hope to offer to the members 
services and educational programs to maintain the identity and heritage of 
eing Cuban Americans. The greatest percentage of the members are professional 

~eople, people who can provide for the members. This facility is a one story 
~ambler located on Springlake Drive. No changes are anticipated in the build
ing with the exception of those that must be made to meet County standards 
and a small bathhouse attached to the house in the rear of the property adja
cent to the pool. He stated that he appreciated the concerns of the neighbors 
who are present today and he is happy to address himself to those concerns. 
The land to the rear and both sides are, as yet. undeveloped. They could 
~evelop this piece of property with 4 or 5 homes with 2.5 automobiles per 

orne. They then could conceive at least 40 automobile trips per day. Instead. 
they envision a minimum use of this property with no more than 20 people on 
he property at anyone time. This would be one-third of the membership. 

They have provided parking for 49 automobiles. Only during the 12 weekends 
uring the summer will they need this many parking spaces and that is 
ecause of the pool. The road leading to this property is a 501 right of way 
hich is dedicated, but haS not been accepted into the system. The applicant 
as every intention of doing his share to maintain this road. Historically. 
r. Jones, the present owner of this parcel. has been the one to maintain that 
oad. There are three occupied dwellings on this road, one of which is theirs. 
They~an to designate one of the members of the Board of Directors to be a 
liasion between the neighbors and the organization to handle any problems 

a assure the neighbors that the organization will do their part. 

This organization. Mr. Houliston stated, represents an opportunity to allow an 
organization of people who have come to the United States under less than 
~ood circumstances, who have carved for themselves a good life in terms of 

ncome and education, to meet together. He stated that he has been proud to 
represent these people. 

Mr. Houliston stated that the advertisement for this case stated that it was 
o be an educational facility. They are not proposing to establish a school, 
ut to have available to the people who are in need of assistance, tutors to 
elp with language difficulties, etc. This will not be a formalized registered 
chool in that sense of the word, but a facility where the members can come 
o enjoy cultural programs and a place where they can exchange ideas. 

n answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Houliston stated that this organization 
as organized strictly for people of Cuban descent. for Cuban Americans with 
hat historic background and with common problems. Many of these people knew 
ach other in Cuba. 

r. Alfredo Cepero, President of the organization, 3621 Dannys Lane, Annandale, 
Virginia. testified before the Board. He stated that they have 150 members 
and they have closed their membership. In the future. they foresee a time 
when they will have to move from this place and when they do. they will be 
able to seek more members. They do not have adequate sewer facilities on 
this piece of property to have a larger membership. They will meet mostly 
on the weekends and mostly in the summer. They will not have meetings every 
night. There will be a retired person living on the premises as an innkeeper 
to take care of the property. This innkeeper would clean the house, receive 
the mail, open the door for visitors for for people who might want to come 
out and play dominos, cards. etc. They will use the grounds for the children 
to play softball and soccer in the summer. There is also a swimming pool on 
the property which would be used in the summer. 

Mr. Smith stated that the plats should indicate the softball fieldS, etc. 

Mr. Cepero stated that their organization1s by-laws preclude people who are not 
members from using the facility. However, the members are permitted to have 
guests in a limited number and they have to pay a small fee of $2.00 or $3.00. 
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CASA CUBA (continued) 

This is to discourage the members from bringing 1n friends. The guests would 
receive the use of the pool, could listen to concerts or lectures, or what
ever function that was being performed at the time of their visit. The 
concerts would not be held outside. They rent large auditoriums for their 
large concerts; therefore, they would not be using this facility for that 
use. 

There was no one else to speak in favor of the application. There were a 
number of people 1n the Board Room 1n support of the application. There was 
a letter In the file from Mary Scafidi 1n support of the application. 
She was one of the nearby property owners that was notified. 

Mary Simpson, Bel Aire Road, Burke. Virginia. on the opposite side of the 
street from the subject property, spoke in opposition to this application. 
She stated that she had a Petition signed by some of the people in Burke 
and some letters from people who could not be present at today's hearing 
in opposition to the application. She submitted those to the Board. 

Mr. Smith submitted them to Mr. Houli~n to examine. 

Ms. Simpson stated that this is an area of homes that have from two to five 
acres and the people who built houses here did so because they believed 
this was the way it was zoned and it would not change. She referred to this 
as a rezoning. but Mr. Smith corrected her and explained that this is not 
a rezoning. but a Special Use Permit that 1s allowed in this zone. Ms. 
Simpson stated that she felt nothing should be granted on this parcel 
before the PLUS program has been completed. She also objected because she 
felt this would create a traffic problem and would place an additional 
expense on the homeowners who have to maintain this road and because of the 
noise that this use might generate. 

Mr. Owen J. Remington. 9312 Lee Street. Burke. Virginia. spoke in opposition.
He stated that he doesn't exactly live in the area in question, but he is 
a member of the civic association in this area. He questioned whether or 
not the road serving this property is dedicated and he questioned the 
adequacy of this road to serve this type facility. He also questioned the 
non-profit status of this organization. 

Mr. Smith stated that this organization is non-profit as to Federal income 
taxes. but this does not release them from paying tax on what they own in 
Fairfax County. 

Mr. Remington went on to say that he feels that these classes are going to 
be operated as a school and this might mean busses with more people coming 
in every day. He stated that he felt this type operation should be on 
the same level and require the same type permits and zoning as a public 
pool such as the pool at Kings Park. 

Mr. Smith answered that this application comes to theBoard under the 
Community Use section of the Zoning Ordinance. the same as the pool at 
Kings Park. but he had not heard any testimony that anyone in the community 
can use this facility. He questioned whether or not a use such as this 
could be on this type of road. 

Mr. Remington also stated that the covenants that run with the land prohibit 
this type use on thi3 property. 

Mr. Smith stated that even though covenants are taken into consideration. 
it is not an overriding factor in making a decision. The covenants are 
a civil matter. 

Mr. Rhodes. 9120 Kristen Lane. on Tract 3. Springlake Farms Subdivision 
spoke in opposition to this application. He stated th~he agrees with Mr. 
Remington's statements and that he purchased his property from Mr. Ed. Lynch 
in 1960 with the same restrictions on it as Mr. Remington had just read. 

Mr. Morrow. 6304 Bel Aire Road, one_quarter mile from the SUbject parcel. 
spoke in opposition. He wanted to know if the granting of a Special Use 
Permit is a renewing device that is renewed :amuaI!¥ or if it is perpetual. 

Mr. Smith answered that the Board can condition the Spectll Use Permit with 
any conditions that the Board feels would be reasonable. 

Mrs. Prestcott. 6045 Liberty Bell Drive. Pohick Run Subd., Burke. Virginia. 
spoke in opposition because of the traffic problem she felt this use would 
create. She stated that she had been a property owner for 25 years in this 
area. 

Mr. Covington and Mr. Smith had a discussion as to the definition of a 
courrttt'Y club. 

01/ 
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CASA CUBA (continued) 

Mr. Smith stated that no one from this organization lives 1n this community. 

Mr. Covington stated that the Ordinance doesn't say that they have to live 
In that community. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Covington stated that he had dis
cussed the status of Springlake Road with Steve Reynolds from Preliminary 
Engineering. Mr. Reynolds said that the road had been dedicated, but not 
accepted into the system. The maintenance of that road is left up to the 
people who are using it. 

Mr. Smith stated that this Is a big factor. He stated that he did not know 
of any case where the Board has granted anything of this size on a private 
road. Normally, the Ordinance requires a primary road for schools. 

Mr. Houliston spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that he knew 
of no Ordinance or Code restriction that says you cannot get a Special Use 
Permit unless you have direct access to a 50' paved, curb and gutter type 
street. 

Mr. Smith stated that he knew of no instance where the Board has allowed a 
use on a road that was not at least a dust-free surface. In most cases, 
the Board has required a dust-free surface even for the parking lots and 
entrance and exits to the property itself. 

Mr. Houllston stated that if the access to the property was via a road that 
had the curb and gutter. they would be in a more dense area. Here they 
have found a place that is not densely populated which they felt would 
eliminate this type of opposition. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question. Mr. Houllston stated that his clients 
would not be willing to widen this road to the accepted width and standards 
of the State Highway Department as they could not afford to. He stated that 
they have saved for this facility for two and one-half years. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he tried to get into this place to view it and could 
not because of the condition of the road. 

The Board had no other questions and there was no one else to testify. 
therefore, the public hearing was closed. 

-------------------------------RESOLUTION-----------------------------------

In application No. S-180-74, application by Casa Cuba under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.1 and 30-7.2.6.1.3.4 of the zoning Ordinance t9Permit community 
center for CUltural, civic. educational. social, recreational uses and a 
school of special education for instruction in the English and Spanish
languages and a community swimming pool on property located at 6400 Springlake 
Drive. Springfield Farms SUbdivision. also known as tax map 88-1«2»6. 
Springfield District. County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 8th 
day of January. 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Emmit E. Jones. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 5.273 acres. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning AppealS has reached the following con
clusions of law: 

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he assumed the motion is based on the access to the 
property. 

Mr. Kelley answered that the access to the property is one reason. He stated 
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CAS A CUBA (continued) 

that he also did not think this application complies with the standards for 
Special Use Permit uses In R Districts. 

Mr. Barnes stated that the road is a big factor. The Health Department has 
approved this facility for only 50 people and he felt that more people would 
use this property during the summer months. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Health Department approved the existing septic 
field and the applicant proposes an additional septic field. He asked the 
Zoning Administrator for some clarification on the road. He asked if it 
Is a requirement that this type use be on a paved road. 

Mr. Covington stated that it 1s not a requirement, but it should be on a road 
that one could ride in and out of. 

Mr. Baker stated that he felt the Board is taking a narrow view. The 
applicant can't afford the road right now. but he did not feel the Board 
should stop them from using this facility. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed that this is an excellent idea, but that 
this location is not the place for this use. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question of where he would suggest putting this 
type use, Mr. Kelley answered that he would have to consider that location 
just as he considered this place. He would have to know the traffic con
ditions and the road would have to be paved. This location is the location 
he is making the motion on. 

Mr. Smith stated that access is the problem as far as he is concerned. He 
stated that theywould have to develop the road to the site in order for him 
to consider a favorable vote on the application. 

The motion to deny passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Runyon and Baker voting No. 

DEFERRED CASE: C. HUGHES CO., V-195-74, 8815 Old Mount Vernon Road, 110-2 
((1))24 (Deferred from 12-18-74 for viewing and decision 
only. 

Mr. Smith stated that there has been a new document entered into the record. 
He asked Mr. COVington if he had seen this document before. He stated that 
Mr. Hansbarger contends that this document is the bUilding permit for the 
6' wall. He again asked what the height of the wall is. 

Mr. COVington stated that the wall 1s 7'6". He stated that he would like 
to check this building permit out. 

Mr. Runyon moved that in application V-195-74 by C. Hughes Co., that this cas 
be deferred to the meeting of January 15, 1975 in order for the Board to 
obtain copies of the building permit. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he went down to this site and inspected and measured 
the wall. 

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Hansbarger stated that the fence is only 6' from 
grade. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he and Mr. COVington measured the fence from the 
ground. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the part one would see is 7'6". 

Mr. Kelley stated that there is a higher fence above it, a chain link fence. 
He stated that it looks like Lorton. 

Mr. Hansbarger offered to go down and help someone measure it again. 

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Covington is the zoning Administrator and he 
measured the fence, the inspector measured it and Mr. Kelley measured it. 
It is the Zoning Administrator's interpretation that the wall is 7 1/2 feet 
high and the Board will have to accept his interpretation unless the Board 
has something to the contrary. Now the Board has new evidence and there is 
a motion to defer the case until January 15, 1975. He inquired if this was 
agreeable with the other Board members. 

All the other Board members indicated that this was agreeable with them. 

II 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: 

1. Richard W. and Faye G. Whyte, V-2)4-73, Request for Extension 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Charles J. Huntley, agent for the applicant, 
requesting an extension as they have not yet been able to record the record 
plat of the subdlvison. He requested the extension to run until sewer taps 
become available, or for a period six months thereafter. 

Mr. Runyon moved that Condition No. 2 of the limitations of the Resolution 
granting this variance be changed to read: 

2. This permit shall expire unless renewed by action of this Board 
upon whichever of the following events shall last OCCur: 
a. Twelve months from this date. 
b. Three months after Fairfax county permits connection 

with the existing sewerage facilities thereon. 
c. Six months after Fairfax County permits a Site Plan 

to be filed thereon. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

2. National Evangelical Free Church, SP-7Il (Waiver #2903) 
Special Use Permit No. S-49-74 granted to Shell McDonald, Inc. and 
National Evangelical Free Church for a Day Care Center for 60 Children 

Mr. Smith read a memo from Oscar Hendrickson, Preliminary Engineering Branch 
Chief, stated that they have field inspected the subject site and determined 
that due to the existing vegetation additional screening around the recreation 
area is not necessary. 

The Board agreed to go along with Mr. Hendrickson's suggestion if he has 
determined that this is agreeable with the neighbors who had earlier com
plained. This was not a case before the Board for ,action regarding the 
church, but a day care center operated by the Shell McDonald, Inc. 
on church property. 

II 

3. Gerald N. Galstan, V-139-74 - Variance Request which was denied on 
October 30, 1975. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Galstan requesting a rehearing based on the 
fact that he had submitted a letter to the Board on October 30 which was 
not presented to the Board as he had not presented new plats. He stated 
that he was not aware of the requirement for a revised plat and therefore 
failed to submit it. 

He submitted revised plats and requested that the Board consider his reduced 
variance request following the normal agenda of the Board. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could not make a decision on the reduced 
variance request without a rehearing. This request was over the 45 day 
limit set by the Code in which the applicant can request a rehearing. 

The Board discussed the case and it was the Board's decision that the request 
be denied as the Board felt there was not sufficient information to justify 
a rehearing. 

The motion to deny the request was made by Mr. Baker, seconded by Mr. Kelley 
and passed unanimously with all memberS present. 

II 

4. Complaint HE: Jacqueline S. Novak, 5320 Pleasant Valley Road --
Special Use Permit for Riding School, S-10-70. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Stephens, 5006 Pleasant Valley Road, 
Chantilly, Virginia, complaining about Mrs. Novak's horses getting out and 
getting on his property. 

Mr. Barnes and Mr. Covington were going to inspect the property later this 
week or next week and report to the Board. 

II 
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5. Augret Kuthe and Sylvia DeClue, 3-172-74 -

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Hansbarger. attorney in Fairfax, requesting 
a rehearing based on the fact that the applicants had represented 'themselves O/~and had a language problem and could not present their case to the best 
advantage. 

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Hansbarger did not present the new evidence that 
could not have been presented at the original hearing. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board request from Mr. Hansbarger the particular 
information that could not have been presented at the original hearing. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

II 

6. LUTHER RICE COLLEGE. 3-88-72j Granted 7/26/72; Granted 6 month extension 
from 7-26-74 to January 26, 1974. 

Mr. covington stated that they have started building the building without 
a building permit. They did have a foundation permit. He stated that he 
has had several complaints. They are going to put about one-half million 
dollars of Metro dirt in as filIon this property. He stated that he 
felt this needed this to survive. He stated that this is before the Board 
today because of the impact this fill might have on surrounding properties. 
It wasn't shown on the plans that the Board approved. 

Mr. Smith stated that they have a valid Special Use Permit if they got a 
foundation permit and put in the foundation of the building. If they are 
folloWing County standards with the fill. then he stated he felt this would 
also be all right. 

Mr. Covington stated that unfortunately they thought they had the foundation 
permit and the building permit when they received the foundation permit 
and they have erected the structural steel. 

Mr. Baker moved that the Board rule that this fill dirt operation does not 
conflict with the original granting of the Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

II 

7. CROWN CENTRAL PETROLEUM. RE: Sign - Franconia Road 

The Board reaffirmed their position in granting the above-captioned Special 
Use Permit that one of the conditions be that there could be no free standing 
sign. Mr. Smith pointed out that this is also a condition of the sign 
ordinance over which the Board has no jurisdiction. The sign ordinance 
would also prohibit this sign. 

II 

8. KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS, 7155 Telegraph Road, Alexandria. Virginia. 

Mr. Arb an , attorney for the applicant, notified the Board that the property 
at 7155 Telegraph Road is closed up and the Knights of Columbus are not 
using it. They have their bids out to have the fire wall put in and they 
will keep the Board informed and will not use the building until this is 
finished and they have received their non-residential use permit. 

II 

9. CEDAR KNOLL. INC. vs. BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS OF FAIRFAX COUNTY. 
AT LAW NO. 32673 

The Board was in receipt of correspondence from Robert Lyndon Howell. Assistan 
County Attorney, informing the Board that on December 20. 1974. the case was 
dismissed by Judge Thornton of the Fairfax County Circuit Court on the 
ground~hat there was no decision of the Board of Zoning Appeals which the 
Court could review. 

II 
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10. CONGRESSIONAL SCHOOL, INC. 3-17<-73. 

Mr. Smith read a Iimemo' tram Mr. Gerald carpenter, Zoning Inspector, stating 
thattlOn October 16, 1974, a violation notice was sent to Congressional School 
in violation of their special use permit. The school has yet to obtain a 
special use permit for use of classroom trailers. Also fallure to obtain 
site plan waiver for use of trailers. After reinspecting the school, it 
was found that Congressional School is still in violation as of December 
31, 1974. 

Therefore, I wish that this matter be referred to the Board of Zoning APpeals 
for a show cause hearing, as to why their permit should not be revoked." 

sl Gerald Carpenter, Zoning Inspector, Dated December 31, 1974. The Board de
ferred action on this as there is a pending application scheduled for 2/12/75.
11. APPROVAL OF MINUTES. 

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes for December 4, 1974, be approved as 
corrected. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

The meeting aqpurned at 4:20 P.M. 

1/~ecX!~ 
aj! Jane C. Kelsey 
Clerk 

APPROVED: February 12, 1975 
(nATE) 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Wednesday, January 15, 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George 
Barnes, Joseph Baker and Charles Runyon. Mr. Harvey 
Mitchell and Mr. Wallace Covington were present from 
the Staff. 

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

10:00 - GENE H. AND BARBARA A. MAY AND MAY HOUSING CORP., appl. under Section 
30-6.6 of Ord. to permit construction of pool closer to side lot 11ne 
than allowed by Ord .• (10' from side, 15' required), 1229 Perry 
William Dr., 31-!(l3»9lA. (26,853 sq. ft.), Dranesvl11e District, 
(R-17), V-205-74. 

Notices to property owners were in order. 

Mr. May stated that due to the 45 foot setback requirement in R-17 zoning, the 
two front yards that this particular lot has on Perry William Drive and 
Vernon Palmer Court comprise 13,090 square feet as compared to 5~44 square 
feet at the rear of the dwelling. The average rear yard area in the Evermay 
subdivision is 45% larger than the average front yard area. Lot 9lA results 
in nearly the opposite as the rear yard area is only 42% as large as the front 
yard area. The lot is irregular on 2 sides which also contributes to the 
low ratio of back yard area as compared to the front yard area. By virtue 
of the conditionslof the Fairfax County code, a corner lot under R-l7 zoning 
has no rear yard by definition. Therefore, one of the side yards is used 
as a back yard as is the case on Lot 91A. If this was a back yard by 
definition, a pool Would be permitted to be constructed 4' from the property 
line. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. May stated that the pool will be 
20'x40'. He stated that he did not plan to cover this pool. 

Mr. May stated that there is a letter in the file addressed to the Board from 
Edwin A. Kuhn, President of the Evermay Community Association, recommending 
approval of this request. He stated that they did not solicit the letter. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Kelley asked if there 1s any way they could cut the pool size down. 

Mr. May stated that this would cause a hazardous situation as his 14 year 
old son might injure himself while diving in a smaller pool. He also 
explained why they need the pool for their family. He stated that his 
wife has a bad knee and this is the reason the pool is being built. He 
stated that he knew this has nothing to do with the variance, but his son 
could dive almost all the way across it and this could be a dangerous 
situatlon. 

Mr. Runyon sated that this is about the smallest pool one could build. 
_____________________________ RESOLUTIQN ---------------------

In application No. V~205-74. application by Gene H. and Barbara A. May and 
May Housing Corporation under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
construction of swimming pool closer to side property line than allowed 
by the Zoning Ordinance on property located at 1229 Perry William Drive, 
Dranesville District, also known as tax map 3l-I((13))91A, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning APpeals held 
on the 15th day of January. 1974, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is May Housing Corp. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 26,853 square feet. 
4. That the SUbject property is a corner lot. 
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Page 18. January 15. 1975 
MAY (continued) 

5. That the request Is for a minimum variance. 

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

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

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot. 

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

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously with all members present. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------~--------

10:10 - GULF RESTON. INC., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. 
to permit construction of ancillary structure of restaurant under 
construction closer to front lot 11ne than allowed by the Zoning 
Ordinance. (21' from front line. 50' required). 1265 Roger Bacon 
Drive. 17-4«15»(5)1, (.881 acres). Centreville District, (I-L). 
V-206-74. 

Mr. Richard Bonar with Gulf Reston represented Gulf Reston before the 
Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners are 
Harold Miller, Suite 1200, 5205 Leesburg Pike, Baileys Crossroads, Virginia 
and Environmental Concepts, c/o V.O.S.I, 564 Spring Street, Herndon, Virginia. 

Mr. Bonar indicated the location of these two parcels on the map. 

Mr. Bonar stated that this parcel is located at the edge of Reston. There 
is non-Reston land to the north and east of this property. To the west 
and north, the buildings are completed. There is a natural drainage 
course that runs north and south. The topography is very severe in this 
area. The Washington and Old Dominion Railroad runs along the southern 
portion of thabline and is not owned by Gulf Reston. The only logical 
and practical access due to the geographic line is by a cul-de-sac called 
Roger Bacon Drive. (He indicated on the map on the screen) 

Mr. Bonar stated that the design concept for the size and shape of the net 
parcel (defined by a red outline on the map) has a central building on the 
south frontage of Roger Bacon Drive and office buildings on all parcels 
surrounding (on three sides) this central location. The concept also calls 
for pedestrian access along Roger Bacon Drive and along the east property 
line of the parcel in question. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is a very unusual spot to put a trash container. 
He asked why they could not place it in the rear of the building where 
McDonalds usually installs their trash containers. This is not a typical 
location. He stated that it seemed to him as though they were imposing 
the view of the trash container on the pUblic rather than the customers of 
McDonalds. 

Mr. Bonar stated that there is a earth berm and elevation that contains 75% 
of the facility in that mound. McDonalds actually has the outdoor eating 
area and they are looking for an area that is as far removed as possible 
from this space. He stated that he was trying to outline the economic 
implications. 

Mr. Smith stated that economic hardship can only be considered in a very
minor way in relation to a variance. The major factor must be topography or 
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Page 19. January 15, 1975 
GULF RESTON J INC. (cont loued) 

a physical problem with the land. 

Mr. Bonar stated that the creation of this office complex was dictated by lJ J ~ 
the topographic conditions and the existing uses that are on the ground. 
The one practical way to serve this ground was by putting in a cul-de-sac. 
That forces the office buildings around that cul-de-sac to orient to that 
cul-de-sac. There are no pedestrians on this street where they are requestine 
the variance. 

Mr. Runyon inquired about the parking requirements for this site. He 
stated that it 1s not on this site plan. 

Mr. Bonar stated that the parking requirements have been met. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the point of his question 1s that sometimes the 
parking requirements are such that you would not be able to put the 
trash receptacle someplace else, you might reduce the parking spaces. 
He told Mr. Bonar that he thought they had done a great job. This has 
been approved by the Reston Architectural Review Committee. They are very 
strict. Visually, the applicant has reduced any impact on the pUblic. 
He stated that it might be located in this spot because of the parking 
requirements and maneuverability of the vehicles. What the applicant has 
done is insert this trash container into the earth mound which is one of 
the best ways of getting rid or it. He asked the material they plan to 
use ror this container. 

Mr. Bonar stated that it is to be kenetex over block with the same archi
tecture as the building. The structure will be 20'x20' and 6' high. 
They will also place supplemental screening around this earth mound. 

Mr. Smith stated that he still had not heard a justification under the 
Ordinance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this whole parcel including the office buildings on 
Roger Bacon Drive goes together. There is a ravine to the east of this 
parcel. Mr. Bonar has put the entire area into context to show the Board 
how it will all develop. The Board is, under the variance section, allowed 
to consider this property's relationship to the other parcels and the 
buildings on the other parcels. The applicant has tried to show how the 
other parcels are developed, that they could €Dly betdevelo~ed fromt: d 1 
Wiehle Avenue as the property is so steep/gRd ~t a'1 puRhe~ uSm b*ar8 eve op 
McDonalds. He stated that he felt this Ts a lot better than just sticking 
it out in the parking lot. They have gone to a lot or trouble to blend 
this in with the development or the parcel. He stated that the applicant 
is on the line, he agreed,as far as justification for the variance, but 
this fits into the total project of this particular parcel and the office 
area as far as it all blending together. There are a lot of places they 
could put this receptaole, but the Board should consider how it affects 
the health, safety and welfare of the people that have to pass this place. 
This is much better than they usually are, he stated. 

Mr. Kelley stated that most of these containers are in the corner and he 
could not see why this one could not be in the corner of the lot. This 
man has admitted that he had not checked out the parking space requirement 
and he is requesting 29' of variance to a 50' requirement. The justificativn 
is just not there. If the applicant had checked out all the other angles, 
he stated that he would feel better about this. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. The public hearing 
was closed. 
_______________________________ RESOLUTION -----------------------

In application No. v~206-74, application by Gulf Reston. Inc. under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of ancillary structure 
of restaurant closer to front property line than allowed by the Zoning 
Ordinance (21' from front property line, 50' required) on property located 
at 1265 Roger Bacon Drive, also known as tax map 17-4((15)(5). County of 
Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, folloWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 15th 
day of January. 1975, and 
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GULF RESTON, INC. (continued) 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Gulf Reston. Inc. 
Z. That the present zoning 1s 1-L. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 0.8810 acres. 

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 
NOW~ THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations: 

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

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

3. Screening and mounding to be in conformance with the Department of 
Environmental Management. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs~ Smith and Kelley voting No. 
after the following discussion. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he looks at this basically as a convenience variance 
to a certain extent as it allows some imaginative use in an area such as 
Reston. "This property is zoned 1-L and is in an area of industrial and 
office use and Reston executive offices are also located close to the site. 
They have done a lot of thinking&rethinking and Mr. Bonar is their planning 
man who I have a great deal of respect for and I have seen that-a lot of 
work has gone into this. I think it is something that will enhance a rather 
objectionable portion of these industrial areas." 

Mr. Barnes stated that he would vote for it because it is well arranged and 
he did not believe it would have much impact on the community. 

Mr. Smith stated that he fails to find under the Ordinance where the Board 
has authority to grant a variance for convenience or aesthetic purposes. 
This is a tremendous variance and it is in the front setback. He stated 
that he had not heard a justification under the Ordinance. He stated that 
he agreed that Gulf Reston had done some good planning. The applicant has 
stated that there are other locations on the property this can be placed. 
He stated that by placing it elsewhere on the lot it would inconvenience the 
people using the outdoor eating facility, but this is not a good reason under 
the Ordinance. 
Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed with the Chairman and he did not feel there 
were any physical conditions about the property which exist under a strict 
interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance which would result 1n practical 
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the 
reasonable use of the land-. 

The vote was then taken which was 3 to 2 with Mr. Smith and Mr. Kelley 
voting No. 

10:40 - WINDSOR PARK HOMEOWNER'S ASSOC .• INC.) appl. under Section 30-7·2.6.1. 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit community recreation area (l.e. 
swimming pool. bath house, basketball court) from end of Rockshire 
Street between Sections 2, 4 and 7 of Windsor Park. extending to 
Barry Road on the north. 91-3{(lO»Gl. (1.84 acres). Lee District 
(RTC-I0). S-207-74. 

Mr. Russell Rosenberger, 9401 Lee Highway. Fairfax, attorney for the 
applicant. testified before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Sidney 
Arrington, 7300 Larrup court, Alexandria, and Michael Gilbride, 7298 Larrup 
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Page 21. January 15, 1975 
WINDSOR PARK (continued) 

Court, Alexandria. 

Mr. Rosenberger subm1tted to the Board an Agreement executed by Pageant 
Association agreeing to convey the property to the homeowners association 
contingent on this Board's approval and site plan approval and construction 
of the facility. 

Mr. Rosenberger stated that this parcel 1s located in the Windsor Park 
Townhouse Subdivision off of Beulah Road. There are seven sections of 
townhouses developed within Windsor Park containing a total of 354 townhouse 
units. This pool will serve all those 354 units. The site acreage is 
approximatelY 1.84 acres. The pool will have 4500 square feet of water 
surface with an additional 225 square foot wading pool. There is a basketball 
court which would also serve as a multi-purpose court. This has 4200 square 
feet. They are providing 70 automobile parking spaces and 50 bike rack 
spaces. There was some question raised by the staff with regard to the 
setback for the parking from the adjacent property. The line shown around 
the pool is really not a property line as the homeowners will own all the 
common property outside their townhouse yards. They have submitted new 
plats showing the setback from the parking to the property lines of the 
nearest individual townhouse owner which does meet the setback requirement. 

Mr. Rosenberger stated that the applicant feels that 70 parking spaces will 
be adequate even though it does not meet the Board's rule of thumb of 1 
space for every 3 family members. This is a mUlti-family townhouse community. 
Some of the units are located wi thin 1250' of the pool and this is normally 
considered to be an easy five minute walk and has been 50 considered by 
this Board on previous applications. This pool is available by pedestrian 
access and bikeways to all sections of thi~ project. Access to this pool 
is gained solely through the Windsor Park Subdivision itself. There is no 
access from out of the Winds&r Park Subdivision, therefore, the only potential 
impact from that vehicular traffic will be from the residences of the 
subdivision who will be utilizing the pool. The pool is located internally 
to the subdivision which will be served by it. There will be no access 
from Barry Road to the pool. 

Mr. Rosenberger stated that for the record he would submit that the addition 
of the setback distance to the parking is the only change in the plan from 
the original submission. There are no other changes. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's questions,Mr. Rosenberger stated that there will be 
no tennis courts and there will be no lights on the basketball court at this 
time. 

Mr. Smith stated that should they decide to light the courts in the future, 
they will have to come back to this Board. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 
_________________________________RESOLUTION ----------------------

In application No. S-207-74, application by Windsor Park Homeowners Assoc., 
Inc., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit community 
recreation area (swimming pool, bath house, basketball court) on property 
located at end of Rockshlre Street and extending to Barry Road, also known 
as tax map 91-3((lO))Gl, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board 
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of th~roperty, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning ·Appeals held on the 15th 
day of January, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RTe-10. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.84 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is required. 

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating complaince with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 

od-./ 
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WINDSOR PARK (continued) 

Section 30-7.1.1 of the zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. That the maximum number of family memberships shall be 354. 
7. That the hours of operation shall be 9:00 a~m. to 9:00 p.m. 
8. That all landscaping and screening is to be prOVided to the satisfaction 

of the Director of Environmental Management. 
9. All after hours parties shall first have obtained permission from the 

Zoning Administrator. The number shall be limited to no more than 6 per 
year. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

11:00 - FAIRFAX COUNTY FIRE AND RESCUE SERVICES. appl. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit fire station to be 
constructed, 10417 Gunston Hall Road, 114«(1»part of 52, (2.2956 
acres). Springfield District, (RE-2), S-208-74. 

Mr. Freeland Young. Deputy Chief of the Department, represented the 
applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Charles W. Sheppard, 10911 Gunston Road, Lorton, Virginia and Career 
Properties, Inc. 8200 Higham Road. 

Mr. Young stated that the citizens in the area saw the need for the relocation 
of the existing fire station. This station is to be taken over by the 
County. The exterior of the station will be brick and the roof will be 
treated cedar shake shingles. The architecture will be compatible with 
the architecture in that area. They have worked in conjunction with the 
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority. There will be 7 men per day 
shift plus a Captain. This will be a 24 hour operation. The parking lot 
in the front will be fop visitors. There will be 19 spaces in the rear for 
personnel. The parking lot in the front and the turn around area was 
designed to assist people who might come in looking for information. They 
felt they would get a lot of people who would be looking for the park 
Authority facility down the road. 

Mr. Young stated that they do not anticipate having to have a house siren. 
The loudspeaker would be used only to inform the personnel in the station 
and would not be loud enough to be heard outside. This station will assist 
the Lorton Fire Station. They will still have volunteers here. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this app~atlon. 

Mr. Smith stated thatlthe Planning Commission placed this facility on the Publi 
Facilities Map under Section 15.1-456 of the State Code on November 12, 1974. 
He stated that the Staff Report indicates that this property is owned by the 
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority which, by agreement with the Fairfax 
County Board of Supervisors dated August, 1974, allows this use on the pro
perty for up to 50 years. 
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FAIRFAX CO. FIRE & RESCUE SERVICES (continued) 

-------------------------RESQLUTION---------------------------------------
In application No. 3-208-74, application by Fairfax County Fire and Rescue 
Services under Section 30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
fire station on property located at 10417 Gunston Hall Road, also known as 
tax map 114((1»part of 52, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance wi 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of th~roperty. letters to contiguous and nearby propert 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board of ~oning Appeals held on the 15t 
day of January. 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Northern Virginia Regional 
Park Authority and by their agreement with the Fairfax County: 
Board of Supervisors dated August. 1974, they allow the applicant 
the use of this property for up to 50 years·

2. That the present zoning is RE-2. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.2956 acres. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind. changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans 
approved by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether 
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. 
shall require approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permitte 
to apply to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than 
minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall 
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motbn. 

The motion passed 5 to 0 with all members present. 

DEFERRED CASES: 

JANE C. BURSENOS. appl. under Section 30-6.6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit 6' fence to remain closer to front property line than allowed 
by the Zoning Ordinance (must be set back 60' from the center line of 
street to be more than 4' high) .7830 Godolphin Drive, 98-4«6»)152. 
Springfield District. (23.713 square feet), (PDH 2.5). V-183-74. (Deferred 
from 12-11-74 to alloW applicant time to contact contractor (Hechinger's). 

Mrs. Marinakas stated that she could not find her copy of the contract. 
but she had been in contact with Hechingers and they told her that they 
did not require a permit to build a fence in Springfield. She stated 
that she explained'the situation to them and they were very nice with 
regard to whose responsibility this was. She stated that she had talked 
with Mr. Willis. She stated that she would be glad to try to get a copy 
from Hechingers and bring it in at the next meeting. if this is a main 
factor. 
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BURSENOS (continued) 

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until February 12. 1975, until 
the applicant gets a copy of the contract from Hechingers. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to 0 with all the members present. 

Mr. Smith asked Mrs. Bursenos to present the contract to Mrs. Kelsey 
prior to the hearing. 

DANIEL F. & GEORGIA RITA RUSKIN. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to 
permit 6' stockade fence in front setback (4' maximum allowed). 1449 
Woodacre Drive, 31-2((6»7. (18.280 square feet), Dranesville District, 
Briggs and Hooper addition to Chesterbrook Woods. (R-17). V-136-74. 
(Deferred from 10-16-74 and again 12-4 & 12-11-74 for letter from Highway 
Department). 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is in receipt of correspondence addressed 
to Mr. Ruskin from the Highway Department ffiating that they had reviewed 
the sUbject property and feel that this fence will not affect the roadway 
from the standpoint of the roadway users. Mr. T. F. Butler, Jr .• Resident 
Engineer of the Highway Department. further stated that it may be necessa~M 

to use these easements along Laburnum Street some time in the future. Hey 
told Mr. Ruskin that he should make a written statement that he would 
remove the fence, if necessary. due to additional work along the street 
at no cost to tQ~ Co~~~ o~ Virginia Department of Highways and Trans
portation. He/argo ~~~t&fted to Mr. Rusk!n that he make this known to 
any future owner of the property so that they would understand that the 
fence may have to be removed at some date in the future. 

Mr. Ruskin then addressed a letter to the Board stipulating that he would 
remove all or part of the fence at issue at no cost to the County of 
Fairfax and the Commonwealth of Virginia whenever it is determined by the 
authorities of either jurisdiction that it would interfere with additional 
work along Laburnum Street. 

In hiS letter. Mr. Ruskin also stated that he wanted to correct a portion 
of hiS original testimony where he testified inadvertently that he had 
not notified in writing his neighbors most affected by the fence. Mr. and 
Mrs. William Pennington whose home is directlY across the street on 
Laburnum. He stated that he not only consulted with him and other neighbors 
prior to erecting the fence, but the record shows that he was one of the 
five he notified in writing. A copy of that receipt is in the Board's 
files· 

Mr. Smith then read a letter from Mr. Snyder. 1516 Gaburnum Street. McLean. 
Virginia, stating that he felt this fence was an eyesore to the neighborhood 
He stated that at the hearing on December 4. 1974, Mr. Ruskin's principal 
argument for the retention of the fence was to obtain privacy. Since the 
same or more privacy would be obtained by putting the-fence on the setback 
line as required by the regulations. authorization of the existing fence 
on Laburnum Street would appear to be based on the fact that otherwise 
he would have to move it. This appears to constitute an ill-advised 
precedent. he stated. 

Mr. Ruskin was present and Mr. Kelley asked him several questions regarding 
cutting this fence down. Mr. Kelley stated that since he is Willing to 
take the fence down when and if he sells the property. then he should be 
willing to bring it into compliance with the County Ordinance now. 

Mr. Runyon stated that if this fence were a 4' fence, it could stay, but 
2' higher it can't. He has 20' pine trees around there now and 5' shrUbs, 
yet he can't put a 6' fence. He is wil~ to take the fence down for the 
Highway Department and the storm sewer people and when he leaves. he is 
going to take it down. It doesn't seem to bother the people it would 
bother the most. It is a violation of the ,Ordinance. It is already 
built. It doesn't seem to do any irreparable harm to the immediately 
affected people, therefore --
____________________________ RESOLUTION -------------------

In application No. V-l36-74. application by Daniel F. and Georgia Rita 
Ruskin under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit stockade fence 
(6 feet) in front setback to remain, on property located at 1449 Woodacre 
Drive, also known as tax map 31-2((6»7. County of Fairfax. Virginia. 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolutbn: 

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

I 

Butler) 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Page 25. January 15. 1975 
RUSKIN (continued) 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 4th day of December, 1974 and deferred to January 15. 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 18,280 square feet. 
4. That the subject property is a corner lot. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. That the applicant will remove the fence upon request of V.D.H., 
Fairfax County, or upon this applicant's sale of the property. 

4. That this resolution be recorded in the chain of title for this 
property among the land records of Fairfax County. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action 
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various reqUirements 
of this county. The applicant shall be responsible for obtaining 
building permits, certificate of occupancy and the like through the 
established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion failed by a vote of 3 to 2, Messrs. Baker, Smith and Kelley 
voting No; Messrs. Runyon and Barnes voting Aye. Therefore. the 
application was denied. 

C. HUGHES CO., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to 
permit 6' brick wall in front setback along Old Mt. Vernon Road and 10' 
chain link fence around tennis court in front setback area to remain.881S 
Old Mt. Vernon Road. 110-2((1»24. (s.4302 acres). Mt. Vernon District, 
(BE-O.S). V-19S-74 (Deferred from 12-18-74 & 1-8-7S for decision only). 

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Hansbarger has furnished the Board with a copy 
of the condominium documents on this location. He stated that he had not 
had an opportunity to read all the documents and they might get some 
enlightenment on this case from reading them and certainly from further 
discussion with the zoning Administrator and other County officials. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the case be deferred:until February 12, 1975. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed S to O. 

BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES OF'VIRGINIA, INC., appl. under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 6' fence in front setback area, 
2813 Juniper Street, 49-2((S»7. 8, & 9, (1.4781 acres), Providence 
District, (I-L). v-167-74 (Deferred from 11-13-74. 12-11-74. 12-18-74 
for decision only). 

Mr. Barnes stated that he had looked at this piece of property. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he had viewed the property also and did not feel 
it would harm the neighborhood. The proposed ordinance will allow a 6' 
fence in I-L zones. 
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BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES OF VIRGINIA, INC. (continued) 

In application No. V-167-74, application by Browning-Ferris Industries of 
Virginia. Inc •• under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit 
6' fence in the front setback area, on property located at 2813 Juniper 
Street, also known as tax map 49-2(5»7, 8 & 9. county of Fairfax, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals 
held on the 13th day of November. 1974 and deferred to January 15, 1975 
for decision. and 

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

L That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is I-L. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.4781 acres. 

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

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

(a) The 6' fence is necessary in this industrial area to provide the pro 
protection of equipment stored thereon. 

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

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

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

3. The proposed fence 1s to be placed so that it will not interfere with 
sight distance to the north or south along Juniper Street. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF DECEMBER 18. 1975. 

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes of December 18, 1975. be approved. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. smith stated that the Board would recess for a meeting with the 
County Attorney. who is now in a meeting with Columbia LNG. 

The Board recessed for lunch at 1:30 and returned at 2:30 P.M. for the 
meeting with the County Attorney. 

This meeting lasted until about 4:30 P.M. 

- ~----~-~------------------------------------------------------

~ Jane C. Ke(,~7 , /::J(} ~ 
lerk ~~~ 

D~A;;N;I"E,f,L~S~-M!'I;!T"H"."""C"H"A;;I;:,RM""A"N,-----

APPROVED_--=.F.:.e::,br::,u::a::r"Y:,-:2.:.6..:,--=.1::.97:.:5=-_ 
(Date) 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held in the Board Room of the MasseY Building 
on Wednesday. January 22, 1975. Present: Daniel 
SmIth, Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George 
Barnes, Joseph Baker and Charles Runyon. Mr. Harvey 
Mitchell and Mr. Wallace covington were present from 
the Staff. 

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

10:00 - GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES INSURANCE CO., appl. under Section 30-6.6 
of Ord. to permit construction of addition to bUilding closer to 
front lot 11ne than allowed by Ord' J (46' from I1ne. 50' required), 
5885 Leesburg Pik8,61-2«17»(D)1 & 2. (40,070 sq. ft.). Mason 
Dlstrict~ (COL). V-209-74. 

Mr. Davies, Assistant General Counsel for GEreO, 20041 Doolittle Street, 
Gathersburg, Maryland, represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. There was only one contiguous 
property owner, Wayne F. Enge, 7316 Floyd Avenue, springfield. Virginia. 
Lot 3 is owned by GEICO. The next three lots are owned by Gordon Tuck, 
3401 Charles Street, Falls Church, Virginia, who was also notified. 

Mr. Davies stated that this office is presently a one story building and 
they hope to build a second floor addition. They have filed an application 
for a rezoning for Lot 3. Block D, which is immediately adjacent to this 
property. If that rezoning is granted, they hope to use that lot for 
the parking area for this enlarged bUilding. In order to build a second 
floor addition, they need to put in 2 structural columns within the 50' 
setback'r11ne in order to construct the addition without interfering with 
the present bUilding. To attempt to do it any other way. would require 
the closing of the offices on the first floor for four to six months. In 
1969, they were granted a 1.8' variance. The building was constructed 
too close to the property line by an error. This variance they are request
ing today would encroach on the setback line only in a small portion (2') 
of the area fronting on Washington Drive. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question if they could meet the parking require
ments for the building with the addition of the second floor. Mr. Davies 
stated that it would require the granting of the rezoning. This rezoning 
has been on file since September 197 Q• 

Mr. Covington explained that no rezoning could be heard until after July 
I, 1975 because of the Interim Development Ordinance. 

Mr. Smith stated that the application for the variance is premature since 
they do not have parking to accomodate the additional space in the building. 

Mr. Davies stated that the building addition would not be constructed 
until after the rezoning is granted. It was a question of time and exped
iency. They felt the variance could be granted prior to the rezoning and 
be conttngent upon the rezoning of Lot 3. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would complete the pUblic hearing. but could 
not make a decision until the application for the rezoning has been decided 
on. 

Mr. Enge, the contiguous property owner, came before the Board to state that 
he feels his property values will decrease if this variance is granted. 
He stated that he Just found out about this application and was not aware 
of the details. 
There was nO one else to speak either 1n favor or in OPposition to this case. 
Mr. Smith requested Mr. Davies to meet with Mr. Enge after this hearing 
and explain the details of this application. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this application be deferred for decision only until 
such time as the Board of SuperVisors has taken final action on the pending 
rezoning application. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to 0 with all members present. 

II 
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Donald W. Cohen. DVM 

10:20 - DONALD W. COHEN.PVM. contract purchaser, app1. under Section 
30-7.2.10.5.2 of Ord. to permit continuation of operatipn of small 
animal hospital with change of ownership. 13663 Lee Hwy., 54-4({1)) 
part 109, (l acre). Centreville District. (CO). S-210-74. 

Dr. Cohen represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous ownerS were 
Charles Sch001s. 1441 Dollay Madison Highway, McLean, Virginia and William 
and Mary McCamant. 6123 Ramshorn Drive. McLean. Virginia. 

Mr. Cohen stated that he just wants to continue to operate this small 
animal hospital as it has been operated since 1971. There will be no expan
sion. The hospital will b~ open between 9:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. One 
animal technician will be on hand at all times plus a licensed Doctor of 
Veterinary Medicine. There are parking spaces on the property for 14 
automobiles. 

There was no one to speak in favor or110 oppost10n to the application. 

- RESOLUTION ---------------------------------

In application no. S-210-74. application by Donald W. COhen. DVM under 
Section 30-7;2.10.5.2 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit operation 
of a small animal hospital on property located at 13663 Lee Highway. also 
known as tax map 54-4({l))part 109. county of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a' local 
newspaper, posting of the property. le~ters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning. Appeals held on 
the 22nd day of January, 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the sueject property is James R. McLeod & Gerald 

H. TePaske. 
2. That the present zoning is CG. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1 acre. 
4. That the site is presently operating under ,Special Use Permit 

3-224-70-, granted 1-12-71. 

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbjec~ application be and the am 
same is hereby granted with the following limitat,ions: 

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

2. This pe~mit shall; expire one year from this date unless construction 
or operation has started,or unless renewed by act ian of this Board prior to 
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additbnal structures of 
any kind. changes in use, additional uses,. or changes in the plans approved 
by the Board of Zonllilg Appeals (other than" minor engineering details) 
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, 
shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. Xt shall be the duty 
of the Rermitteeto apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. 
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning 
Appeals approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditons of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitut;e,an 
exemption from the variouS legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The PeltIllittee shall be responsible 'for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be ~alid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 
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Page 29, January 22, 1975 
Cohen (continued) 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED 1n a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted 
use. 

6. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain 
in effect. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

Th& motion passed 5 to O. 

10:40 _ IRVING L. AND'HELEN DENTON, appl. under Section 30-6.6.5.4 & 
30-6.~ of Ord. to permit completion of construction of carport and 
storage area closer to side and front property' line than allowed 
by Ord., (5.12' from side, 12' required; 38.3' from front, 40' 
required), 3911 Moss Dr., 60-4{{l6))(F)5, Sleepy Hollow Woods, Sec. 
6, (15,422 sq. ft.), Mason District, (R-12.5). V-2l1-74 .

• 
Mr. Steve Luxford, attorney for the applicant, 4084 University Driv~, 
Fairfax, Virginia, represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners we~e Mr. 
and Mrs. Herman Godin, 3913 Moss Drive, Annandale, 'and Marietta Bernot. 
3909 Moss Drive, Annandale, Virginia. 

Mr. Luxford stated that this carport addition is under construction 
at the present time and is approximately fifty percent complete. The 
Dentons went to considerable expense and effort to have this laid out 
in accordance with the Zoning OrdiRance. They hired a licensed architect, 
Mrs. Ann Paterson, who is also a member of Sleepy Hollow Woods, to draw 
up the plans. They discussed these plans with the neighbors and also the 
association's architectural review board and approval was given. That 
application was then submitted to the Zoning Administrator by the contractor 
Mr. Joseph Krewatch, of the firm of·Llttle fage, Inc. This is the same 
corporatt-on'that rebuilt George Mason Library for the County. 

Mr. Smi'th reque~a copy of the contract, but Mr. Luxford did not have it 
with him. 

Mr. Luxford stated that the Dentons were told that their plans that were 
submitted were in complete compliance with the Zoning Ordinance. 'he 
architect was laboring under the interpretation that the retaining ~all 
was not part of the carport, but a fence which could be located any place. 
The construction has not varied from the plans submitted. The only,~uestion 
raised was the location of the carport uprights, not the retaining wall 
or the storage space. The carport upright a were modified Co be located 
up many inches closer to the house. The retaining wall remained where it wa 
We were proceeding under the interpretation that the retaining wall was 
separated from the carport and not a part thereof. If they had not put in 
the ~etaining wall, the carport would be sitting up on two stilts'. The 
rear of the carport would be much more attractive with the brick wall rather 
than two stilts~ It would be a great waste Gf space to leave the ~ntire 
storage area beneath the carport open. He could use the space for ' 
lawnmowers. tools, etc. and get them out of the carport area and this would 
also eliminate the need for a metal tool shed in the rear yard. But because 
of the brick wall and the storage area underneath,they need to setback 
12' instead of'7'. Because of the angle of the side lot line, they are 
within 6.88'. The nature of the topographY of this lot necessitates that 
the carport be put in at this location and that there be a retaining wall. 
The Denton's went around the neighborhadd and viewed other carport~ and foun 
that the 12' space is necessary in order to provide space to get in and 
out of the car. The carports in the neighborhood that are not wide enough 
are not even being used as carports, but for the storage of junk in some 
instances. Had the Dentons known they were projecting into the setback, 
they would have applied for a variance in the beginning before beginning 
construction. 

The Ordinance provides that there can be an 18 inch high wall around the 
carport, but because of the height of the rear of this carport from the 
ground, the Dentons feel that the 18 inch wall would not be high enough to 
prevent someone from falling from the carport; therefore, they would like 
to bul1d:~an entire brick wall above the slab up to a maximum distance of 
36 inches. They feel it would blend in better with the existing house, 
rather than have 18" of brick and then some sort of iron railing type or 
wood type railing above the brick. The 36" wall would extend the entire 
circle of the carport in order to blend in with the appearance of the 
existing house. 
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Denton (continued) 

The front setback violation occurs because of the design of the original 
house. There 1s a covered walkway that is 4.5 1 1n width that extends into 
the required front setback requirement 2.8'. 

The Dentons have not tried to trick the County, they have been above board 
from the beginning with their talks to the neighbors and by getting approval 
of the association's architectural review board. They have relied on a 
registered architect and on the representative of the county. 

Mr. Smith stated that this boils down to the fact of whether or not the 
Dentons followed the approved plans. 

Mr. Kelley inquired of Mr. Luxford if he had read the Staff comments on this 
case. 

Mr. Luxford stated that he had and he did not feel the Staff comments were 
accurate statements. 

Staff Report: "Applicants obtained a building permit and began constructing 
an addition to their home on Moss Dri~ in Sleepy Hollow Woods Subdivision, 
Mason District. which addition was described on th permit application as 
"Fireplace. carport and deck addition with unfinished storage. n On the 
schematic plot plan accompanying the application, the "New Addition" was 
shown to be 7 feet from the side lot line, which is permissible for an 
open carport, and the front of the structure was indicated as 42.8 feet 
from the front property line, which is permissible since the minimum 
required front setback is 40 feet. 

Inspection of the property after construction was under way revealed 
that what was being built was not an open carport with a roof overhang and 
separate retaining wall, as this Division had thought the building permit 
to be for, but rather an enclosed extension of the dwelling itself. 
necessitating applicaton of the normal setback requirements of 12 feet from 
the side and 40 feet from the front lot line. 

Since the structure is located 5.12 feet from the side and 38.3 feet 
from the front lot line. variances of 6.88 feet and 1.7 feet remain as 
planned and partially constructed. II 

Mr. Smith asked if the fireplace has already been constructed. 

Mr. Luxford stated that it is complete. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question. Mr. Luxford stated that Mr. Krewatch 
from Little page Inc. actually made the application for the building 
permit. Mr. Luxford stated that the measurements on the plats submitted 
to this Board as to how this carport is actually being constructed are 
entirely in conformity to all the plats that were submitted in the applicat10 
for the building permit. Those plans were stamped approved. Those plans 
indicate both the retaining wall and the fact that there would be storage 
space on the back portion underneath the carport. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Covington to explain this. 

Mr. Covington stated that it is a technical point. You could put the 
carport there and fill underneath with dirt and it would not be in Violation, 
other than the portion that projects into the required side yard setback. 
The terrain is such that it necessitates a retain!ng wall be constructed. 
The brick wall of the retaining wall is extending into the front yard 
setback. He is allowed a 3' overhang for eves or cornices as long as it is 
no more than la' above grade. 

Mr. Gerald Carpenter, Zoning Inspector, spoke before the Board. In a carport, 
actually the requirement is 12', but they can go into the setback 5' fo~ a 
carport. At the time of the inspections, the retaining wall was 6'8" into 
the side yard at the front portion of the carport. 

He stated that he made another inspection and measured the rear portion 
where the open storage is to be and came out with 5'. According to the 
building permit. this was not the proper measurement. He measured first 
inside the wall and it was 8'. He then measured from the outside of the 
wall and it was less than 7'. 

Mr. Luxford said he recognized that the retaining wall is inside the setback. 
but that they based their plans from the uprights. indicating also that there 
was a retianing wall. They felt that the retaining wall was not part of the 
carport. but a fence. 
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Page 31, January 22, 1975 
Denton (continued) 

Mr. Covington stated that there is a gray area here. A fence can be 
constructed up to 7' high along the property lIne. However, this is an 
integral part of the carport and this is the reason we are here. It is 
not allowed by right under its present arrangement. However, it is a gray 
area. 

Mr. Smith stated that the arrangement with the enclosed storage space 
underneath the carport would require a 12' separation between the structure 
and the side yard. 

Mr. Covington said that was correct. The area could be filled up with dirt 
and by its very name, retaining wall, it would be retaining dirt. 

Mr. Smith said it was not. It Is a used space now. The use is what the 
Zoning Ordinance is based upon. 

Mr. Covington said he wanted to make sure the Board understood it from a 
commonsense standpoint. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Boardhas.tobase its deciSiOns on the Ordinance. 

Mr. Covington stated that the same wall could be erected right on the 
property line. up to 7 feet. 

Mr. Smith stated that it could not with a carport on it, nor any liVing 
space or usable space underneath. 

Mr. Luxford stated that if they would like the grounds under the Zoning 
Ordinance itself, that due to the nature of the topography of the side 
yard precluding any practical use, except the erection of a carport, 
there is this retaining wall that is within the setback and a resulting 
cave. Leave that cave open on the rear face, or close it up, but you 
still have the structure. 

Mr. Smith agreed with the Zoning Administrator that if this were filled 
in you would not have the structure. The structure would no longer exist 
as usable space, which is what the Zoning Ordinance is based on. 

Mr. Luxford asked if Mr. Covington was not talking about making the 
entire side yard level and getting rid of the retaining wall entirely, 
rather than Just filling in the space. By filling in the space, you still 
have this retaining wall, because it is there now. You would have to tear 
it down. 

Mr. Edward Tomover. 3908 Moss Drive. Annandale, Virginia. spoke in 
support of the application. He stated that he lives katy-cornered, 
across the street from the Dentons and he is probably one of the most 
affected people in the neighborhood because his house has a picture 
window that looks out on this street. This structure is a back drop 
from his living room window. From his point of view, this carport 
would enhance the appearance of this property and the value of the 
neighborhood. He also delivered a statement from Mr. Robert J. Coplin, 
3910 Moss Drive, directly across the stree~ who could not be present, 
who also supports this application. 

Mr. Herman Godin, 3913 Moss Drive, one of the contiguous property owners 
testified in opposition to this application. His statement is in the file. 
He submitted a topographic map of the area, pictures of other homes in 
the area and pictures of the construction of this carport. 

Mrs. Ethel Godin, wife of Herman Godin, spoke in opposition. 

Mrs. Nancy Blair Viccellio, 2045 N. 15th Street, Arlington. Virginia 22201, 
attorney for Mr. and Mrs. Godin. spoke on their behalf in opposition to 
this application. She stated that she would attampt to summarize and 
make suggested applications of the law. Mr. Godin has established that 
elimination of off street parking is not the objective of the Dentons". 
Mr. Godin has also shown that deliberate planning went into the applicant's 
plan. She stated that they had submitted a topographic map and she 
has checked the neighborhood and the topography of this lot is no different 
from any other lot. For the Board to grant a variance based on topographic 
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Denton (continued) 

hardship) it has to be quite different and peculiar than the other lots 
in the neighborhood. The gest of Mr. and Mrs. Godin's objection is 
that this extension with the overhang will make a continuous diminution 
of the enjoyment of their property. It will diminish their light, air 
and view. The Godins choose to live in an area they thought would be 
protected for air and light. In addition to this continuing damage, 
there will be a greater fire hazard. If they found it necessary at any 
time to sell their property. they face the possibility of a lesser profit 
or there might be more difficulty in selling the property. The Supreme 
Court of Virginia has said in Southerloff vs. Newport News that a 
municipality or county may validly act only upon the authority conferred 
upon it. That is. if a building permit is issued in violation of law) 
it confers no greater rights upon a Permittee than the Ordinance itself 
for the permit cannot in effect amend or repeal an Ordinance or authorize 
a structure at a location prohibited by the Ordinanc~. In that case. 
an awning was placed nearer the street than it would have been and 
the Supreme Court of Virginia ruled that it had to come down. This 
Board) of course, is a creature of statute possessing OQly t.hoaepower~ 

expressly conferred upon it. One of the powers is to grant variances 
under prOper circumstances. The enabling statute, Section 15.1-495 of 
the Code and the Ordiance which is based directly on that statute spell 
out the powers and duties of the Board and these state that the Board may 
not grant a variance unless the property owner shows that SUch are 
the exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary condition 
of his own parcel of land that in a strict application of the Ordinance 
would prohibit or unreasonably restrict the use of the property. In 
other words, he must convince the Board that the hanl'ship is so unreasonable 
that it approaches confiscation of the land as distinguished from a special 
privilege or convenience. There has been no showing here that they cannot 
use this area for a carport and a trip around the neighborhood would 
show that many of the people have carports without all of this elaboration 
and without violating the Zoning Ordinance. 

She stated that it has been shown that through the topographic map and 
pictures and through our own faithfullY represented observation, that 
other properties. other ramblers in Sleepy Hollow Woods have Virtually 
similar topographic situations. He,must show that authorization will 
not be a substantial detriment to nearby property owners and that the 
character of the district will not be changed. The Godins feel that 
light, air and view. things that the Zoning Ordinance had in mind 
in zoning outlying subdivisions. will be affected as well as the salability 
of their house. To grant a variance in this case is to rezone this 
property. Inability. the Supreme Court of Virginia has said, to put the 
property to its most profitable use does not constitute an unnecessary 
hardship. Not only must the Board find a hardship, but the Board must 
find that it was created by the Ordinance. There has been no allegation 
of that. Any hardship. if any there be here. was created by the owner) 
who had the hole dug and the four fold plan to use their land to the 
fullest without regard to the neighbors next door. Therefore, the statute 
says) and the instructions that the Board has state that whether the 
owners willfully or innocently violated the Ordinance. t~e Board cannot 
grant the variance. Broadly speaking. the pUblic interest must be 
served here, especially in these respects. assuring safety from fire 
and other hazards. prOViding adequate light and air. She asked if this 
variance were granted. could the neighbors next door come equallY close 
to the margin) or would that make for overcrowding. The spirit of the 
Ordinance must be upheld and the provisions not destroyed. Substantial 
Justice must be done for all parties concerned, not a special priVilege 
or convenience for one and a burden on the other. Under Section 30-6.6.3 
the Ordinance reads, "no variance shall be authorized" mandatory -- that 
would modify the provisions of any definition of Section 30-1. Now. whether 
the agent of the owner, the architect, did not look at that provision or 
not, the error of an agent is the error of the principal involved. An 
unenclosed carport is defined 1n simple terms. It is one that does not 
have an enclosure on the side that is over 18". That notice is given 
equally to all people involved here and it states that the following 
features and no others may extend into yards under "cornices, canopies. 
and eves" it states how far they oan.'iexhend. As far as the theory 
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Denton (continued) 

that this canopy must extend out to match the roof, she pointed out that 
on the left side of the house as you face it, the roof 1s indented, so 
if the overhang were indented on the right, it would match the left. 
Under Section 30-6.6.5.4 1n the case of partially constructed noncomplying 
buildings. the Board must find noncompliance was through no fault of 
the applicant, that it will not impatr the intent and purpose of the 
Ordinance, that it will not be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of 
other properties in the immediate vicinity, that it will not create an 
unsafe condition with regard to other properties and the Board must find 
that the fullest compliance would be an unreasonable hardship upon the 
owner. She stated that the Board could not so find. Now in this connection, 
in Azalea Corp. vs. the City of Richmond, 1960, financial loss standing 
alone cannot establish an exceptional situation. ,If this were so, the 
rich could take this risk and the law would deal unevenly. 

Mr. Luxford spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that the 
elimination of on street parking is the prime objective here. 

Mr. Smith asked where under the variance section of the Ordinance. does 
this give the Board authority to grant this variance. 

Mr. Luxford stated that the theory under the Ordinance will be the 
practical use of the side yard except for a carport. They are saying 
everyone else has the same thing. This may be true, but no one else uses 
their side yard. He stated that there are carports in the neighborhood 
that are not 12' wide. but the cars stay in the unenclosed portion of 
the driveway or on the street. Now. as far as the present driveway goes, 
it is not sufficiently long so that if you put two cars end to end, the 
rear half of the back car will. extend,.,over the sidewalkwhlch ,~oes ,ale>;ng 
the line of 'the property. If you had the carport there,"the two cars'· 
would be completely enclosed. It would be 26' long with ad~onal space 
for visitors who would not have to park on the street. In terms of the 
light and air. it happeq~Lthat 'the sun sets and rises perpendicular to 
the house. It does not7along the roof of the houses together where the 
real shade and sun come into play. but across the house. It will not really 
hamper the sun at all. He submitted two photographs of two carports 
that the Dentons based their own designs on. Along this brick wall, there 
will be ivy. Whatever light impairment there might be, will not be 
because of the wall. but because of the roof. 

Mr. Smith accepted the photographs and asked if the carports in these 
photos required a variance. 

Mr. Luxford stated that they did not. 

Mr. Luxford stated that again the applicants did not intend to deceive. 
They were advised by the architect and the architect was advised by the 
County. 

Mrs. Ann Paterson, 3706 Sprucedale Drive. stated that she was advised by 
the County Zoning Department that the beginning limits of the carport 
was where the limits of the Bupport structures set down. She stated 
that she asked if they could extend beyond that with a concrete slab 
supported by a wall and she told me somewhat facetiously. 'lady. you 
can concrete your whole yard. if you want to. I don't dare." It was 
in March, 1974. and it was over the phone. 

Mr. Covington stated that if she called today. he would tell her she 
could concrete her whole yard. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he wanted to comment to Mr. Luxford's holding the 
plans up and saying that it was okay to build that if the County had 
okayed it. we would not be here today. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board 
defer this for decision only for the purpose of getting copies of the 
contract and viewing the property until February 12. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

033 



Page 34, January 22, 1975 
Marvin M. France 

11:10 - MARVIN M. FRANCE, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord.to:permit 
brick wall on property 11ne of Beulah Rd. and first 50' on 
north and south side property line, SW corner of Beulah St. 
and Fleet Dr., 91-1((1))33, (4.749 acres), Lee District. (IF). 
V-212-74. 

Mr. Bernard Fagelson, attorney for the applicant, presented notices 
to the Board which were in order. The contiguous property owners were 
Bushrod and Walker. 

Mr. Fagelson stated that 1n the rezoning of this land under rezoning 
application C-700, the County Staff recommended to the Board that a 
6' brick wall be constructed on the property line of Beulah Street for 
a distrance of 50' from Beulah Street on the north and south side property 
lines. The Staff believes that this has advantages for the properties 
on the south and east. 

Mr. Smith stated that when the new ordinance becomes effective, this 
will be permitted by right. 

Mr. Covington confirmed this. 
Mr. Lem Johnson gave the Staff's position for this recommendation. 
The subject rezoning application was denied in July of 1973. The 
case went to court and the court said that the Board of Supervisors 
should rezone this to I-P zoning. The Board did this but with two 
conditions (1) that the applicant would prOVide for screening purposes 
a 6' brick wall along the eastern boundary which the applicant agreed to do. 
(2) that he agree to the proposed I-4 setback along the southern boundary. 
:As. far', as-the·· _we~t:e~nC'b.o:~dal"¥~.~.,t-~'."Ilf,J'!~?!'!tti.ana::-18-dPl:_OPOa~d_1<'1not'he. plan fo 
Itndu&jn."ialzoningryantl-~·W:CUid"jreq1zlt'rtt.:.'a:·~'-lt,t-o:::I"'.aetbabk'~t:ather than 100'. 

Mr. James Pammel from Comprehensive Planning further explained that the 
impact of this development occurs on ttta fr ont as opposed to mal1Y 
applications where the impact would be on the rear or side yard. The 
impact occurs on Beulah Street because Beulah Street is the zone line 
between the more intense uses to the west and low density and 
institutional uses to the east. Immediately across the street is a 
church and it was for these reasons the Board of Supervisors and the 
County Staff felt that a wall would be in order. On the south, the 
applicant has agreed to put an attractive wooden ornamental fence, 
approximately 50' back from Beulah Street. The wall that is on Beulah 
Street would be setback 15 1 from the proposed right of way to provide for 
sight distance. The applicant has indicated that he has no problem with 
this. 

The comments from Preliminary Engineering Branch were that lilt is 
suggested that the proposed wall be set back a minimum of 15' from 
the proposed right of way line along Beulah Road to provide for a 
maximum sight dis trance to the south from the intersection of Fleet Drive 
and Beulah Street. II 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this appllaation. 

In application No. V-2l2-74 application by Marvin M. France under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit brick wall within setback 
along Beulah St., on property located at the southwest corner of Beulah 
Street and Fleet Drive, also known as tax map 9:1-1·1(( 1)) 33, County of Fairfax, 
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local./ 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby v 
property owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 22nd day of January, 1975, and 
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France (continued) 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Marvin M. &Shirley 
L. France. 

2. That the present zoning 1s I-P. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 4.749 acres. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. All members were present. 

Mr. Pammel inquired if the motion included the 15' that the applicant has 
agreed to set back from the property line. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the motion says 'within the setback,' so it will 
be left up to the site plan people. 

Mr. Smith agreed that Site flan would take care of what distance it is 
from the property line to take care of the sight distance problem. 

II 

11:30 - DAPHNE M. MCGREGOR~ app1. under Section 30-6.6 of ORd. to 
permit complete enclosure of existing garage type structure and 
construction of new carport closer to side property line than 
allowed by Ord.~ 7313 Valley Crest Blvd., 60-3((21»35, (13~716 
sq. ft.)~ Mason District~ (R-12.5), V-213-74. 

Mrs. McGregor represented herself before the Board. She presented the 
notices to property owners which vere 1n order. The contiguous owners 
were Augustus Monnone, 7315 Valley Crest Blvd.~ Annandale and Mrs. Clinton 
Hawkins, 7310 Wayne Drive, Annandale~ Virginia. 

Mrs. McGregor stated that she would like to complete the existing carport 
and construct a new carport addition to her residence. The enclosed 
garage would then be 5.8' from the side property line at the nearest point 
and the new carport would be 6.3' from that line. The eXisting garage 
was constructed in 1954 and is a non-conforming structure under the present 
Zoning Ordinance, under which it would be considered an enclosed structure 
in its present state. This is a corner lot and the rear of the yard 
slopes down to a degree that she could not practically build an addition to 
the rear. She stated that she does own the property and plans to continue 
to live ther~. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this is a narrow lot. 105' is required for the 
width in that zone and this lot is 100'. 
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McGregor (continued) 

Mrs. McGregor stated that she had notified the neighbor next door and 
they do not oppose this. 

There was no one to speak 1n favor or in opposition to this application. I---------------------------------RESOLUTION------ _ 
In application No. V-213-74. application by Daphne M. McGregor under 
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit enclosure of existing 
garage type structure and construction of new carport closer to side 
property lIne than allowed by Ord., on property located at 7313 Valley 
Creat BlVd., also known as tax map 60-3«21))35, Mason District, County 
of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution: I
WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. 
~d 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 22nd day of January. 1975, and 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area df the lot is 13.716 sq. ft. 
4. That the request is for a minimum variance of 0.07 feet. 
5. That this is a corner lot. 

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

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

a. exceptionally narrow lot 
b. location of existing buildings 

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to 0 with all members present and voting. I
------------------------------------------------------------------------~-
II 

11:50 - HERNDON CHURCH OF CHRIST PRESCHOOL, appl. under SEction 30-7. 
2.6.1.3 of Ord. to permit nursery school in eXisting church. 
30 children, ages 3-5 years, 11309 Georgetown Pike. 11-2«1»25, 
(5.02675 acres), Dranesville District, (RE-l), 3-214-75. 
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Herndon Church of Christ Preschool (continued) 

Reverand BUllard, pastor of the church. represented the applicant before 037the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Mildred O'Meara and Elizabeth Matheny. 

Reverand Bullard stated that they would like to begin a nursery school in 
the eXisting church for 30 children. ages 3 to 5 years. hours 9:00 A.M. 
untIl 12:00 noon, Monday through Friday, year around. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Smith read a letter of opposition from Janet Doirgan, 1409 Georgetown
Pike. 

---------------------------------Resolution------------------------- _ 
In application no. S-214-74, application by Herndon Church of Christ 
Preschool, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit 
nursery school in eXisting church, on property located at 11309 Georgetown 
Pike, also known as tax map 11-2((1))25, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 22nd day of January 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Trustees for Herndon 
Church of Christ. 

2. That the present zoning is RE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 5.02675 acres. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated 
on the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor en~ineering details) whether 
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall 
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of 
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any 
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals 
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special 
Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established prooedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 
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Herndon Church of Christ (continued) 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use 
Permit SHALL BE POSTED 1n a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential 
iJse Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all 
Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of 
the permitted use. 

6. Hours of operation are 8:00 A.M. to 12:00 noon, Monday through 
Friday. 

7. Number of students permitted 1s 30. ages 3 to 5 years. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to 0 with all members present and voting. 

II 

DEFERRED CASE: JANUARY 22, 1975 

WILLA F. ECKLES T/A PETER PIPER SCHOOL. 8-131-74 (Deferred from Oct. 16 
and again Nov. 20 and Dec. 18 for final dedication plats and copy of 
deed of dedication) 

The Board was in receipt of the final dedication plats, but the deed of 
dedication had not yet been recorded as it had to be signed by the holder 
of the note on the property. 

The Board deferred this case to be rescheduled as soon as possible after 
the deed of dedication has been recorded. 

ri£FERRED CASE: JANUARY 22, 1975 
B. P. OIL, INC., V-I02-74 (Deferred from Dec. 18, 1974, at applicant's 
req~st.) 

Mr. Guy Farley, attorney for the applicant, submitted a rendering to the 
Board showing how this station when it is remodeled will look. 

Mr. Smith stated that this rendering is not exactly what the Board had in 
mind when they requested a rendering showing a mansard roof similar to that 
which is on the existing station. 

Mr. Farley stated that they took the insignia off the original proposal and 
also removed the lights. Those were two of the items requested by the Board. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is certainly a downgrading from what is there 
now. He stated that the Board had specifically requested a mansard roof 
and a design similar to that which is now existing. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he objected to the color they propose to use for 
the roof. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board is on the same problem that it had previously 
when it deferred this case for three specific things. The Board does not 
have those three things today. He stated that he would like to see the 
case disposed of. 

Mr. Smith stated that it is the policy of the Board not to act on these 
cases until all the information is before the Board. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not think it is time to change the Board's 
policy at this point and to keep the policy intact and be consistent, the 
Board needs new plats in the manner that was discussed at the previous 
hearing on this case. He moved to defer this case until February 12, 
1975, for decision only and the additt9~~+ information as requested previously 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. All members present and voting. 

II 
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EFERRED CASE: BOBBY LINWOOD LAWHORN, 8-182-74 (Deferred from 12-18-74 at 
pplicant's request, and again for additional information) 

Mr. Furnlsen, Zoning Inspector, told the Board that he inspected the site 
and issued a violation notice as the fence on the service station property 
was not 1n good repair. 

Mr. Smith stated that the letters from Shell had been received by the 
Board, but the Board could not take action until this latest violation 
has been cleared. He stated that the applicant should be present 
to answer questions. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the case be deferred until such time as the violation 
1s cleared. (fence Violation) 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

Mr. COVington stated that his office would give the applicant 10 days after 
receipt of Mrs. Kelsey's letter informing him of this. 

Mr. Furnisen stated that he also issued the applicant a violation for not 
having an occupancy permit at the property of the Shell station. 

The motion passed 5 to O. All members were present. 

II 
DEFERRED CASE: JANUARY 22. 1975 
BOBBY G. JONES, 3-203-74 (Deferred from January 8, 1975 for new plats 
cutting down the request for the variance) 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Gary Davis, attorney for the applicant, stating 
that the plats were in the process of being drawn up, but they were not 
yet complete. He requested that the Board further defer the case. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the request be granted and that the case be deferred 
to February 26, 1975. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM - JANUARY 22. 1975 

STEPHEN W. POURNARAS, Variance Granted January 22. 1974. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Pournaras requesting a six month extension 
as they had not been able to begin construction within the year limitation. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the request be granted for 180 days from January 
22, 1975. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM, JANUARY 22, 1975. 
JACQUELINE S. NOVAK T/A POTOMAC EQUITATION (Report from Mr. Covington and 
Mr. Barnes on their inspection of the property) 

Mr. COVington stated that when they inspected the property, they did not 
find the horses out of the pasture. Their inspection was unannounced. 
They found no violations of the Special Use Permit. The fences were in 
good condition. There were new strands of barbwire back as far as they 
could see. The horses were fat and in good condition. 

Mr. COVington stated that he has told the neighbor who is complaining to 
call him the next time the horses are out and to keep the horses there. 
This is so the Zoning Office will be able to determine whether or not 
the horses belong to Mrs. Novak. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Zoning Inspector, Mr. Koneczny. should keep the 
Board informed if there are any violations. 

II 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES. 
Mr. Baker moved that the minutes for December 11 and 18 be approved. Mr. 
Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 

II 
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The Board had a brief discussion on the upcoming application of Columbia 
LNG Corp. to build a pipeline through Fairfax County. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Staff should get a memo from VEPCa and Washington 
Gas who now own this easement over which Columbia LNG 1s going to put this 
pipeline, and get their permission in writing to allow Columbia LNG to 
also use this easement. 

Mr. Smith also suggested that the Board give some consideration to bonding 
COLUMBIA LNG. or requesting a fee to cover the cost of the inspections 
the county is going to have to make. 

II 
The hearing adjourned at 3:45 P.M. 

II(Ln (? ']A4Lvh 
B~~~C. K~Y 0 

Clerk to the Board of Zoning 

APP~J~ 
DANIEL SMITH, CHAIRMAN 

APPROVED__-,M",a"r-,cAhw.2;;\6~.,...,1,",9'.17':;5,- _
(DATE) 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

The Regular Meeting of the. Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held in the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on WednesdaY. February 12. 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George 
Barnes, and Charles Runyon. Joseph Baker was absent. 
Mr. Wallace Covl~Qn and Mr. Harvey Mitchell were 
present from the Staff. 

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10:00 - CONGRESSIONAL SCHOOL. INC. application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 
of Ordinance to permit use of two temporary trailers for classrooms 
at existing SChool, 3228 Sleepy Hollow Rd., 61-1{(1»)5. (39.4 acres), 
Mason District. (RE~O.5). 3-1-75. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Royce Spence. attorney for the applicant, 
requesting that this case be deferred as he had just been retained as attorne 
for the applicant and",had .!1 previous 'court case set on this date. 
He read the report from Gerald Carpenter, Zoning Inspector. regarding the 
violations that have occurred. 

On October 16, 1974, a violation notice was sent to Congressional 
School in violation of their special use permit. The school has 
yet to obtain a special use permit for use df classroom trailers. 
Also failure to obtain site plan waiver for use of trailers. 
After reinspecting the school it was found that Congressional School 
is still in violation as of December 31, 197~. 

Therefore. I wish that this matter be referred to the Board of 
Zoning Appeals for a show cause hearing. as to why their special 
use permit should not be revoked. 

Mr. carpenter stated that the work on the guard house is about three-fourths 
complete. The applicant did not obtain a bUilding permit for this structure. 
He stated that they have stopped work on the guard house and are not using 
the temporary trailers. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is also in receipt of correspondence from 
the Inspections Offices indicating that the trailers have not been approved, 
nor do they meet the State Code. Mr. Smith stated that the Board is in 
receipt of correspondence from three of the neighbors on this case. 

Mr. Nathan Fuller. one of the nearby property owners. spoke to the Board, 
regarding the deferral request. He stated that they did not want the 
Board to defer this case on the hearing on the trailers. but to institute 
a show-cause hearing on the violations that have been issued. 

Mr. Smith stated that in all fairness to the applicant. the Board has to defe 
this case. The Board will try to defer the case to a time that is convenient 
wi th everyone. 

Mr. Fuller stated that contrary to Mr. Carpenter's statement that the work 
on the guard house has been stopped. he has a film taken yesterday of men 
working on the construction of the guard house. He also testified that the 
temporary classrooms are being used. 

The Board decided Datto. schedule a show cause hearing at this point. The 
best procedure is to have a hearing on the merits of the request. get as 
much information as possible and get the deficiencies corrected as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. covington to have this school checked daily to be sure 
they are not using the trailers since they do not meet the State Code. If 
they are in use. the Board might have to decide to take a different action, 
unless the County wants to take some other action under another section of 
the Code. 

Mr. Fuller stated that he felt a hazardous condition exists with the gasoline 
pumps and storage tanks that are conttguous to his property. It is 
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Congressional School, Inc. (continued) 

approximately 50' or less from his property line. It is not on the site 
plan. It is underground and the vent sticks out. 

Mr. Smith stated that he would like the Staff to check to see if a permit 
was granted by the Fire Marshall's office for these underground gasoline 
storage tanks and if the pump equipment meets the Code. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Code requires that the underground tanks be 
25' from the property line. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the location of these tanks should be shown on the 
plats. Every structure that 1s on the property should be shown on the plats, 
the playground, fence, buildings. parking area, etc. 

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant would have to amend the application 
to include what they wish to do and bring in revised plats. The case will 
have to be readvertised.'''''' 

Mr. Fuller asked about the procedure for a show-cause hearing. 

Mr. Smith advised him to contact the Staff for the procedural requirements 
of a show-cause hearing. He stated that he hoped that the Board could 
dispense with a show-cause hearing until it can get to the merits of the 
application. The issue 1s confused if the Board does not allow the applicant 
a reasonable amount of time to amend the application. The show-cause 
procedure is one that can be implemented within 10 days if it becomes an 
important factor. 

Mrs. Byrne. 6442 Queen Anne Terrace spoke about the violations that have 
been issued by various departments of the county that have not been resolved. 
She stated that they have two from the County Arborist and also violations 
from the Public Utilities Office regarding the Site Plan. On flood plains, 
there are six violations. the last of which is dated November 5, 1974. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Covington to check on this. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the Clerk inform the applicant to amend the application 
to include the other improvements, such as the guard house and it is imperativ 
that they get it dona and that the case be heard on the 19th of March. 

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

10:20 - FAIRFAX FUNERAL HOME, INC. T/A COLONIAL FUNERAL HOME. appl. under 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.9 and 30-4.2.7 of Ordinance to permit addition to 
existing funeral home for chapel and visitation rooms. 6161 Leasburg 
Pike. 5l-3«l})parce1 25A. (1.6385 acres). Mason District, (R-12.5). 
3-2-75. 

Mr. Tom Lawson, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The only contiguous property 
owner is First Christian Church of Falls Church. 6165 Leesburg Pike. 
Falls Church, Virginia. 

A Special Use Permit, No. 12586. was granted for the funeral home November 
27. 1962. The Board granted an amendment to that Special Use Permit Septem
ber 12. 1973 for an additional chapel on the right side of the original 
building. A concurrent application for a variance was denied and a reqUire
ment of the Special Use Permit was that it meet all requirements of the 
Ordinance. 

Mr. Lawson stated that the applicant failed to begin construction or seek 
renewal of that Special Use Permit within the year of the granting. There
fore, this application is for approval of the same addition to the funeral 
home which was granted September 12. 1973. but without the need for the 
variance. 
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Page 43, February 12, 1975 
Fairfax Funeral Home (continued) 

:~~::_~~~-~~-~~:_:~-~~:~~-~~_:~~~~s~iu~~o~~~~~:::~~_:~_:~:_~~~:::~::~~:_----~ ~~ 
In application no. 3-2-75. application by Fairfax Funeral Home. Inc. 
T/A Colonial Funeral Home under Section 30-7.2.6.1.9 and-'30~4.7 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. to permit addition to existing funeral home on property located 
at 6161 Leesburg Pike, also known as tax map 51-3«1)parcel 25A, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow!n 
resolution: 

WHEREAS. the ca~tioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. 
~d 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 12th day of February. 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Fairfax Funeral Home. Inc. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.6385 acres. 
4. That the property is presently operating under Special Use Permit 

#12586, granted November 27. 1962. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind. changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved 
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether 
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall 
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the 
Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any 
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of zoning 
Appeals approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. All other requirements of the existing Special Use Permit shall 
remain in effect. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. B.ker was absent. 

II 
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Lorrine M. Vaughn 

10:40 - LORRINE M. VAUGHN application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance 
to permit less frontage on 2 corner lots than allowed by Ordin
ance, and to vary the front setback requirements for 2 houses 
on the corner lots (75 ft. required from center line of easement 
serving proposed lot 10Al, 11216 Chapel Road, 76((5»10, (9.0808 
acres). Springfield District, (RE-l), V-3-75. 

Mr. Patvick J. Vaughn, attorney and son of the property owner, represented 
the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were not in accordance with the Board's bY-laws, 
the address of one of the property owners waS missing. Therefore, the 
Board recessed this case until the applicant could clear up the problem 
on the notices. 

The applicant returned later with property notices. The contiguous property 
owners were Mr. EnniS, Chapel Road, Clifton, Virginia and Mrs. Frances R. 
Robinson, 11210 Chapel Road. Clifton, Virginia. 

Mr. Smith stated that the plats do not show the setbacks on the houses. 

Mr. Vaughn stated that the houses had to be relocated because of the 
perk tests. He stated that he had hoped to leave the exact location of 
the house up to the builder. 

Mr. Smith stated that that would be fine, if the builder could meet the 
setback requirements of the Ordinance. 

Mr. Vaughn asked if the ingress and egress coming through the middle of 
the property would be considered a street. He stated that they wish to 
SUbdiVide the property into 3 lots and grant a private easement to the 
three property owners. He stated that he did not feel this would be 
considered a street. If it is not considered a street. this would eliminate 
the 75' setback requirement. 

Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, upon request by the Chairman 
for an interpretation of the definition of "street. n stated that anything 
that provides access to abutting property owners becomes a street. This does 
provide principal access. and therefore is a street, even though it is not 
to be dedicated or available for public use. 

Mr. Vaughn stated that they had placed the easement at this location to try 
and cut down on the number of the driveways coming out onto Chapel Road 
for safety reasons. 

Mr. Runyon agreed that this arrangement would be better as there would only 
be one entrance onto Chapel Road and it would also afford less impact on 
the contiguous property owner than if the easement ,·was placed on the side of 
this parcel. He suggested that the Board could grant the applicant a 
variance to place the houses within 35' of the property line. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board never grants a blanket variance. The 
Board must grant specific variances. 

Mr. Vaughn stated that if they place the house in a specific location and the 
person who purchases the lot wishes to have it in another location, it will 
put the seller in a position of having a house that is less marketable. 

Mr. Smith stated that they would have to either request a specific variance 
or comply with the Ordinance. The Board does not want to grant a variance 
that will create an additional variance. The Board needs to know whether 
or not there will be a need for any additional variances. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred until March 19. 1975 for proper 
plats. He stated that no matter where the applicant places the easement, 
a variance will be necessary. Placing the easement at the location as it 
is now proposed is much better for safety reasons and it also makes it more 
compatible with the surrounding properties. 
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Page 45 
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Lorrine M. Vaughn (continued) 

Mr. Smith stated that if he moved it to the side. it would reduce the 
variance request. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the property has topographic problems that preclude 
changing the easement to the side. 

Mr. Barnes seconded Mr. Runyon's motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

DEFERRED CASES: 

JANE C. BURSENOS. application under Section 30-6.6.5 of Ordinance to permit 
6' fence to remain closer to front property line than allowed by Ordinance, 
(must be set back 60' from center line of street to be more than 4' high), 
7830 Godolphln Dr., 98-4«6»)152, Springfield District. (23,713 sq. ft.), 
(PDH2.5). V-183-74. (Deferred from 12-11-74 and 1-15-75 for decision only). 

Mrs. Marinakas represented the applicant before the Board. 

The Board briefly discussed the location of the fence with Mrs Marinakas. 

Mrs. Marinakas asked if she moved the 6' fence back 35' from the property 
line, could she keep a 4' fence where the 6' fence is now. 

Mr. Covington stated that she could. 

Mr. Barnes moved that this case be deferred 45 days to give the applicant 
time to move the 6' fence 35' from the property line to bring it into 
compliance with the Zoni~g Ordinance. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

C. HUGHES CO. application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit 6' 
brick wall in front setback along Old Mt. Vernon Rd. and 10' chain link fence 
around tennis court in front setback area to remain, 8815 Old Mt. Vernon 
Rd., 110-2((1))24. (5.4302 acres), Mt. Vernon District, (RE-O.5), V-195-74 
(Deferred from 12-18-74 and 1-8-75 for decision only). 

Mr. smith read a letter from Mr. Hansbarger, attorney for the applicant, 
statfrigthat he had Just learned that Mr. BaRer was not going to be present. 
He requested that the decision on this case be 'deferred for a full Board. 

Mr. Kelly so moved. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

IRVING L. AND HELEN DENTON, application under Section 30-6.6.5.4 & 30-6.6 
of Ordinance to permit completion of construction of carport and storage 
area closer to side and front property line than allowed by Ordinance 
(5.12' from side, 12' required; 38.3' from front, 40' required), 3911 Moss 
Drive, 60-4((16»)(F)5, Sleepy Hollow Woods, Sec. 6. (15,422 sq. ft.), Mason 
District, (R-12.5), V-2l1-74, (Deferred from 12-18-74 & 1-22-75 for decision 
only) . 

Mr. Steve Luxford. attorney for the applicant, was present. He requested 
that the Board defer decision on this case until there is a full Board, hope-
fully, February 26, 1975. 

Mr. Barnes so moved. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

Mr. Godin. 3913 Moss Drive, spoke in objection to the deferral. 

Mr. Smith stated that the case was heard with a full Board and the Board 
has no choice but to defer decision for a full Board if the applicant 
so requests, which he has. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 
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Deferred Oases (continued) 

B. P. OIL, INC. application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit 
variances to front setback requirements for canopy, pump island and building. 
1958 Chain Bridge Rd., 29-4«1)16, (23,978 sq. ft.). Dranesvl11e District, 
(CG), V-I02-74 (Deferred from 12-18-74 & 1-22-75 for rendering showing 
mansard roof like existing station, decision only). 

Mr. Smith read a letter from the attorney for the applicant requesting that 
this case be withdrawn without prejudice. 

Mr. Barnes so moved. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

BOBBY LINWOOD LAWHORN application under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Ord
inance to permit the operation of outside display of rental trucks and 
trailers in conjunction with service-station on adjoining property~ 

between 7413 Little River Turnpike & Markham Street, 7l-l«1)part of 5, 
(9,453 sq. ft.), Annandale District, (CG). 3-182-74 (Deferred from 12-4-74 
for additional information and again from 12-18-75). Decision only. 

Mr. Hanes stated that the office trailer will be a temporary use for 
approximately two years. He stated that the only utility in this trailer 
will be a telephone. The fence around the service station property has 
now been repaired. 

The additional letters from Shell Oil had been received. 

Mr. Smith stated that there is a report1n the file from the Zoning Inspector 
stating that the violation on the fence has been cleared. 
---------------------------------Resolution--------------------------------_ 
In application no. S~182-74. application by Boobby Linwood Lawhorn under 
Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit the operation of 
outside display of rental trucks & trailers in conjunction with service 
station on adjoining property on property located at 7413 Little River 
Turnpike, also known as tax map 71-1«(l»part of 5. County of Fairfax. 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a loeal 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on 
the 4th day of December 1974. 

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

l. That the owner of the subject property is Mel & Barbara M. Pinto. 
2. That the present zoning is C-G. 
3. 'l'hat the area of the lot is 9,453 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is require 

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

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

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location in
dicated in the application and is not transferable to other land. 
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Page 47. February' 12. 1915 
Bobby Linwood Lawhorn (continued) 

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

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) 
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. 
shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty 
of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. 
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning 
Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. That the maximum number of trucks shall be 15 and the maximum number 
of cars shall be 4. 

7. That the hours of operation shall be 7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M., 
Monday through Friday, 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M., Saturday and 9:00 A.M. to 
10:00 P.M. Sunday.

8. That all lights and/or loudspeakers s.hall. be confined to said site. 
9. That this permit granted for a period of two (2) years. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: 

DIFFERENT DRUM, INC. & MT. VERNON UNITARIAN CHURCH, S-58-74, 1909 
Windmill Lane, 93-3(1))108, (R-17), Granted 7-17-74. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Robert Simon, Director of Different 
Drum, Incorporated, requesting that they be allowed to lower the age 
range to 14. Their present Special Use Permit allows them to work with 
students between 15 and 18 years of age. 

Mr. Simon stated that the reason for the request is that they have learned 
that there is an increasing need to include youth of this age group in 
a program such as theirs. The need is expressed to them primarily by 
members of the juvenile court services of Fairfax County. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the limitation of the age range be changed to 14 
through 18 years of age. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

WINDSOR PARK HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION. INC., S-207-74, 9l-3((lO»)Gl, 
RTC-lO, Granted by the BZA on 1-15-75· 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Billy W. Wells, 7288 Larrup Court, 
requesting that there be a rehearing of the above-captioned case 
as, during the original hearing, he was unfamiliar with the routine 
procedures, and was under the assumption that the hearing was specifically 
called to approve or disapprove the construction of the pool. He was not 
aware that the specific location of the pool in the development was also 
at issue. He is in favor of the construction of the pool, but opposed to 
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After Agenda Items (continued) 

its location in respect to his residence. The plan presented at the hearing 
is significantly different from the one that was on display in the sales 
office when he purchased his home. He finds that instead of a recreational 
area with grass and trees and picnic tables. he will have a stockade fence 
in his backyard, and the revised plan shows the actual SWimming area ~O 
feet from his property line. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board forward to the applicant a request that if 
there is a possibility for rearrangement of the pool. they should submit 
a new plat to the Board for review. He stated that this 1s just a request. 
not an order. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

Mr. Smith stated that this meant that the request for a rehearing be denied. 

Messrs. Barnes, Kelley and Runyon agreed . 

•
JACQUELINE 3. NOVAK, T!A POTOMAC EQUITATION. 3-10-70, granted March 10. 1970, 
5320 & 5322 Pleasant Valley Road, 42 & 43((1»35, RE-l. Special Use 
Permit for Riding School. 

Mr. Smith read a memo addressed to the Board from L. C. Koneczny, Senior 
Zoning Inspector, dated February 7, 1975~ stating that he had issued a 
violation notice to Mrs. Novak for allowing her horses to get out of her 
pr9perty and gave her notice to correct and prevent any further violations 
of her Special Use Permit. He cautioned her that any violations that 
occur after February 16. 1975~ will cause his office to bring this matter 
back to the Board of Zoning Appeals to show cause why her Special Use Permit 
should not be revoked. 

The Board requested Mr. Koneczny to follow up on this notice and keep the 
Board informed. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the minutes of December II, 1974. and' January 8, 1975 
be approved. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:32 P.M. 

Clerk 

Approved: April g. 1975 
Date 

*BARCROFT INSTITUTE. S-173-70 -- The Board was in receipt of a letter from 
rs. Jakaboski, Administrator of Barcroft Institute. dated February 3. 1975 
equesting a sign 24"x36l! in front of the building 33' from the building and 
0' from the curb line. The Board requested a sketch of the proposed sign. 
he type of sign and whether or not this sign is an additional sign or one to 
eplace the present sign. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held in the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Wednesday, February 19. 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith. Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George 
Barnes. and Charles Runyon. Joseph Baker was absent. 
Mr. Wallace Covington and Mr. Harvey Mitchell were 
present from the Staff. 

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10:00 - COLUMBIA LNG CORPORATION appl. under Section 30-7.2.2.1.8 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction and operation of 
a 36 11 diameter natural gas pipeline. approximately 27 miles 
long. across the Springfield, Lee and Centreville District, 
from a Potomac River cros3ing at Mason Neck to a point on 
the Fairfax County/Loudoun County line approximately one and 
one quarter miles north of Bull Run. this high pressure lIne 
being a part of a proposed t~ansmission line from Coves Point. 
Md. to the existing Watson Compressor Station in Loudoun Co. 
3-137-74. 

The applicant filed the application May 1. 1974. The Planning Commission 
has held three hearings. September 19. 1974. October 22, 1974. and February 
13. 1975. Their motions and recommendations were as follow~ 

"That the Planning Commission ~rant permission to Columbia LNG to 
construct and operate a thirty-six (36) inch diameter pipeline 
approximately twenty-seven (27) miles long across the Springfield, 
Lee, and Centreville Districts and that the proposed route from 
the Loudoun County line to a point at the intersection of the 
proposed route and thfr approximate alignment of the Abbott proposal 
be found 1n accordance with existing plans. and also that the 
approximate alignment: of the County proposal be found in accordance 
with existing plans. however, the Columbia proposed route from the 
staff proposal Qe found not in accordance with existing plans and 
that the pipeline pass nowhere within one hundred feet of an 
existing dwelling unless such passing is specifically exempted 
by the Planning Commission. 

The County proposal is appropriate tto a point where the Abbott 
proposal intercepts the proposed route and the Abbott proposal is 
approved under the plan, however, from the intersection of the 
County proposal to the Maryland line entry point. the proposal is 
disapproved. t1 

and "recommended the following: 

1. that restrictions outlined by the staff. the U. S. 
Department of Interior, the Environmental Quality- Advisory 
Council (EQAC). and the Stream Valley Board be implementedj 

2. that automatic shutdown valves be placed along the 
landed portion of the pipeline at an interval of I per eight 
linear miles of pipe except in those instances where a review 
by staff deter~nes that there are certain areas like those 
contiguous to a school where additional valves may be neededj 

3. that the inspection of the entire length of pipeline 
be done by other than low-flying aircraft (i.e. all inspections 
will be ground inspections on the line); 

4. that the Board of Zoning Appeals, based on staff input. 
designate time parameters for the construction of the pipeline 
project, especially thrOUgh Mason's Neck, to be accomplishedj 

5. that screening vegetation will be {lJanted' where the 
right-of-way open!ng would be aesthetically obtrusive to the 
publicj and 

6. that the issuance of the Board of Zoning Appeals' 
special use permit be conditioned upon a physical barrier plan 
(eg. to prohibit motor bikes. mini-bikes etc.) to be implemented 
by Columbia LNG." 
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The advertised hearing of this application was 1n the January 30 and 
February 1. 1975 editions of the Springfield Independent and The Journal. 
Fairfax County newspapers. 

Mr. Smith stated that, in addition to the original proposal by Columbia 
LNG, there are now two alternate proposals before the Board. Normally, 
the Board would not be hearing these alternate proposals. But, 1n view 
of the time constraint set by many factors, particularly the Court action. 
the Board proposes to hear not only the original proposal, but the two 
alternates, known as the Abbott proposal and the B proposal. 

Mr. Ruck, Fairfax County Attorney. stated that it 1s somewhat unusual for 
the Board to take evidence on more than one proposal. This is a result 
of the litigation that was filed by the applicant against the County 
Board, the Planning Commission and this Board in January. With the consent 
of all parties. a particular hearing schedule was agreed to. This is 
the date that was agreed by all parties to be the date of hearing on the 
Special Use Permit application. The final hearing and determination by 
the Planning Commission was last Thursday night. There is a statutory 
period of appeal to the Board of Supervisors. There is still a legal 
possibility that the Board of Supervisors will modify or otherwise reverse 
the decision of the Planning Commission in this regard, so that it is 
legally impossible for the Board of Zoning Appeals to make a decision 
today. The Board of Supervisors could either deny all routes or approve 
anyone of the three routes which are present on the map before this Board. 
To be absolutely within the Board of Zoning Appeals' own legal authority, 
it must take evidence for all three proposals. This Board could make 
a decision March 26, 1975 if there is no appeal next Wednesday and if 
the Board of Supervisors does take jurisdiction over this matter. Otherwise. 
the Board of Supervisors are committed by the same court order that set up 
this hearing to a decision by the third of March. In that instance, the 
5th of March would be the day this Board is legally empowered to render a 
decision of the Special Use Permit. The three proposals, the Columbia LNG 
route from Loudoun to Gunston Manor, the proposed route from Loudoun to the 
line listed as the Abbott proposal, and the existing line from Loudoun down 
to the line listed as the County proposal are before this Board today. 

One other issue needs to be stated to the Board for the record. There are 
available metes and bounds and some preliminary engineering work on the 
Abbott proposal and the County proposal. At the request'of-Columbia LNG, 
the Planning Commission did not specifically adopt these into their 456 find
ings. The company's position was that they would rather have a general 
siting so that if at some point they either elect or are forced to use 
either of those two alternatives, they have some engineering flexibility 
and are not tied to the survey which was prepared by the County employees, 
who are not pipeline engineers. 

Mr. Curtis Sewell. 607 Prince Street, Alexandria, Virginia. attorney for 
Columbia LNG Corporation spoke in response to Mr. Ruck's question. He stated 
that he did not disagree with the summary of Columbia's position by Mr. 
Ruck. If they elect or are forced to take either the Abbott proposal or the 
County proposal, they would prefer to rely on Columbia's expertise in 
surveying the actual pipeline route. 

Mr. smith stated that he would gather from this that Columbia LNG is not in 
a position today to elect to any specific route other than the original 
proposal. 

Mr. sewell stated that they are in a position to elect their original 
proposal, but definitely not the County or the Abbott proposal. 

Mr. Ruck stated that, then, procedurally, this Board would not be empowered 
to make a decision on this. Special Use Permit until the 5th of March. 

Mr. C. M. Garza. Chief of the Technical Section, Plan Implementation Branch, 
Office of Comprehensive Planning for Fairfax County. briefly outlined the 
Staff report on all three proposals. giving their ~ocations as shown on the 
map before the Board. 
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He stated that the proposed pipeline will originate at Cove Point. Calvert 
County. Maryland on the Chesapeake Bay. The pipeline will traverse, in 
a northwesterly direction, Calvert and Charles Counties, reaching the eastern 
shoreline of the Potomac River opposite Mason Neck 1n Fairfax County. The 
proposed pipeline will enter Fairfax County on the north boundary of Gunston 
Manor Subdivision. The proposed pipeline will traverse Fairfax County in;- a 
westerly direction. paralleling the Occoquan River and Bull Run Creek into 
Loudoun County and will terminate at the Loudoun Compressor Station. The 
proposed pipeline will be 36 inches 1n diameter from Cove Point, Maryland 
through Fairfax County and Loudoun County. 

The Federal Power Commission issued Order 622 and 622A granting a Certificate 
of aonvenience and Necessity on January 24, 1972. The Corporation applied 
to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers for the Potomac River crossing on 
June 14, 1974. This application was open for comment from interested 
parties for a 30 day period. 

The Wetlands Commission, Water Resources Board has recommended approval to 
the Public Works Department of the State of Maryland for final approval 
and required licenses. The issuance of a certificate of convenience by 
the Federal Power Commission grants the power of eminent domain should any 
Jurisdiction refuse its approval. 

Mr. Garza went into the modification proposals by Mr. Abbott and the County. 
He stated that although either modification proposal is 1n accord with the 
Comprehensive Plan, and is far superior to the original routing proposed 
by Columbia, which is not generally in accord with the plan, he believes 
that alternative 11'1 (Route nB n) is preferable. 

In view of the final report from the Virginia Institute of Marine Science 
of February 7, 1975, in response to the County's request for more definitive 
data, the staff recommends that Alternative IlB n be approved. The Staff 
recommended that the Board of Zoning Appeals approve the requested Special 
Use Permit application sUbject to the limitations and restrictions recommende 
by the Staff and that these be made a part of the requirements for the use 
permit and such issuance be subject to such reqUirements. 

At the request of the Planning Commission, the County contracted the services 
of Martin Toscan Bennett Associates to advise and assist the County 
staff in the review of the application relevent to the safety, location and 
feasibility of alternate routes in an effort to bypass the Mason Neck area, 
if at all possible. Also, the law firm of White, Fine, & Ambrogne through 
Lee White, Esq. was contracted to assist the County Attorney's Office in 
assessing the possiblities of reopening the Federal Power Commission hearing 
and assisting in any court action the County might initiate regarding the 
Columbia LNG Corporation proposed route. The National Wildlife Federation 
has joined the County as a defendant in the suit filed by Columbia LNG 
Corporation in U. S. Federal District Court, the Eastern District, and has 
further assisted and advised the County as to the environmental impact of 
the proposed route on the Southern Bald Eagle, an endangered species, and 
its nesting area, Mason Neck. 

Following a field study with County staff of the proposed route and an examin
ation of the proposed bypass of the Mason Neck National Wildlife Refuge, 
Mr. Martin Toscan Bennett submitted a preliminary report in which a route 
following the north shore line to the mouth of Pohick Creek was proposed. 
(His report is in the published Staff Report). The proposed alternate route, 
would travel over land on the side of a swale to the south side of the 
intersection of Gunston Road and Old Colchester Road and then join the 
proposed route. Since this proposed route would traverse wetlands and sub
aqueous beds which are the property of the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
the county has submitted materials on the alternative route to the Virginia 
Institute of Marine Science for its consideration, review and recommendations. 

In an effort to bypass and minimize the impact on the wetlands and subaqueous 
beds, in the Gunston Cove area, two additional alternatives were considered. 
Alternative "At! would follow the consultant's proposal to a point at the mout 
of Pohick Creek and then traverse the Wilson Boy Scout Camp, following the 
existing road to Gunston Road and the Columbia line" Alternative liB" would 
folloW concurrently the consultant's'proposal but would make its landfall at 
the common boundary of the Wilson Boy Scout Camp and the Regional Park. This 
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route would parallel the existing VEPCa easement to Gunston Road through 
five parcels of land and then join the Columbia LNG Corporation proposed 
route. Both of these alternatives would traverse the Regional Park Authority 
land over much of the right-of-way. . 

The staff wanted to be certain that sufficient information was available to 
justify the viability of the proposal. It was deemed necessary that bottom 
samples be dredged and analyzed along the path of the proposed alignment. 
Under the guidance of the Chairman of the Stream Valley Board, the staff 
assisted in the collection of bottom samples at ten stations along the 
proposed path of the pipeline. The samples were forwarded to the Virginia 
Institute of Marine Science and the Environmental Medicine Center at 
John Hopkins University for analysis and evalutation. 

The report of the analysis from the Virginia Institute of Marine Science 
of the bottom samples indicates that some adverse impact on the ecological 
environment of Gunston Bay would occur, however, they would be of a temp
orary nature, e. g., bottom dwelling organizms destroyed by the dredging 
and dredge spoils would eventually repopUlate. They recommend that construc
tion be limited to the months of November through March to minimize the 
adverse effect on fish spawning and nursery activity. Loss of valuable 
wetlands can be partially offset by creation of new marshlands, which could 
be achieved by utilizing dredge spoils for infill with SUbsequent vegetation 
activities. 

Reports from Virginia Institute of Marine Science of February 3 and 7. 1975, 
Which were used by the staff in arriving to its recommendation are in the 
Staff Report. On Thursday, February 13, the Department of Interior, Fish 
and Wildlife Service notified the County as to their position in respect 
to the U. S. Corps of Engineers Potomac River crossing and the Norther~ 

Virginia Regional Park Authority Board will present their resolution 
relative to the easements through their holdings. The report stated that: 

"In order to reduce the impact of the proposed project on fish aha. 
wildlife resources, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recommends 
that the permit for Public Notices 74-339 and 74-341 be denied 
unless project plans are modified in accordance with the following 
conditions and that these conditions are made a part of the issued 
permits: 

1. Dredging be done only between September 1 and February 15 
of the project year. 

2. No dredged material be stockpiled or otherwise temporarily 
~laced on the marshes or in the open waters of Planters 
Wharf or Hunting Creeks. It is suggested that dredged 
spoil be temporarily stored on barges or contained in 
an approved upland site. Either bucket or hydraulic 
method of dredging will be acceptable. and either dredged 
spoil or clean fill materials may be used as backfill. 

3. The elevation of the backfilled trench be restored to its 
original contour. ll 

Mary Margaret Goodwin. Chairman of the Stream Valley Board. a duly constitute 
Board, constituted by the Board of Supervisors, in the Fairfax Bui~ding. 
stated that this Board at its meeting in November, 1974, decided to assist 
the County with its environmental impact study of the total route through: 
the County. They were asked by the county Attorney's office to assist with 
the environmental impact assessment or evaluation of alternate routes. 
She then gave the Board the mitigation measures or those aspects of construc
tion that can be done to lessen the environmental -impact. Construction 
crews. noise and litter transport and traffic are going to be the short 
term environmental impact on Mason Neck. With the Gunston Cove route there 
will be some water quality degradation and that will be a problem with 
turbidity and the disruption of benthic organisms. She stated that what 
they are really talking ab0ut is worms versus eagles. There will be no tong 
term impact using the Gunston Cove route, provided that the type of dredging
clamshell versus hydrolic-- is done there. The short term impact will be 
very much less in Gunston Cove. 
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She showed several charts and indicated the short-term and long-term tmpact 
for several dl·fferent "areas. Several examples were -- the loss of some part 
of Mason Neck if there were to be an explosion. the changes in wildlife 
prey-predator relationships, the territorial.and community structural 
patterns, herbicide impact on wildlife, permanent loss of trees, motorbike 
problems, stream disruption, erosion problems. (Copy of the chart in file). 

She stated that she took samples from areas along the A and B routes and 
also as close as they could get to the Lower Potomac Sewage Treatment Plant 
which 1s Station A on the chart. The charts showed the stations where she too 
the samples' used in her report. 

She stated that they went to both VIMS and John Hopkins University and had 
copper. chromium. zinc. lead and iron looked at and virtually all of those 
are normal background levels that one would find in any nonpolluted sediment. 
She said she was not talking about water pollution in terms of precipitation 
of heavy metals into the water due to the dredging. When they talk about 
water quality impact on the Gunston Cove route. they are really talking about 
the turbidity problems during the time of dredging. All the items on the 
chart are very far below the threshold levels that would cause possible 
problems to fish. VIMS suggested as a mitigation measure that there be no 
dredging except between February I. and September. There are certain 
problema of fishery impact in Gunston Cove. One of the Virginia Marine 
Resources Commission's major concerns is the spawning season of the fish. 
She showed a chart indicating the different types of fish that might be 
found in this Gunston Cove area. Therefore. the Stream Valley Board 
recommends that there be no dredging except between February 1 and September 
because of the fish spawning seasons. 

She showed several slides of certain areas along the line where there 
already are erosion proi;>lems. 

Mr. Smith questioned the herbicide used by VEPCa that was referred to by Mrs. 
Goodwin. He stated that the Board of Zoning Appeals. in granting the 
Special Use Permit to VEPCO. has prohibited the use of herbicides. The other 
problems that she indicated. insufficient screening. the use of the VEPCa 
and Washington Gas Light easements for motor~es. cou~d be corrected by 
these companies by use of gates. fences and screening. He stated that if 
these problems exist in these areas. it is the responsibility of these 
companies to correct them. The County. through the inspection processes. 
should notify those companies and ask for their cooperation. If these 
conditions are not corrected, then thi$ Board' shoUld be notified. 

Mr. Pammel stated that the Board would be apprised if the County cannot 
accomplish this by the inspection process. 

Mr. Curtis Sewell. from Columbia LN9ipresented the notices to the Board. He 
sent out 68 notices to property owners along, their proposed pipeline route. 
He stated that they started at one end of the line and took, every other 
property owner. These are property owners across whose land this line will 
go. There was no notice to any of the property owners on either of the 
alternate routes. Mr. 3ewell stated tht Columbia LNG would rely on the 
testimony made during the Planning Commission hearings. He stated that he 
did not want to repeat things that the Board is probably already aware of. 

Mr. E. D. Callaghan. residing at Wilmington. Delaware. in charge of Environ
mental Affairs for Columbia LNG Corporation. and Vice-President of Columbia 
Gas Service Corporation. stated that he has responsibility for all environ
mental matters for all Columbia Companies including Columbia LNG corporation. 
He stated that this application is a proposed route through Mason Neck on 
the Turk property and follows the former Washington Gas Light easement to 
Route I which Columbia owns at the present time. From there it parallels 
Washington Gas Light pipeline to the VEPCa right-of-way near ax Road. It 
then generally follows the VEPca right-of-way to the Loudoun County line 
with two deviations. one at Clifton and the other around VEPCa's substation 
near 628 and 657. All their pipelines are designed, operated and maintained 
in accordance with the standards outlined in the Department of Transportation 
Federal Safety Standards 49CFR192. In addition to the federal standards. 
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transmission pipeline criteria designs are based an American Petroleum 
Institute, American Society of Mechanical Engineers. Ame~ican Society of 
Testing Materials. American National Standards Institute and the National 
Fire Protection Agency criteria. In the design, construction and maintenance 
of the peipeline, Columbia will utilize materials, construction techniques. 
and operation and maintenance practices that meet or exceed all of the above 
criteria. The pipeline is scheduled for installation in 1975 and 1976 
and utilizes a. 36 u,: ou.ts.1de· d1ame,tAl·t'_APL.5LX-65:i,weld,ed.~_,at_eiH _. pipe' designed 
to operate at a pressure of 1250 pounds per square inch gauge. This line 
is designed to utilize 1.693 inch wall thickness for stream and road crossings, 
tie-in points and areas of p~tentially high population density. The remain
der of the line uses .577 inch wall thickness. Valve spacing will be at 
8 mile,s throughout the entire length of the line. This is the designated 
spacing for class 3 pipe even though they will be uS,ing Class 2 pipe in 
certain areas and the spacing for that Class is 15 miles. The valves will 
be equiped with pressure sensitive operators to automatically close the neares 
mainline valve in the event of a pipeline rupture. In addition. to the 
automatic valve closures, a line breaK detector system will be installed 
at the Cove Point terminal and at the Loudoun Compressor Station. so that the 
line will be shut down in the event of any loss of line pressure which 
would normally occur because of a break. In any loss in line pressure, the 
Company would know about it either at the delivery or receiving' end of the 
11ne. While it is not anticipated that this line will ever be ruptured. the 
above design is utilized to minimize any impact, should such an event occur. 
In addition. the following safety items will be implemented: 

L the line will have a minimum of 36 11 of soil cover on dry land and 
60" of bottom cover at stream crossingsj 

2. the line will be internally and externally coated and will be cathod
ically protected to minimize corrision deterioration. The line will be 
concrete coated under streams. The line location will be marked to minimize 
danger from outside mechanical damage and the tubular steel markers will 
include emergency call numbers. The line will be thoroughly inspected, visual 
and radiographically. at the mill and during construction, before construction 
before delivery and when it is unloaded. The line will be hydrostatically 
tested following construction. _Plans will be developed concerning procedures 
to be used in an emergency and filed with appropriate agencies in accordance 
with Department of Transportation regulations. Periodic aerial surveys 
will be made of the line, not less than once a month to check for activities 
which might encroach on the right of way anden~~r the pipeline. The aeria 
surveys acro-5s"Mason Neck~w1l1':be liiilited to l)et-ween July and December. 
those times during the year that would not impact the nesting of the eagles. 
Ground surverys will be made on a semi-annual basis. Each main line valve 
will have an automatic operator to close the valve in the event of line fail
ure. The permanent 50' wide easement will be maintained clear of large 
trees and shrubs over the majority of the pipeline. so that the pipeline 
location is easily identified by the public. On Mason Neck. the construction 
easement is 65' with a permanent easement of 40'. During installation, 
Columbia will have 15 full time inspectors on the job to be sure that the 
contractors meet specifications. After installation. the pipeline will be 
tested with water at 150 percent of ita operating pressure. (It operates 
at 1250 lbs, and will be tested at 1875 Ibs.). 

Mr. Callaghan showed slides of the construction easement widths that would 
be needed in Fairfax County. The overall width of the construction ease
ment is 75'. The pipeline will be placed 25' from the outside edge of the 
LNG right of way. It overlaps the Washington Gas Light right of way and 
the VEPCO right of way and the Plantation right of way. The existing right 
of way will be expanded by about 20' over what is there already. They will 
be purehasing the entire right of way width for this pipeline even though 
the property owner may have been paid previously by other companies that 
have an easement. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's questions. Mr. Callaghan stated that they will be 
taking care of any erosion problems when they do the cleanup and restoration 
and they will be maintaining their easements. They do give the property owner 
the use of the surface of the land with the exception of changes in elevation 
or building structures as long as the Company 1s aware of what th~y are doing 
and it will not cause damage to the pipeline. He stated that they have no 
authority to impose conditions. such as no dumping. etc. In the Clifton 
area. there will be a 75' construction easement. They will permit 25' 
to revert back to the fDr.mer use. There will be a 50' permanent easement. 
Mr. Callaghan showed 5lides of their construction practices in western 
Maryland and Loudoun County. Mr. Callaghan commented, then. on the points 
raised by the Staff. 

1. He objected to the Staff's inference that there would be the long 
term impact of the loss of the entire vegetated areas on Mason Neck. 

I 

I 

y 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Page 55, February 19, 1975 
Columbia LNG (oontinued) 

2. There 1s no way there will be changes in the wildlife prey-predators
relationship. That would seem to be an emotional jUdgement on the part of 
the Staff. 

3. Columbia LNG has made it very olear 1n all the proceedings that they 
would not use herbicides any where the property owner did not want them 
used. 

4. The permanent loss of lOa's of old forest trees 1n the path of the 
60' wide and 6 mile long route over Mason Neck, is unclear. There 1s not 
6 miles of trees. He stated that Dr. Zodogard and Dr. Gartman walked the 
proposed routing on the 29th and 30th of January all the way from the 
Potomac River to Harley Road. At Harley Road, there are open fields and 
from there on, everyone will agree that there are smaller trees and second 
and third growth forested areas, where there are forest. In the area 
between Gunston Road and Harley Road, Which would be probably 12,000' 
or 14,000', there are a total of 41 trees with a diameter at breast height 
of 24" or larger and of those trees, there were 16 that were larger than 
30" and only 5 that were larger than 36 1'. 

5. Blast~ng is a scientific method of excavation in construction 
these days, when one can take down a multi-story building in the heart of 
a city without spreading the stUff on the sidewalk. Columbia1s procedure 
where rock requires blasting is -- the holes are drilled and the charges set" 
and then the entire area is covered with a blastmat. which is a steel mesh. 
or if it is in open country where there are not overhead wires. etc., it is 
covered with a substantial amount of earthen material, but generally even 
there. a steel mesh mat is used. 

6. Regardins the problem of motorbikes using this right of way, motor
bikes will be used wherever people can find a place to use them. They do 
not see that this pipeline will make it more attractive to motorbike users. 
There are Federal regUlations concerning pipelines that suggest that they 
use screening of right -of-ways where it goes into or leaves wooded areas, 
highway crossings. or pUblic access, to put fences, if necessary, posts and 
cables to bloek the entrance to such points. Columbia is also prepared to 
use screening trees for aesthetic purposes. 

7. As far as the nutrient loss from exposed soil. the soil will be 
exposed for a very short period of time and it is seeded immediately. 
The construction rate is apprOXimately one-half mile per day and they require 
the contractor to reseed the area within 45 days after the time that he 
starts clearing. 

8. They cannot do anything about the garbage dumping. but they would 
make every effort to prevent it and use a~llegal means available along
with the property owner. 

9. The unauthorized hunting must be handled by statute. The Company
does post the right-of-way entrances. 

10. They do not plan to take any water from streams in Fairfax County 
or to discharge into Fairfax County. 

11. The brand! new coating that has been alluded to is the coating of 
this pipeline internally which is somewhat new to pipeline construction. The 
ingredients used in the coating are approved under the Food and Drug Act. 
Water tanks throughout the ~ountry are coated with this material. 

Columbia is a public service corporation and has 49.000 miles of pip~line, 
including 14,000 miles of transmission line and they recognize the respon
sibility of handling a volatile product. They also recognize that they must 
supply gas at reasonable rates and at contract volumns to their customers. 
if at all possible. They must balance the needs of customers~ landowners 
and the general pUblic. They come with this permit to serve the public. 
which includes 108,000 Fairfax County Washington Gas Light customers. 
Washington Gas Light will receive more than 8 percent of their supply from 
this particular pipeline. They also serve 492,000 customers in Virginia. 
278,000 of Washirtgton Gas Light's bustomers are in the Washington D. C. 
Maryland area. 
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Mr. Barnes inquired if there is any possibility that they could put the 
automatic cutoffs any closer than every eight miles. 

Mr. Callaghan answered that the pipeline is designed on a population 
density survey and that is how the company determines the class: of-pipeline 
and the spacing of the valves. 

Mr. Barnes stated that he was remembering one explosion in Fauquier County 
and one of the comment~ that he read at that time was that the automatic' 
valves were not close enough to cut the gas off. 

Mr. Callaghan stated that that was 1n a rural area and he knew that there 
were a great deal of hearings on it, but he did not know what the final 
reason for the explosion was. There is a difference between this system 
that Columbia is using and that system used in Fauquier. That system had 
three pipelines 1n it arid they were interconnected and as he understood what 
happened was that one of the lines failed and the other two lines continued 
to feed that 11ne. so that the automatic valve could not close. it could 
not sense the pressure drop in the line that failed. There is a significant 
difference 1n that this proposed line is a single line. There ·will be rio 
way to feed into the 11ne between the valves. 

The Board members. Mr. Ruck. Mrs. Goodwin and Mr. Callaghan had a lengthy 
discussion regarding herbicides used in Fairfax County. 

The Board recessed at 12:05 and returned at 12:20 to hear the opposition. 

Mr. Joseph T. Flakne, Gunston Manor. 11388 Dorcey Place. Lorton. Virginia. 
spoke 1n opposition to· the pipeline. He stated that he has no objection 
to the pipeline if they use the County Staff's proposed route. 

Elizabeth Hartwell. 7968 Bowling Drive. Alexa~dria. Virginia. representing 
the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority. spoke before the Board 
in opposition to the Mason Neck route. but in support of the County's proposa 

Mr. Richard Dixon. 12106 Beaver Creek Road. Clifton. Virginia. Chairman of the 
Clifton Area Concerned Citizens Council. spoke about the area generally west 
and east of the Town of Clifton. He requested several conditions be a.dded 
to the Special Use Permit should it be granted. He endorsed Mrs. Goodwin's 
comments regarding siltation and erosion controls. A copy of his statement 
is in the file. 

Mr. Robert Bowdine, residing in Springfield. Virginia, spoke in opposition 
to Columbia's Mason Neck proposal and in support of the County's proposal. 

Mr. Ruck stated for the record that the property owners cbntiguous to the 
County proposal have been notified by the County of the possibility of the 
proposal and have been served with at least preliminary discussion for 
acquisition of the necessary easement rights along with the plats which 
the County has engineered. 

The Board recessed for lunch at 1:10 P.M. and returned at 2:15 P.M. 

Mrs. Constance Broadwell. Shadow Lane. Shadow Walk Subdivision. spoke in 
opposition to this application pointing out that the pipeline will be going 
under the only means of access into their subdivision and in case of an 
emergency, they would not be able to get out. 
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Mr. Callaghan explained that they would not shut anyone in during 
construction. They will either keep a portion of the road open. or 
they will have a bulldozer there to push some dirt over the pipe long 
enough to get someone across. 

Mr. Thomas Campbell, attorney for the Gallions, property owners that 
are contiguous to the pipeline south of the Occoquan Power Station, 
map reference l06-1«11))parcel 27, spoke 1n opposition to the pipeline 
based on construction damage to the habitat, siltation problems. and the 
danger 1n construction of this pipeline. They want to make sure the 
roads are always kept open for people to get in and out. Mr. and Mrs. 
Gallion's house 1s located within 75' of the pipeline easement. 

Should the pipeline application be granted~ they are requesting that 
conditions be placed on the approval: 

1. All roads be kept open. 
2. No blasting be done near the old pipeline. 
3. Adequate siltation controls be used. 
4. No unnecessary cutting of trees be done. 
5. These areas that are already burdened with pipelines, 

VEPCO easement~ etc. people are trying to maintain 
nice homes. Once construction is done, Columbia should 
replace the trees they had to remove and use screening 
devices. 

Mr. Sam W. Kingsler, 2501 North Potomac Street, Arlington, Virginia, 
who owns property contiguous to the pipeline in Centreville, spoke in 
support of the pipeline. He stated that he had heard a lot today about the 
birds~ bees and bald eagles and he wondered how many people are out 
of jobs because in the last 10 to 15 years~ we have become too concermed 
about the bald eagles and the birds and the bees. Certainly our gasoline 
situation would have been improved if we had built that Alaskan pipeline 
and forgotten about the reindeer. He stated that he did not want this 
gas line as he had already experienced two easements and they have not 
given him any advantages~ but he was sure that people in Loudoun County 
have benefited from the building of those pipelines. Most of us in 
this area will benefit from the building of this line. He felt it 

should be built as quickly and cheaply as possible. 

Mr. Sewell, in rebuttal to the opposition stated that a lot of statements 
have been made at these pUblic hearings that would not hold up in a 
Court proceeding. The Company is willing to stand behind the statements 
they have made before the Planning Commission and this"Board. 

Mr. Callaghan stated that~ with regard to Mr. Dixon's request that they 
put in Class 3 pipe near the Clifton School which he indicated to be 
close to the pipeline, their records show that the Clifton School is 
2~000 feet from where the pipeline is proposed to go. But~ they will 
check that out. If there is a school or any dwelling or building with 
20 or more people within 650' of the pipeline, they will put in Class 3 
pipe. 

With regard to the comment on the open ditch~ Mr~ Dixon mentioned that 
he would like to keep that one length of pipe. A length of pipe is 
only 40 feet long. This is impossible and impractical. They would have 
to have a bell hola at the end of tha~ipe large enough for the men 
to get in there to weld the pipe to join that section. They would have 
bigger holes out there than they would have on the right of way itself. 
This would increase the construction time immeasurably. Historically 
pipelines have been built with as much as 12 to 15 miles of ditch open 
at one time. Columbia is limiting this route to 3 miles as a maximum. 
They will be moving at the rate of one-half mile per day. 

He stated, in response to one of Mr. Dixon's statements, that there are 
areas where they will exceed 20' beyond the existing VEPCO easement. 
They have filed engineering drawings with the exact surveyed line on it. 
He stated that he did not want to mislead the Board in thin~ing that at 
no point along the line would they exceed 20'. The maximum that he 
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could recall going over the 20' is about 40'. This 1s in the area of an 
existing substatlon~ 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Callaghan stated that their plan 
is that it will take no more than 45 days from the commencement of 
construction on a particular segment of the 11ne until the final seeding 
of the area on that same segment. There are points where they have to 
make tie-ins at stream crossings which may take one or two ·days longer. 

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Callaghan about the alternate route, how much it 
will cost and if, when they leave Maryland, they could change direction 
a little bit and sa~e some length. 

Mr. Callaghan stated that the route as proposed by the County staff and 
the Department of Interior coming across at Point B would be an additional 
15 thousand feet of water~ costing $7.5 million. The land cost would be 
7 thousand feet at $875.000. Water crossing back to the east side of the 
Potomac would be 6500 feet or 3.25 million dollars, a total of something 
in excess of $11.5 million. This is a rough estimate, but for comparative 
purposes they are very close. 

On the existing route, Columbia's proposed route. the river crOssing is 
approximately 8,000 feet. The land crossing is 17,000 feet~ roughly. 
The river crossing is $4 million based on the same cost figures and 
the land crossing is $2.125 million, totaling $6,125,000. The routing. 
in comparing the total length from the eastern shore of the Potomac to 
the point on Mason Neck approximately at the Crestwood property. would 
be 28.500 feet according to the staff. the Department of Interior proposal 
would be 25,000 feet on Columbia's proposed routing. 

Going up Gunston Cove to Pohick Bay to point B and from point B to the 
same point on our proposed right of way would be at total of 25,000 feet~ 
18~000 feet of water and 7,000 feet of land~ and would cost $10 million. 
That is baaed on our cost into the right of way~ a figure for 7.000 feet 
that we do not own and some amount of money for engineering. This 
does not figure in for environmental analysis, for going back and getting 
additional permits that would be required or for this method of sandling 
dredge material as proposed by the Department of Interior. He could 
not guess as to how many millions of dollars they are talking about there. 
either an upland site of which they know of none and which the Department 
of Interior and the Corp of Engineers know of none. He did not think 
that any Federal agency knows of an upland site that could be used for 
this volumn of deredge material. They have some experience in that because 
they developed oneat Cove Point. They do know that it is a very
expensive proposition. If the material has to be taken to the sea, i~'eo&t 
some w:h~re,":: between 5 to 7 dollars per cubic foot and there is somewhere 
between 650 and 900 thousand yaras of material here. This is very 
possibly somewhere between 3 and 8 millions dollars for handling the 
dredge material on top of these other costs. For an upland site, there 
is a practical limit to how far you can pump dredge material. A mile 
or two is about as far as you can go and when you are talking about 
getting a mile or two from any place in Gunston Bay you are on Mason Neck 
and the opposition to the idea would probably be considerable compared 
to the opposition to the proposal Columbia now has. These ideas are not 
new. These were considered before Columbia went to the Federal Planning 
Commission. 

Mr. Ruck pointed out that in a document which discussed the route 
generally known as the Bennett proposal. entitled "Environmental Impact 
Statement", dated June 20, of last year filed by Columbia, the statement 
was made that it would require routing through Pohick Bay and crossing 
wetland at Pohick Creek, and would cost eight million eight thousand 
more than the selected route. This would require an additional dredging 
of 660,000 cubic yards. He stated that either the dredging methodology 
or costs seem to have been SUbstantially inflated in the last year. 
A route which seems to be at least one and halftimes the amount of the 
water crossing on the County proposal was estimated previously by Columbia 
to cost far leas then the figures new estimated. There must be sufficient 
variables or sufficient ability to discount against future maintenance 
costs. He stated that they do not have the full econmmic picture and 
perhaps Mr. Callaghan oannot provide it either. 
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Columbia LNG (continued) 

Mr. Callaghan stated that the figures provided last year were for a 0 SCJ 
crossing straight across from Penwick. It 1s only 3,000' further to go 
all the way across then it 1s to come the raute that 1s proposed by the 
Department of Interior and the County Staff. 

Mr. Ruck stated for the record that the rQute proposed inaofartas the 
crossing from Maryland to the Virginia State line and then taking that 
somewhat of a hook up in a northwesterly fashion through the Cove was 
done presumably in accordance with some of the 9ompany'g wishes, wherein 
they indicated that, if at all possible, for any alternate route, they 
did not wish to have to go back to Maryland. If it would be cheaper to 
go back and get Maryland's approval of an alternate crossing, the County 
has already committed to them that if an accord is reached satisfactory 
to the County, we would assist in every way possible. If the number of 
total yards of water crossing whether it be river, cove, or combination 
thereof, can be lessened and still leave the major part of the neck unscathed 
the Staff will do everything in its power to assist in whatever way possible 
by persuading other agencies to do likewise. 

Mr. Callaghan stated that the impact statement was based on figures in 
1970 & 1972. None of these figures contemplated the handling of the 
dredge material by loading it on-barges or running it to an upland site 
as proposed by the Stafr and the Department of Interior. The proposal 
Columbia presented to and which was approved by the Marine Resources 
Commiss~on of Virginia and before the Maryland Board of Public Works, 
was to use overland temporary storage of this material. Now, when it comes 
to handling dredged material on barges or on an upland site, the cost 
is millions of dollars extra, depending on the method used. 

Mr. Smith asked if it had been estimated as to the number of barges 
which would be required to handle the dredged material. 

Mr. Callagh~ stated tha~ depending upon the size of the barges, 700 to 800 
would be required to handle the material and that he did not know where 
they could acquire that quanttty. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he thouEtJ'll; that the dredged material would be put 
right in Pohick Bay. 

Mr. Ruck stated that he thought the Company misinterpreted the Staff's 
position. They never recommended the upland storage or barge storage 
as did the Department of Interior. The Staff investigation to date has 
been such that they believe the bottom of the Cove is aggregate and sand. 
If coring establishes this to be a fact, the Staff would recommend that 
there be a temporary aqueo~s storage in the Cove of the dredge material. 
Actually this would have no serious immediate, and certainly no long range 
detrimental impact on the envlronment __.of the Cove. To that degree, the 
Staff would not concur with the Department of Interior's recommendation 
on upland storage. 

Mr. Callaghan called the Board's attention to the February 19. 1975, memor
andum to the Board from the Planning Commission on this case. The first 
item is (1) "That restrictions outlined by the Staff, the U. S. Department 
of Interior. the Environmental Quality Advisory Council (EQAC), and the 
Stream Valley Board be ,implemented. rl Then he addressed their attention to 
the letter dated February 13, 1975. to_Col. McGarry of the U. S. Department 
of Interior signed by Director Lenn A. Greenwald which states on ,page 5. 
item 4 that "no dredge material can be temporarily stockpiled on the wetland 
of the bottom of the Potomac River, Gunston Cove or Pohick Bay. It is 
suggested that dnedge spoil be temporarily stored on barges or contained 
1n an approved upland site. Either bucket or hydraulic method of dredging 
will be acceptable and dredge spoil or clean fill material may be used as 
backfill. II 



bU 

Page 60, February 19, 1975 
Columbia LNG (oontinued) 

Mr. Ruck explained that that was the Planning Commission's recommendation to 
the Board, not the Staff recommendation. That provision of Mr. Greenwald's 
1s identical to the provisons for all five crossings that were discussed 
and that were contained 1n the letters from the Interior to the Corp of 
Engineers. Insofar as he knows. nel~her" the County Staff nor the Stream 
Valley Board have any objections to temporary aqueous storage. The Staff 
would not recommend the Planning Commission's or the Department of Interior's 
recommendation:"as-a condition to be imposed by this Board. 

Mr. Callaghan stated that Columbia sees no way they can obtain all necessary 
permits within .the time frame of this project. The Department of Interior 
has spoken clearly. 

Mrs. Goodwin stated that the Staff's data for Gunston Cove show that there 
would not be a need for clean backfill to be brought inj the aggregate 
material is already clean. Therefore t there would be no problem with water 
quality. 

Mr. Callaghan stated that Columbia LNG has now been in the process of 
obtaining permits with the Department of Interior for more than 11 months. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this now could be expedited in that the ground work 
has been done. 

Mr. Callaghan stated that it remains a mystery to him why a corporation canno 
get any action out of the Federal government in 11 or 12 months and a 
group of interested citizens can solicit and obtain a proposal from a major 
Federal agency within 4 or 5 days. They have been involved in this since 
1969 and they are still waiting for approvals. some from the Federal Govern
ment. The Department of Interior is holding up some of these other permits 
and they were a party to the proceeding before the Federal Planning Commissio 

Mr. Runyon said he still had not heard the facts which he needs to make 
a decision. He stated that he knows that dredging can be a problem if it 
has to be hauled away on barges. He stated that he hoped that between now 
and next week the Staff will come up with some information on this dredging 
problem. Mr. Gar.za1s department or Mr. Callagpan's department should come 
up with a little better figures on this alternate route. He asked Mr. 
Callaghan if Columbia has acquired the right of way tor this proposed line. 

Mr. Callaghan answered that they have purchased the right of way across 
Mason Neck for $450.000. 

Mr. Runyon asked for the Staff view on the so-called County proposal or 
Abbott proposal and asked if those rights of way would C05t additional money. 

Mr. Ruck stated that the Park Authority has expressed its willingness to 
convey an easement. but the Park Authority has not taken a position as 
to the price. On the Abbott proposal, nothing needs to be conveyed other 
than that portion of land belonging to the Regional Park Authority. As 
to whether or not the Regional Park Authority wants to make a gift. wants 
to convey for a fair-market value or wishes to play highway robbery; he did 
not know. As to the County proposal. to the east of Gunston Hall Road. the 
same holds true. It depends on whatever the Northern Virginia Regional 
Park Authority can negotiate with the Company. There would be seven parcels 
that would have to be acqUired. The County itself has already sent requests 
for assignable options to the Company itself, assuming that the County's 
metes and bounds would be appropriate. The Company has some question on 
preciseness with the County's metes and bounds. There would not be 
substantial additional cost. He-stated that it is his understanding that the 
$450,000 already expended is only fbr the Washington Gas Light easement. 
There are no easements up the line 1n the occoquan she~r areas through the 
District of Columbia property which have actually been acqUired. He stated 
that it would seem to him that insofar aa that $450,000 if those easements 
were extinguished even for non-value, that would be an extinguishment to a 
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Columbia LNG (continued) 

a State Park and to a Federal Park. There would certainly be some economic 
benefit to the Corporation just as a result of, in effect, a donation to 
a government agency. He stated that he did not think the new County proposed 
easement would cost Columbia any substantial amount of new dollars. 

Mr. Callaghan stated that if he 1s right. this would be a first. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would accumulate additional information over 
the next week that might be available and would hold the record open for 
any amendment or additional suggestions 1n the proposals. There would have 
to be considerable changes for the Board to adopt the original Columbia 
proposal. It would first have to be placed on the public facilities map by 
the Board of Supervisors or Planning Commission. 

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Callaghan if there is anything that the Board could do 
to expedite the construction of the pipeline by perhaps approving SOme part 
of this proposal where there is not a lot of contention, as far as 
stipulating the various reqUirements. Is there anything that could be done 
to approve the line from one point to another and leave the other part until 
later. 

Mr. callaghan stated that they would appreciate any approvals that they can 
get for any portion, any time. 

Mr. Ruck stated that, unfortunately, that alternative is not legally before 
the Board because the Company has indicated their desire to appeal to the 
Board of Supervisors. The Board could find the entire route not in 
accordance. 

Mr. Runyon .asked Mr. Ruck if approving a portion of the pipeline is legally 
possible after the appeal. The appeal concerns only a small portion of 
the total line and it seems to be that u. S. #1 to the Loudoun County line 
could be worked out with about 6 to 8 stipulations. He asked what the proble 
is with doing that and would that help Columbia. 

Mr. Ruck atated that this Board is required by Order of the Federal Court 
in Alexandria to have a final decision one way or the other no later than the 
March 5 meeting. A partial approval of the special Use Permit may not be 
in concert with that Court Order. He would first have to see what the 
proposed resolution would be. 

Mr. Runyon stated that probably the sensible solution to the problem would 
be to do it in parts. Some solution could be reached while this Mason Neck 
problem is worked out so that Columbia could at least work from point 1 to 
point 2. and from point 2 to the river could be worked out later. It seems 
that this would be a way to at least get Columbia going. At least Columbia 
could be working on part of it. There are two, three, maybe four alternates. 
In the meantime. we could get better figures and then come back and amend 
the permit to include a speclfic~' route. It seems that that could have been 
done a long time ago. The only area of contention seems to be around Mason 
Neck. 

Mr. Smith stated that this Board could not have heard or acted on this 
earlier as it haa just been approved by the Planning Conuniss'lon. 

Mr. Runyon said he was speaking of the whole group. There are a lot of 
people involved in this. 

Mr. Smith stated that there is a possibility that this Board may have to 
act in part on the 5th. He concurred with Mr. Runyon in this respect. 
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Columbia LNG (continued) 

Mr. Ruck stated that he would have to confer with Mr. Sewell on this. It 
would probably take the Company's approval of such a process because of the 
constraints of the Court Order that now binds this Board as well as the 
Plaintiffs and the other County agencies, so that, a partial decision would 
have to be one that is mutually agreeable to everyone. He would have 
an answer available on the 5th. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Sewell if he had initiated the appeal to the Board 
of Supervisors yet. 

Mr. Sewell stated that Columbia has not initiated the appeal to the Board 
of Supervisors yet but probably will before the expiration of the ten day 
period on Monday at 4:30 P.M. 

Mr. Ruck stated that the Board of Supervisors are constrained by the same 
Order that this Board is. If an appeal is noted by their Monday meeting. the 
24th. they. by Court Order and by their agreement by that Court Order. will 
determine such an appeal and reach a decision no later than March 3. so 
this Board will be free to make a decision on March 5. The Board of 
Supervisors has already bound itself to that time frame, if such an appeal 
were to be noted. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board might anticipate some additional questions 
even at that late date. If there are questions, this Board will try to 
convey them to Mr. Ruck prior to the meeting on March 5. The County should 
pursue all the areas possible. the additional cost, etc., involved in the 
alternate routes. 

The Board recessed the hearing at 3:50 P.M. until March 5 at 10:00 A.M. 

II~ /f) f£
by 4<L- L~' 
Ja C. Kelsey, Cler-~ 

Approved: 

Apr11 16 1975 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Wednesday, February 26. 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Ohairman; George 
Barnes, and Charles Runyon. Joseph Baker was absent. 
Mr. Wallace COVington and Mr. Harvey Mitchell were 
present from the Staff. 

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10:00 - POTOMAC BROADCASTING CORPORATION. appl. under Section 30-7.2.2.1.3 
of Ordinance to permit construction of small addition to the existing 
building. east end of Augustine Street and immediately south of 
U. S. Government property, lOl-2«1})lOE. (11.2489 acres), Lee 
District. (R-12.S), 3-4-75. 

POTOMAC BROADCASTING CORPORATION, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of 
Ordinance to permit increase in height of existing 400' tower to 
508', closer to property line than allowed by Ordinanee (tower 
must be a distance from the property line equal to the height of 
that tower), east end of Augustine Street and immediately south of 
U. S. Government property, 101-2«1»10E. (11.2489 acres), Lee 
District, (R-12.5),V-5-75. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Hansbarger. attorney for the applicant, 
requesting that this case be deferred for a full Board. 

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

Mr. Barnes moved that the case be deferred until March 12. or until there 
is a full Board. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker absent. 

II 

10:20 - WILLIAM T. MASINGILL appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to 
permit 50' radio tower to remain closer to rear and side property 
line than allowed by Ordinance, (50' from all property lines required; 
41.2' from rear. and 27.4' from east side), 7314 Dunston Street, 
71-3«4)(26)9, (10,763 sq. ft.), Annandale District, (R-12.5), 
V-6-75. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Masingill stating that he is a Diplomatio 
Courier and is going to be out of the country today. Therefore, he 
requested that the application be deferred to a later date. 

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

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Mitchell stated that there is a viola~ 

tion on this. 

Mr. Smith stated that he knew several ham operators who would like to have 
a tower. He stated that he wondered what is unusual~about this particular 
application. The Zoning Administrator enforces this section of the Code 
in other cases. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board allow this to be deferred to March 12, 1975. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

10:40 - CANDLELIGHT CHILDREN'S HOUSE, LTD. by Harry F. and Sheila M. 
Holsinger, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of OrdiBanoe 
to permit renewal of SUP #S-115-72 to operate Montessori school 
for 19 children, ages 3-6 years, Monday through Friday. 9 A.M. 
to 12 noon. September through June, 3501 Epsilon Place. 59-4«9)) 
46, (25,729 sq. ft.)., Annandale District, (RE-D.5), 3-7-75. 
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Page 64, February 26, 1975 
Candlelight Children's House (continued) 

Mr. Harry Holsinger represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices were In order. Thecontlguous property owners were Fields and 
Pierce. 

Mr. Holsinger stated that this Is for a renewal of their Special Use Permit 
and there 1s no change in the operation. He and his wife operate the school 
They operate from 9:00 A.M. to 12:00 noon. They have no summer classes. 

Mr. Mitchell indicated that there have been no complaints on this school. 

Mr. Holsinger stated that he would like the Permit extended for as long as 
possible as they anticipate operating the School for an indefinite time. 
They own the property. 

There was no one present to speak 1n favor or in opposition to this applicati 
---------------------------------Resolution----------------------------------
In application no. S-7-75, application by Candlelight Children's House, LTD. 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit operation of 
Montessori School for 19 children (seeks to ren~w S-115-72), on property 
located at 3501 Epsilon Place, Annandale District, also known &s, tax map 
59-4( (9) 46, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that "the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on 
the 26th day of February 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Harry F. & Sheila M. Hol-

singer. 
2. That the present zoning 1s RE-0.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 25,729 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with all applicable county and state codes is 

required.
5. A special use permit (S-115-7~) was granted on August 2, 1972, to the 

present applicants for a Montessori School for a maximum of 19 students in 
the lower level of applicants' residence. located on Epsilon Place in 
Holmes Run Heights SUbdivision, Annandale District~ That permit was granted 
ro~ a three year period and will expire in August, 1975. 

6. The current application seeks to renew S-115-72. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind, changes in use, additional use5, or changes in the plans approved 
by the Board of Zoning APpeals (other than minor engineering details) 
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, 
shall: require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty 
of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. 
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning 
Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 
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Page 65. February 26, 1975 
Candlelight Children's House (continued) 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be:responslble for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The maximum number of children shall be 19, ages 3-6 years. 
7. The hours of operation shall be 9 A.M. to 12:00 noon. Monday 

through Friday. and September through June. 
8. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection 

report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department. the 
State Department of Welfare and InSitutions. and the operator shall 
be required to obtain a Non-Residential Use Permit. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr Baker was absent. 

For clarification, Mr. Kelley stated that the Permit was granted for 
an indefinite time as long as the same applicant continues to operate 
the school. However, any changes will cause this to come back to the 
Board. 

II 

11:00 - ROBERT J. WILLS. AND MARY ALICE WILLS application under Section 
30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit enclosing of carport closer to side 
line than allowed by Ordinance, (12' requiredj 10.5' f.rom side 
line). 7718 Elgar Street. 70-4((4»(56)16. N. Sprin~field Subd •• 
Section 17A. (15.613 sq. ft.). Annandale District. (R-12.5). 
v-8-75. 

Mr. Wills represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Lewis Sanden. 1716 Elgar Street and Stephen McLean. 7720 Elgar Street. 

Mr. Wills stated that he has a hill in the back of the yard and cannot 
put a carport there. Sixty percent of the houses in the neighborhood 
have enclosed carports. 

Mr. Smith stated that it appears that the applicant does have a topography 
problem. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the front is the only place he could put a carport. 

Mr. Smith stated that it is Just a portion of the carport where he needs 
a variance. just about 1 1/2 feet on the back portion of the carport. 

Mr. Wills stated that he will still have a 40' driveway to park his car. 

There was no one to speak in fav~r or in opposition to the application. 

In answer to Mr. Barnes' question. Mr. Wills stated that the enclosed 
carport will hlen~ with the rest of the house. He plans to use brick 
Just like the::house. 
_____________________________Resolution --------------------

In application No. V-8-75. application by Robert J. Wills and Mary Alice 
Wills. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit enclosing 
of carport with side yard variance. on property located at 7718 Elger St .• 
also known as tax map 70-4((4»(56)16. N. Springfield, Section 17A. 
County of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. 
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Page 66. February 26, 1975 
Robert J. & Mary Alice Wills (continued) 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals 
held on the 26th day or ~ebruary, 1975, and . 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Robert J. & Mary Alice 

Wills. 
2. That the present zoning 1s R-12.5. 
3· That the area of the lot 1s 15,163 sq. ft. 

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

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

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the eXisting structure. 

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

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

II 

11:10 - MAMIE J. BROOKS application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance 
to permit day care center for 30 children. infants to 4 years of 
age~ 7 A.M. to 6 P.M., 5534 Sheldon Drive, 8l-1«4)fK)7, Bren 
Mar Park. (8.401 sq. ft.), Mason District. (R-IO). 3-9-75. 

Mr. James Whytock. attorney for the applicant. appeared before the Board 
and stated that he had just been retained by the applicant and the applican 
had failed to send notices to property owners as required by this Board. 
Therefore, he requested a deferral until a later date in order to comply 
with this requirement. 

Mr. Wheeler. president of the Bren Mar"Citizens Association, stated that 
the applicant was invited to make a presentation before their citizens 
association three weeks ago and it was pointed out to her that those notices 
were necessary. He stated that he realized the Board could not make a 
decision when the notice requirement had not been met, but he would 
appreciate the Boardls listening to the people who have come out today 
to testify on this case. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is a procedural requirement that must be met 
and the Board could not hear the case. He stated that the Board would try 
to arrange the defer2al date sO that it will be agreeable to everyone. 

Mr. Wheeler stated that he would ~ike to say for the record that the 
applicant had lots of time and guidance and was offered assistance within 
the civic association. apparently, all of which she ignored. He stated 
that they are her~ to oppose this application. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he certainly could sympathize with these people. 
He stated that he want~d to hear from the applicant why ~she' did not send 
out notices. 
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Page 67. February 26, 1975 
Mamie J. Brooks (continued) 

Mr. James Whytock, attorney for the applicant. stated that he was hired 
at 3:00 P.M. yesterday afternoon and at that time he realized notices 
had not been sent out. 

Mr. Kelley brought up the question of the number of children that will 
be permitted in this structure. He stated that there are conflicting 
reports in the file. 

Mr. Why tack stated that he has a letter from the Health Department 
dated the 25th of February. 1975. and they see no reason why they cannot 
meet all the requirements of all departments. They do plan to reduce the 
requested number of children to 15. He stated that he would submit a 
copy of that report to the Board. 

Mr. Smith stated that this application is filed in the name of Mamie 
Brooks. Yet, the Health Department letter is addressed to Mrs. Archie. 
There is in the file a Certificate of Good Standing from Flying "A" 
Enterprises, a corporation. He asked what name this day care center 
is going to be operated in. The contract to purchase is 1n the name of the 
corporation. 

Mr. Whytock stated that the applicant's name is Mrs. Archie. She has done 
business under the name of Brooks. She and Mr. Archie, are the sole 
stockholders in the corporation that is under the contract to purchase. 
He stated that he would prefer to discuss this question with the applicant 
before requesting that the application be changed. 

Mr. Smith stated that if Mrs. Mamie J. Brooks is the wife of Ray Archie, 
the name should be changed to indicate this as the applicant. The Board 
does not want any fictitious names involved. She might use Mamie J. 
Brooks as a trade name. 

Mr. Whytock gave some of Mrs. Archie's background to reflect her 
qualifications. 

The Board, the applicants and Mr. Wheeler agreed that March 19, 1975 
would be the deferral date. 

Mr. Daniel G~dy, contiguous to the property in question, spoke before 
the Board to inquire as to the policy that requires this deferral. 

Mr. Smith explained it to him. Mr. Smith stated that on March 19, 1975, 
unless there is some legitimate reason, this case will be heard. There 
will be no consideration far further deferral and if the applicant does not 
pursue the case, it could be denied for,lack of interest. After this 
full discussion today, by all parties, there certainly should 'be no 
further delay~ He apologized to the people who were present for the delay, 
but stressed that the Board has to stick with its procedural requirements. 

II 

DEFERRED CASES: 

BOBBY JONES, S-203-74, (Deferred from 1-22-75 at request of applicant 
for decision only). 

Mr. Gary Davis, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board. 

The applicant had cut off part of the addition to reduce the amount of 
the structure that would require a variance. He had cut off 10' from 
the structure. He stated that this is as much as they ~an cut off and 
stilumaintain any storage at all. 

Mr. Davis submitted a letter from Public Works with regard to clearing up 
the question of why they had not yet connected to the sewer, and another 
letler from the Health Department indicating ,that the septic tank that they 
now have is satisfactory for this use. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he still feels this is overdevelopment of the 
property. 

Mr. Runyon stated that even if he puts on only one bay, it will also 
be in violation. At the last meeting, the Board told him that he was 
justified in asking for additional bays because two bays are not financially 
feasible and that he should try to reduce the variance request. He 
has done this. He Gannot put on any addition without a variance. It is 
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Page 68, February 26, 1975 
Bobby Jones (continued) 

an odd shaped parcel and the lot is skewed. He also has a septic field which 
limits the buildable area of the lot. The building coverage 1s no where 
close, to the fifty percent of what 1s allowed. He stated that he felt the 
Board should give the applicant some relief because of the nature of the 
property, for example. it 1s an odd shaped lot. 

Mr. Davia stated that the existing station takes up 1200 square feet and 
even with the addition. they will not even develap~one third of the property. 
They have tried to cut down the request, They have tired to move the 
addition around in every direction, but they still will need a variance. 
They want to up grade this old station and develop it in line with the 
other development in the area. 

Mr. Kelley -stated that this parcel is next to residential land. 

Mr. COVington stated that this station certainly does not impact the 
area because there are gasoline station all along this street. 

Mr. Smith ~tated that the full Board heard this case. He told the applicant 
he could request a deferral for a full Board if he wished. 

Mr. Davis agreed. 

Mr. Runyon moved that this case de deferred-for a full Board and for 
decision only. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

Mr. Davis expressed his appreciation to the Staff for the help they had 
given him in putting together this application. 

II 

DENTON. V-2ll-74 (Deferred for a full Board). The Board further deferred 
this case as there was still not a full Board. 

II 

HUGHES. V-l95-74 (Deferred for a full Board). The Board further deferred 
this case as there was still not a ful-l Board. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: 

JAMES BOONE. Request for out of tum hearing. Mr. Smith read a letter 
from Mr. Boone requesting the out of turn hearing because he is already 
paying rent at this location and is unable to use it until he gets the 
Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the request be granted if the Clerk can get the 
case advertised for March 26. 1975. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

GULF OIL. S-25-75. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Carson Lee fifer. attorney for the applicant. 
stating that they have filed a site p~an with the County and have satisfied 
every aspect of site plan procedure. The site plan has not been finally 
approved and the building permit has not been issued because the Board 
of Supervisors is contemplating the acquisition of a large part of this 
parcel for an overpass of the existing railroad tracks. He enclosed 
a copy of a- County memorandum verifying this fact. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the applicant be granted a 180 day extension. He 
stated that the Board should know the status of the acquisition by that time. 
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Page 69, February 26, 1975 
After Agenda Items 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board might reconsider this case at a later 
date if the same conditions exist as stated in the letter. 

II 

Mr. Kelley moved that the minutes for January 15, 1975 be approved. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

KENA TEMPLE, 8-254-75. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. William L. Peele. Potentate for Kena 
TempleJrequesting an extension as their construction plans have been 
delayed because of economics. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the request be granted. 

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

II 

LAKE BARCROFT 

Mr. Smith read alstter from Mr. Hobson~ attorney for Lake Barcroft 
Recreation Association, requesting that they be allowed to continue 
to operate without putti~g up the fence until such time as they sell the 
houses in the Cloister development. Mr. Smith requested Mr. Mitchell to 
check to see whether or not Lake Barcroft Recreation Association has their 
occupancy permit. 

Mr. Mitchell stated that they have been using this facility all along. 
They used the pool facilities last summer. He stated that he thought 
they had a Court Order that said they could use the facilities. 

Mr. Smith stated that he thought the Board of Supervisors gave them 
permission to use it. 

Mr. Kelley inquired if they have the right to use the facilities before 
all the terms and conditions of the Special Use Permit have been met. 

Mr. Smith stated that he did not think so. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the County gives other people a violation notice 
for occupying a dwelling and conducting a use without first having 
obtained the occupancy permit. 

Mr. Mitchell stated that he thought the situation was that they were allowed 
to use the facility by actions of other than the Board of Zoning Appeals 
and when the case was finally resolved~ he assumed they did not have to 
stop using the facility. 

Mr. Kelley stated that based on this letter~ they do not know when they 
will build the fence and they do not have the money to build it. The Staff 
should check into this and see what the intention is. 

Mr. Smith noted a letter that had been received from Mr. Scheps~ one of the 
contiguous property owners, earlier setting forth some violation$. Mr. 
Smith requested that a copy of both letters be transmitted to Mr. Ruck or 
Mr. Symanski and ask them to go over the letters. 

Mr. Runyon suggested that the Board could ask Mr. Hobson the time limit they 
intend. 
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Page 70, February 26, 1975 
After Agenda Items (continued) 

Mr. Smith stated that they should have a time limit on this, but Mr. 
Hobson says they cannot sell the lots and, therefor~ do not have the money 
to build the fence. 

Mr. Mitchell stated that there were other conditions of the Special Use 
Permit other than the fence. 

Mr. Smith suggested that the deficiencies pointed out in Mr. Scheps letter 
be checked Qut. He inquired if they had been checked out previously 
since the letter was dated December. 

Mr. Mitchell stated that he did not know. 

Mrs. Kelsey indicated that she had given a copy of the letter to Mr. 
Covington. 

Mr. Smith stated that he would like a report from the County attorney 
and a report on the inspections. He asked Mrs. Kelsey to answer Mr. 
Scheps letter telling him that the matter is under consideration and has 
been referred to the Inspection Division and the County Attorney's Office. 
He also asked Mrs. Kelsey to answer Mr. Hobson's letter telling him that 
the Board is taking this under advisement. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 12:10 P.M. 

~q;: c~K7f;-a-
~~~ 

Approved: _-"A",P-"R",I"L~23~.-'1,,9,,7""5:.- _ 
Date 
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The Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held in the Board Room of the Massey BUilding 
on Wednesday. March 5, 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George 
Barnes. and Charles Runyon. Joseph Baker was absent. 
Mr. Wallace Covington and Mr. Harvey Mitchell were 
present from the Staff. Also present were: Mr. 
Lee Ruck, Fairfax county Attorney; C. M. Garza 
Chief. Technical Branch, Office of Comprehensive 
Planning; Mary Margaret Goodwin, Chairman, Stream 
Valley Board. 

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10:00 - COLUMBIA LNG CORPORATION application under Section 30-7.2.2.1.8 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction and operation of a 
36" diameter natural gas pipeline, approximately 27 mUes long, 
across the Springfield, Lee and Centreville Districts, from a 
Potomac River crossing at Mason Neck to a point on the Fairfax 
County/Loudoun County line approximately one and one quarter miles 
north of Bull Run, this high pressure line being a part of a propose 
transmission line from Coves Point, Md. to the existing Watson 
Compressor Station in Loudoun County, S-137-74, (Deferred from 
2-19-75 pending appeal to Board of Supervisors). 

BACKGROUND: The original hearing before the Board of ZoniQg Appeals 
took place February 19, 1975. The proposed pipeline will originate at 
Cove Point, Calvert County, Maryland. It will enter Fairfax County on the 
north boundary of Gunston Manor Subdivision and traverse Fairfax County 
in a westerly direction, paralleling the Occoquan River and Bull Run Creek 
into Loudoun County terminating at the Loudoun Compressor 'Station•. This 
request required hearings before the Planning Commission for placement on 
the public facilities map and for the Commission's recommendation to this 
Board. ~e Planning Commission did not approve the Company's original 
request, but at:lproved' an alternate proposal, "Line B, County Proposal. II 
The Company appealed this decision to the Board of Supervisors. On March 
3, 1975, the Board of Supervisors upheld the Planning Commission's 
decision. The ultimate decision on this request lies with the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. This Board can approve or deny the request., but cannot 
change the route as approved by the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors. 

Columbia LNG's original p~9posed route met with citizen opposition because 
the pipeline would have to go through the Mason Neck Wildlife Refuge which 
is one of the few nesting areas in the United States for the American Bald 
Eagle. As a result of this opposition, the County is now requiring an 
alternate route up Gunston Cove thrOUgh Pohick Bay. 

DISCUSSION: 

Mr. Charles Sewell, local attorney ,of record for Columbia LNG, voiced the 
Company's"objections to this alternate proposal as approved by the Planning 
Commission, and the Board of Supervisors. He felt this would place an 
unnecessary burden on the Company. However, the Company agreed to this 
hearing before this Board in a spirit of compromise and settlement. The 
application was amended to the County's alternate route. The basic question 
on the alternate proposal was whether the original route thrOUgh Mason's 
Neck would affect the two bald eagles there. This"alternate route will cost 
the Company initially at least four million dollars which will be passed 
on to Washington Gas Light customers. 

The Board of Zoning Appeals discussed with the County Staff and the Company's 
representatives the conditions that the Planning Commission recommended be 
incorporated into the Board of Zoning Appeals' granting of this Special Use 
Permit. The specific points raised were: 

1. The use of herbicides. The Company agreed that they would not use them 
in Fairfax County. 

2. Aqueous storage. The Staff and Stream Valley Boarddid not agree with 
the Planning Commission and the Department of Interior in their recommendati 
that the dredged material be temporarily stored on barges or contained in 
an approved upland site. The Staff's data showed that the aggregate materia 
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Page 72, March 5, 1975 
Columbia LNG (continued) 

on the bottom of Pohick Bay 1s already clean. Therefore, aqueous storage 
would be acceptable and this would cause no problem with water quality. 

3. Inspection by helicopters. The Staff did not agree with the Planning 
Commission's recommendation that helicoptors should not be used. The 
Staff felt that this 1s the best method forchecklng fo:tr"gas leaks and 
therefore recommended to this Board that these overflights" be allowed. 

The Board made the following resolution: 

---------------------------------Resolution--------------------------------
In application No. 3-137-74 as amended, application by Columbia LNG Corporatl 
under Section 30-7.2.2.1.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction 
and operation of a 36~ natural gas pipeline, approximately 27 miles across 
Lee, Springfield and Centreville Districts, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 19th day of February 1975 and continued to March 5, 1975. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. That the large majority of the route crosses residentially zoned 
property and a small portion ~rosses commercially and industrially zoned 
property. 

2. That on February 13, 1975, the Planning Commission of Fairfax County 
determined that the propoaed route for the pipeline with the A (or Abbott) 
route or the B (or the county) proposal on Mason Neck were substantially 
in accord with the applicable comprehensive plans pursuant to Va. Code Ann.,
115.1-456. - ----

3. That upon appeal of the Planning Commistion's decision. the Board 
of Supervisors of Fairfax County affirmed the Planning Commission's decision 
on March 3. 1975. 

4. That the length of the pipeline route 1n Fairfax County is approximat 
27 miles with an easement of varying widths not exceeding 75 feet in 
permanent width. 

5. That the Federal Power Commission has issued a certificate of 
convenience and necessity conditioned upon federal, state and local approval 
to Oolumbia LNG which finds, among other things. a need for the SUbject 
facility and natural gas.

6. That a decision of the Board,of Zoning Appeals permitting some 
flexibility based on the approval of alternate routes on Mason Neck 
may facilitate completion of the facility based on future studies, 
engineering and otherwise, and that the provision fo~ subaqueous storage 
is paramount to this amended '·B" Route. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. That the evidence and testimony has shown, where applicable. complian 
with the "Standards for Special Permit Uses in R (residential) Districts" 
in 830-7.1.1 of the Fairfax County Code if conditioned as hereafter set fort 

2. That the evidence and testimony has shown, where '.a.pplicable, complian 
with the ·'Standards for Special Permit Uses in C (commercial) 'or I (industri' 
Dlstrlcts lT in IBO-1.L2 of the Fairfax County Code if conditioned as 
hereafter set forth. 

NOW. THEREFORE,BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application as amended is 
granted with the following conditions: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trana~~~; 
ferable without further action of this Board. and is for the location ' 
indicated in the application as amended and is not transferable to other 
land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior 
to date of eXPiration.,t::'·.. "...., 

3. This approval is granted for the line and struct1;1, _..rand uses 
indicated on the plans submitted with this appl1cation.;::~::,,'i additional 
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Page 73. March 5. 1975 
Columbia LNG (continued) 

structures of any kind. changes in use, additional uses, or changes in 
the plana approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor 
alignment changes baaed on studies and minor engineering details) whether 
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. 
shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty 
of the fermlttee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. 
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning 
Appeals approval, ahall constitute a violation of t~e conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. 

5. That complete plans and profiles of the whole route must be filed: 
a. Showing all properties. 
b. Showing all transmission lines within the right-of-way and 

respective easement widths. 
c. Showing limits of clearing. 
d. Showing existing ground and proposed pipeline. 

6. Strip topography and profile plans of the following streams must 
be filed: 

a. Sandy Run 
b. Wolf Run 
c. Popes Head Creek 
d. Little Rocky Run 
e. Cub Run 

7. There will be siltation plan review and approval by the Department 
of Environmental Management, Division of Design Review and the Stream 
Valley Board. The siltation control plan shall be approved prior to the 
start of any clearing operation. 

8. a. That herbicides shall not be used within Fairfax County as 
proposed by the applicant. 

b. Water used for hydrostatic testing of the pipeline will not be 
disposed Of In_~a~~rax"County as proposed by the applicant. 

9. That criteria limiting the erosion from the construction sites 
to either the target erosion rates suggested for the region (Table 2 of 
Preliminary Engineering Analysis of Erosion Control System. Columbia 
Pipeline Project prepared by Parsons. Brinkerhoff, Quade and Douglas. 
February 10, 1975) or 1.5 times the baseline rate of the particular site 
are to be used for the cross-country pipeline construction sites or as 
amended to fit particular conditions and areas encountered. 

10. That adequate safety valves be installed along the route as proposed 
at 8 mile minimum separation as proposed by the applicant. 

11. That all construction in the waters of Gunston Cove and Pohick Bay 
shall be done between September I and February 1. 

Mr. Barnes seaonded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

Mr. RUNyON: I believe that covers all the standard requirements that we 
place in the Motion and the requirements that the Staff has suggested and 
the ones that we have discussed, deleted. etc. I am certain we have. not 
exhausted all the discussions we could have, but we have included all 
those items unless the Board feels we should include something more. 

Mr. SMITH: Mr. Runyon, you used the word amended, could we also use it 
at the beginning of the captioned application? 

MR. RUNYON: Yes. 

MR. SMITH: Could the secretary note all the conditions and number or 
alphabetize them in order. 

MR. RUNYON: I have done that. I just didn't read them. 

MR. SMITH: In referring to what we consider as Sa, in referring to herbicid 
I wonder if we could prohibit the use of any herbicides. I think that 
was agreed on by the applicant in the earlier hearing and we could prohibit 
them as we have prohibited the use of them on VEPCO lines previously 
for either construction or maintenance purposes. 
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Columbia LNG (continued) 

(After a brief discussion between the Board members, Mr. Callaghan, and 
Mrs. Goodman, Mr. Sewell agreed and submitted to the condition prohibiting 
the use of herbicides during construction and maintenance of the line). 

MR. SEWELL: We will agree and submit to the condition prohibiting the 
use of herbicides during construction and maintenance of the line. 

(Mr. Sewell questioned No. 4 in the Findings of Fact limiting the width 
•of the easement any where 1n the County to 75 1 He stated that that Is 

generally acceptable, but where they come- out of the water, they will need 
additional width for the additional equipment needed at that location). 

MR. SMITH: That problem can be alleviated by substitut~ng or adding the 
words. "permanent width". 

(The Staff had no objection). 

(Mr. Smith, stated that this would leave some flexibility at the point of 
entry in Fairfax County and the possibility of a temporary easement to 
accomodate construction equipment. Mr. Sewell stated that those words 
would be no problem. On the provision that construction be commenced 
within on year or the permit expired, Mr. Sewell asked if the Board is 
aware that they intend to commence construction and construct a certain 
distance. about 17 miles in Fairfax. then stop. The following year. 
they would finish the construction). 

MR. SMITH: You would start or begin construction. so it would be construed 
as meeting this requirement. As long as you begin any construction within 
the one year period. We are aware of the fact that you can't complete this. 
We haven't set a completion date on it. as long as you start construction. 

MR. RUNYON: We are only proposing the B Route. which is really the only 
one we have to act on. I'm not too sure why we need to act on it as it 
has already been determined, but I guess to put the limitations on and 
I think we have adequately done that. (He asked if' this is ·clear to' all 
the Board members). 

(The Board members indicated that this was clear). 

MR. RUNYON: We are not talking about the Abbott or the .A Route or anything 
else; we are just talking about the B Route subject to the final construction 
plans and approvals by the Department of Interior. 

MR. BARNES: I accept the amendments. 

(No further discussion). 

The motion passed ~ to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 
-------------------~-------~~._--------------~-----------------~---------

MR. RUNYON: I wou1d like to personally thank these people. as well as 
members of the Staff. They have put a lot of time into this. 

MR. SEWELL: On behalf of the applicant, we sincerely and honestly appreciate 
the attitude and the consideration the Board has given us. 

MR. SMITH: We all feel'·a little better that this is now on ih"-'way and I'm 
sure that any problems that may arise can be resolved within the framework 
of the people in th1s room today without any real problem. 

MR. KELLEY: I agree with Mr. Runyon and take it one step further. 
I appreciate the attitude of the applicant. I don't think there is any 
question in anyone's mind as to the need of this facility and I appreciate 
the fact that they have worked with us in Uhe manner 1n which they have. 
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Page 75. March 5, 1975 
Board of Supervisors 

2:00 - BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF FAIRFAX COUNTY. VIRGINIA,appl. under 
Section 30-6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to appeal Zoning Administrator' 
decision to.allow erection of addition to structure 12' from 
property line established by Zoning Administrator t~ b~, a side 
property line and contested as a rear property line, 6730 Front 
Royal Road, Edsal Park SUbdivision, 80;2«2»218, Annandale 
District. R-12.5. V-41-75. 

BACKGROUND: The Zonl~g Administrator's Office issued a'building permit 
to Cmdr. and Mrs. Demand on February 14, 1975 to place a permanent 
additlonon the back of their home at 6730 Front Royal Road. The Zoning 
Administrator interpreted the lot line closest to the addition as being 
a side lot line, thereby allowing the addition to be constructed within 
12' of that property 11ne. The contiguous neighbor, Mr. Harold Follack. 
6713 New Hope Drive, objected to this and claimed that the addition is 
being constructed in violation to the setback requirements of the Fairfax 
County Zoning Ordinance. Mr. Follack brought this matter to the attention 
of the Board of Supervisors who filed this appeal on the grounds that, 
in its estimatio~ it seemed clear that the addition comes within 12' 
of a rear property line. The Board of Supervisors felt that the Demands 
have violated the provisions of the Ordinance which states that any 
structure must be 25' from the rear property line. The Board of Supervisors 
also instructed the County Attorney's office to secure a preliminary 
injunction against the Demands pending the outcome of this hearing before 
this Board as to the propriety of the Zoning Administrator's decision. 
The Court is anxious for this Board to make a prompt decision so that no 
undue inconvenience will be done to any of the parties involved. 

DISCUSSION: 

Mr. Shapiro presented photographs of the Demand property to the Board. 
He stated that it seemed clear from looking at the plat that the rear 
property line is the longest line of the property. The line facing 
Front Royal Road is clearly the front property line and the line furthest 
from that would be the rear property line. 

Mr. Harold Follack, 6713 New Hope Drive, contiguous to this property. 
spoke in support of the appeal giving the following reasons. 

1. This property 11ne in question does not meet the definition of 
"Lot Line" under Section 30-1. 4.2.4.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

2. The lot has only one pUblic access. Therefore, that property line 
fronting on Front Royal Road would be the front property line. 

3. The line directly opposite would be the rear line. 

4. In order to consider a lot a triangular lot, the line considered 
as the front of the triangle should touch two lines that are forming 
the rear of the triangle. 

5. It is generally assumed that the rear lot line is the line that 
is the most distant from and most nearly parallel with the front 
lot line. 

Mr. Gilbert KnOWlton, Zoning Administrator. and Wallace Covington. 
Assistant Zoning Administrator. told how they arrived at their decision. 

'The Zoning Administrator's interpretation of Section 30-1.4.2. 
4.1 of definitions as it relates to Lot 218. Section 2, Edsall 
Park Subdivision .•• is being appealed. Section 30-1.4.2.4.1 
reads as follows: "Lot, Line, rear. The lot line that 1s generally 
opposite the lot line along the frontage of the lot. I~ the rear 
lot line 1s less than ten feet in length or if the lot comes to 
a point in the rear, the rear lot line shall be deemed to be a 
line parallel to the front lot line, not less than ten feet long. 
lying wholly within the lot line and farthest from the front lot 
line." 

Frequently during the course of a year. this problem comes up 
1n new construction and additions to old construction. where 
the lot configuration closely parallels the configuration of 
the lot in contention. You very seldom find any two lots that 
will be the exact same configuration and I feel that there is 
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Page 76 , March 5, 1975 
Board of Supervisors (continued) 

enough latitude 1n the above ~efinitlon to interpret the rear 
lot line as I have done in this case. Let us analyze the 
definition. The first sentence says the lot 11ne that 1s 
generall* opposite the lot 11ne,along the frontage of the lot. 
I feel t e use of the word "genej!ally" allows some latitude 
1n establishing the rear line. Seoond, the lot certainly comes 
to a point in the rear. Third, a line drawn 10 feet from the 
apex of the point on the triangle generally parallels the 
front lot 11ne and finally, this I1ne 1s farthest from the 
front lot line. 

This section has existed 1n the Code since 1959 and has been 
interpreted 1n this manner many times in the past with a 
certain amount of latitude being exercised in each instance. 

I feel the intent of this section was to offer 30me additional 
relief to a property owner confronted with a tapering lot. 
This same type of help is given to corner lots by the removal 
of all rear yard setback requirements and SUbstituting side 
yard requirements. There are Code remedies to relieve setback 
problems for property owners such as the 15% exception, for 
narrow substandard lots, 25% exception and 20% reduction for 
condemnations and takings. 

Mr. COVington stressed that this section uses the word "or". This means 
either, not both. He stated that by looking at the plat of this property 
and imagining that one was standing in front and to ~he l~~ side, one 
can see the apex of the corner of the property. If you come down from 
that corner and draw a line parallel to the front, that would be the 
rear. That section of the Zoning Ordinance is trying to provide some 
relief to the property owner. He stated that he and not the property 
owner is at fault in this case as he did tell the property owner that 
the 11ne in question was a rear line, nct;a side. This is the way this 
section of the Ordinance has been interpreted for a long time,at least 
ten yea1"s. 

Mr. I. N. Basay, the designer and the contractor of this addition, gave
the Board a rundown on the type and style of construction he planned to 
build. He told the Board that this construction on this addition is 
now up to the rafters and that the owners have spent $10,000 on this 
project. 

Mr. Covington pointed out to the Board that a property owner could 
construct a separate structure of a nonflammable material within 2' 
of this line, as long as he sets back 12' from the house, if the Board 
interprets this as a rear line. Therefore, if this is interpreted as a side 
line, the contiguous Rrope,rt'y owner is benefited more because it gives him 
more protection from encroachment on the property l1ne. 

It was Messrs. Smith and Kelly's feeling that this 1s a rear line because 
the first requirement in this section says that it be less than 10 feet 
or that it comes to a point. This line is not less than 10 feet and that 
should be the first consideration. 

Mr. Knowlton pointed out that the problem with interpreting this as a 
rear 11ne is that the first sentence in that section of the Ordinance 
is being used and the rest of the section is being i8nored. This will 
make problems on interpretations in the future. He asked for a broader 
interpretation than just saying it is a side or a rear. 

The Board felt that they should only interpret that section of the Ordi
nance as it relates to this particular lot and not how this -section should 
be applied to any other property in the future. The Board did not feel 
the decision on this case would set a precedent. 

It was Mr. Runyon's feeling that the section says 'or if the lot comes 
to a point aD the rear.' The Code further says that if the lot line 
II shal! be deemed lying wholly within the lot furthest from-,'\;,pe"front 
lot line ••• " and the Code then interprets that line to be a rear line. 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Page 77, March 5, 1975 
Board"'ot Supervis.ors (continued) 

----------- Resolution -------------- _ 

In application No. V-41-75, application by Board of Supervisors, under 
Section 30-6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to ~ppeal Zdriltlg·'Admlnistrator's 
decision to allow erection of addition to structure 12' from property line 
established by the Zoning Administrator to be a side property line and 
contested as a rear property line on property located at 6730 Front Royal 
Road, also known as tax map 80-2«2))218, Annandale District, County 
of Fairfax, Virginia Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 5th day of March, 1975, and 

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

L That the owner of the sUbject property 1s Cmdr. & Mrs. Demand. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 14.492 sq. ft. 

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

1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that conditions 
exist whereby the decision of the Zoning Administrator should be 
reversed. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The vote was 2 to 2. Therefore, the motion failed. 

Mr. Runyon then moved tb grant the application. but stated that he did 
not plan to support this motion. He stated he was doing this to get the 
motion on the floor. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The vote was again 2 to 2. The application was thereby denied and the 
Zoning Administrator's decision upheld. 

The Board indicated that since the Board of SuperVisors is now revising 
the Zoning Ordinance this would be a good time to change this section 
of the Ordinance. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 1:40 P.M. 

II~ ~bye·
Ja ," C. Kelsey, Cle 

Approved, ~:t ;23. 197Y 
Date 

/{ 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Wednesday, March 12, 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairmanj Charles,:;RqnyOti;JcfSeph:Baker; George 
Barnes, Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman, was absent. 
Mr. Wallace COVington and Mr. Harvey Mitchell were 
present from the Staff. 

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10:00 - GENERAL CINEMA CORP. OF VA. AND FRANCONIA ASSOC. appl. under 
Section 30-7.2.10.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 2 
motion picture theatres J,' Springfield Mall Regional Shopping 
Center, 90-2«13»5. (34.0137 acres), Lee District. (C-D), 
3-10-75. 

Mr. Richard Hobson, 4085 University Drive, Fairfax, Virginia, attorney 
for the appllcant~ represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. Two contiguous property 
owners were Benjamin Rogers. 6735 Beulah Street~ Alexandria. and 
Village Green Properties, c/o Franconia Assoc., 711 Fifth Avenue, 
New York, New York. 

Mr. Hobson stated that this is the' same Permittee that is now operating 
the Twin Motion Picture Theatres that are currently in existence in 
Springfield Mall. It will also be the same type theatre as the existing 
theatres. This will be Cinema 3 and 4 located in the new wing of this 
regional shopping center. The seating capacity is 478 for each theatre. 
for a total of·955 seats. The theatre is 130' by 110 I • !tis on a 
pareel of land which is 13 acres. The property is under a sale. lease
back type financing in which the legal title owner is Authur Vineri, 
Trustee. and it is leased back to Franconia Associates for 50 years. 

The houri,~Cthis theatre are 9:30 A.M. to 1:00 A.M. This corporation 
operates' 600 theatres in the United States. They have submitted a 
retabulation of the parking and they meet the required number of 239 
spaces. There is an-t_.xcess of parking spaces for the whole shopping 
center after these theatre spaces are calculated. Mr. William Mccarthy. 
construction supervisor for General Cinema, is present today. He 
was present at the time of the original hearing for the other two theatres 
for this center. 

Mr. Hobson stated that he has a letter from Antonia Caggiano, Vice-President 
of Springfield Mall, supporting this operation. The entrance to the 
theatres will be on the ground floor and people can enter onto the parking 
lot. It will be the same traffic pattern for persons coming to the shopping 
centers as now come to shOp. There will be no additional hazards. The 
layout of the theatre will be harmonious with that of the shopping center. 

He submitted several photos to show the design of the inside~ of the proposed 
theatre. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 
_____________________________Resolution ---------------------

In application No. S-10-75. application by General Cinema Corp. of Virginia
& Franconia Assoc. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
to permit 2 motion picture theatres. on property located at Springfield 
Mall Regional Shopping Center,..alsokno~ as tax map 90...2' (13)) 5, County 
of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. follOWing proper notice to the public b.y advertisement in a 100:al 
newspaper, pasting of the prop~rty~ letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pub11~ hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on 
the 12th day of March. 1975. 
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Page 80~ March 12, 1975 
General Cinema Corp. of Virginia & Franconia Assoc. (continued) 

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

L That the owner of the subject property is Arthur W. Viner, Tr. 
2. That the present.,.zoning.is C-D. 
3. That the area or the site is 34.0137 acres. 
4. That parking provided is adequate. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind. changes in use. additional uses, or changes in the plans 
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details 
whether or not these additional uses or changes require:.a Special Use Permit, 
shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty 
of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. 
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning 
Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent. 

II 

10:20 - JOSEPH GUGLIELMELLO~ JR. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit addition closer to side lot Une, than allowed 
by Ord., (12' required, 10 1 from side requested)~ 7902 Foote Lane 
79-2((3))(1.9)4. (11.475 sq. ft.), Annandale District. (R-l2.5), 
V-1l-75. 

Mrl Guglielmello represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Richard Schnorr, 7900 FOote Lane~ Springfield. Virginia and Jac~Halterman. 
7904 Foote Lane. Springfield, Virginia. 

Mr. Guglielmello' is !Min point ,bf;justlf1catton unde~. the Ordinance was 
that to place the proposed structure to the rear would place it at the 
retaining wall. This wall is at the base of an embankment that elevates 
seven feet in about twelve feet and continues to about fifteen feet in 
twelve feet in the adJoin~ng property. This. 10 effect, creates a dam to 
large amounts of runoff water that now uses that area to dissipate. It 
would divert the water to the side lot. aggravating existing water problems 
created by runoff from higher elevations. He further explained the drainage 
problem on his lot and what has been done to try to correct it. but to 
no avail. 
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Page 81, March 12. 1975 
Guglielmello (continued) 

,,;:";,~~~~ 

He stated that the proposed use will be used as a dining room and den.for 
his family and is not for resale purposes. The dimensions of the 
proposed addition are II' x 26.5' as shown on the plat. It will be 
constructed of brick and frame so as to blend with the eXisting structure. 01/
Landscaping and screening will be in conformance with eXisting plans and wi1 
blend into existing landscape design. 

There was no one to speak 1n favor or \n opposition to this application. 

--------------------------------Resolution--------------------------------
In application No. V-11-75 application by Joseph Gugllemello. Jr. under 
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit addition with side yard 
of 10' in lieu of required 12' on property located at 7902 Foote Lane. 
also known as tax map 79-2((3))(19)4, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. 
Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 12th day of March. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Joseph. Jr. &Shirley H. 

Guglielmello. 
2. That the present zoning is R-l2.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11,475 sq. ft. 

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

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

(a) exceptional topographic problems of land. 

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless constructio 
has started or unless renewed by act-lon" of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirement of 
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling 
his obligation to obtain bUilding permits. Non-Residential Use Permit and 
the like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Baker: seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent. 
------------------------------------------------------~---------------------

10:40 _ SEVEN CORNERS ANIMAL HOSPITAL, INC .• & DR. JAMES G. O'NEIL 
appl. under Section-_~0-7.2.10.5.2 of Ord. to permit change of owner 
on existing use permit for animal hospital. 6300 Arlington Blvd •• 
51-3((1))37, (8.298 sq. ft.). Mason District. (C-Q). 3-12-75. 

Mr. William Hansbarger, attorney for the applicant. testified before the 
Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. 



---------------------------------------------------------------------------

Page 82, March 12, 1975 
Seven Corners Animal Hospital, Inc. & Dr. James G. O'Neil {continued} 

A Special Use Permit~ S-1'55...67'·~"·;fo·r operation of an animal hospital was 
granted to Herbert and Lillie Nagin on March 12, 1968. This application is 
to change the owner and operato~ to Dr. James O'Neil. Dr. O'Neil plans 
no changes in the operation. 

Mr. Hansbarger stated that the corporation has not yet been formed. The 
application was amended to show only the name of Dr. O'Neil. 

There was no one present to speak in.tavor or in opposition to this 
application. 

---------------------------------Resolution---------------------------------

In application No. S-12-75, application by Dr. James G. O'Neil under 
Section 30-7.2.10.5.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit change of owner on 
existing use permit, on property located at 6300 Arlingt'on Blvd., also known 
as tax map 51-3{(1})37, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 12th day of March, 1975. 

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

l. That the owner of the SUbject property is Dr. Herbert & Lillie 
Nagin. 

2. That the present zoning is C-G. 
3. That the area of the lot is 8,298 sq. ft. 
4. That a Special Use Permit, S-755-67, now exists in the name of the 

owner. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the p~ans approved by
the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether 
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall 
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of 
the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any 
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning 
Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with those requirements. This permit'SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The hours of operation shall be 9 A.M. to 7 P.M. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent. 
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Page 83~ March 12, 1975 
Arif H. Hodzic 

11:00 - ARIF H. HOnZIe, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit addition l' 6" from side lot line (2 I 6" variance). 
7401 Tower St., 50~1«2»91, (11,431 sq. ft.), Providence District, 
(R-10). V-13-75. 

Mr. Hodzic represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The two contiguous property 
owners were Mrs. Deemer, 7321 Tower Street, Falls Church and Mrs. John 
Hollinger, 7403 Tower Street, Falls Church. 

Mr. Hodzlc stated that he proposes to build an addition that 1s 410 square 
feet and contains two rooms. The existing house 1s not parallel to the 

6 11property 11ne; therefore, one corner of the new addition is 12' from the 
property 11ne. The other corner is 7' 6" from the property 11ne. He needs 
a variance Of 2' 6" in order to construct this addition. The lot is 
exceptionally irregular. This addition is for the use of Mr. Hodzic's family 
and is not for resale purposes. The addition is to be constructed of brick 
similiar to the existing house. 

Mrs. Rosa McDonald, 7400 Tower Street, neighbor across the street, spoke 
in support of the application. 

There was no one to speak in opposition to the application. 

-------------------------------Resolution----------------------------------: 
In application No. V-13-75. :application by Arif H. Hodzic. under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition closer to side property 

611line,than allowed by Ord. (7' from side; 10' required). on property 
located at 74Ql Tower Street. also known as tax map 50~1«2)91, County 
of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Z6rtlng Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 12th day of March, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Arif H. & Vukosava Hodzic. 
2. That the present zoning is R-IO. 
3. That the are of the lot is 11,431 sq. ft. 

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following 
physical conditions exist which under a strict interpre~!'!-tion of the 
Zoning Ordinance would result in practical di£ficulty or unnecessary hard
ship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or 
buildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot. 

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one:;i/'aar from this date unless constructio 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

D<63 



Page 84, March 12, 1975 
Arif H. Hodzic (continued) 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent. 

11:20 - JOSEPH HOANG THANH TU appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit enclosing of carport 6' from side property 
line (12' required), 9004 Stratford Lane. 111-1«(3»(3)521. 
(13.985 sq. ft.), Mt. Vernon District, (R-12.5), V-14-75. 

Mi',_ TU' represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners 
were Mr. and Mrs. Robert Henchee. 9000 Stratford Lane, Alexandria, and 
Mr. and Mrs. Carroll Rush, 9006 Stratford Lane, Alexandria. Virginia. 

Mr. Tu's justification was that of the location of the existing house on 
the lot and the fact that he has a steep slope to the rear of the lot. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this variance is a large: amount to grant. However, 
if one looks at the houses along this street, this addition will blend 
architecturally with the existing houses in the area. Even though there 
are other places Mr. Tu could put an addition to his home, it would not 
be economicaL nor";practical. The cluster ordinance requires a minimum 
of 20' total side yard and this wo~ld be over that total. This is not 
a cluster development. but he stated that he was using that as a standard. 
He stated that he had looked at the site and looked at the houses in this 
area and this addition would not disrupt the intent of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
~ ~_~ Resolution ---------------------

In application No. V-14-75, application by Joseph Hoang Thanh Tu under 
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosure of carport 6' 
from side property line on property located at 9004 Stratford Lane, also 
known as tax map 111-1«3»)(3)521, Mt. Vernon District. County- of Fairfax, 
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow 
ing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 12th day of March, 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board of ZoniQg Appeals has made the following findings of fact 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Joseph & Bui Th1 Huyer 

Hoang Thanh Tu. 
2. That the present zoning 1s R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13.985 sq. ft. 

AND~'WHEREAS, the Board of: Zoning Appeala has reached the following 
conclusions of law:

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

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

I 
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Page 85, March 12, 1975 
Joseph Hoang Thanh Tu (continued) 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the 
same 1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless constructl0 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. The architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing 
structure. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent. 

12:00 - PRINCE WILLIAM ELECTRIC COOP. app1. under Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit transmission line and power sub
station from existing substation on Route 658 to Upper Occoquan 
Sewage Authority Main Treatment Plant Compton, and substation 
on Upper Occoquan Sewage Authority property, 65«1»44A, 47, 47B, 
48, 50A and 73«1»4, Centreville District, RE-l, 3-22-75. 

Mr. Ronald Skewes, engineer for Prlnce William Electric Coop., represented 
the applicant. He stated that they did not send out notices as required. 
He requested that the case be deferred until March 26, 1975. 

Mr. Barnes so moved that the case be deferred until March 26. 

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

The case was set for 12:40 P.M. 
II 

DEFERRED CASES: 

12:20 - POTOMAC BROADCASTING CORPORATION, lOl-2«1»lOE, S-4-75 and 
V-5-75 (Deferred from 2-26-75 for full Board). 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Hansbarger, attorney for· the applicant, 
requesting that this case be deferred to March 26, 1975, as the representa
tive from the company could not be present. 

Mr. Bar.nea so moved. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent. 

II 

12;40 - WILLIAM T. MASINGILL, 7314 Dunston Street, 71-3«4»(26)9, 
V-6~75 (Deferred from 2-26-75 at request of applicant). 

The Board deferred this case until April 9, 1975 with the concurrence of 
Mr. Masingill for a full Board. 

/1 
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Deferred Cases 

C. HUGHES co., 8815 Old Mt. Vernon Rd.) 110-2«1)}24 J V-195-74 (Deferred 
from 12-18-74 and subsequent dat~$ for decision only), 

The Board again deferred this case until March 19, 1975, or until such 
time as there 1s a full Board. This will be for decision only. The 
applicant concurred with the deferral. 

II 
MARCH 12, 1975 
BOBBY G. JONES, 6260 Old Dominion Drive, 31-3«1»116. 3-203-74 and V-204-74 
(Deferred from 1-8-75 and subsequent dates for decision only). 

The Board deferred this case until March 19. 1975 or until such time as 
there 1s a full Board. This will be tor decision only. The applicant 
concurred with the deferral. 

II 

IRVING R. DENTON, V-211-74. MARCH 12, 1975 

This case was deferred from 12-18-74 and subsequent dates for decision only. 

The Board again deferred this case until March 19, 1975 or until such time 
as there is a full Board. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: MARCH 12, 1975 

ST. MARK'S MONTESSORI SCHOOL, 5800 Backlich Road, Springfield, Virginia 
80-1«5»(7)1. A and 80-2«1»20. S-178-73 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mrs. Esther Guerra, Director of the school, 
requesting the Board change the permitted hours from 9:00 a.m. to 2:30 p.m. 
TO: 7:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., 

It was the Buard's decision to allow this change to Condition No.7 of 
the Resolution granting this Special Use Permit. 

II 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM: MARCH 12, 1975 

AMERICAN HEALTH SERVICES, INC. (BARCROFT INSTITUTE), 2960 Sleepy Hollow 
Road, S-178-70 

Mr. COVington advised the Board that Barcroft Institute was requesting a 
bUilding permit to construct two qu~.t rooms within the building for the 
use of the psychiatric patients. 

It was the Board's decision that this request t:01t these'~two,'q,u,1.e:t: 'raOrnSL.wou1d 
require a pUblic hearing and a formal application. 

Mr. Barnes so moved that they file a new application and that the Board 
hold a pUblic hearing on this r.El:Iuest. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent. 

II 

The meeting aqpurned at 1:15 P.M. 

;:Me~ ane c. KelSey~ 
lerk 

APPROVED, ~d...z.i /'1y
DATE 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Wednesday, March· 19, -1915. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Charles 
Runyon and George Barnes. Joseph Baker was absent. 
Mr. Wallace Covington and Mr. Harvey Mitchell were 
present from the Staff. 

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10:00 - BROOKFIELD SWIMMING CLUB. INC. application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit change in name and change 1n 
hours of operation to extend to maximum of 12 mldnl'~t J and other 
minor changes for existing conununlty pool. (2.6166 acres), 44-2«1»15 
Centreville District. (R-12.5). 3-16-75. 

Conrad Waters. attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The Fairfa± County Park 
Authority and Mr. Davis were the contiguous property owners. 

Mr. Waters gave the background of this club, A Bpecial Use Permit, S-515-67, 
was granted for a swimming pool and related community recreational facilities 
to the builder, Thomas Cary, on January 24, 1967. This application is 
to change the name .of 'the permittee to the present corporation, and to 
change the hours of operation. They have already been using the requested 
hours of operatlonfor at least two years. He- submitted a>letter to the 
Board aettlns<torb~the_r~questedhours. The previous Special Use Permit 
stated that theY<OQ~::,~,J.n their operation on Memorial Day and close 
on Labor Day .Irt.¥:,'~ther is still warm after Labor Day, they would 
like to keep tbe'PQCJ~_,QI)8n for one or two more weeks. They begin operation 
during the weeka~81nO A.M. for swim team practice and continue with 
activities througbout the day until 9:00 P.M. They hold three supervised 
teen parties per year from 7:00 P.M. to 11:00 P.M. On Saturday the poOl 
is open from 9:00 A.M. to 8:00 P.M. 'tor general swimming and from 8:00 P.M. 
to 12:00 midnight ,tor -adults. One of the problems is, if they have to get 
apecial permission to be open late, and if they are limited to 6 per year, 
then if the weather is bad on the day scheduled, they lose out. In 
addition, they really never know if there is going to be enough interest 
to keep the pool open late until Saturday morning. There has never been 
any complaints filed on any of their activities. This site is located 
quite a distance from the neighbors. 

The Board discussed this at length. Mr. Kelley stated that he did not know 
why it would be a problem to walk into the zoning Office on Friday morning 
and request a late hour party for the next day. He stated that it would 
only take fiveminutea to issue permission for that. He stated that it 
would not be fair to allOW this applicant to stay open until midnight 
without first se'tlng special permission and make everyone else close at 
9:00 or 10:00 P.M. 

Mr. COVington suggested that the applicant continue to get special permission 
but that the :Boare! not."limit this applicant to six per year unless there 
are complaints. 

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to the applicatio 

,In application no. S-16-75,- application by Brookfield Swimming Club, Inc. 
under Section 30-7.2.6~1.1 or the Zoning Ordinance, to permit change in 
name and Changein ..·hG.-~.4 ..01'.· opera.t:l.on-_an4.·~:."other minor ohanges, on property
located at 13611 ~~:Drlve, Cent~ev11le District. also known as .tax map 44-2( (l}}15i·:'~-:<>f:P&1r-f"ax,tI(r. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals a40pt'~·:fo~l4Ktng resolution: 

WHEREAS, the ollPtl~";':i&PP:llQ.tlonhasbeen properly filed in accordance 
with the requirellt!i1~:bf!.ll:,.plicanle State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the b-J""'-1aws.-ot' the F:alrfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, 
and 

/j1 



II 

Page 88 1 March 191 1975 
Brookfield Swimming Club l Inc. (continued) 

WHEREAS I following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property I letters to contiguous and'nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board ~f Zoning Appeals held 
on the 19th day of March 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5~ 

3. That the area of the lot is 2.8864 acres v 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State codes i3 

required. 
6. That Special Use Permit, S-5l5-67 was granted to Thomas A Carey, Inc. 

on January 24, 1967, for a swimming pool and related facilities on subject 
property. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether 
or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit 
shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the 
duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls)"wlthout
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Uee Permit is obtained. 

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

6. That the maximum number of family memberships be 300. 
7. That the hours of operation shall be 8:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M. 
8. Any after hours events or parties will require permission from the 

Zoning Administrator in w~iting prior to such event, with no limit placed 
on the number of such parties.

9. All lights and noise shall be oonfined to said property. 
10. All landscaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfaction 

of the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

10:20 - GERALD D. COOPER, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit carport to remain closer to side lot line than 
allowed by Ordinance (12' required, 1.8' from line), 5224 Kepler 
Lane, 70-4«8))(9)1, (11,164 sq. ft.), Annandale District, (~-12.5), 
V-11-75. 

Mr. Cooper represented hims~lf before the Board. 

Not.1.cea to property owners were in order. 
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Page 89, March 19, 1975 
Gerald Cooper (continued) 

Mr. Cooper had installed ,a patio cover over a concrete slab within 1.S' 
of the side property I1ne. The minimum requirement 1s 7 feet. The 
applicant needs a variance of 5.2 feet 1n order for the patio cover to 
remain. 

Mr. Cooper stated that because this 1s not a permanent structure he did 
not think he needed a building permit. He obtained a building permit when 
he converted his carport into a recreation room. 

Mr. Runyon asked him to explain his Justification under the Zoning Ordinance 
that would permit this Board to grant this variance. 

Mr. Cooper Btated that he made a mistake and that is his only justification. 
He stated that he did not oe", a:-',patio cover any place else. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board is not empowered to grant a variance unless 
it is a mistake that is made after a surveyor stakes out the property and 
after one has obtained a building permit. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred to allow the applicant to 
review the Zoning Ordinance and determine whether or not he has a 
Justification under the Ordinance. 

The case was deferred to April 9, 1975. 

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

II 10:40 A.M. - SEE PAGE 89 A and B. BIBLEWAY CHURCH OF FAIRFAX, S-18-75. 

11:00 - RONALD VOLLSTEDT, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit building to be constructed closer to zoning boundary line 
than allowed by Ordinance (25' from zoning boundary line required or 
distance equal to heiatit of the bUilding whichever is greater), and 
to permit partial blu8stone parking area, 6726 Beddeo Street, 
93-1«1) )21, (1'.006 acres), Mt. Vernon District, (CG), V-20-75. 

RONALD VOLLSTEDT, appl. under Section 30·7.2.10.5.4 .of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit sales lot for used, small cars and a 
Virginia inppection station, 6726 Beddoe Street, 93-1((1))21, 
(1.006 acres), Mt. Vernon District, (CG), 8-19-75. 

Mr. Vollstedt represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. 

The contiguous owners were the Fairfax County Fire Department and Esso 
Oil Oompany. 

Mr. Vollstedt was granted a Special Use Permit, S-172-71, for a sales 
lot for automobiles and a variance V-215-71 to allow an office building 
within 9 feet of the side property line at this location on October 17, 
1973. The Board of Zoning Appeals denied a second request for an extension 
of time and the use permit expired. 

This application is to renew S-172-71 and amend it by the addition of a 
Virginia Inspection Station and by altering the arrangement of buildings 
so that the variance previously granted is not needed. However, a variance 
is needed to permit a commercial building closer to a zoning boundary line 
than allowed by the Ordinance. 

The current application requests that he be allowed to use bluestone 
parking for his display vehicles and, because of the amendment to the Zoning 
Ordinance, to allow a commercial bUilding closer to a zoning boundary line 
than allowed by the Ordinance. 

The Board discussed the previous applications and why Mr. Volistedt ha~not 

moved forward with his site plan. 
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Page 89 A 
March 19, 1975 

10:40 - BIBLEWAY CHURCH OF FAIRFAX, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit church addition, 4340 Ox Road. 
57-4 & 57-3({1))2. (22,500 square feet), Annandale District and 
Springfield Districts, (RE-I). 8-18-75 

Mr. John Allen represented the applicant before theBoard. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
William Jones, 4348 Ox Road and Benjamin Tillery. 4336 Ox Road. 

Mr. Allen explained that this application is for an addition to their 
existing church. The addition will have 120 seats and they are providing 
25 parking spaces. 

Preliminary Engineering's comments stated that provision for the futlre 
widening of Route 123 will be made at the time of site plan submissiJn. 

Mr. James Hricko, architect working with the church, stated that it -lias 
his understanding that the plans for widening Route 123 were indefinlte 
at this time. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this applicatlon. 

___________________________ RESQLUTION ----- .. _ 

In application No. S-18-75, application by Bibleway Church of Fairfa:c, 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit church 
addition, 4340 Ox Road, Annandale and Springfield Districts, also 
known as tax map 57-4 & 57-3((1»2, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and 
nearby property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning 
Appeals held on the 19th day of March, 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 22,500 square feet. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance 1s required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is 

required. 

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating complianee 
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as containt~d 

in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and 1;he 
same is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless con
struction or operation has started or unless renewed by action of th:~s 

Board prior to date of expiration. 
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March 191 1975 

3. This approval 15 granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures 
of any kind, changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes in the 
plans approved by this Board (other than minor engineering details) 
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use 
permit, shall require approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of 
the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval. Any changes 
(other than minor engineering details) without this Board's approval 
shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use 
Permit . 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute 
an exemption from the various legal and established procedural require
ments of this county and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for 
complying with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until 
a Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The proposed number of seats for the additon is to be 120. 
7. The minimum number of parking spaces is to be 24. 
8. All landscaping and screening shall be provided to the 

satisfaction of the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 
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Page 90, March 19, 1975 
Ronald Vollstedt (continued) 

Mr. Vollstedt stated that they now have a site plan done by the McLaUghlin 
and Ghent engineering firm, but they cannot even submit this plan until 
this variance and Special Use Permit are granted. 

.~ 

Mr. Smith stated that he could not see any necessity for further compounding 
the problems by granting additional variances on this property. 

Mr. Vollstedt stated that he moved 9' from the zone line. In the original 
application, they were 9 1 from the property line. Therefore, they have 
actually moved the proposed building farther away from the property line. 
The property is zoned C-G and the adjacent property is used for parking 
for the Fire Department. Therefore, the adjacent property is used for 
a commercial use and he feels.",thts variance is justified because if-it were 
actually zoned commercial, they could build right' up to the 'property line. 

Mr. Runyon asked why he could not move this bUilding over ~O' from the 
property line. 

Mr. Vollstedt stated that to move the building over 50' would put the 
building right in the middle of the property and would not use the property 
to its full advantage. 

Mr. Runyon stated that if he moved the building over 50', he would still 
be 80 feet from the other property line. He stated that he could not 
understand the magnitude of the hardship request. 

Mr. Vollstedt stated that if he builds where he is proposing, he will be 
keeping the used cars~.ay from the residential property. He could move 
the building on the 11rte next to Esso, then the whole impact of the sales 
and used car lot would impact the neighbors in the back. In addition, he 
stated that he would have to remove four 36" oaks. 

Mr. Runyon asked him to speak to Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance under 
which he is applying. He asked if this, is an irregular shaped lot, 
narrow lot or just what part of that section is his particular hardship. 
He stated that he did not see anything unusual about the locatiOn of 
the existing building. 

Mr. Vollstedt stated that the hardship was created when 
someone drew the zone line through his property, rather than on the 
property line. If the Fire Department had applied for a change of 
zoning, they would be C-G and they could move to within 25' without 
difficulty. That lot is not used for residential purposes. 

Mr. Smith stated that it seemed to him that he was trying to crowd the 
building development all in one area of the property, rather than utilizing 
the land that he has available to him. This variance seems to be for 
the applicant's convenience rather than a hardship. He told Mr. Vollstedt 
that he had had since 1972 to resolve the problems with the existing 
building with the County Site Plan Department. 

Mr. Runyon asked if the problem with the existing building was settled. 

Mr. Smith stated that it is not. The Board granted a variance on it, if 
he could bring it into compliance. but apparently he has not cooperated 
as far as the County is concerned. He stated that he did not believe 
Mr. Vollstedt has an occupancy permit yet, but he is still operating. 

Mr. Vollstedt stated that he could not get an occupancy' permit because the 
site plan was not approved. The County said the whole thing had to be in 
conformance at once~ The building permit people would not come down to 
inspect the existing building without a building permit being filed. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Runyon moved to defer this case until April 9, 1975, for decision only 
and for viewing. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously ,with the members present. Mr. Baker was 
absent. 
II 
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Page 91, March 19, 1975 
Engleside Christian School 

11:20 - ENGLESIDE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL, application under Section 30-1.2.6.1.3.2 
& 30-7.2.6.1.11 of Ordinance to permit portable buildings for use 
as school of general education and Sunday School classrooms by 
existing church, 8428 Highland Lane, lOl~3«4»33J 34, 35 and 36,
(94,957 sq. ft.). Lee District, (R-17), 3-23-75. 

ENGLESIDE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL, application under Section 30-6.6 of 
Ordinance to permit portable olassrooms closer to rear property 
line than allowed by Ordinance (25' required, 4.2' from 
line), 8428 Highland Lane, 101-3«4»33, 34, 35 and 36, (94,957 
sq. ft.). Lee District, (R-17), V-24-75. 

Mr. Dale Sherwin, 2418 Londonderry Road, Alexandrl~. Virginia. represented 
the applicant. 

Mr. Lenn Thomason. pastor of the church. obtained the signatures on the 
notices. The notices were in order. The contiguous property owners were 
the Euckers. 8~16 Highland Lane. lot 32. and the Nicelys, ff/f'25 Leaf Road, 
Alexandria, Virginia. 

Mr. Sherwin stated that they would like to have additional space for their 
.chool. They plan to put pDrtable, temporary classrooms near the back of 
the prpperty in such a way that they will have a good access to the 
existing church building. This will facilitate the use of the lunch room 
and the restroom facilities. They do not plan to have any additional 
children. They were granted a Special Use Permit, S-51~70. on April 
21. 1970. to have a maximum of 300 students at anyone time, ages 2 to 18 
between the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. They now have 200. 

The size of the proposed structure is 94.37 by ~2 feet and is within 
6.4 feet of the rear lot line. The requirement is 25 feet. Therefore, 
they need a variance of 18.6 feet. This structure will have four 
classrooms with 25 or 30 children to a room. They accept four year olds 
through the 11th grade. The Church does not know how long they plan to 
use this temporary facility. They are in a growing stage and may soon 
have to find a different location or purchase additional property. They 
have just recently purchased an additional parcel next door to Mr. and Mrs. 
Eucker. This parcel is contiguous to their original parcel. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he would not be in favor of granting this variance 
this close to the residential area for this intense use, particularly when 
the applicant does not know how long they need to use these temporary 
structures. 

Preliminary Engineering Branchls comments were that all proposed and 
existing parking lots must be paved with a dustless surface unless a 
variance is granted by the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Smith read a latter from Mr. and Mrs. Swinks. who live across the street 
at 8425 Highland Lane. in opposition to the application. They complained 
ab9ut the noise that the school is already creating and stated that 
this use has grown into a commercial facility. Their house ia in view 
of the parking lot where the school parks huge busses. 

There were also letters in the file from the Fletchers. the Alfords. the 
Nicelys. the Linders. the Euckers and the Foxes in opposition. 

The Board amended the application to include the name of the church. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this seems like a large variance and the people 
along the church's property line to the rear do object to this building. 
He stated that he did not see the hardship portion of the application. 
It seems they are t~ying to get a lot of structures on the lot. 

Mr. Kelley agreed and stated that the app]cant agreed earlier that he 
could move the bUilding back away from the property line. He stated that 
he would like to give them an opportunity to reconsider the location of the 
building. 

D1/ 
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Mr. Sherwin stated that~ if they move the building, part of the parking 
lot would be inaccessible. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt that people who buy residential property 
are entitled to the setbacks that are required by the Ordinance. 

Mr. Smith stated that i~ they moved it 12' from the p~operty line~ it 
would give them enough room to screertthe building. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board defer this application for a period of two 
weeks to give the applicant a chance to reconsider the location of the 
trailer and to consider the adjoining property owners. There are copies 
of the letters in the file and the applicant should see if they could 
readjust this application request in light of the discussion that the 
Board has had. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

11:45 - CONGRESSIONAL SCHOOL, INC. application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 
of Ordinance to amend existing special use permit to permit use 
of three outside classrooms, construction of a guardhouse and 
sentry fence along the back pro~,vty line, apprOXimately 500' 
long, to be added to eXisting use permit, and all other structures, 
buildings and construction shown on the plat, 32,29 Sleepy Hollow 
Road, 6l-I«I»5~ (39.4 acres)~ Mason District~ (RE-O.5), 3-29-75. 

Mr. Royce Spence~ attorney for the applicant~ testified before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. Some of the contiguous property 
owners were William Welsh, 3233 Sleepy Hollow Road, Frances G. Strauss~ 

3129 Sleepy Hollow Road~ and Katherine Reiss~ 3327 Valley Lane. 

The applicant operates a private school pursuant to Special Use Permit, 
S-174-73~ granted October 10, 1973, with the stipUlation that it was 
granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plats submitted with 
the application. The school has been operating since 1958. It was 
originally url6er a Special Use Permit granted to Malcolm B. and Evelyn 
G. Devers. A notice of violation was issued on October 16, 1974 to 
William W. Devers, son of the original applicants, for using classroom 
trailers as an expansion of the Special Use Permit without the approval 
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. This hearing was originally set for 
February 12, 1975~ but the applicant requested a deferral. At that time 
the Zoning Inspector, Gerald Carpenter, stated that they are also 
constructing a guard house on the property. Therefore the application 
was amended, readvertised, repoated and additional notices were sent. 

Mr. Spence stated that these trailers are the same type as are used by the 
public schools. Each trailer holds about 20 students. The size of the 
trailer is 11' x 46'. Two have pl~bingand electricity. The school felt 
that because the trailers were there only for a temporary use, they did 
not have to came before this Board. They were made aware of this require
ment and are here to rectify the mistake. 

Mr. William Devers, president of the school~ stated that his father had 
passed away last summer and he was under the impression that his father 
had gotten the necessary permits. After his death, it came to light that 
he did not have the permits. They admit their error and they want 
to obtain the necessary permits. They started erecting the small guard 
hOUge for a guard they will employ to check the automobiles that come on 
the premises. This is for the safety of the children. They ,also plan to 
add a fence along a portion of the property line where Rutland Place 
deadends onto their property to discourage trespassers. If this fence 
does not keep the trespassers out. they will come- back to the Board and 
request that they be allowed to extend the fence along the full perimeter 
of the property. 
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They expect to use the trailers for about three years. Then they plan to 
go ahead with their planned expansion. He showed a model to the Board 013 
of the planned expansion. The present enrollment 1s 550 students. They 
have plans to expand to 1000 to 1200. 

In answer to the question regarding the animals they keep on the property. 
he stated that they have a school farm on the other side of Tripps Run. 
They have been keeping animals for fifteen years. They have a pig and 
a goat at the present time. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Covington stated that they can keep 
animals on this property by right as long as they have them housed 
300 feet from any dwelling. He stated that in view of the closeness of 
this use to residences, he did not think it was an ideal situation. In 
order to keep animals, the Zoning Ordinance requires that they have two 
acres of land. There are 35 acres here. The Zoning Office has had complaint 
about them. 

Mr. Claude Kennedy stated that he had been asked to get answers to the 
questions the Board raised at the meeting of February 12, 1975. He 
stated that he had checked on the violations that existed on the property. 

1. The violation from the arborist has been released. They were cutting 
trees without a permit. They have now ceased to do so. 

2. The Zoning Office has the applicant under two violations because of 
the trailers and the guard house. The trailers are no longer 
being used and the guard house is about 90 percent finished. They 
were not working on it on the date of the inspection. 

3. There was a violation notice issued from Public Utilities on the 
grading. They were installing a storm drain without a site plan 
and proper permit. A site plan waiver required them to submit 
plans for the storm drain that they were putting in. They have 
now submitted the plans and have obtained the permits. 

4. The bUilding inspections office has given a notice for constructing 
the guard house without a permit, and for the erection of three 
classrooms without proper permits. 

5. They received a building permit for the existing gasoline pumps in 
1961 for the installation of a 3,000 gallon underground storage tank 
and pumps. This was signed dff by the Fire Marshall's Office. The 
Fire Marshall made an inspection this morning. They passed inspectio 

Mr. COVington explained that any residence can get one of those type tanks 
if they get a permit and set it back 25' off the property line. 

Mrs. Sue Neese, 6440 Queen Anne Terrace, Falls Church, spoke in opposition. 
Her statement is in the file. She also submitted four photographs. She 
oited specific instances where the applicant has violated the Fairfax 
County Code and the Special Use Permit. She stated that she feels there 
should be no expansion before a thorough study is made in conjunction with 
PLUS to determine the effects on projected traffic density and patterns, 
noise and other environmental impact. Therefore. she stated that she 
strongly opposes approval of the three trailers in question as outdoor 
classrooms. 

Mr. Larry Byrne. 6442 Queen Anne Terrace. Falls Church. property owner 
adjoining on the ~outh side. spoke in opposition. The school has, in 
his opinion, failed to live up to its obligations as a neighbor and its 
obligations to abide by the Fairfax County Codes. He did not feel the 
school should be allowed to continue. He also objected to the proposed 
fence because it would make the school look like a military encampment, 
to the public address system which the school uses to play loud music 
as late as 1:00 A.M. in the morning. and to the school's allowing the 
students to rum rampant onto his and other neighbor's properties. He 
submitted some photographs to the Board. 
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In answer to Mr. Runyon's question. he stated that he had lived at 6444 
Queen Anne Terrace from August 1971 until August 1973 and at his current 
residence since then. In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, he stated that 
the school was there before he moved there. 

Mr. Nathan R. Fuller. 6444 Queen Anne Terrace. submitted four lebters from 
four other property owners in objection to this application. He also sub-
mitted a copy of his statement for the file in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Spence spoke in rebuttal to the opposition again stating that they do 
admit their errors. but they want to rectify them and that is Why they are 
before this Board. 

They do have a site plan waiver granted October 1974 and they did not realize 
that the three trailers were a change in use. 

Mr. Kelley expressed his concern about this operation and the violations 
that have occurred. The language of the Special Use Permit that was 
granted on October 10, 1973. spells out in detail that there can be no 
expansion of the use without first coming back to the Board. He stated that 
he fails to understand how an operation of this size can just ignore the 
rules. 

Mr. Spence stated that it is unfortunate that the sins of the father have 
to be transmitted to the son. but the son just took, over this operation 
after the death of his father last year and did not know all the rules and 
regulations. He has been trying to make this a good school and a good 
operation. 

Mr. Devers stated that he disagreed with the statements that have been made 
about this school and the children in the school. He stated that they run 
one of the finest schools in Northern Virginia. Their application has been 
accepted to the Southern Conference of Private Schools. All the teachers 
are certified by the State. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he was not questioning the school itself, but the 
violations that have occurred. He moved to defer this application for three 
weeks for Viewing. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

Mr. Smith stressed that the temporary classrooms were not to be used urttil 
this is cleared up. He stated that their State accreditation would be 
in jeopardy if they use a structure that is not approved by the State and 
County ·Codes. 

Mr. Carpenter stated that he made inspections on the trailer March,3. 5, and 
7 and they were not in use. 

DEFERRED CASES~ 

12: 15 - FLYI;NG flAil ENTERPRISES. INC. app1. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of 
Ord.to permit day care center for 15 children. infanta to 4 
years, 7 A.M. to 6 P.M. 5534 Sheldon Dr .• 81-1«4)(K)7. Bren 
Mar Park Subdivision. (8.401 sq. ft.), Mason District, (R-IO), 
S-9-75. (Deferred from 2-26-75 for proper notices. FULL HEARING). 

Mr. James Whytock. P. O. Box 158, Springfield, Virginia 22~50, represented 
the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Lot 
10, directly in the back. Claude Sheridan. 5333 Hershey Lane and Lot II, 
Mr. Hill. 5331 Hershey Lane. 

The property contains 8.401 square feet of land. The house is a brick and 
frame split level similar to the other houses in the neighborhood. Sheldon 
Drive is paved and has sidewalks on both sides. There is a public bus 
route at the intersection of Sheldon and Burrell to the north of the SUbject 
property. Mrs. Archie is proposing to have a day care center for no more 
than 15 children. This will require a play area of 2.300 square feet as shown 
on the; plat. The only outside changes that will be made to the property 
will be 'the fence around the play area. the screening as required by the 
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County, the extension of the driveway along the south side of the property 
and the creation of the two parking spaces in the back of the house. 
It 1s anticipated at the moment that most of the children who will be 
using the facility will be walking to the property. Most of the children 
live within walking distance. There 1s a bus stop at the corner. The 
parents can bring the children by bUS, drop them off and continue on to work. 
However. in considering the traffic for the maximum impact. as the parents 
might not always bring the children by bus. they have estimated that there 
will be a maximum of 40 trips a day. coming and going for 1-5 children, 
2 employees and services for the center. The children will be divided 
into groups therefore, there will be no more than six children outside at 
anyone time for a period of one hour for each group. There will be three 
supervisors. The food will be catered. No food will be prepared on the 
premises. 

He went into Mr~. Archie's previous experience ,1b.ohild care I which included 
the operation of a day care center for 25 children in Texas I and helping 
form day care programs for two churches. which included planning the 
programs and hiring the 'teac.hers. 

Mr. Why tack defined the area along Edsall Road and Bren Mar Parkway,where 
these children live. Mrs. Richardson lives on Sheldon and she has two child
ren she would like to send. Mrs. Sorrenson on Sheldon Drive has one child 
ahe would like to send. Along the west portion of the property. there are 
some apartmentsj and 85% of the people on the list that was submitted came 
out of the apartments. He submitted letters from Linda Adams. Micheline 
an~ sf Wilkie Darisme, 6251 Bren Mar Drive, Patricia Chambers Portion, 5615 
Sheldon Drive and a petition with 100 signatures. 

Col. :3 6 n es· " owner of the property I residing at 10600 Norman Avenue in the 
City of Fairfax. spoke in support of the application. 

Mr. Walter Richardson, res,ident of Bren Mar Park SUbdivision. publiC school 
guidance counsellor. spoke in support of the application. He stated that 
his wife works and it is very difficult to find good babysitters to take 
care of their two children. They have had six sitters since they came to 
this area. Noneof the sitters that they have had have the experience that 
Mrs. Archie has had. This neighborhood needs Mrs. Archie's services. 

Mr. Murray Wheeler, 58d'3 Sheldon Drive, president of the Bren Mar Civic 
Association I spoke in opposition to this appl1c.at;.1on. He stated that 
there are now 54 present inooJection to th1~. ~ey had 66 present earlier. 
but some of them had to leave as this case came up much lat~rthan they had
planned. One of the contiguous property owners, Mr. Claude Sheridan. was 
present to speak in objection, but he had to leave at 3:00 P.M. Mr. Hill 
is, id;ao contiguous as one corner of Illis fence adjoins thia property. He 
is a widower with a teenage son. They are not at home much, therefore I this 
use will not affect them as it will the rest of the neighbors. 

He brought up several points made by Mr. Whytock. He stated that to his 
knowledge I there are only three" children within walking distance:,that will 
use this facility, therefore the traffic problem is a legitimate one. They 
are not talking about the qualifications of the applicant I but the affect 
this use will have on this neighborhood. 001. Jones who spoke in support of 
this application lives in another neighborhood, therefore I thia will not 
affect him, other than monetarily. He presented a resolution passed at a 
special meeting of the Bren Mar Civic Association. There were 96 or 100 
people present at that meeting. The vote was unanimous~ The resolution 
was not based on the number of children Mrs. Arahie plans to have, but 
the fact that this is a commercial operation. Mr. and Mrs. Archie were 
present at the meeting. They were invited to both the general meeting and 
the executive meeting to make their presentation. -to request denial. 

Last fall the Fairfax County School Board ~1d a survey to determine whether 
or not they should begin a kindergarten in the local school. 'nl,ere::, were 
only 9 children who would use that service. therefore, the School Board 
felt that it was not a significant enough number to start the operation. 
The neighborhood feels this service should be provided for this community. 
but not in the center of these ten lots where there is so little room 
between the houses. The original application requested 30 children and 
they planned to use the upstairs portion of the building. The Fire 
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Marshall told them they could not use the upstairs; therefore, they 
reduced the number to 15. In both the executive and the open meeting 
which the Archie's attended, it became very clear to them that the Archie~ 
were not looking to operate a small 8 to 12 child>aenter for the neighbor
hooa~ They want to go into business. They are looking at 40 to 50 
children and this facility will not handle that many at this time. If 
they start here, they will be back just like Congressional School. 
He suggested that they use the Baptist Church which is nearby. (He indicated 
the church on the map). He stated that he discussed this with the church 
and the Board of Directors and they said that they would be most happy to 
work out some arrangement. He stated that he did not have a written 
communication from them, however. He suggested that if she did not like the 
idea of" the f"acility being in the churCh, she might put.1t;,in one of the 
apartment complexes that is nearby, or at the Charter House Motel. Again, 
the manage!." of the Charter House indicated that he is extremely interested 
in this as a commercial venture, He did not have anything in writing 
to this ef"fect. 

Mr. Wheeler stated that the Archies_.' rent the house and live in the hous~ 
that belongs to Col. James Bachman. He is in Ft. Knox, Kentucky and the 
rental of this house is handled by a realtor. Mr. Wheeler stated that 
he called Col. Bachman. Col. Bachman stated that he had not been informed 
about this proposed use of the pr9perty next door. When Col. Bachman was 
asked if" he planned to sell his house, he answered that he would 1f he 
was offered enough money f"or it. Assuming that this application might 
be approved, if the Archies could buy the property next door to this proposed 
use, they could plan on expanding the child care facility to the adjointng 
property. 

Mr. Daniel Ganby spoke in oppo~ion to the application. 

Laura Beth Yergovltch, 6301 Beryl Road, spoke in opposition to the application 
statin~, that she f"eltthls would be a foot in the door for commercial 
venttlTes in this neighborhood. 

Mr. Whytock spoke in rebuttal. For the record he asked that it be indicated 
the number of people present in support of the application. There were five. 
He stated that they had lost two or three due to the lateness of the 
hearing. He stated that Sheridan Drive is not being ~sed to capacity at the 
present time. It can take an additional 40 vehicle:'trips per day that this 
operation might create without taking it over capacity for that street. 
He submitted two additional'lettersG addressed to Mr. Archie in support 
of the application. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he could understand the supporters' feelings that 
these day care centers do serve a useful:~~rpose. He stated that he feels 
there are places where they should be anq.' places they should not be. 

________________,Resolution _ 

In application No. S-9-75 application by Flying "A" Enterprises under 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit day care center 
for 15 children, infants to 4 years of age, on property located at 5534 
Sheldon Drive, Bren Mar Park, also known as tax map 81-1((4))(K)7, 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all appliaable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Bo~rd of Zoning Appeals, 
and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and 
nearby property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals 
held on the 19th day of" March, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
L That the owner of the subject ,property is Malcolm S. & Christine 

Jones. 
2. That the present zoning is R-lO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 8,401 sq. ft. 
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following 
conclusions of law: 

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED,' that the SUbject application be and the 
same 1s hereby denied. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. He stated that he felt the impact of this 
on the immediate community would be too great. 

The motion passed 3 to 0 to deny. Mr. Smith abstained. 

Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

LORRINE M. VAUGHN. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit 
less frontage on 2 corner lots than allowed by Ord. and to vary 
the front setback requirements for 2 houses on the corner lots, 
(75' required from center line of easement serving proposed lot lOA), 
11216 Chapel Road. 76((5))10, (9.0808 acres); Springfield District. 
(RE-n. V-3-75 •. (Deferred from 2-12-75 for new plats). 

Proper plats had been received. 

------------------------------Resolution------------------- _ 

In application No. V-3-75. application by Lorrine M. Vaughn under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit less frontage on two corner 
lots than allowed by Ordinance on property located at 11216 Chapel Road. 
Springfield District. also known as tax map 76((5))10, County of Fairfax. 
Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoniqg Appeals adopt the 
follOWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and 
nearby property owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning 
Appeals held on the 12th day of February, 1975 and deferred to the 
19th day of March. 1975. and 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 9.0808 acres. 

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

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

(a) exceptionally narrow lot. 

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

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

FURTHERMORE. the appllQant should be aware that grant1ng of th15 action 
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements 
of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fUlfilling 
his obligation to obtain building permit5, Residential Use Permit and 
the like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker 
was absent. 
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BOBBY G. JONES, appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit addition to existing station, 6260 Old Dominion Drive, 31-3«1)) 
116, (17,760 sq. ft.), Dranesvil1e District, (CN), S-203-74, (Deferred 
from 1-22-75 at request of applicant. For decision only--fu11 Board). 

BOBBY G. JONES application under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit addition 
to be constructed closer to rear property line than allowed by Ord., 
(24' from property line, 50' required), 6260 Old Dominion Drive, 31-3 
«1»116, (17,760 sq. ft.). Dranesville District, (CN), V-204-75. 
(Deferred from 1-8-75, 1-22-75 and again 2-26-75 for decision only and 
a fuLl Board). 

The new plats showing a ~reductionin the amount of variance requested 
had been submitted to the Board at the meeting of February 26, 1975. This 
plat shows the proposed addition to be 20' from the side and 34' from 
the rear of the property adjoining the Chesterbrook Methodist Church. 

Mr. Gary Davis, attorney for the applicant, submitted a letter from 
the Church stating that they have no objection to the granting of this 
variance. 

-------------------------~~~~~~~o~t1i~~~~~------------------------------
In application No. 3-203-75, application by Bobby G. Jones under Section 
30-7.2.10.2.I~of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to existing 
station on property located at 6260 Old Dominion Drive, also known as 
tax map 31-3«1))116, County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board 
of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals 
held on the 8th day of January and deferred to March 19. 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Bobby G. & Marie M. Jones. 
2. That the present zoning is CN. 
3. That the area of the lot is 17.760 sq. ft. 
4. Compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses~ or changes in the plans approved 
by the, Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) 
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use 
Permit. shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall 
be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning APpeals for 
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without 
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 
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4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for 
complying with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until 
a Non-Residential Use Permit 1s obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED 1n a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted 
use. 

6. There shall not be any display, selling, storing, rental or 
leasing of automobiles. trucks. trailers or recreational vehicles on 
said property. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 1. Mr. Smith abstained. 

Variance -_- Resolution ---------------------

In application No. V-204-75, application by Bobby G. Jones under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance. to permit addition to be constructed 
closer to rear property line. on property located at 6260 Old Dominion 
Drive also known as tax map 31-3«1))116. County of Fairfax. Virginia. 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and 
nearby property owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning 
Appeals held on the 8th day of January. 1975. and deferred to March 
19. 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Bobby G. and Marie M. Jones 
2. That the present zoning is CN. 
3. That the area of the lot is 17.760 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That the rearward property owner has no objection to the request 

subject to landscaping and screening. 

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

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

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot. 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED." that the a-ubject"app11catfon be<andthe 
same 1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
or structures indicated in the plats included with this -app11eation only. 
and is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the 
same land. 

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

3. Architectural detail shall present a uniform. continuous structural 
appearance. 
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Bobby G. Jones (continued) 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

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

Mr. Davis stated for the record that the applicant would comply with 
any screening request that the church makes. 

II 

ANGRET KUTHE & SYLVIA DECLUE, S-172-74 -- Request for rehearing. 

On January 3, 1975, Mr. Hansbarger, attorney for the applicant, 
requested a rehearing on this case. The Board felt that he had not 
presented the new evidence which could not have been presented at the time 
of the original hearing and requested Mr. Harisbarger to submit the 
particular information and the Board would again consider it. Mr. 
Hansbarger has submitted this information. (See letter date, March 14, 1975 

Mr. smith read a letter from Mr. William Hansbarger, explaining the 
need for this use and stating that the applicants were not aware at 
the time of the hearing of the necessity for establishing that this 
day care facility would have the support of the immediate neighborhood. 
He also enclosed a petition signed by 22 people indicating the need 
for this day care center in this area. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the request be denied. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

LOYAL ORDER OF MOOSE, Arlington Lodge No. 1315. 5710 Scoville Street, 
Request that they be allowed to put in parking lot lights.· (See letter 
dated March 17, 1975 and attached plats). 

The Board discussed the case and the minutes of the meeting granting 
this use to see whether or not lights were mentioned. They were not. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the Board ask them to come back in for a reevaluation 
hearing. This would not require a fee. The property would have to 
be posted and neighbors notified. 

Mr. Runyon seoonded the motion. 

The motion paseed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

EVANS FARM INN 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Evans requesting an extension. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board grant a six month extension. He asked 
the Clerk to notify Mr. Evans that this is the last extension that the 
Board can grant. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 
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POTOMAC EQUITATION, JACQUELINE S. NOVAK. T/A POTOMAC EQUITATION, 3-10-70 /bl
Request for extension of Special Use Permit dated March 7, 1975. 

Mr. Smith read a memo from Mr. Lenn Koneczny, Senior Zoning Inspector 
regarding complaints on this use. 

The Board discussed this case at length. Mr. Covington and Mr. Barnes 
had also been to view this property. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the applicant be advised to file a new application 
and come back to the Board for a full hearing. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Baker was absent. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 6:05 P.M. 

II 

1C7~~
DANIEL SMITH; eli 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS FOR 
FAIRFAX <COUNTY. VIRGINIA 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Wednesday, :llarch,26, 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman;' Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; ChiU"lea 
Runyon, and Joseph Baker. Mr. George Barnes was 
absent. Mr.~Wallace Covington and Mr. Harvey Mitchell 
were present from the Staff. 

Mr. Covington opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10:00 - MRS. AND MRS. LAWRENCE S. GOLDBERG, application under Section 
30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit addition closer to front property 
11ne than allowed by Ordinance (28' from front I1ne, 45' 
required). 2219 MarthBs Road. 93~3«4})104J (24,881 sq. ft.),
Mt. Vernon District, (R-17). V-25-75. 

Mrs. Joanne Goldfarb, architect who designed this addition, represented 
the applicants before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The two contiguous property 
owners were Mr. and Mrs. Howard Johnson, 7301 Rebecca Drive, Alexandria, 
Virginia and Mr. and Mrs. Homer Blackwell, 2217 Martha's Road, Alexandria, 
Virginia. 

Mrs. Goldfarb's main points of justification were: 
1. The original house was built prior to 1959 and already stands 

closer to the street than the present 45 feet required~ 
2. The house is located on a corner lot causing the front setback 

requirement to be used on three sides of the existing dwelling. 
3. Several nearby houses come this close to the street. 

Mr. Kelley stated that this addition looks to be almost as large as the 
existing house. 

Mrs. Goldfarb stated that this addition is one-third the size of the 
existing house. 

Mr. K.~y stated that personal reasons as stated in the written justification 
are not proper under the Ordinance, auch as the addition being needed for 
a ceramic 'studio for Mrs. GbICttarb-.. 

Mr. Runyon. stated that this is a corner lot with a double setback requirement
In addition, the way the house is placed on the lot causes aome hardship 
because, if it were placed parallel to the property lines, they would not 
need as great a variance. This is a large lot for the R-17 zone, It has 
24,881 square feet. 

Mr. Smith stated that usually variances are granted for family use. This 
is for convenience or uses other than those normally presented. However. 
this again is not something with which the Ordinance deals. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the uses such as a ceramic studio seem to be of a 
commercial nature. 

Mr. Smith asked if Mrs. Gbldrarl:)' manufacturers some of the ceramic items 
from her home. 

Mrs. Goldfarb stated that she does part of her ceramic work at the Torpedo 
Factory in Alexandria where they have an art center which opened earlier 
this year, This is her hobby. She explained how the house is presently 
deSigned and how the living quarters will be arranged when the addition is 
complete. The Goldbergs have two children and only have three bedrooms. 
There is no basement. 

Mr. Kelley inquir~if they could put the addition in the back or at some 
other location on the property without a variance. 

Mrs. Goldfarb stated that they could not because of the way the eXisting 
house is designed. 
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Page 103, March 26, 1975 
Mr.& Mrs. Lawrence S. Goldberg (continued) 

Mrs. Goldfarb submitted photographs of other houses 1n the area that have 
additions that have been constructed within 30' of the street. One was 
located at 2112 Popklns Lane. She stated that the neighbors have submitted 
a statei1bent; saying they have no objection to this addition. They have 
given their support and indicated that the addition is consistent with 
the other additions in the Hollln:-'Hills area. (Th1.s statement is in the 
file) . 

Mr. Kelley stated that he still did not feel they have a hardship. If the 
Board grants the variance based on the fact that this is a corner lot and 
the house was built closer to the street than the present Ordinance requires. 
the Board will have to grant variances to any other property owner in the 
area with similar requests. 

Mr. Runyon stated that if this was a cluster subdivision, it could be 
constructed within 30' of the street. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt this is an overwhelming variance request. 

There was no one present to, speak in favor or 1n opposition to the app11cati 

Mr. Smith questioned whether or not the ceramic work was allowed in the home. 

Mr. Covington explained that it is allowed as a hobby. but she would not 
be allowed to manufacture and sell from the home. 

Mr. Runyon stated that perhaps the Board could defer this case to allow 
the applicants time to1dectde if,a reduction or relocation would be possible. 
Perhaps they could scale the addition 40wn to meet Mr. Kelley's basic 
iJbJecj:;i.ot1'~ 'l'h& lipplicants agreed to the deferral on the basis of 
Mr. Runyon's" statements. Mr. Runyon mov~d that the case be deferred until 
April 16. 1975. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. 

II 

10:10 - CARROL DOUGLAS AND PEGGY ROSE PROFIT. application under Section 
30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit SUbdivision of lot 17 into two lots. 
one with less area than allowed by Ordinance. 7201 Pcipkins Farm 
Road. 93-3«1))17. <35.700 sq. ft.). Mt. Vernon District. (R:"17). 
V-26-75. 

Mr. Edward Holland, engineer. represented the applicant. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were the 
Civic Association of Hollin Hills, 1600 Paul Spring Road, Alexandria. 
and John B. OIDonnell, Jr., 7217 Popkins Farm Road. Alexandria. 

The applicants want to subdivide their property into two lots. The total 
area would be sufficient to do this except that they are required to dedicat 
a 10 foot strip along the front of the property for the widening of Popkins 
Farm Road. This dedication reduces the overall area of the two lots to 
200 square feet less than the 17.000 square feet required by the Zoning 
Ordinance. Because of the position of the structures on lot 1, the 
area of one of the lata 1'8 882 square feet less than the 15.000 'square 
feet minimum area required. 

Mr. Holland submitted a tabulation of the land area before and after 
dedication for each lot and the required area for each of the lots. He 
stated that the owners are forced into violation of the Zoning Ordinance 
by this dedication for public purposes. The applicant needs the lot cut 
into two lots so that members of their family might reside close to home. 
For the moat part the houses in this subdivision are owned and occupied by 
members of these two families. All the land at the rear of these lots 
is now zoned RT-lO. 

In answer' to Mr. Kelley's question. Mr. Holland stated that the owners of 
the house at 7211 are the Profits. 
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Carrol Douglas and Peggy Rose Profit (continued) 

-------------------------------Resolutlon-------------- _ 

In application No. V-26-75 application by Carrol Douglas and Peggy Rose 
Profit under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit subdivision 
of lot 17 into two lots with less area than required by Ordinance. on 
property located at 7201 Popklns Farm Road. also known as tax map 93-3 
«(1))17. County of Fafrfax. Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
~onlng Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. foIbwing proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on 
the 26th day of March, 1975, and 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owners of the subject property are the applicants. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot 15 35,700 sq. ft. 
4. That the Fairfax County Division of Design Review requires a 

10' dedication along the full frontage of the lot. 

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

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

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one:~3"ear from this dateuhless approval 
by Design Review is completed or unless renewed by action of this Board 
prior to date of expiration. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

II 

10:30 - CLIFTON PAUL CRAVEN application under Section 30-6.6 of OrdiBance 
to appeal decrsion of Zoning Administrator to permit sale of items 
related to horticulture and floriculture from residential property, 
and from a wayside stand, 9023 Arlington Boulevard, 48-4((1))44, 
(3.7168 acres), Providence District, (HE-I), V~27-75. 

Mr. Craven represented himself before the Board. 

Mr. Craven presented notices to adjoining property owners which were in 
order. 

Mr. Craven stated that there is a desire and need for agricultural uses in 
Fairfax County. The Code of Virginia in Chapter 231, Section 3·11-6 ---
classifies a farmer as any person producing produce for market. 

Mr. Smith"stated that he assumed that this meant producing produce on the 
premises. 
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Page 105, March 26, 1975 
Clifton Paul Craven (continued) 

Mr. Craven stated that the State Code goes into the broad realms of 
horticulture and floriculture and anything to do with the nursery business. 
It does not limit it 1n any way. It simply sanctions it. 

Mr. Smith asked if Mr. Craven produces the products he sells. 

Mr. Craven stated that he is not limited in the sale of the farm product&. 
He 1s limited fiy Mr. Covington and Mr. Knowlton,in the sale of the accessory 
items such as fertilizer. 

Mr. Smith stated that then he is limited to the sale of plants at a wayside 
stand. 

Mr. Craven stated that when he went into this buslne8~ he talked with 
Mr. Vernon Long 1n the Zoning Ofrice. Mr. Long wrote a letter to him 
that said he could sell plants or any produce of an agricultural nature 
on his land. Mr. Craven did not have a copy of the letter with him. 
He shated that his Justification for the request is based on the Zoning 
Ordinance under Section 30-2.2.2, Column 1, Uses Permitted By Right, 
No. 2 all agricultural uses~ No. 4 home occupations and professional 
offices, and No. 10 wayside stands for the sale of agricultural products 
grown in the immediate vicinity, or products of any home occupation conducted 
on the same property. 

He stated that in his letter he restricted; himself to the sale of items 
that are directly related and incidental to the sale of plants from the 
nursery side such as pine bark, peat moss, top soil, stones, rocks, 
fertilizers, insecticides, fungicidES and railroad ties. Items he would like 
to sell from the greenhouse would be pots, mapTame~ potting soil mixes, 
insecticides~ and fungicides. Mr. Covington feels that making and selling 
the ceramic flower pots would ~e a manufacturing business which is not 
permitted. He stated that he lives on the premises and is in the home occupa 
tion of horticulture and floriculture. His concern is the health of plants 
Just like a dentist is concerned about the health of the teeth. He 
asked the Board if it would limit a dentist to identifying cavities', but 
not allowing the dentist to fill them. He stated that his operation was 
no different from Cappers Nursery or Campbells and Ferrara Nursery and they 
are allowed to sell these incidental items which are related to a nursery. 

Mr. Smith stated that these two nurseries are non-conforming uses that 
existed prior to the current Ordinance. These uses are not allowed under 
the existing Ordinance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt Mr. Craven had a good case, but one could 
stretch that same concept a long way. He stated that Kenny Roberts tried 
to get the same thing started in Fairfax County but could not, so he 
moved into Fairfax City. He stated that he did not feel the Board has 
the power to permit the expansion of this use. By the theory that Mr. 
Craven uses, he CQuld then say that people who come into the nursery also 
need to be fed lunch and he could open a lunch room. 

Perhaps this additional selling of related nursery items might not cause 
an adverse impact at this specific location with the limftations that Mr. 
Craven says he will place upon himself, but if this is allowed for this 
individual, someone else might want-the same thing who would not be as 
concerned as Mr. Craven is. He stated that he felt that the Board should 
uphold the Zoning Administrator's decision. 

Mr. Craven interposed and stated that he did not plan to put in a sandwich 
stand. He stated that his request is no different from any other 
professional office that is allowed by right in a residential zone. The 
Ordinance gives several examples, such as doctor, dentist, land surveyor 
or similar professional person. 

Mr. Runyon stated that Mr. Craven has been operating as a wayside stand. 
Where does the County stop allowing residentially zoned property to sell 
retail items? That same theory could be taken an awfully long way. The 
line has to be drawn or the County is being unfair to many other uses 
that must locate in a commercial zone. The Zoning Administrator has been 
lenient in the enforcement of that section of the Ordinance. He stated that 
he did not feel the Board of Zoning Appeals or the Zoning Administrator 
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Page 106, March 26, 1975 
Clifton Paul Craven (continued) 

has the power to allow any more than what 1s being done now. For a differen 
interpretation, there must be a change 1n the Ordinance, and not 1n the 
theory of the existing Ordinance. 

Mr. Knowlton stated that the question is where you draw the line between 
that which 1s residential or agricultural and that which is commercial 
1n nature. It has been the Zoning Office's opinion that it 1s drawn at 
a certain place and Mr. Craven claims it should be drawn at a different 
place. Anyt~ing lsup ~or Interpretat:~n. First the home professional 
office-. l!st8"a-~r-.t·:"""'Fy';~e-j"r1.Q:tiBes.which 1n most cases have 
a great deal in common -- most are professionals which are licensed by 
the State. These professionals do not sell productsj they sell services. 
Home occupations are customarily conducted entirely within a dwelling and 
carried on solely by the inhabitants thereof. The use must be clearly 
incidental and secondary to the use of the dwelling for dwelling purposes. 
As for the manUfacturing of pots on a commercial scale for sale, a line 
has to be drawn on the other side of that. He stated that he had 
answered Mr. Craven's letter and a copy of that answer is in the Board's 
file. In this letter, "he takes up each item point by point. 

Mr. Covington stated that in the C-N zone. commercial nurseries or 
greenhouses are permitted by right. Under that zone, he would be able 
to sell fertilizer and other related items. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is in receipt of a letter from the 
Mantua Citizens Association asking the Board to support the Zoning 
Administrator. 

~~---------------------------Resolution---------------------------------

In application No. V-27-75. application by Clifton Paul Craven under 
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to appeal decision of the 
Zoning Administrator to nob allow sale of items related to horticulture 
and floriculture from residential property and wayside stand on 
property located at 9023 Arlington Blvd •• also known as tax map 48-4((1)) 
44, Providence District. County of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Kelley 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following p~oper notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and 
nearby property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning 
Appeals held on the 26th day of March. 1975. and 

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

L That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning isRE-I~ 

3. That the area of the lot is 3.7168 acres. 

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

1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that the Zoning 
Administrator's decision is invalid. 

NOW. THEREFO~ BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the 
same is hereby denied. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

In answer to Mr. Craven's question. Mr. Smith stated that he could appeal 
this decision to the Circuit Court. 
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AceA Day Care Center 

10:40 - ACeA DAY CARE CENTER, ANNEX II, application under Section 30
7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to permit continued operation of day 
care center with increase in children to 50, ages 2-9 years, 
Monday through Friday, 7 A.M. to 6 P.M., 5901 Leesburg Pike, 
61-2«1»25A. (2.2626 acres), Mason District, (R-12.S), 3-28-75. 

Dr. Marian Hauk, 6218 Beachway Drive, Falls Church, represented the 
applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. Mr. Frogate and Ms. Hazel 
Smouse were two of the contiguous owners. 

Dr. Bauk stated that they now have 45 children enrolled in this day 
care center and they wish to incpease this number to 50. Dr. Houk stated 
that AceA- stands for -Annandale Christian Community for Action and is a 
private, non-profit corporation which encompasses the social action program 
of 25 local churches. ACCA is involved in efforts to help families 
which lack necessary food, furniture, clothing and money. ACCA participates 
in the Northern Virginia Hotline and in the Meals on Wheels program. The 
organization also owns and operates a Youth House which serves as a home 
for 7 adolescent girls. ACCA operates two Day Care Center which serve 
the children of low income families~ith working mothers. The Centers 
are subsidized by Fairfax County as well as by the sponsoring organization. 
The ACCA Centers provide transportation, an extensive health program 
(through Fairfax County Health Department), an elaborate education 
program. a full nutriti6naLprogram and appropriate recreational facilities 
and activities. They employ a social worker to provide guidance for 
the families whose children are enrolled in the Centers. 

In this center, they operate from 7 A.M. to 6 P.M .• Monday through Friday. 
They are open all year. They employ two full time and from three. to 
five part time teachers and teachers aides. They also employ a bus 
driveq a bus driver aide. and a custodian. 

The ACCA Center at Culmore is primarily designed to serve school age 
children who attend Kindergarten and Primary Level classes at nearby 
public elementary schools, but they also serve a small group of preschool 
children. 

The Health Department report indicates that the building is adequate for 
50 children and that the facilities are adequate and separate to allow 
simultaneous operation of this day care center and the NVCC Child Care 
Center which also operates at this location under Special Use,'" Per-mit. 
8-12-74. 

Mary Lou Bateman, 3825 Oliver Avenue, Annandale, Virginia, Day Care 
Co-Ordinator for Fairfax County spoke in support of this application. 
________________________________Resolution -------------------

In application No. 3-28-75, application by ACCA Day Care Center, AnneX #1 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit continued 
operation of day care center with increase in children to 50, ages 2-9 
years, Monday through Friday, 7 A.M. to 6 P.M. on.prbperty located at 
5901 Leesburg Pike. also known as tax map 61-2({1»25A, County of Fairfax. 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper, post1ftk or the property. letters to cont~guous and 
nearby property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning 
Appeals held on the 26th day of March, 1975. 
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ACCA Day Care Center, Annex #1 (continued) 

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

1. That the owner of the sUbject property is the Culmore Methodist 
Church. 

2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 2.2626 acres. 
4. That the property 1s presently operating under Special Use 

Permit S-25-70 granted 3-17-70. 

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

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

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

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

2. This permit shall expire Qoe:yaar from this date unless construction 
o~peration has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior 
to date of expiration. , 

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. ~y addttional structures 
of any kind, changes in use, additional uses J or changes in the plans approv 
by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) 
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use 
Permit, shall require approval of the,Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall 
be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for 
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation 
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for 
complying with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until 
a Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain 
in effect. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes absent. 

II 

11:00 - BURKE VO~UNTEER,FlRE DEPARTMENT J INC. application under Section 
30-7.2.6;1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to existing 
fire station, 9501 Burke Lake Road J 78-1(1»)23, and 24, (2.9815 
acres), Springfield District, (eN). S-30-75. 

Mr. William Berch from the Fire Department at Burke represented the 
applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The only contiguous owner 
was Mrs. Skinner, 9634 Blake Lane J Fairfax. Virginia. 

Mr. Berch stated that this addition will accommodate sleeping quarters J 

toilet and shower facilities and a day room for 14 to 16 employees at the 
station. The original Special Use Permit was granted September 26 J 1973 
for the fire station. This will be a second story addition to the 
existing facility. 
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Burke Volunteer Fire Department, Inc. 

He submitted the building plans to the Board. He stated that the new 
bUilding addition area will be 1,493 square feet. The eKlstlng 
building area is 6,323 square feet. The racade will be of face brick 
to match existing brick. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

-----------------------------Resolutlon----------------------------------
In application No. 3-30-75, application by Burke Volunteer Fire Department 
Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 oft·he Zoning Ordinance. to permit 
addition to existing fire station on property located at 9501 Burke Lake 
Road, Springfield District, also known as tax map 78-1«1»23 and 24. 
County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and 
nearby property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning 
Appeals held on the March 26. 1975. 

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

l. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is C-N. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.9815 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in Cor I Districts as 
contained in Section 30-7.1.2 in the zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW. THEREFOR~ BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the 
same is hereby granted with the following lim!ations: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind, changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans 
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering 
details) whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special 
Use Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning AppealS. It 
shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without Board of Zoning APpeals approval. shall constitute a violation 
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the variouS legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

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

in effect. 

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

II 
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Sharon Chapel Day School 

11:20 - SHARON CHAPEL DAY SCHOOL, ap~licatlon under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 
of Ordinance to permit increase in number of children for 
nursery school from 30 to 40 children, 3421 Franconia Road, 
82-2 and 82-4((1))40 and 49, (6.03 acres). Lee District, (R-17). 
3-31-75. 

Reverand Lester Shlmpfey, 4021 Franconia Road, represented the applicant 
before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Casey Swaitlowski, 5830 Bethel Road, Alexandria, and Franklin Pepper. 
5959 Welton Road, Alexandria, Virginia. 

The applicant is operating a nursery school and kindergarten for 30 
children under Special Use Permit 5-714-67 granted October 24) 1967. 
They would like to increase the maximum number of children to 40. They 
have tHree and four year aIds in separate programs, three days and 
five days per week, respectively. They are a non-profit organization 
and their tuitions cover teachers I salaries and administration costs. 
The school meets from 9:00 A.M. to 12:000000. The students are 
carpooled by the parents. The students are drawn from Rose Hill, Wilton 
Woods and Virginia Hills subdivisions. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

-------------------------------Resolutlon------------------------------ _ 

In application No. S-31-75) application by Sharon Chapel Day School under 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Orqinance to permit increase 1n 
number of children for nursery school from 30 to 40 on property located 
at 3421 Franconia Road) alsO known as tax map 82-2 and 82-4((1»40 
and 49) County of Fairfax) Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper) posting of the property) letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners) and a public hearing _y the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 26th day of March) 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is ~~. of All Saints, 
Sharon Chapel Episcopal Church. 

2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 6.03 acres. 
4. That the property is presently operating under Special Use Permit 

S-714-67 granted 10-24-67. 

AND, WHEREAS) the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following 
conolusions'of law: 

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

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior 
to date of expiration. 
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Sharon Chapel Day School (continued) 

3. This approval Is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans 
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering 
details) whether or not these additional uses or changes require a 
Special Use Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. 
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning 
Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. All other provisons of the eXisting Special Use Permit shall 
remain in effect. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was present. 

II 

11:40 - JAMES H. BOONE TIA JAMES II AUTO SALES, application under 
Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of Ordinance to permit sale of used cars, 
6236 Richmond Highway. 83-3{(1»22A. (20.310 sq. ft.). Lee 
District, (CG), S-33-75. 

Mr. Rinaldi. attorney for the applicant. 4085 Chain Bridge Road. Fairfax, 
Virginia. represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Dwyer, Inc .• 3320 Duke Street. Alexandria. Virginia and Eugene Schonberger. 
Trustee, 1300 Knox Square. Alexandria, Virginia. 

Mr. Rinaldi stated that Mr. Boone is under lease at the present time. 
The lease is a five year lease and he can extend it for one,year.
He plans to display ten cars at a time at this location. He has previously 
been the general manager of a large new car sales dealership in Maryland. 
Should his inventory run larger than ten cars, he has a storage area in 
Maryland. There will be no resale facility here. only a sales operation. 
This use will be a transitional use for a period of no more than 5 years
until this entire parcel can be redeveloped. He stated that this use 
will not increase traffic. In fact. the use will generate far less 
traffic than the use on the adjacent property. The previous use of 
this property was a mobile home sales facility. These mobile home 
vehicles were eleven feet high. The use provided here will be far less 
of an impact on the area. The display area is not in the 50' required 
setback area that is required in this C-G district. The neighboring 
uses are a shopping center and other more intense commercial uses. 
This property is accessible by right turns in all directions. The 
area wil'l be landscaped. 

Mr. Baker stated that this property could use some cleaning up. 

Mr. Rinaldi stated that his operation will be from 9:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. 
and closed on Sundays. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board should include some provision for 
landscaping around the bUilding to clarify any questions for Design Review. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 
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James H. Boone (continued) 

-----------------------------Re801ution--------------~-- _ 
In application No. 3-33-75. application by James H. Boone T/A James 
II Auto Sales under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4. of the Zoning Ordinance to 
permit sale of used cars on property located at 6236 Richmond Highway. 
Lee District, also known as tax map 83-3((1))22A, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following prope~ notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and 
nearby property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning 
Appeals held on the 26th day of March 1975. 

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

L That the owner of the subject property is Dwyer, Inc. 
2. That the present zoning is CG. 
3· That the area of the lot 1s 20)310 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That property is subject to Pro Rata Share for off-site drainage. 

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as 
contained in Section 30-7.12 in the Zoni~g Ordinance, and 

NOW) THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the 
same is hereby granted with the following limllatlons: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with th1sapplication. Any additional structures of 
any kind') changes in use) additional uses) or changes in the plans 
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering 
details) whether or not these additional uses or ehanges require a 
Special Use Permit) shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. 
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning 
Appeals for such 'approval. Any changes' (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for 
complying with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until 
a Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The maximum number of cars allowed on the lot for resale purposes 
at anyone time shall not exceed 10. 

7. All lights, speakers and noise shall be confinEld to said site. 
8. The hours of operation shall be 9 A.M. to 6 P.M., Monday through 

Saturday.
9. Landscaping and/or screening to be prOVided to the satisfaction 

of the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes 
was absent. 
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Rudolph Investment Corp. 

12:00 - RUDOLPH INVESTMENT CORP. application under Section 30-6.5 of 
Ordiance to appeal Zoning Administrator's decision to refuse /13appl1catlbn for Special Use Permit to permit parking on 
residential ._ land for cars and trucks used 1n conjunction 
with Krispy Kreme oparation 1n commercial zone, 6400 Richmond 
Highway. 83-3«5»(1)10, (.3087 acres), Mt. Vernon District. 
(R-17), V-42-75. 

Mr. Richard Hobson, attorney for the applicant. stated that the application 
has been amended and accepted by the Zoning Office. It is now in the 
process of scheduling for the Board of Supervisors. They plan to 
submit a Court Order on that case tomorrow. He asked that the case be 
deferred generally. The only reason it would again come up would be if 
the case was not heard by the Board of SuperVisors. 

Mr. Baker so moved that the request be granted. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

II 

12:00 - BOWL AMERICA. INC. application under Section 30-6.5 of Ordinance 
to appeal Zoning Administrator's decision to refuse application 
for Special Use Permit to permit parking on residential land for 
commercial use on commercial property~ 1108 Dranesville Road, 
5((1})1~ (4.4 acres)~ Dranesville District~ (RE-l)~ V-43-75. 

Mr. Richard Hobson~ attorney for the applicant~ requested that the Board 
take the variance case first. The appeal of the Zoning Administrator's 
decision might not be necessary depending on the Board's decision on this 
variance. 

The Board agreed to hear V-44-75 first. 

BOWL AMERICA. INC. application under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance for ~ariance from strict application of Section 30-3.2.1.1 
to allow access through residential district to a commercial use, 
5((l)}l, (4.4 acres), Dranesville Dist~ict~ (HE-I), V-44-75. 

Mr. Hobson presented waivers of notice signed by five property owners, 
two were cont~guous to the subject property. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has always been reluctant to accept 
a waiver of notification. 

Mr. Hobson stated that the reason for these waivers is the result of 
a Court hearing. There was an agreement between his client and the 
County Attorney's office that this case would go to this Board as 
soon as possible. 

Mr. Donnelly~ Assistant County Attorney, stated that there was an 
understanding that the requirement for notices would be waived. However. 
Mr. Hobson is correct in his statement that a waiver of notice will 
suffice legally. This case comes up for a hearing in Court tomorrow 
and a determination on this variance request would be helpful. 

The Board agreed to accept these waivers of notification. 

Mr. Hobson stated that this variance application is here today to see 
if some questions can be resolved before the Court hearing tomorrow. 
The subject property lies~ as shown on the map before the Board~ part 
in Loudoun County and part in Fairfax County. The portion in'Loudoun 
was zoned PDCH, commercial in 1975. The portion in Fairfax County is 
zoned RE-l~ residential. There is no road access to this commercial 
property in Loudoun County. They are requesting a variance to the 
requirement of Section 30-3.2.1.1 that says that the commercial district 
had to exist at the time of the adoption of this chapter 1n 1959. In 
answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Hobson stated that they have made no 
effort to have this land in Fairfax County rezoned and Mr. Monahan would 
explain why. 
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Bowl America (continued) 

Mr. Monahan~ attorney, 9 East Market Street. Leesburg. Virginia. stated 
that the land was rezoned commercial 1n Loudoun county 1n 1975 for 
the specific use of a bowling alley. (Mr. Monahan was tha attorney 
for the applicant at the time of the reaonlng in Loudoun County). At 
the time of the rezoning hearing. there was discus.sion as to the access 
to this property. The Zoning Administrator for Fairfax County appeared 
at that hearing and spoke in opposition to the case. The Loudoun 
County Planning Commission was told that it would require a Special Use 
Permit to get access through the residentially zoned land 1n Fairfax 

.County to a commercial use 1n Loudoun County. 

He stated that when they first were interested in this property in 1973. 
they made inquiry to the Fairfax county Staff about what would be 
required to obtain approval for access and parking for this use in 
Loudoun county. He purchased a Zoning Ordinance and spoke with Mr. 
Mohammadi in the Zoning Office of Fairfax County. Mr. Mohammadi told 
him it was not necessary or usefuL to have the land rezoned when he 
could apply for a Special Use Permit. Mr. Mohammadi told him that 
these types of permits have been regularly issued to permit parking in 
a residential zone. He said it would take from 6 to 8 weeks for the 
Special Use Permit and 18 months for the rezoning. Bowl America did 
not apply for a Special Use Permit at that time because the nature of the 
Special Use Permit would be contingent on the rezoning they were seeking 
in Loudoun County. He did not feel they could get parking fora commercial 
use until they had the rezoning for that commercial use. They went to 
Loudoun County and asked for C-l. commercial. but Loudoun County suggested 
PDCH. 

In answer to Mr. Baker's question, Mr. Monahan stated that the land on 
either sideaf the subject property is zoned residential. although it is 
in the plan for commercial. 

Mr. Hobson presented a copy of the Loudoun County Planning Commission's 
minutes to the Board for the record. This included the Zoning Administrator 
testimony in opposition to the case there. 

Mr. Smith stated that he would accept that portion of the record 
pertaining to the Zoning Administrator'.S testimony. He stated that he 
did not see where any other part would be pertinent. 

Mr. Hobson stated that the purpose of this' testimony has been to show 
that the applicant did make a good faith attempt to comply with the 
proper procedures in both counties. You have to stabt in one County 
first. They started in Loudoun County because the bowling alley was 
to be in Loudoun County. They were told that they did not have to have 
a rezoning in Fairfax County, that the proper, procedure was to fl1e for 
a Special Use Permit for parking and access. They have done so and that 
application has been refused. The County Attorney and he have, discussed 
this issue. The Zoning Adminstrator's position is that the only way 
they can get access through that portion of land in Fairfax County is 
by a variance from this',Board. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Monahan if. when he discussed this procedure for 
a Special Use Permit for access through residentially zoned land. he 
discussed any of the criteria ,for accepting the application. If he purchase 
a copy of the Zoning aocttnance. Mr. Smith said he assumed that he read 
that Section pertaining to access. That Section says that you may 
obtain a Special Use Permit through residential land toa commercial use 
provided there is no other land available and provided that the l~d 
was zoned for commercial or industrial prior to the adoption of Chapter 
30 of the Zoning Ordinance in 1959. 

Mr. Monahan stated that he was looking fou a rezoning when he came in and 
Mr. Mohamadi said he saw no problem with getting this Special Use Permit. 
Therefore, he asked no more questions. He stated that he was aware that. 
actually, he was just getting information and that the Board would have 
to give approval. 

(The Board recessed for lunch at 1:20 P.M. and returned at 2:25 P.M. to 
continue with this case.) 
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Bowl America, Inc. (continued) 

Mr. Hobson stated that the justification for the request for the variance 
is that there is no access to their commercial property in Loudoun County, 
and this property is bisected by the County line. This is the unusual 
circumstance. not generally appllcableto other parcels in the area. 

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant in this case is only a contract 
purchaser. He asked Mr. Hobson to speak to this point as the Ordinance 
refers to the aggrieved party as being the property owner. 

Mr. Hobson stated that there 1s a letter in the file confirming that he 
1s also agent for the property owner and agent for the contract purchaser. 

Mr. Sylvester Sybanaski. Executive Vice Presid~nt of Bowl America, 
3915 Pineland Street, Fairfax County, Virginia, spoke to the Board con
cerning the financial hardship they are under and that will be caused if 
the Board does not grant this variance. Mr. Sybanaski then discussed the 
traffic generation of this use on Route 228. Bowl America operates 20 
bowling centers in Northern Virginia. The traffic patterns and the bulk 
of the traffic is during off-rush hour times, after 9:00 A.M. and after 
6:00 P.M. The maximum traffic peak is reached somewhere between 8:30 P.M. 
~nd 9:30 P.M. Mr. Sybanaski referred to a letter written: by 'Mr. Monahan 
to Mr. Henry Chadwick, property development agent for Bowl Americ~, 

dated January 12, 1973, in which Mr. Monahan stated that he had had a 
conference with appropriate authorities in Fairfax County and the results 
were that there was an 18 month delay to get a rezoning in Fairfax County 
but that it was possible to apply for a variance for access and parking. 
He stated in the letter that the chanoe for success would be increased 
and the case could be heard in 2 or 3 months. 

Mr. Smith aaked Mr. Sybanaski if he was familiar with Section 30-3.2.2.1 
of the Ordinance which permits the Board to grant a Special Use Permit 
for aocess over residential property. He stated that even at the time 
they were checking into the rezoning in Fairfax County, the Ordinance 
would not have permitted a Special Use Permit for access over residential 
property because of the wording of that Section of the Ordinance. 

Mr. Sybanaski stated that they had no knowledge of this, nor was it 
called to their attention by appropriate authorities at any time at 
any of the public hearings. 

Mr. Hobson stated that they are asking for a variance from that Section 
of the Ordinance to, build th~s private driveway. He stated that they have 
received the consent and support of the adjacent property owners, 
Mr. Farnam Johnson and Mr. Donald Moore, Trustees. They own a strip 
28' widea::ijClflihgz Bowl America'_s property in the north. They- have 
requested that the road be placed partially on Bowl America~a strip and 
partially on theirs so that each would have a private driveway. He 
stated that Bowl America has agreed to do this if this variance is 
approved. 

Mr. McLaUghlin, with the engineering firm of McLaUghlin and Ghent, 
submitted new plats showing the new location ror the driveway explaining 
exactly where it would be. 

Mr. Smith asked what Bowl America's interest is in the contiguous property. 

Mr. Hobson answered, "None." Bowl America will give them and they will 
give Bowl America right of wayan their portion. 

Mr. McLaughlin'stated that this new proposal will eliminate one of the 
entrances that now exists. The two entrances that exist are the entrance 
off Route 228 into the subject property from the northeast corner and 
another entrance immediately adjacent to that entrance on the contiguous 
property. They are proposing to merge this into one entrance to serve 
both properties. This will minimize the entrance situation that now 
exists for these two propertles. The land is immediately to the west 
apprOXimately 9 acres in size and will have some sort or development that 
will come out over this strip into Route 228. Route 228 is a two lane 
road with a State Primary classification. It has a long sight distance to 
the south, and adequate sight distance to the north insofar as the 
vertical alignment is concerned. The horizontal alignment can be improved 
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by trimming some brush that 1s on the State right of way. Route 228 
1s in the process of being upgraded by the State Highway Department. 
The right of way project plans are already completed but the construction 
project has been delayed because of the fun::tmoratorium. Nobody knows 
how long the delay will be. The situation that now exists is certainly 
acceptable for the amount of traffic that will be generated by this 
bowling alley. This shift serves no particular purpose other than to furthe 
improve the entrance situation. The shift 1s not needed nor required 
by the owner. 

Mr. Donald E. Mowe t real estate broker located 1n Falls Church for the 
last 16 years and resident of Loudoun County~ stated that he had been 
asked by Bowl America to join in with them in creating a better access 
to their property. He stated that they entered into a right of way 
agreement whereby they have given Bowl America permission to use 28' of 
their property and they would be allowed to use 22' of Bowl America's 
property. This makes a.30'~ driveway to both properties. The property 
is zoned residential. They have no present plans for it at all. They 
do not plan to develop it as single fam+ly residential in the future, 
because they feel the area will develope into a higher density use. 
They would not plan to put single family residential uses next to the 
bowling alley. Their only access to Route 228 is also thrOUgh Fairfax 
County. They own 28.5' and they have a private road back to their 
9 acres of land. 

Mr. Smith stated that this would not permit access to a commercial 
development. 

Mr. Mowe stated that this road would be sufficient for a condominium 
developm~nt private road -- either condominium warehouse or office 
condominium development. 

Mr. Covington stated that he did not know what type of building they 
could put in Loudoun County. 

Mrs. Sally Breedon spoke in support of the application stating that the 
people in the surrounding area would like to see the bowling alley 
put in at this location. 

Mr. Hobeon submitted a letter in support of the application from the 
Sugarland Run Homeowners Association stating th<£ they look forward to the 
development of this facility. 

Mr. Hobson stated that this is the minimum request that would afford 
some relief. The application is in accord with the purposes" and intent 
of the Zoning Ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan. He also called 
the Board's attention to a court case in the Supreme Court of Appeal8~ 
201 Va. 636, Azalea Corp. vs. City of ~lchmond. where the Azalea Corp. 
proposed to establish a shopping oeg.t~;t' in the County of HenricO. but 
the City of Richmond ,denied it perm:t.!3s!on to construct driveways 
across the narrow strips which bordered two streets in the City of 
Richmond because that portion of land in the City was zoned residential. 
The Supreme Court of Appeals reversed the deoision to deny stating that, 
while financial loss alone will not establish a situation of hardship 
sufficient to justify the granting of a variance, it is a factor that 
should not be ignored. This variance will create no substantial impact 
on the adjacent pDoperty owners. He submitted for the record a copy of 
the Azalea case. 

Mr. Hobson submitted for the record two letbeFs,one dated March 26, 1975, 
to him from Mr. Rosser Payne, AlP. Mr. Payne was at one time Planning 
Director for Fairfax County. In that letter. Mr. Payne refers to an 
earlier letter, which he had written to Mr. Monahan dated April 23. 1974. 
dealing with the planning considerations of how this property, in his 
opinion as a professional planner. could be wisely developed. The letter 
also deals with what the Fairfax County plan was and discusses the Ordinance 
section that Mr. Smith just read. He discusses Section 30-3.2.2.1.1 
regarding access drives and walks. In his letter, he stated tha~ after 
a thorough study of the Loudoun County and Fairfax County plans, he found 
it difficult to see why Fairfax County officials oppose the case. 
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Bowl America, Inc. (continued) 

He stated that at the public hearings in Loudoun County citizens from 
both Fairfax and Loudoun Countys did not oppose this rezoning. He 
also stated that,as a planning matter, he did not think that Fairfax 
County should attempt to prevent anyone from obtaining access,over this 
land to a Virginia primary highway art which that parcel has frontage. 

Mr. Smith stated that. if he remembers_ correctly. the property involved 
1n the Azalea case was not under contD~t;'." but involved the owner. Azalea 
Corp. was the actual owner of the prpperty. 

Mr. Hobson presented ,two versions of the Opper Potomac Plan for that 
area. ana reflected the Staff's original proposal showing a generally 
residential classification in the area, with a small c-a portion in the 
area. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has to look at the parcel as a whole and 
consider the parcel under the Fairfax County Ordinance. Apparently, 
the proposal is that Loudoun County gets the construction and the taxes 
and Fairfax County gets the traffic &ld parking. He stated that that 
would not enter into his decision. 

Mr. Hobson stated that the Board should consult the County Attorney 
because there is an opinion of the County Attorney regarding taxes 
in this type of situation. The County Attorney feels that the taxes should 
be shared. That opinion involved the City of Fairfax and the Pickett 
shopping center. Mr. Hobson also submitted for the record a copy of 
a letter dated September 19. 1974, from Mr. Wallace Covington. Assistant 
Zoning Administrator, to Mr. Fifer of his law firm, discussing alternative 
methods of access. At the time Mr. Covington wrote this letter, he 
did not know when the land was rezoned in Loudoun County. He read the 
letter into the record. Mr. Hobson stated that they could provide enough 
parking on the Loudoun County land without requesting parking in Fairfax 
County. He stated that. if they get a valid permit for parking in Fairfax 
County. they will park in Fairfax County. He stated that they do need 
parking in Fairfax County if they are going to straighten out the road 
in Loudoun. Mr. Hobson stated that the applicant's contract runs out on 
June 30. 1975. In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Hobson stated that 
he felt that the applicant would accept as a condition that they withdraw 
the request for tre parking. 

Mr. John Harrington. engineer with Comprehensive Planning for Fairfax 
County. spoke about the traffic situation in this area. He stated 
that the sources the Staff has.give the traffic generation of a bowling 
alley as apprOXimately 300 vehicles per day per acre Which. for the size 
of the Bowl'America's land, would be close to 900 vehicles per day. 
Dranesville Road is a narrow two-lane road and where it could handle 
free flow traffic, once it reaches the traffic light at Route 7, it is 
no longer free flow and the Staff does not believe the traffic 
intersection could handle much more additional traffic. As far as the 
land being useable as a residential use. as far as engineering is concerned. 
the Staff sees no reason why it cannot be used. The Planning Staff has 
discussed this with the Department of Environmental Management and 
that department foresees no objections from a physical standpoint either. 
The source of their information on traffic generation for bowling alleys 
was obtained from a traffic generation stUdy done by the Counsel of 
Governments 1n Arizona who drew on sources across the country. 

In answer,to Mr. Hobson's question. Mr. Harrington stated that he had 
seen plans of the Highway Department to widen Dranesville Road. The 
State does not know when it will be scheduled and the ones that have been 
schedUled, have to be pulled be~ause of finances. In addition. there 
may be additional traffic impact on this road from the Woods tone development 
in Loudoun County which will exit onto Sugarland Road to 604 an~ will 
have traffic coming up this direction. This will increase the traffic 
generation considerably. 

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Harrington if this would mean that perhaps Cranesville 
Road improvements will come sooner as the volumn increases. 

.ur 
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Bowl America, Inc. (continued) 

Mr. Harrington stated that the State haa to determine that. This road 
has about 4500 vehicles per day while a road like Gallows Road has 
16,000 and they have not improved that y~t. 

Mr. Runyon asked if perhaps the bowling alley traffic is at a different 
time other than peak flow times. 

Mr. Harrington stated that it is true, that the bowling alley does not 
have a peak time like that of an office bUilding. 

Mr. Runyon stated that then the traffic would not be a clogging factor 
except about 9:00 at night when they cpsnge;lanes. 

Mr. Harrington stated that it would have an impact on the road when 
the road is less impacted by other SOurces. 

Mr. Harrington stated that the 1973 count was about 3700 vehicles per 
day which was an increase of about 1300 over 1971. Pro~eutlng that, 
it would be about 4500 to 5000 vehicles per day now. The State Highway 
Department does a traffic count every two years. The 1975 count will not 
be available until probably the early part of 1976. The capacity as 
a rural highway would be adequate to handle it. The capacity of the 
intersection at Route 7 is about 720 vehicles per hour. During the 
peak1' period of the volumn on the road, it could easily exceed that by 
50 to 100 cars. The peak hour normally is between 5:00 and 6:00 P.M. 

Mr. William Donnelly, Assistant County Attorney, referred to the portion 
of the Upper Potomac Comprehensive Plan which Mr. Hobson put into the 
record. If the Board will look on that, it will see that the Fairfax 
County portion of the subject parcel is shown in Neighborhood 5 and the 
dots shown there represent residential planning. The area to the south 
and west of this site is planned for residential purposes. The section 
sheet on the screen shows that the parcel. with the exception of Bowl 
America's property in Loudoun, is Virtually surrounded by existing 
residential zoning. To the north there is aome commercial zoning. However, 
to the south and east there is considerable residential zoning. He 
referred the Board to Section 15.1-495b3 of the State Code which lists 
one of the conditions that must be satisfied before the Board can grant 
a variance. 1\ ••• the authorization of 5uch variance will nQt be of 
substantial detriment to adjacent property and the character of the neigh
borhood will not be chan~d. Technically the land will remain zoned 
residential. Yet. for all intents and purposes with the commercial access 
from the bowling alley, that parcel really becomes commercial if the 
variance is granted. He asked that the Board bear in mind the effects 
that that would have on the existing residential character of,~e,neigh
borhood. The law Is clear that the·hardship in question must relate 
to the particular parcel for which the ,variance is sought. The variance 
is sought for the residentially zoned parcel. Mr. Harrington testified 
that the residential parcel could be developed for conforming uses. 
There was no evidence offered by the applicant to show that he could not 
develop residential uses on the residential parcel. Therefore, whatever 
hardship may exist does not relate ~o this parcel. A case directly 
to the point is C & C Incorporated vs. Simple, a 1966 decision of the 
Supreme Court of Virginia. In that caae,there was a commerciallY zoned 
parcel of land that needed accessory panking. The individual in that 
case bought the adjacent parcel whiCh was zoned residential and went in 
to apply for a variance to enable him to park on the resident.ial property. 
The Court said that the hardship in that case related to the commercial 
property, not to the residential property for which the variance was sought. 
A variance could not be granted because the residential parcel eould have 
been used for residential purposes. The~e has been no evidence in th1s 
case to show that they cannot build two 'or three houses on that residential 
parcel, so that the hardship does not relate to that parcel in question. 
As the Chairman pointed out • when you ,read the Azalea case youwtll 
find that that case is distinguishable on the facts. In that case ,. they 
found that they could not use the residential land for residential 
purposes, which is different from this one ..There was no testimony in 
that case as to adverse traffic impact. There W'a:; no evidence that the 
variance would adversely impact the neighborhood and it is ~uite contrary 
here. This variance will have a substantial impact on the residential 
character of the neighborhood. He then suggested that the Board deny 
the variance application. 
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Bowl America, Inc. (continued) 

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Donnelly what would be the difference in 
detrimental impact if they have an access road 50 1 wide right along 
the Loudoun County I1ne headed north to the C-G property thaD if they use 
this property for access. 

Mr. Donnelly answered that the impact would be on commercial land, 
not on residential land. If they had a northerly access. it would 
impact one small. residential parcel of ground, but it would empty on 
Route 7 where there 1s a shopping center-already 1n existence. If they 
take the proposed route, it will empty out across the street from 
residentially zoned land. It will have much more direct impact on 
residential land. 

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Donnelly Why he felt the traffic would have a 
detrimental impact since it will be occurring over a long period and not 
all during the peak rush hour period. 

Mr. Donnelly stated that that was not a legal jUdgement for him to make. 
That is a judgement for the Board to make. He stated that he did not 
mean to characterize Mr. Harrington's testimony and he would let it 
speak for itself. 

Mr. Hobson s in rebuttals stated that Mr. Donnelly is not saying to this 
Board that it does not have the power to grant a variance. He says that 
he does not think it should. 

Mr. Donnelly confirmed this. The Board does have jurisdication to· hear 
and decide this case, but in his views the application does not meet 
the conditions of the State Code that he read previously. 

Mr. Hobson stated that that proviaon of the State Code is for every 
variance that comes before this Board. It is a question of judgement 
and degree to weigh the strict interpretation against this property 
owner's hardship. Factually, the property across the road is in flood 
plain. There 1s a creek over there, not houses sitting across the road. 
A substantial portion of Bowl America's property is in flood plain. 
The commercial zoned land 1n the back cannot be used without this access. 
He placed in the record a copy of a portion of the Loudoun County Zoning 
Ordinance which prohibits residential uses in commercially zoned land. 

There was no oneel~.e' to apeak in favor or inopposit1on to this application 

Mr. Hobson stated that they, do not have adjacent property owners objecting. 
Mr. Nolan is the other property owner who waived notice. Nel~her of the 
contiguous owners feel the driveway will be detrimental to their property. 
He referred back to Mr. Payne's letter to the portion which states that 
" •.• there is no traffic overload on Route 228 •.• recent court cases in 
Fairfax and traffic consultant studies in late 1973 have proven this 
point. The total average daily traffic on Route 228 between Route 7 and 
Herndon in 1972 was 2,445 vehicles which is prObably less than one~haIr 
its current capacity .•. " Mr. Hobson stated that Mr. McLaughlin has 
testified about a current project for widening Route 228. The Highway 
Department has the project planned, has the land acquired, and the 
drawings are in the works for this road. This is much further along than 
it is on many of the roadsin Fairfax County. This will happen when the 
present monetary crunch lets up. Mr. Hobson submitted a copy of the 
contract to purchase for the record. He stated that his clients would 
be willing to agree that a condition to the granting of this variance 
be no parking in Fairfax County. He stated that that does not preclude 
them from applying for a rezoning to get a commercial use on it, but 
they agree that there would be no commercial parking on this residentially 
zoned land in Fairfax County. 

Mr. COVington stated that he believed Section 30-3.2.1.1 of the Code 
was intended to relieve hardships created by the passing of the 1959 
Ordinance. To preclude the use of this Section being carried forwards 
that last paragraph was inserted. It was done initially to protect 
already zoned property and to preclude this type of situation. 

l.l.~ 
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Bowl America, Inc. (continued) 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Covington if he' felt the Board could grant a 
variance on that section of the Ordinance. 

Mr. Covington stated that he did not believe it could because that section 
is very specific. It says that the commercial property must have been 
zoned prior to the adoption of this sectlon which was 1n 1959. and it 
was not. He stated that for the Board to grant this would be tantamount 
to a rezoning or amending the Ordinance by a variance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that thatsectlon does not say anything about an 
applicant's property when part of that property lies 1n another jurisdiction. 

Mr. Smith stated that it 1s difficult to conclude that this 1s anything 
but a partially self imposed hardship. 

The Board recessed for 15 minutes. 

The Board returned to take up the other deferred items and returned to 
this case last before adjourning. 

Mr. Runyon stated that in this application, V-44-75, the Board would 
be speaking to the first plat that the applicant submitted which shows 
the road on the 4.4 acres of property in Fairfax County. The entire 
road is on the applieant's property. He returned the plats Mr. Hobson 
had earlier submitted to Mr. Hobson. 

--------------------------------Resolution-------------------------------

In application No. v-44-75, application by Bowl America, Inc. and Barhara 
J. AhlGren under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, for variance from 
strict application of Section 30-3.2.1.1 to allow access through residential 
property to a commercial use, on property ~ocated at 1108 Dranesville 
Road, also known as tax map 5«1»1, County of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. 
Runyon moved that the Boartl of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in local 
newspaper,poating of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 26th day of March, 1975, and 
WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the followin~findings of 
fact: 

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Barbara J. Ahlgren. 
2. That the present zoning i6 RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 4.1656 acres. 
4. That the applieant owns the 2.48 acres to the rear in Loudoun 

County, DOW zoned commercial. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following 
c'onclusions of law: 

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the conditions 
exist which under a strict interpretation 'of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land involved. 

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

1. This approval ia granted for the specific 4.1656 acres in Fairfax 
County, shown on the plat included with the application only, and is 
not transferable to other land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action bfthis Board prior to date of 
expiration. 
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Page 121, March 26, 1975 
Bowl America, Inc. (continued) 

3. There shall be no parking on the Fairfax County portion of the 
property to serve commercial uses so long as the prop~rty remains 
zoned residential. 

4. The road 1s to remain private. solely for ingress and egress 
for the bowling establishment only with no parking thereon unless 
otherwise provided by subsequent action of this Board. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action 
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements 
of this County. 

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

Mr. Smith asked if he was basing his resolution on a site plan done by 
Mr. Upernick showing a proposed bowling center for Loudoun County, dated 
1-30-73, and on the plat drawn and signed by Mr. McLaughlin, certified 
land surveyor, showing the access road lying solely on the property 
of the applicants and the contract purchaser. 

Mr. Runyon answered that he was. Mr. Runyon stated that this is to 
give some relief for something that must be done in order to meet the 
requirements of this particular parcel of ground, being in the same 
ownership, the portion zoned commercial in Loudoun County and having 
a total of 6 + acres. 

(Mr. Smith, Mr. Runyon and Mr. Hobson signed the appropriate plat after 
the Resolution was granted). 

Mr. Smith stated that this is a rather unusual situation and one the 
Board has never been confronted with prev1ously. '.... to have a commercially 
zoned parcel of land in one County and access in Fairfax County. 
He stated that the Board, in taking this action, bas taken these factors 
into consideration, although they are not the prime factors of fact. 
This is a reasonable approach providing that it can be assured that there 
will be no commercial impact other than that impact provided by the 
ingress and egress from the commercially zoned tract of land. He 
stated that it is a rather unusual situation and it has been a very 
difficult decision for the Board members. But, after haVing heard the 
pros and cons and in order to come up with a reasonable decision, this 
seems to be a reasonable approach. He stated that he still thought 
it was a partially. if not completely. self imposed hardship, as far 
as the applicants are concerned. But since the land is under one 
ownership it will lessen the impact with which this Board is concerned. 
He supported the Resolution to grant for these reasons. 

II 

DEFERRED CASES: 

12:20 - POTOMAC BROADCASTING CORPORATION. application under Section 30-7. 
2.2.1.3 of Ordinance to permit construction of small addition 
to the existing building, east end of Augustine Street and" 
immediately south of U. S. Government property, 101-2{(1»IOE, 
(11.2489 acres). Lee District, (R-12.5), S-4-75. 

POTOMAC BROADCASTING CORPORATION. application under Section 30-6.6 
of Ordinance to permit increase in height of existing 400' tower 
to 508', closer to the property line than allowed by Ordinance 
(tower must be a distance from the property line equal to the 
height of that tower). east end of Augustine Street and 
immediately south of U. S. Government property, lOl-2{{1»10E, 
(11.2489 acres), Lee District, (R-l2.5), V-5-75. 

Mr. William Hansbarger, attorney for the applicant. represented the. 
applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
the Fairfax County Park Authority, p. O. Box 236, Annandale and Mr. 
Joseph Baker, 4510 Tarpon Lane, Alexandria, Virginia. 
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Potomac Broadcasting System (continued) 

The applicant operates a radio transmitting facility WPIK and WXRA. 
They now have two towers on the property, one 225' and the other 408'. 
The latest Special Use Permit, S-101-65.was granted June 22, 1965. 
This application is a request to add laO' of height to the 408' tower and 
to allow that tower closer to the property lines than a distance equal 
to its height. This tower was constructed in 1959. At that time there 
was no height limit in effect as far as the Ordinance was concerned". 
That height limit came into effect with the Pomroy Ordinance later in 
1959. They have received complaints in Fairfax county because the FM 
reception is not clear. They have received clearance from the FAA for 
this tower construction. The purpose of the addition to the building 
is to install equipment that will permit a more efficient filtering 
of the air entering the building which houses the transmitters. The 
request for the increased baight of the tower is to get better and 
clearer reception in the service area of the Potomac Broadcasting Company. 
The area of the addition to the building is 6.5' by 8.8'. 

Mr. Matthew Vlissides, engineering eonsultant, 7601 Burford Drive, McLean, 
Virginia, spoke to the Board regarding the safety factor of the existing 
tower and the proposed tower. He submitted a computer structural analysis 
and evaluation of the 500 foot proposed WPIK-FM GUYED tower for the record. 
Mr. VIis sides reminded the Board that he was the engineering consultant 
a couple of years ago on WMOD, Falls Church radio station case that 
was before the Board. Mr. Vlissides explained how he would reinforce the 
tower to make it completely safe. He stated that he had done a detailed 
inspection a few weeks ago on this tower and its condition is excellent. 

There was no one to apeak in favor or in opposition. 

Special Use Permit 
---------------------------~__--ReBolution--------------------------------

In application No. s-4-75, application by Potomac Broadcasting Corporation 
under Section 30-7.2.2.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction 
of small addition to existing building on property located at east end 
of Augustine Street, also known as tax map lOl-2«1)10E, County ~f Fairfax, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been property riled in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by~laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, 
and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement 1n a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals 
held on the ljth day of March, 1975, and deferred to the 26th for full Board 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11.2489 acres. 
4. That ~ompliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is 

required.
6. That the applicants operate a radio transmitting facility with 

a 400' antenna tower on property located at the east end of Augustine 
Street and immediately south of U. S. GQve~ment property in Lee District, 
pursuant to Special Use Permits, the latest of which (S-101-65) was 
granted June 22, 1965. 

7. This application seeks to permit an addition to the existing 
building on the property and an increase in the height of the antenna 
tower to 508'. 

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained 
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 
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Page 123~ March 26, 1975 
Potomac Broadcasting Corporation (continued) 

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

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

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

3. This approval Is granted for the buildings and uses indicated 
on the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures 
of any kind, changes in use J additional uses. or changes in tbe plans 
approved by the Boa~d of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering 
details) whether or not these additional uses or changes require a 
Special Use Permit, shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. 
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning 
Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute 
a violation of the oonditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute 
an exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use 
Permit SHALL BE POSTED 1n a conspicuous place along with the Non
Residential Use Permit on the prope:rty of the use and be made available 
to all Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation 
of the permitted use. 

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

VARIANCE 
---------------------------------Resolution-------------------------------

In application No. V-5-75J application by Potomac Broadcasting Corporation, 
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit increase in 
height of 400' tower to 508' closer to property line than allowed by 
Ordinance, on property located at east end of Augustine Street, also 
known as tax map lOl-2«1»10E, Lee District. County of Fairfax. Virginia. 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper. posting of the pr,operty. letters to contiguous and 
nearby property owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning 
Appeals held on the 12th day of March. 1975 and deferred to the 26th for 
a full Board. and 

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11.2489 acres. 
4. That the request is to increase the height of the antenna tower 

to 508 feet. 

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

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

(a) exceptional topographic problems of land. 
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Potomac Broadcasting Corporation (oontinued) 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that,the- Bubject application be and the 
same 15 hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

2. This variance shall expl~eone year from this date unless 
construction has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior 
to date of expiration. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this 
actlonby this Board does not constitute exemption from the various 
requirements of this county. The applioant shall be himself responsible 
for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits, Non-Residential 
Use Permits and the like through the established procedures. 

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

II 

PRINCE WILLIAM ELECTRIC COOP. appl. under Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit transmission line and power substation from 
existing substation on Route 658 to Upper"Ooooquan Sewage Authority 
Main Treatment Plant Compton, and substation on Upper Occoquan Sewage 
Authority property, 65«1»44A, 47, 47B, 48, 50A and 73«1»4, Centreville 
District. (RE-l). S~22-75, (Deferred from March 12, 1975). 

Mr. Ronald L. Skewes, representing the applicant, testified before the 
Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority, 10680 Main Street. Fairfax. 
and Rosey Naylor, 7108 Ordway Road. 

Mr. Skewes explained that this is to provide electric service to the 
Upper Occoquan Sewer's main plant. The Board of Supervisors on December 
10, 1975. granted a Special Use Permit to the Upper Occoquan Sewage 
Authority for its Regional Wastewater Reolamation Plant on a 268 acre 
tract of land. The Planning Commisssionappvoved the public facility on 
March 16. 1972. A new ,high power 69KV transmission line from the 
Harrison Substation in existence just across Compton Road from the 
Authority's will be added to run parallel to an existing transmission 
line and a new substat~on will be located within the Authority's plant 
complex. The only place where adjacent land would pe affected is about 
300 feet along the south boundary where the Authority's prop,rty abuts 
undeveloped land belonging to the Regional Park Authority. 

The Planning Commission on February 27, 1975. under the provisions of 
Section 30-6.13 of the Zening Ordinanoe, recommended to this Board that 
no special conditions be imposed on the Special Use Permit. 

In an.wer to Mr. Smith's question. Mr. Skewes stated that Prince 
William Electric does not use any herbicides. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question,Mr. Skewes stated that this is the 
second line. The primary reason, for it is to provide two separate and 
independent sources of power, even to the point of building dual 
stations just in case one should fail. 

------~----------------~---------Resolution--~----------------------------

In application No. S-22-75. application by Prince William Electric Coop. 
under Section 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinanoe to permit transmission 
line on property located at Upper Occoquan Sewage Authority also known 
as tax map 65«(1»44A, 47, 47B, 48, 5QA. and 73«1»4, County of Fairfax. 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

I 
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Prince William Electric Coop. (continued) 

WHEREAS, the oaptioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, 
and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement 1n a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals 
held on the 12th day of March. 1975 and deferred to the 26th. 

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property 1s Prince William 
Electric Coop. 

2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is per the plats.
4. That the Planning Commission recommended unanimous approval 

of the application. 

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained 
in Section 30-7. L 1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated 
on the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures 
of any,kind. changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans 
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering 
details) whether or not these additional uses or changes require a 
Special Use Permit. shall require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. 
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning
Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute a 
vi-olation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute 
an exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee SHALL NOT be valid until a 
Non-Residential Use- Permit is obtained. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.· 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

TYSONS CORNER REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTER. V-l5-75. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant requesting that this case- be 
deferred due to the illness of a primary witness. 

The Board deferred the case until the meeting of April 9. 1975. 

II 
BARCROFT INSTITUTE, Special Use Permit granted to American Health Services. 
Inc .• 3-178-70. The Board was in receipt of a letter from Mrs. Jakaboski, 
Administrator of Barcroft Institute. dated March 20. 1975. stating that the 
only notation on the requested sign would be "BARCROFT INSTITUTE I1 

• A sketch 
of that sign was enclosed with her letter dated February 19. 1975. That 
letter also stated that the sign that was in front of the building read 
"Fort Buff"alo" was removed since the name of the f"acility was changed to 
"Barcroft Institute". The sketch of the sign showed the sign to be 5 feet 
from the top of the sign to ground level. The sign itself would be 2 feet 
x 3 feet and would have 5 inch lettering. black on white back. 
It was the Board's decision to approve this sign as long as it conf"orms to 
the sign ordinance. 
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Irving and Helen Denton 

IRVING AND HELEN DENTON, V-211-74, (Deferred for full Board). 

The Board deferred the case with the applicant's attorney's consent I ~ C:>until April 9, 1975, for a full Board. 

II IC. HUGHES CO., V-195-74, (Deferred for full Board). 

The Board deferred the case with the applicant's attorney's consent until 
April 9, 1975 for a full Board. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: IINEZ FLETCHER. PALNEZ SCHOOL. SPECIAL USE PERMIT NO. -1677, Granted 
4-21-53. 

The Board discussed this case with Mr. Covington and agreed that the 
applicant would have to come back to the Board with a new application. 

The Board considered a letter written to Mr. Knowlton from Inez Pletcher. 
Director of Palnez School at 8133 Leesburg Pike. Vienna. Virg~nia. In 
the letter she stated that for about four years prior to this past 
October. the school was under new management. She stated that apparently 
the County did not require a new occupancy permit for the new management. 
Therefore. the April 15, 1954 certificate of occupancy must still be 
current and valid. -

The Board then discussed a proposed letter answering Mrs. Pletcher's letter 
stating that the County's recorda indicate that there was an occupancy 
permit issued to a Mr. Dimin. Creative County Day School in Virginia, Inc. 
on 1-28-71. This issuance of this permit nullified the certificate of 
occupancy and Special Use Permit. Mr. Knowlton advised Mrs. Fletcher 
to refile for both the Speelal Use Permit and the occupancy p&rm1t. 

The Board agreed with this action. 

II I 
FLYING "A" ENTERPRISES 

The Board read a letter from Supervisor MagaZine and requested the Staff 
to prepare an appropriate reply answering the questions and problems 
set forth in the letter. 

II 
Mr. Kelley moved that the minutee for January 22, 1975 be approved. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

II 

The hearing adjourned at 6:05 P.M. 

II 

by O/he. c& ~La';0e
Jan~~ Kelsey. Clerk to e 
Board of Zoning Appeals 
Submitted to Board on )lpril:23.l975. I 

Board of Zoning Appeals 

APPROVED: May 21, 1975 
Date I 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
was Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on wednesday, April 9) 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George 
Barnes. Joseph Baker and Charles Runyon. Mr. Harvey 
Mitchell and Mr. Wallace Covington were present 
from the Staff. 

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

II 

10:00 - VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY, appl. under Section 30-7.2.2.1.3 
of the Zoning Ordinance to pe'rmlt construction, operation and 
maintenance of microwave tower on and 1n connection with existing 
electrical substation site. Ox Substation, 97-3{(1»14. portion of 
96-4 & 106-1, (61.3 acres). Springfield District, (HE-I). 3-21-75. 

Mr. Randolph W. Church~ ·4069 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia, attorney 
for the applicant. represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Mary 
Moss. 3800 Seminary Road. Alexandria and Richard Obert 8600 Ox Road. 
Fairfax. 

Mr. Church stated that this tower will be used for protecting VEPCO's 
equipment. When equipment is in trouble. it will provide means for cutting 
off the equipment and~erouting the power. The tower will pick up trouble 
before it occurs. Ox Substation is one of the most important substations 
in Northern Virginia. There is several million dollars worth of trans
formers there. Vi~tuallY all of the power comes through that substation. 
In addition to providing protective relaying, it will send signals to 
Richmond so that they can pick out the less expensive source of power 
through the eastern United States. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's questlon, Mr. Church stated that this microwave 
tower will be used for VEPCa and the other electrical developers in the 
eastern United States and no other uses will be made of it. PEPCa will 
have an interest in this tower. but only from the electrical standpoint. 

Mr. Allen Todd, substation superintendent for the Northern Division of 
VEPCO, spoke to the Board regarding the technical facts about the tower. 
He stated that this tower will be within VEPca's existing Ox Substation. 
This substation is constructed on approximately 43 acres of land and its 
facilities have been approved by this Board in increments over the years. 
No additional land is needed for this project. 

Presently, the relaying of this information Mr. Church spoke of is being 
performed by carrier signals on VEPCa's existing transmission lines, but 
these facilities have some limitations and provide a limited number of 
paths. A greater number of channels is needed than the existing system 
is capable of providing and a guarantee of a higher level of reliability 
for these communications is also needed. 

This protective relaying will guard the equipment itself from damage in 
the event of a downed line, failure in a breaker or a defect in a transformer 
One of the weaknesses in the present system is that communications may be 
lost if a line goes down. When a power failure occurs, the relaying system 
can accurately locate the problem. minimize outages and permit maximum 
utilization of other equipment to restore full service. The operator of 
the SUbstation can detect problems with equipment which is experiencing 
diffiCUlty, but which has not yet failed, and provide the Company with an 
opportunity to correct such problems before an outage has occured. 

The system will provide continuing information to VEPca's load control com
puter. which can determine the amount of generation needed at any moment and 
calIon the most ef£icient generation sources both within VEPCa's system 
and in neighbor~ng utilities to supply it. As VEPCa's interconnections 
with its neighbors increases, so does the need for increased communication 
capabilities both from the standpoint of reliability and the standpoint of 
being able to calIon the least expensive source of generation to supply 
electricity. 

He showed the Board several exhibits of a portion of the microwave system 
under construction by VEPca and PEPCO; the existing facilities at ax 
substation, the location of the proposed tower, two 8 foot by 12 foot one
story structures which house equipment. photographs of the existing facilitie 
at ax Substation and a similar tower at another substation. 

1~7 
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The proposed tower is 260 feet tall and is 320 feet from the nearest property 
line. It will be constructed in accordance with standardS of the Electronic 
Industries Association. It will be virtually unmanned and will not cause 
noise, dust, smoke or odor and will not require sewage facilities. It will 
not interfere with radio or television signals. It has been approved by the 
FCC and the FAA. 

Ox Substation is located in a fairly remote section of the County. The 
tower will not be detrimental to the character of the land nor the value 
of the adjacent land. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the advertisement gives the acreage for this parcel 
as 61.3 acres and the Staff report gives the acreage as 43.2 acres. 

Mr. Church stated that the 43.2 acres is correct. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Smith read a memo into the record from the Planning Commission recommendi 
that the application be granted in accordance with the Staff Report. 

Mr. 'Smith questioned the use of herbicides by VEPCO. 

Mr. Church stated that he did not know whether VEPCe was still using 
herbicides or,nob, but he would check on it and report back to the Board. 

Mr. Smith stated that if VEPCa is still using herbicides, it may be necessary 
to bring all the cases back for reevaluation. He stated that he thought the 
Board had placed a prohibition on the use of herbicides on VEPCO locations. 
He asked Mr. Church to communicate with the Clerk by letter in the next 
two weeks. 

Mr. Church agreed to do this. 
--- RESaLUTION --------------------

In application No. S-21-75, application by Virginia Electric and Power 
Company under Section 30-7.2.2.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit con
struction, operation and maintenance of microwave tower on and in connection 
with existing electrical substation site, on property located at Ox 
SUbstation, West Ox Road, also known as tax map 97-3«(1)14 and portion of 
96-4 & 106-1, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by thep.Board of Zoning AppealS held on 
the 9th day of April 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 43.2 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is reqUired. 
5. That the applicant is presentWoperating on said site pursuant to 

Special Use Permit S-143-72, granted October 18, 1975. 
6. That on April 8, 1975, the Planning Commission approved the above 

application under th~rovlsion of the Code of Virginia, Section 15.1-456. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plana submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes 1n use, additional uses, or chan~e8 1n the plans approved
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Boardls approval shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The grantin~ of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The:'Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with- these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be ,valid unti,l a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

5. All terms and conditions set forth in Special Use Permit S-143-72 
shall remain in effect. I 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

10:20 - SANDRA R. WARD, appl. under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit construction of barn, installation of lights 
around riding ring and other minor changes to existing riding 
school. 6718 Clifton Road, 75({1))6, 15C, 15. (7.89 acres). 
Springfield District. {RE~l, S-32-75 

Sandra Ward represented herself before the Board. 

Notices to 'property owners were in order. The conti~uous owners were 
Gerald Hennessy, 6811 White Rock Road. Blifton and Edward Weiland, Compton 
Road, Clifton, Virginia. 

Ms. Ward stated that this application is for improvements to her riding 
facility, Bay Ridge. It is not an expansion. She has been operating there 
for seven years and would like to build a new barn, take the existing stalls 
out of the garage and put the horses in the new barn, and demolish the tem
porary structure on the property. The bathrooms are now 1n her house with 
outside entrances. She plans to put the athrooms in the garage and also 
build a dressing room where the students cbulge change their clothes. 

She now has 12 horses in the lean-to and 6 in the garage. This does not 
include the horses she boards. All the horses are housed on the 7'8..9 acres 
of land. 

Mr. Smith stated'that under the new ordinance, she would be restricted to 
one horse per acre. Should she happen to loose the lease on the 113 acres 
she would only be able to keep 8 animals. 

The Board discussed the plats and found several deficiences. The property 
is now owned by Routh M. Robbins arid Sandra R. Ward. The plats show 
the property to be owned by C. W. Ward and Sandra R. Ward. 

Ms. Ward, in answer to Mr. Smith's question, stated that Clifton Investment 
Properties still own the 100 acre parcel. 

Ms. Ward stated that she teaches approximately 240 students total. There 
are only 6 or 7 students in her classes and 15 to 24 on the premises at 
anyone time. She has six instructors, total, but they are not on the 
property at anyone time either. She begins the classes around 9:30 a.m. 
and the latest class would be around 6:30 p.m. It is not a consistent 
schedule. These are the maximum hours. 

I ~ <] 
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The request for lights was made because 1n the winter when it gets dark early. 
they are needed by her boarders and her so they can school the horses. They 
are used about twice a week. She has had the lights up since last fall. 
but the County told her that she could not have them without the permission 
of this Boa~d. so she turned the lights off and they haven't been on again. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question. Ms·, Ward stated that she has seven open 
horse shows per season. These horse shows are for the local area. Bay Ridge 
benefits from these shows; but. the Southwestern Youth Association also 
benefits because it runs the food stand. SYA had a benefit horse show there 
this spring. This created a problem on the road leading back to the houses 
on White Rock Drive. The back part of that drive is a private road and the 
front part is her road. She stated that she would have eliminated the 
problem of this parking on the road had she known about them, but 
at that time she was working back at the show area. 

Mr. Smith questioned whether or not these horse shows are allowed. When there 
are large open horse shows with a large group of people congregating on this 
small portion of land, there are going to be problems. He did not question 
horse shows for the school participation. 

Ms. Ward stated that the horse shows are held on the back 100 acres of land. 

Mr. Smith stated that the rings on that property did not show the setback. 
He questioned whether they are 100' from the property line. 

Mr. Runyon stated that they were 100'. 

Lloyd Glover~ 12824 Great Oak Lane~ Clifton; Mr. Dowdy~ 7709 Manor House 
Drive; Mary Lou Hopkins~ 128 Chestnut Street~ Clifton; Mr. Ediden~ 6915 
Clifton Road, one-half mile south of Bay Ridge; Mrs. Betsy Wede, residing 
in Loudoun County and Mrs. Bean~ member~ Board of Directors for SYA, spoke 
in support of the application. I 

Mr. Frederick Smith~ 6627 Clifton Road~ across from the main riding ring; 
Gerald Hennessy~ 6811 White Rock Road, contiguous property owner; Mr. 
Gibson~ White Rock Road; and Mr. Moore~ spoke in opposition to the application.. 
Mr. Baker asked for a show of hands of the people who were present in 
favor of the application that live within a one-mile radius of the facility. 
He then asked for a show of hands of those in the same radius who were in 
opposition. 

There were six hands in favor and eight hands in opposition. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he is familiar with the road. He felt that these 
people are entitled to a residential area. This is a commercial operation. 

Ms. Ward~ in rebuttal~ stated that she owns the easement road~ pays taxes 
on it and has the right to use it. However~ she stated that she would 
see to it that~ in the future~ no one parks on that road. She apologized 
to Mr. Moore because her horses got out. She stated that the only time 
anyone has parked on the road was during the SYA benefit show. March was 
extremely muddy and the conditions' were very bad. However~ the show had 
been scheduled. A lot of work goes into the preparation for these shows. 
The lights are ofrand have been off since she learned she was not supposed 
to have them without the Board's permission. 

Mr. Kelley made a motion to deny the application. 

Mr. Baker stated tha~e was in favor of deferral. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion to get it on the floor for discussion; 
however~ he stated that he did not intend to support it. 

Mr. Barnes stated that he felt this operation has gotten out of hand~ but 
he still feels it has a lot of merit. The citizens have a right to com~ 

plain~ but he felt there must be some way to work out the problems 

Mr. Smith stated that there is no question about the fine reputation of the 
school. The only question before the Board is whether or not to allow the 
expansion. 
The citizens in support spoke to the need for these improvements~ that these 
improvements would improve the appearance of the facility and therefore would 
not adversely affect the neighbors. They also spoke to the well run operation
•
The opposition spoke to the problems that presently exist at the facility; noi 
dust, horses getting out~ traffic congestion and parking problems and stated 
that for these reasons~ they were asking the Board to deny the application. 
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The question was called on the motion and the vote was 3 to 2. Messrs. 
Kelley and Smith voting Aye; and Messrs. Runyon, Barnes and Baker voting 
No. Therefore, the motion failed. 

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred for two weeks to give the 
Board members a chance to look into the merits of the case, determine 
if additional facilities are needed, and find some·way to limit the number 
of horse shows and the type of horse shows on this site. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion carried 3 to 2 with Messrs. Runyon, Baker and Barnes voting Aye, 
Messrs. Smith and Kelley voting No. 

The case was deferred until April 23, 1975 for decision only. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would accept any additional written 
information prior to the 20th of April. 

II 

10:40 - SYLVIA M. SHORT, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit continued operation of one chair beauty 
shop in home, 7020 Grove Road, 92-2«19)174, (11,739 square feet), 
Lee District, (R-l7), S-34-75. 

Mrs. Short represented herself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. 

Mr. Mitchell, in answer to Mr. Smith'S question, stated that there have 
been no complaints on this operation. 

Mrs. Short stated that she wishes to continue to operate this one-chair 
beauty shop in her home just as she has been doing since June 15, 1971 
when the original permit was ganted. 
-- RESOLUTION --------------------

In application No. S-34-75, application by Sylvia M. Short, under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit continued operation of 
one chair beauty shop on property located at 7020 Grove Road, Lee District, 
also known as tax map 92-2«19))174, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 9th day of April, 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11,739 square feet. 
4. That the applicant operates a one_chair beauty shop in her home 

pursuant to SUP S-101-71, granted June 15, 1971. 

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained 
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance as contained in Section 
30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transfer
able w:lhout further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated 
in the app]cation and is not transferable to other land. 

1.01. 
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2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board ~other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such ,approval. Any changes (other than mnor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, ahall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The permit shall run for a period of 5 years. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley abstained. 

10:50 - PEDRO GONZALEZ, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to 
permit enclosed carport to remain closer to aide and front lot 
line than allowed by Ordinance, (6.77' from side line4 12' required) 
]7' from front line, 40' required), 40-2( (31))14, 210 Haycock 
Road, (11,138 square feet), Dranesvi1le District, (R-12.S), V-35-75. 

Mr. Gonzalez represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Walter Poole, 6542 Placid Street, Falls Church, Virginia add Col. John 
Talsrok. 16401 Waterfall Road, Haymark~t, Virginia. 

Mr. Gonzalez stated that he obtained a building permit to construct a 
carport. He did not realize that it would be considered a closed structure 
if he closed in the back and side wall, ao he did so. He was informed by 
the County after he finished that this was not permissible. The front 
of the carport is still open. 

Mr. Paragil, 2901 Haycock Road, presented a letter from Mr. Paul Culler, 
also property owner on Haycock Road stating that Mr. Gonzalez has improved 
the property and it is in no way detrimental to the neighbors. They do 
not object to the way Mr. Gonzalez haa constructed his carport, but they 
would object if he puts up a garage door. In faqt, they would be very 
much against the application should he propose to put up a door. He 
asked that the Board make that a restriction if the Board grants this 
variance. 

Mr. Gonzalez stated that he made a mistake in closing this area to the 
side. There is a storage room to the rear of the carport. There is no 
place on the lot where he could put a carport or garage as he has a corner 
lot with two front setbacks. He has owned the property for two and one
half years. He is a mechanic working for Cavalier Cars and has worked 
there for four years without loosing a day of work. 

Mr. Smith stated that the only way this variance could be granted is under 
the mistake section of the Ordinance. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he would support the granting of this request only if 
the applicant agrees to leave the doors off. (Mr. Gonzalez agreed) 

There was no one else to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 
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-------------------------------RESOLUTION----------------------------------
In application No., V-35-75, application by Pedro Gonzalez, under Section 
30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosed carport to remain 
closer to side and front lot line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, 
on property located at 2104 Haycock Road, also known as tax map 40-2((31))14. 
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 9th day of Aprtl, 1975, and 

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

1. That the Board has found th~'non-compllance was the result of an 
error in the location of the building SUbsequent to the issuance of a 
building permit, and 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and 
purpose of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and 
enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

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

1. This approval is granted for thelocation3and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

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

3. That the front side will be left open without doors. 
4. That this Resolution shall be placed in the chain of title of this 

property among the land records of Fairfax County, Virginia. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 11:00 A.M. -
HOPE BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of Ord. to permit 
use of existing structure for church services and church related activities, 
1906 Anderson Road, 40-1((16»210, (32,890 sq. ft.) Dranesville District 
(R-l0). S-36-75. 

HOPE BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit second 
floor addition to existing structure which is closer to side property line 
than allowed by Ord., 1906 Anderson Ro~d, 40-1((16»210, (32,890 sq. ft.) 
Dranesville District, (R-IO), V-37-75. 

Rev. Bell, pastor of the church, testified before the Board. 

Notices to property ownerS were in order. 

Rev. Bell stated that this is an application for a Special Use Permit for 
a church in an existing, remodeled, residential structure. Construction 
for the remodeling had begun prior to his taking over as pastor in December. 
They were confronted with the fact that the building permit for the remodelin 
had indicated that it is for a parsonage. They want to use it for a church. 
Therefore, they are before this Board. There is a restrictive covenant for 
the Pimmit Hills subdivision that requires that they get permission from 
specific Rcmeowners in the area. They do not yet have all the required 
signatures. 
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The plans that are before the Board were drawn up in 1972 and show a pro
posed church which they were planning to put on the site beside this 
existing building. They do not now plan to build that building within 
the year. In addition, they understand that they will have to remove 
the parking from the front setback area and 25' from:the other property 
lines. The existing building is within 5' of one of the property lines. 
The building is not being used. 

Mr. Claude Kennedy, Zoning Inspector, told the Board that the plans for 
remodeling and 'raising the building showed that the closest point would 
only be 51 to the property line which isnlt allowed under the present 
Ordinance. He did not know if there were any other structures in this 
subdivision that are within.5' of the property 11ne. This garage permit 
was obtained in January, 1959 prior to the church's ownership. That 
was also before the Pomroy Ordinance and garages could go within 5' of the 
property line. 

Rev. Bell stated that there will be approximately 200 seats in this proposed 
building. 

Joe Turner, 1922 Storm Drive, President of the Pimmit Hills Citizens 
Association, spoke in support of the application. He stated that they
had met with Rev. Bell and other members of the church. It is the general 
feeling of the people in the subdivision that there will be no strong 
objections to the church being at this location with three stipulations: 

1. That their residential covenants be upheld. 
2. That the church provide adequate parkin~ facilities for complete 

off-street parking.
3. That construction of this church be completed within a reasonable 

time. 

Mr. Smith stated that churches are permitted in residential areas. The 
Courts do not consider churches anything but residental as they pertain 
to covenants. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Kraus, 8809 Montpeliar Drive, Laurel, 
Maryland, one of the contiguous property owners, objecting to the granting 

_of these applications. 

The Board deferred this case for a maximum of 60 days to allow the 
applicant to revise t~e plat showing exactly what they p1an to dO, to 
show the existing building and the setbacks, to remove the proposed 
building and to revise the parking to conform with the Ordinance as it 
pertains to a Group 6 use. 

Mrs. Hockman and Donna Fields spoke in support of the church and asked 
that, when the church' brings in the additional information, the Board 
act affirmatively. Their funds are very short and they need to know if 
the Board is going to let them use the building for a church before they 
spend the money for the new plans. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he had not heard anyone speak in objection to this 
application. 

Mr. Smith stated that there will not be any additional testimony taken. 
This deferral is for decision only. He stated that as far as he is 
concerned personally, he would vote for approval_of this application, and 
he would assume that since there is no major opposition, what they need 
to do now is comply with the request of the Board for new plats. 

11:20 - CHRISTIAN ASSEMBLY, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of Ord. to 
permit construction of church, 2218 Cedar Lane, 39-4((1))2 & 
«2))1,2,3, & 4, (7.0095 acres), Providence District, (R-17), 
8-38-75. 

Mr. Robert Kohlhaas, attorney for the applicant, 6400 Arlington Boulevard, 
Suite 325, represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. 

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that the construction of the building will probably be 
masonry c1nderblock. The church hasn't made an ultimate decision on that. 
He believed there had been a meeting with the Staff who had requested that 
the architect provide various information and he assumed that the architect 
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had put that on the site plan. /35
The Board members agreed that the plats did not show all of the information 
that would be necessary 1n order to make a decision on this case. 

There was no one present to speak 1n favor or in opposition to the 
application. 

Mr. Runyon moved that 1n application 3-38-75 that this case be deferred 
for a period of one month, or until May 14, 1975. for additional 
Info~atlon as the Board had just discussed and new plats showing 
. (1) adequate setbacks 

(2) size of the building 
(3) which phase 1s to be constructed at this time 
(4) the disposition of Bell Lane and the proper setbacks for parking. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Mr. Smith added that the applicant should also ascertain the type of 
material to be used. This was agreed on by the Board members. 

II 

11:30 - BOWL AMERICA, INC., V-53-75 

This case was withdrawn without prejudice by the Board at the request of 
Mr. Richard Hobson, attorney for the applicant. 

11:40 - COLLEGE TOWN ASSOCIATES, appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.4 of 
Ora. to permit three enclosed theatres, intersection Braddock 
Road and Ox Road, 68-1((1»)9, (26.9231 acres), Springfield
District, (C-D), 8-40-75. \, 

Mr. Robert Lawrence, attorney for the applicant, 4084 University Drive, 
represented the applicant before the Board. -

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were John 
Johnson, 5100 Portsmouth Road, Fairfax and Charles WEller, 5102 
Portsmouth Road, Fairfax. 

Mr. Lawrence stated that the seating capacity for the three theatres is 
511. They have provided 6 spaces per 1,000 square feet of retail space. 
The net retail space is 136,108 sq. ft. minus 8,400 for the theatres. 
They must provide 772 spaces for the retail shops based on the square
footage and 128 for the theatre making a total of 900. 926 spaces 
are proposed. 

Mr. Leon RosS from the Midd1eridge Citizens Association spoke in support 
of this application. 

Mr. Runyon stated that it appears that all the pertinent information is 
in the file and that this request meets the standards set forth in the 
Ordinance for a Special Use Permit. 
________________________________RE80LUTION -------------------

In application No. 8-40-75, application by College Town Associates, under 
Section 30-7.2.10.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit three enclosed 
theatres on property located atlntersection of Braddock and Ox Roads, 
also known as tax map 68-1((1))9, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved 
that the Board adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by this Board, and 
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WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a publiC hearing by this Board held on the 9th day 
of April. 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s E. M. Elliott. Ann F. 
Rothrock and Viola F. Orr. 

2. That the present zoning 1s C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 19.44530 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating qompllance 
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses inC or I Districts as 
con~ained in Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance. and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind. changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
detailS) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
ot this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

5. Th~ resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along w1th the Non-Residential 
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
66 the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. Total seating - 511 seats with parking of 128 spaces. 
Total parking on site of 900 spaces, minimum. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

DEFERRED CASES -- APRIL 9, 1975 
WILLIAM T. MASINGILL;; V-6-75 (Deferred from 2-26-75 at the request of the 
applicant as he was going to be out of the country; deferred from 3-12-75 
because there was not a full Board.) 

Mr. Masingill by letter to the Board again requested deferral until 
May 7. 1975. However, the Board does riot meet on May 7. The Board 
deferred the case until May 14, 1975 with the stipUlation that either 
the applicant or his agent be present or the Board would dispose of the 
case for lack of interest. 

DEFERRED CASES -- APRIL 9. 1975 
IRVING L. AND HELEN DENTON. V-2ll-74 (Deferred from meetings since January 
22. 1975. for decision only. for full Board.) 
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Mr. Kelley stated that he had viewed this property on three occasions. This 
case has been waiting for a full Board. There was some indication that the 
County was at fault but he stated that he couldn't see where it was. 
This is a hard decision to make. The applicant went ahead and did the 
work and then came 1n and asked for a variance. They put the Board tn a 
spot. 

-----------------------------RESOLUTION------------------------------------
In application No. V-?l~-~M~~a~p~lijatlonby Irving L. and Helen Denton, 
under Section 30-6.~/e~ tA~ ZOKln~ Ordln~n~e to permit completion of 
carport and storage area closer to slde/t~1~'dp&Fe9tlinesthan allowed by 
Ordlnance,(51a.al'.~rI!QRI sidej 12' required; 3B.3,' from front, 40' required), 
3911 MOBS Drive, also known as tax map 60-4((l6))(F')5, Mason District, 
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a public hearing by tHe Board held on the 22nd day 
of January, 1975. and deferred at subsequent hearings until the 9th day of 
April. 1975. 
WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haa made the following findings of 
fact: 

1. Th.t the owner of the subject property is the applicants. 
2. Th.t the present zoning is R-12.5 
3. That the area of the lot is 15.422 square feet. 

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

1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical 
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning
Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship 
that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and buildings 
involved. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

In the discussion that ensued it was concluded that the only difference 
the granting of the variance would make is the door to the storage area 
underneath the carport would have to be closed in because the distance 
from the property line to the structure is measured to the posts of the 
structure and not the wall because the wall is a retaining wall. The 
applicants are extending the overhang in the front as it now exists on 
the rest of the house. They are allowed a 3' overhang into the front 
yard and they have a 2' overhang. 

Mr. Kelley's motion passed 4 to 1. Mr. Runyon voted No. 

The application was denied. 

DEFERRED CASE: APRIL 9. 1975 
C. HUGHES COMPANY. V-195-74 (Deferred from 12-18-74 and subsequent 
meetings for decision only for full Board) 

attorney for the applicant 
Mr. Hansbarger/stated that if the Board doesn't grant this variance, there 
will be a 6' fence all along the front property line up to the poinijof the 
chain link fence where it will drop down to 4 1 • He submitted a copy of the 
bUilding permit to the Board. Mr. Knowlton had approved the rest of the fence 
The Boar~ recessed this case until Mr. Gilbert KnOWlton, Zon1ng Admtn1strator. 
could come over to the Board room and explain the circumstances surrounding 
this \Change. 
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Mr. Knowlton arrived and explained that the only part of the fence that is 
in violation is the portion around the recreation area. You have a 
condominium development which by State law must.be treated the same as 
a conventional development. Consequently we have to look at this 1n the 
light that this was divided into lots in which case we have a private 
street running through it and providing access to the narrowest frontage 
of through lots and the two houses fronting on that are internal lots 
fronting on a private street and backing to the road (Old Mount Vernon 
Road). By an opinion several years ago by one of the County Attorneys, 
a through lot has a front and rear and a wall up to 7 1 is permitted on the 
rear. The lot fronting Old Mount Vernon is a rear lot and can have a 7' 
fence except that portion of the recreation area which would have to be 
no higher than 4'. This is a corner lot because it is where Old Mount 
Vernon Road and the private street intersect. That is why they have need 
for a variance. at that location. 

Mr. Runyon stated that it looked like the Board would not accomplish a whole 
lot by dropping the fence to 4' on the corner. He felt that the Ordinance 
should be revised to state more emphatically if there should not be any 
fences in the front setback area. It should say. 'no fence along a road'. 

Mr. Smith stated that as far as he is concerned the Ordinance could be 
changed to allow a fence in the front yard, but this Board now has to make 
a declabn on this 7 1/2' fence based on the existing Ordinance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the height of the fence depends on which side of 
the fence you are on. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed that if the brick fence is allowed all 
along the front property line then drops down to 4' on this lot, you would 
actually see more of this 10' chain link fence than you would if you 
continued with the same height of the brick fence all along. That is, if 
the Board is going to grant the 10' chain link fence variance. He stated 
that he was in favor of liVing with the Ordinance. He helped measure this 
fence and in some places it is 7 1/2 feet. 

Mr. Smith stated that if the Board is going to allow this chain link fence 
to remain. then everybody else should be allowed to have one too. He 
didn't see a problem with putting a fence in the front yard. if the Ordinance 
will permit it. 

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant was allowed to build the 10' chain link 
fence under site plan and he questioned whether he needs a variance on that 
or not. 
________________________________RESOLUTION --------------------

In application No. V-195-75. application by the C. Hughes Company. under 
Section 30-6.6 of the zoning Ordinance to permit a 6' high brick wall to 
remain in the front setback around the recreation area on Old Mount Vernon 
Road and to allow a 10' chain link fence to remain on property located 
at 8815 Old Mount Vernon Road, Mount Vernon District. also known as tax 
map 110-2((1))24. County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a public hearing by this Board held on the 18th day 
of December. 1974 and deferred at SUbsequent meetings until the 9th day 
of April. 1975. 

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

l. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 5.4302 acres. 

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

2. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an 
error 1n the location of the wall subsequent to the issuance of a building 
permit, and 

3. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and 
purpose of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and 
enjoyment of other property 1n the immediate vicinity. 

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Baker an~ Smith voting No. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board should clarify thcm:it is basing the 
granting of this variance for the brick wall at this locatiom on the fact 
that it will blend with the brick fence that is already approved along 
the rest of the p'roperPY"-'l1ne':'on Old Mount Vernon Road. 

CONGRESSIONAL SCHOOL. INC .• S-29-75 (Deferred from 3-19-75 for viewing. 
Dec1s:bn only.) 

The Board discussed the signs that now exist in front of the school. 

Mr. Claude Kennedy stated that another inspection was made this past week. 
The trailers were not being occupied. The guard house is still in need 
of more construction before it oan be occupied and there was no evidence 
that they were working on it that day. 

Mr. Runyon suggested to the Board thatit put this special Use Permit 
on a one-yaar basis. 

Mr. Smith stated that it may become necessary to put a fence all the way 
around this school. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he viewed this property and felt that the pigs 
would not be a problem as long as the Health Department does periodic 
inspections. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Barcroft Lake Management. The residents of 
the area are concerned that these animals will contaminate the waters 
of Tripp Run. He stated that if the Board 1s going to allow the animals 
to remain. it should restrict the number and require Health Department 
approval of the method O~ disposal of the waste and should determine 
whether it would contaminate Tripps Run. 

Mr. Kelley stated that Mr. Devers has about ten buses which are not 
painted. 

Mr. Devers stated that he could complY with the painting. lettering, etc. 
of these buses within a year. The request for the trailers is for two 
years. 
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----------------------------------RESID~UTION------------------------------_ 

In application No. 3-1-75. application by congressional School. Inc. 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit use of thnee 
temporary trailers for classrooms at existing school'on property located at 
3229 Sleepy Hollow Road. also known as tax map 61-1«1))5. county of 
Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by this Board held on the 19th day of 
March and deferred to April 9. 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5 
3. That the area of the lot is 39J4 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compl1artce with all applicable County and State Codes is required. 
6. That the applicant is operating a private school on said property pur

suant to SUP S-174-73 granted October 10. 1973. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind,ohanges in use. additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board '-other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than mhor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exempti~n from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be. responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of this Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place' along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of t~permitted 

use. 
6. All terms and conditions set forth in SUP S-174-73 which was granted 

October 10. 1973. shall remain in effect. 
7. This permit is to be reevaluated one (1) year from this date. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. Runyon explained to Mr. Devers that this would be a docket item for 
April B, 1976, just a matter of re-evaluation. 

.construction of guardhouse and sentry fence along back property line 
approximately 500' long. to be added to existing use permit and all other 
structures, buildings and construction shown on plat) 
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DEFERRED CASE: 
TYSONS CORNER REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTER, appl. under Sec. 30-16.3.3 and 
30-6.6 of Ord. to permit erected freestanding sign to remain. V-15-75 
(Deferred from 3-12-75 and sUbsequent meetings for full Board - full hearing.) 

Mr. Jeffrey Dierman, General counsel for Tysons Corner Regional Shopping 
Center. represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were previously presented at the originally 
scheduled hearing date and were in order. 

Mr. Dierman stated that this sign was intended solely as an internal 
traffic directional and information sign showing the location of the lower 
level shops area at Tysons Corner known as the lIV111age Shopsll. The 
stores presently located in that area are so situated so as not to have 
frontage readily visible from Route 123 or from the internal roadways 
within the shopping center. Thus. the subject sign was erected in the 
parking lot immediately adjacent to the entrance to direct the attention of 
shoppers t-o the lower level stores located within that "Village Shops" area. 
The sign contains only the words "Village Shops" and is not used for ad
vertising any particular tenant in that area. The location of the sign is 
shielded from Route 123 by landscaping and is. in fact. not visible at 
all to traffic proceeding southerly on that highway. The approximate size 
of the sign is 70 square feet and does not reach a height of more than twenty 
six feet above the center line elevation of Route 123. He admitted they were 
wrong in erecting the sign and stated that they had felt it was an internal 
sign. This sign is 270' from the road. 

Mr. Chuck LaPon. Director. Leasing Division. Lerner Corporation. spoke 
before the Board. In answer to Mr. Smith's question. he stated that they 
have no justification for erecting the sign without a permit. They talked 
with the people from the Patrick Sign Company in Maryland. As Mr. Dierman 
stated. they viewed this sign as an internal sign and did not think it was 
visible from Route 123. 

Mr. COVington stated thattthe Zoning Office requires permits for any of the 
signs erected inside the mall because they can be Been from Route 123. 

Mr. LaPon stated that the area of the shops has not been leased in seven 
years because it is a less than desirable area underneath the main area. 
This is the only area ct Tysons Corner where they are requesting this type 
sign. He submitted three letters from the tenants of that area in support 
of the sign and stressing the need for it as their shops cannot be seen 
from the road. There are 125 stores in Tysons Corner. but only three 
businesses at the Village Shops. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 
____________________________RESOLUTION ---------------------

In application No. V-15-75. application by Tysons Corner Regional Shopping 
Center. under Section 30-16.3.3 and 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance. to 
permit erected free standing sign to remain on property located at Tysons 
Corner Center. also known as tax map 29-4((1»35. County of Fairfax. 
Virginia Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning APpeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous property owners 
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th day 
of April. 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Tysons Triangle Ltd. 

Partnership.
2. That the present zoning is C~D. 

3. That the area of the lot 1s 78.1103 acres. 

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

(a) exoeptional topographic problems of the land. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the 
same 1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

2. This 1s the only additional free standing sign permitted on the Tysons 
tract. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Smith and Baker Mating No. 

DEFERRED CASE - APRIL 9, 1975 
GERALD D. COOPER, V-17-75 (Deferred from 3-19-75 to allow applicant to sub
mit Justification under the Ordinance farhis request.) 

Mr. Cooper was not present, nor had he submitted any additional information 
as the Board had requested. 
________________________________RESOLUTION ---------------------

In application No. V-17-75, application by Gerald D. Cooper, under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit carport-to remain closer to 
side lot line than allowed by Ordinance on property located at 5224 Kepler 
Lane, also known as tax map 70-4(8))(9)1, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution: 

-unenclosed covered patio 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice, to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 19th day of 
March 1975 and deferred to the 9th day of April, 1975. 

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

l. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-l2.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11,164 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

//---------------------------------------------------"--------------------// 
Mr. Barnes left the meeting at 5:25 P.M. 
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RONALD VOLLSTEDT, 3-19-75 and V-20-75 (Deferred from 3-19-75 for viewing. 
Decision only) 

The Board read a memo from the County Arborlst, Richard Hoff, dated April 
9, 1975, recommending that the setback variance should be approved In order 
to save the large hardwoods on the site. He stated that with limited 
maintenance and minimal site disturbance In the immediate area of the 
trees, life expectancy would be long enough to warrant their protection and 
preservation. 

------------------------------RESOLUTION-----------------------------------
In application No. 3-19-75, application by Ronald Vallstedt, under 
Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit sales lot for small 
oars and a Virginia Inspection station on property located at 6726 Beddoo 
Street, also known as tax map 93-1((1))21, county of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 19th day 
of March, 1975 and deferred to April 9, 1975 for decision only. 

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Ronald and Ursula Vollstedt. 
2. 
3. 

That 
That 

the present zoning is C-G. 
the area of the lot is 1.006 acres. 

4. 
5. 

That 
That 

compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
the property is SUbject to Pro Rata Share for off-site drainage. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the foTIowing conclusions of law: 
1. ~at the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 

with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as con
tained in Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any . 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special U~e Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to agliy to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and establBhed procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for comply
ing with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a 
Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained~ 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3to 1. Mr. Smith voting No. Mr. Barnes had left the 
meeting. 
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In application No. V-20-75. application by Ronald vollstedt. under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit bUilding to be constructed 
closer to zoning boundary line than allowed by the Ordinance-on property 
located at 6726 Beddoo Street. also known as tax map 93-1((1»21. County 
ofFairfax. Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 
and to permit bluestone parking lot 
WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a 
local newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and narby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by this Board held on the 19th day 
of March. 1975 and deferred to April 9. 1975. and 

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

1. That the owner of ~he subject propevty is Ronald and Ursula 
Vollstedt. 

2. That the present zoning 113 C-G. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.006 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That the property is subject to Pro Rata Share for off-site drainage. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has mached the following con
clusions of law: 

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 1. Mr. Smith voted No. Mr. Barnes had left the 
meeting earlEr. 

For clarification the Board stated that this would completely take care 
of the variance requirements a.a far as this Board is concerned and they 
hoped that Mr. Vollstedt would move forward now. 

ENGLESIDE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL. S-23-75 and V-24-75 (Deferred from 3-19-75 
for decision only) 

The applicant had submitted new plats showing their proposed tntler to be 
13' from the property line. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he was hoping the church would take a hard look at 
this request. It i5 an extremely small site for what they are trying to 
do. By locating this trailer as they have. it will affect the property 
owners behind them. This is a little more than two acres. but it is 
surrounded by residents who have lived here a long time. He stated that 
he didn't think the traffic impact would be that much greater. but the 
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volumn of land use to the volumn of land 1s what concerned him. He had 
visited the aite and it looked like the building could be moved forward 
a lot mOre than they had moved it. 

Mr. Smith stated that perhaps this lot is too small. He would like to 
find some way to move that building in order to comply with the rear yard 
requirements. 

In answer to Mr. Baker's question regarding the amount of play area 
they have, the Pastor of the Church stated that the play ground equipment 
will have to be moved to put in the trailer. The back of the existing 
parking lot is now used as a play area. 

Mr. Runyon inquired about their plans to alleviate these problems 1n the 
future. 

The Pastor stated that it has not yet been determined if they will stay 
at this location or move. This is not the typical type portable classroom. 
They can be moved~ but they are very substantial. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's questions, he stated that they park the buaes along 
the back part of the building. They have eight vehicles in all~ including 
both vans and buses. 

Mr. Runyon compared this school with two acres of land and 200 students 
with Congressional School which has 40 acres and 500 students. This 
school has an existing Special Use Permit for 300 students by a previous 
action of this Board. 

Mr. Kelley questioned how this location was ever authorized 300 students on 
this small portion of land. 

The Pastor stated in answer to Mr. smith's questbn that the trailers are 
constructed and are awaiting approval of this Special Use Permit before 
moving them on the property. They have made a $14,500 down payment. The 
total price is $72~000. These are all steel buildings. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board could ask the Planning Commission to hear 
this case for a recommendation as to land use. 

Mr. Smith did not agree with this suggestion. 

Mr. Baker stated that he could not support the application. 
______________________________RESOLUTION ---------------------

In application No. S-23-75, application by Engleside'Christian School and 
Engleside Baptist Church~ under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit portable buildings for use as school of general 
education and Sunday School on property located at 8428 Highland Lane, 
also known as tax map 101-3((4))33, 34, 35~ 36, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS~ following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper~ posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners and a public hearing by this Board on the 19th day of 
March, 1975 and deferred to April,9, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Truesees of Engleside 

Baptist Church. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 94,957 square feet. 
4. That the applicant school is operating pursuant to SUP S-51-70~ 

granted April 21, 1970. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio 
of law: not 

1. That the applicant has/presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
1s hereby denied. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 1. Mr. Smith voted No. Mr. Barnes had left the 
meeting earlier. 

II 

VARIANCE RESOLUTION 

In application No. V-24-75. application by Engleside Christian School and 
Engleside Baptist Church under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to 
permit portable classrooms closer to rear property line than allowed by 
Ordinance on property]boated at 8428 Highland Lane, also known as tax 
map 101-3«4))33,34.35 &36. County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following' proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 19th day 
of March, 1975 and deferred to April 9. 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Trustees of Engleside 
BaptiSt Church. 

2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 94.957 square feet. 
4. That the applicant is requesting a variance to the rear setback 

r~quirement of the Ordinance. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user ,of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved •. 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject application be and the 
same is hereby denied. \ ~: 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 1. Mr. Smith voting No. Mr. Barnes had left the 
meeting earlier. 

DEFERRED CASE: APRIL 9. 1975 
WILLA F. ECKLES (PETER PIPER SCHOOL), 8-131-74 (Deferred since October 16, 
1974 for decision onlY, for add1tlonalinformation such as new liats shOWing 
dedication and a copy of the deed of dedication. A copy of the deed and 
new plats were in the file.) 

_____________~-----------------RESOLUTION----------------------------------

In application No. 8-131-74. application by Willa F. Eckles T/A Peter 
Piper School. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
continued operation of nursery school with maximum 25 children. on property 
located at 1351 Scotts Run Road. also known as tax map 30-1«9»)1, county 
of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board adopt the follOWing Resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable Sate and County Codes and 1n 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, 

WHEREAS. follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners and a public hearing by this Board held on the 20th day 
of October. 1974 and deferred until April 9. 1975. 
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WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the'owner of the subject property 1s Howard H. and Willa F. 

Eckles. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.3843 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable County and state Codes is 

required. 
6. Applicant has been operating a nursery school at this location 

pursuant to 3-175-70, granted October 13, 1970 for a 3 year period. 
That permit expired October 13, 1973, a Notice of Violation was issued on 
May 7, 1974 for operating without the required special use permit, and 
this application seeks to clear the violation and permit continued 
operation of a nursery school for a maximum of 25 children per day. 

7. The Health Department reports that the facilities are adequate for a 
maximum of 32 children for 4 hours or less daily. and that the outside play 
area is adequately fenced. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That She~applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 

with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained 
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on 
the plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of 
any kind. change's in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineertng details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be t~e duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The maximum number of children shall be 25, ages 3 to 5 years. 
7. The hours of operation 'shall be 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 Noon, five days 

per week, Monday through Friday, during normal school year. 
8. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection 

report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the State 
Department of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non-Residential 
Use Permit. 

9. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 8 and said parking 
spaces shall be paved with a dustless surface. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes 
had left the meeting earlier. 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS. 
JANE C. BURSENOS. V-183-74. application to permit 6' fence to ~emain. 
The Board on February 12. 1975 deferred for a maximum of 45 days to allow 
applicant to obtain compliance with requirements of Ordinance. The 
applicant .is now- requesting an extension of 45 days. based on the fact that 
she has been in the hospital. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the request be granted. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

II 

BZA MEETING DATES 

The Board was advised by the Clerk thatt;the Board of Supervisors would 
be using the Board Room on several wednesdays throughout the summer and 1n)0 
October. It was the Board's decision to change the meeting date to Tuesday 
on those weeks when the Board of Supervisors need the Board Room on Wed. 
As the schedule now stands. those new Tuesday meeting dates are: 
June 3. 1975; July 22. 1975; September 16, 1975; October 7 and 14. 1975. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS - APRIL 9. 1975 

McLEAN PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH. RE: SCREENING 

SARATOGA SWIM CLUB. RE: LANDSCAPE PLAN 

The Board was in receipt of a memo from Preliminary Engineering regarding 
these two items. 

It was the Board's decision that the Resolution granting these two special 
Use permits provided enough fleXibility that would allow the recommendations 
as set forth in this memo. 

II 

LAKE BARCROFT REC,REATION ASSOCIATION. APRIL 9. 1975 

The Board was in receipt of a letter from Mr. Goodell. one of the contiguous 
property owners to the subject parcel. 

The chairman asked that copies of this letter be made for Mr. Covington and 
Mr. Knowlton and each of the Board members. He asked Mr. Covington to 
check and make sure that the areas of contention were not duplicated by 
the previous letter from Mr. Sheps. another contiguous property owner. He 
asked Mr. Covington to address an answer to Mr. Goodell's letter. 

Mr. Knowlton stated that as a matter of policy, a lot of the mail comes in 
misaddressed. This 1s an open case in which the Board has asked for 
information and it hasn't come back yet. The Staff brings items of this 
nature back to the Board either for the Boardls information. or if the 
letter is addressed to the Board. 

Mr. Smith asked that the Staff also address a reply to Mr. Scheps letter as 
soon as they have the necessary information. 

II 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM - APRIL 9. 1975 
BARCROFT INSTITUTE -- AMERICAN HEALTH SERVICES. INC. 

Mr. covington brought to the Board a copy of a building permit request to 
put in a platform for a generator behind the building. 

After looking over the permit and plats. the Board's decision was that this 
wdnilld be permissible providing they get all the necessary permits and 
comply with all State and County Codes. 

II 
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EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS, 3-48-72 

One of the Zoning Inspectors, Mr. Gerald Carpenter, had a question regarding 
the fence requirement for this school. 

He told the'Board that there was an existing fence on one side of the 
property belonging to one of the contiguous property owners. The fence 
had blown down and the property owner felt the Bchool should replace it. 

The Board felt that the property owner was being arbitrary. The Board 
decided that it could not require the school to put the property owner's 
fence back up. If the children become a nuisance because of the lack of 
fencing around the school, the Board will have to bring them back in 
for reconsideration. 

II 

The Board meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m. 

B9~ ~- tf:;;'t 
Clerk 
Board of Zoning Appeals 

Submitted to the Board on May'14, 1975 

1C1h-~~DANIEL sM±Tf(, CAAN 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

APPROVED May 21, 1975 
DATE 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Wednesday, April 16, 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph 
Baker; George Barnes; and Charles Runyon. Wallace 
Covington and Harvey Mitchell were present from 
the Staff. 

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10:00 - RICHARU P. BROWN. V-39-75 

Mr. Brown, 9 South Ingram Street, Alexandria, Virginia represented himself 
before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were 1n order. The contiguous owners were 
Richmond Land Corp., Broad Street Station. Richmond, Virginia and Henry 
I. Schwartz, c/o Phillip Katz, 13114 Marigold Lane, Silver Spring, Md. 

Mr. Brown stated that he had owned this lot for 10 years. He does not 
have any contiguous property. There is a 100 year flood plain immediately 
in the rear of the proposed house, therefore, he cannot move it back. The 
house is 28' in width by 42' in length. There is a 7' concrete patio planned 
in the rear. 

Mr. Smith stated that a 5' variance would give him a foot from the 100 year 
flood plain. This wold meet FHA standards. 

Mr. Brown in answer to Mr. Smith's question stated that he is not planning 
to ever build another house on this lot. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 
______________________________RESOLUTION --------------------

In application No. V-39-75 by Richard P. Brown under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Ordinance to permit construction of house closer to front property line 
than allowed by Ordinance on property at 7124 Barry Road, Windsor Estates, 
90-4«8))40, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board 
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newppaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a pUblic hearing by this Board held on the 16th 
day of April. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the folloWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 55,122 sq. ft. 
4. That the applicant is requesting a 10' variance from front setback 

requirement of 50 feet. 
5. That the proposed location of the house is within 10 feet. 

WHEREAS. theBoard has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: 

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

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

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

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

3. A variance of 5 feet is hereby granted. 
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FURTHERMORE, the applicant showld be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his 
obligation to obtain building permits, non-residential use permit and the 
like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived. 

10:10 - DR. JAMES GERALD O'NEIL, JR •• appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.2.6 
to permit small animal hospital in existing building. 2935 Chain 
Bridge Road. 47-2((6))6B. (18.401 sq.ft.) Providence District. 
(C-NO. 3-45-75 

DR. JAMES GERALD O'NEIL, JR. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ord. to permit remodeling of existing strudure which 1s less 
than 50' from front prop. line, 2935 Chain Bridge Road, 47-2((6)) 
6B. (18.401 sq. ft.). Providence District. (C-N), V-46-75. 

Mr. O. G. Cramer represented Dr. O'Neil. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owner was Katherine 
Ribble. Route I. Clarksville. Texas 75426. 

Mr. Cramer stated that this is a contract to purchase. This property is 
owned by Dulf Oil Corporation and he is Gulf's real estate representative. 

Mr. Smith inquired Why the applicant needs a variance since the station is 
already existing and there are no additions planned. 

Mr. COVington stated that he did not feel the applicant does need a variance. 

Mr. Sm~ph suggested the Board drop the request for a variance as this is a 
non-conforming structure. The Board members agreed. 

Mr. Cramer stated that they plan to remodel this ex~ing building in 
accordance with all State and County Codes. There will be no crematory 
facil1 t1es her~. The Health Department has indicated that the s~~tic field 
can handle 4,000 to 5,000 gallons and the maximum usagew111 be no more 
than that. Dr. O'Neil is now operating the Seven corners Animal Hospital. 

Mr. Cramer stated that as far as Preliminary Engineering comments are con
cerned, there is already planned'an unobstructed passage of approximately 
23'. There is no 'setback requirements for the parking because this pro~ 
perty abuts commercially zoned property. 

The materials to be used will be a stucco finish and a mansard roof. He 
submitted a sketch of the bUilding as it is planned.' 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposltion. 
_____________________________RESOLUTION --------------------

In application No. S-45-75 by Dr. James Gerald O'Neil, Jr., under Section 
30-7.2.10.2.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit small animal hospital in 
existing building on property at 3935, Chain Bridge Road. 47-2 (( 6) )6B, County 
of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board adopt the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners and a public hearing by the Board held on the 16th day 
of April. 1975. 

WHEREAS. the BoaI'd of Zoning APpeals has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Tremarco Corp. c/o of 

Gulf 011 Corp. 
2. That the present zoning 1s C-N. 
3. That the area of the lot is 18,401 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
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WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions 
or law: 

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 
with Standards for-Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as con
tained in Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:30 VITO W. BASSI, V-47-75 

Mr. Bassi represented himself. Notices to property owners were in order. 
The contiguous owners were Donald O'Donne~ 3153 Southfield Drive, Herndon 
and Stephen Vehec, 12513 N. Falls Court, Herndon, Virginia. 

Mr. Bassi stated that due to the slope of the lot, it becomes very difficult 
to try to construct a pool in the back. In addition, there are also overhead 
telephone and power lines tm'litlrt'wh.1ch-:they cannbt"ctmstNct 'a' pooL There 15 
also a appbic field and tank on the property which limits the use of the 
property. The in-ground pool is 22' x 35'. 

Mr. Covington stated that the applicant would need a variance any place he 
tried to put this pool on this lot. He stated in answer to Mr. Smith's 
question that Mr. Bassi could construct a 7' fence around the pool at this 
location. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

_= RESOLUTION ----------------------------------

In application No. V-47-75, application by Vito W. Bassi under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of pool closer to side 
property line than allowed by Ordinance on property located at 12515 Northern 
Valley court, Southfield Subd., 35{{5»22, Centreville District, county 
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning APpeals 
adopt the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners and a public hearing by this Board held on the 16th day of 
April, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
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1. That the owner of the subject property is Vito W. & Armanda Bassi. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l C. 
3. That the area of the lot is 20,475 sq. ft. 
4. That the applicant's request is for a 15.1 feet variance to the 

requirement of 20.1 feet. 

WHEREAS, the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board th~"the following physical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

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

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

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

3. There shall be no overhead structure constructed over the pool. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:40- MIDAS CORP. &MARY ALVIS HARLOW, v-48-75 

Mr. Gordon Keiser. repreesentative for Midas, submitted notices to the Board. 
The contiguous owners were Edward Cate. 3450 Rock spring Avenue and Charles 
O'Shaughnessey. 5708 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, Virginia. 

Mr. Keiser in answer to Mr. Smith's question stated that this is a 20 year
lease agreemnnt between Midas and Harlow to operate a muffler repair shop. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board should drop Midas from the application as 
under the Zoning Ordinance on1y the owner of the land can have a hardship. 
for a variance. 

Mr. Keiser stated that this is an abandoned service station. The development 
would include the eXisting bUilding plus adding an addition to the left 
side of the bUilding. The eXisting building is 33' from the front property 
line. This was brought about by a recent taking by the Highway Dept. of 
25' across the front for the widening of Leesburg Pike for an overpass. 

In answer to Mr. Smith'S question as tq why they need a variance. Mr. Runyon 
explained that the Zoning Office can allow up to 20 percent variance in a 
case such as this. but over that 20 percent requires a variance from the BZA. 

Mr. Smith stated that there is some justification for this variance. but 
actually the new addition does not enfringe on the setback any greater than 
the existing setback for the existing building. The existing building is 
non-conforming. 

Mr. Keiser stated that the contiguous property owner has no objections. 

They are asking rel~ef to be able to build and improve this site. They plan 
to have 3 service bays in the addition arid 3 in the existing building. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Keiser stated that he does have a 
letter of permission from Mr. Cate. the contiguous property OWNer. to build 
within 25' of the rear property line. He submitted a copy of that letter 
for the file. 

Mrs. Gladys Beavers, owner of lot 9 and II, spoke on behalf of she and Mr. 
and Mrs. Cate. She stated that they have no objection to this development 
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providing that the agreement made between Midas 15 fulfilled for an 8' fence 
of solid construction between the Midas property and the Cate property. An 
8' fence 1s necessary in order for it to tie in with the 6' that now 
exists. The 6' fence is on land that 1s 2 1 higher than the Midas land. 

In. answer to Mr. Smith's question. Mr. Keiser confirmed that this would 
be a brick fence. 

Mrs. Beaver stated that her primary concern here 18 the parking on the 
street which has been a bad problem for a long time. 

Mr. Smith stated that this request should be made to the Board of Supervisors 
There can be no parking for this use on a public street. This Board can 
only limit the use that 1s under a Special Use Permit. It 1s also a 
requirement of the Zoning Ordinance that all parking for this use be on-site. 

The Board continued to discuss this problem with Mrs. Beaver at some length. 

Mr. Larry McDermott. Administrative Assistant to the Supervisor for Mason 
District. Allen Magazine, spoke before the Board. He stated that he was 
asked to come to this meeting by Mr. Cate, who is one of the contiguous 
property owners, to tell the Board that there is an agreement between 
Mr. Cate and the applicant that there will be an 8' fence along the property 
line. With regard to the parking problem. this land is owned and main
tained by the State Highway Department. The only thing the Board of 
Supervisors could do would be to request that Deparmtment to post no 
parking signs on that street. He stated he would be glad to do everything 
possible to help solve this problem. 

Mr. Smith thanked Mr. McDermott for coming to the meeting and asked him 
if he could keep Mrs. Beaver advised as to what is happening on this 
parking problem. Mr. Smith suggested that the Board of Supervisors 
suggest to the Police Department that the trucks be marked and then ticketed. 

There was no one else to speak on this case. 
_____________________________RESOLUTION ----------------------

In application No. v-48-75. application by Mary Alvis Harlow, under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to existing service station 
closer to front property line than allowed, on property located at 5622 
Leesburg Pike. also known as tax map 61-2«22»)2 & 4. Mason District. County 
of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 16th day of 
April. 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. Thatthe owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is C-G. 
3. That the area·of the lot is 17.~~3 sq. ft. 
4. That the applicant is requesting a variance of 16.8 feet from the 

front property line where the required setback is 50 feet. 

WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusLons of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficUlty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) The taking of 25' by V.D.H. ·for the widening of Leesburg Pike. 
Route 7, along the frontage of said property. 

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

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structures 
indicated in the plats included with this application only. and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 
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2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. That an 8' brick wall is to be built along the rear property line 
next to Mr. Cate'g property. 

4. That there shall be no off-site parking for this operation. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

Mr. Smith stated that it should be brought out that this is a change in use. 
To bring about an economical use of the property, this variance is necessary. 
In doing this, the pump islands will be removed and there will be no outside 
use. All the use will be contained in the build}ng in the future. All 
the parking connected with the" use will be on the site itself and not on the 
contiguous proeprty or on the pUblic street. 

The Board members agreed. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained because he had prepared 
the plats for this application. 

11:00 - CHILDRENS ACHIEVEMENT CENTER, S-49-75 

Mr. Robert McIntyre, Director of the school, testified before the Board. He 
presented notices to property owners which were in order. The contiguous 
owners were Stanley Mehr, 7166 Old Dominion Drive, McLean and Robert 
Alden, 7136 Old Dominion Drive, McLean. 

Mr. McIntyre stated that the Children's Achievement Center is a private,
non-profit corporation, that now uses the educational facilities of -the 
McLean Presbyterian Chruch for special education classes for children with 
learning, language and emotional disorders. The majority of the Chsses 
and offices of the Center will continue to be-housed at 6519 Georgetown 
Pike, however. they need this additional space for the upper elementary and 
early adolescent program. The ages of the children are 9 - 15 years. 
They will operate from 8:30 a.m. until 5:00 p.m. five days a week. They 
request permission to have 40 children. All their buses are in accordance 
with the State Code requirements. They expect to maintain their program 
in this building until they can locate facilities of their own. This 
Center is approved and licensed by the State and County. (See file for 
list of each Department.) 

Mr. Alden, one of the contiguous property owners, 7136 Old Dominion Drive, 
McLean. spoke in support of the concept and of the granting of this use on 
a temporary basi&. There have been a few problems that he would like to 
see corrected such as. the school's using the land on their property, 
using their fence as a backboard for playing ball, allowing the instructors 
to blow shrill whistles. He suggested that the buses load and unload by the 
new sanctuary and in general stay on church property. He submitted a copy 
of his statement for the record. 

Mr. McIntyre assured Mr. Alden and the Board that he would work to clear up 
these problems. 

Mr. Smith stressed that this would have to be cleared up. 

There was no one else to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Smith cautioned Mr. McIntyre that using a facility without first obtaining 
a Special Use Permit would put the entire faeility 1n jeopardy. 
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__________~--~-~--~--~--~~----RESOLUTION--~------~------~------ ~-----

In application 3-49-75 by Childrens Achievement Center under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit private non-profit 
school of general education 1n existing church. 7144 Old Dominion Drive. 
30-1((1))75. Dranesvl11e District, County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 16th day of 
April, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is McLean Presbyterian Church. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.56026 acres. 
4. That compliance with all applicable county and state codes is reqUired. 

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved, that the subject application be and the 
same is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans
fera~ie without further action of this Board, and is for the location indi
cated in the application and is not transferafile tll!)'-bther land. 

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Speeial Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemPtion from the various legal and established procedural re.quirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these r~quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The maximum number of children ahall be 40, ages 9 to 15 years. 
7. The hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m._, 5 days per 

week, Monday through Friday, during normal school year. 
8. This permit is granted for a period of 1 year with the Zoning 

Administrator being empowered to extend for a I year period. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:20 - MARVIN M. FRANCE, V-55-75 

Mr. Bernard Fagelson, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board. 
He presented notices to the Board which were in order. The contiguous owners 
were Dumont Walker, 6830 Beulah Street, Alexandria and Winnie Walker 
Spencer, 7300 Walker Lane, Alexandria, Virginia. 

Mr. Fagelson stated that this is the same property, rezoned to I-P on 
November 25, 1974, on which a variance, V-212-74, was granted on January 
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Beulah street. This wall had been an agreed condition to the rezoning. 

At the time of the rezoning the Staff and Board of Supervisors suggested 
that it would be desirable from the standpoint of the best development of 
the property to provide certain buffers. The applicant agreed to do so 
subject to the proper variance from this Board. The Staff prepared a 
recommendation which 1s in the file. I 
Mr. Fagelson stated that there 1s a drafting error on the plat before the 
Board showing the setback to be 33 1 and also 53', The correct figure is 
53'. The variance request 1s for 47'. 

The Stafr Report from James D. Pammel, Director, Land Use Administration, 
Office of Comprehensive Planning, sated that the staff had concluded that I 
the land to the west of the sU~Ject property would eventually be rezoned 
to an industrial category. It was the staff's JUdgment that the applicant 
should provide as much buffering as possible along the eastern and southern 
boundaries of the subject property. The staff requested the applicant constru t 
a brick wall along Beulah Street and comply with the 1-4 setback requirements 
found in the new Zoning Ordinance on the southern boundary as well as 
provide a seven foot wood fence along this boundary. By conforming to the 
1-4 setback requirements of the new zoning Ordinance parking would be 
prohibited within 35 feet of the southern property line. This would result 
in 35 feet of open space to act as a buffer. The applicant agreed to these 
conditions but in order to construct the type warehouse as originally pro-
posed, the requrement that the warehouse be setback 100 feet from the 
western lot line could not be satisfied. Therefore, the applicant is 
requesting a setback variance from the western lot line. 

Based on this background, the Office of Comprehensive Planning recommended 
a favorable action on this request. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

______________________________RESOLUTION ----------------------

In application No. V-55-75 by Marvin M. France under Section 30-6.6 of 
the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of bUilding in industrial zone 
closer to residential zoning boundary line than allowed by Ord. on property 
located at SW corner Beulah Street and Fleet Drive, 91-1((1))3, County of IFairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and ne~rby 
property owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 16th day 
of April, 1975, and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Marvin M. and Shirley L. Franc • 
2. That the present zoning is I-P. 
3. That the area of the lot is 4.749 acres. 

WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordin~ce would result 
in practical difficUlty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the 
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless constnuction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.
The applicant should be aware that granting of this action does not constitute 
exemption from the requirements of this county and the applicant is reaponsibl 
for fulfilling his obligation to obtain bUilding permits, non-residential use I 
permit and the like through the established ·procedures. 
Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley had 
left the meeting earlier. 
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DEFERRED CASE:, 
MR. &MRS. LAWRENCE S. GOLDBERG, V-25-75 (Deferred from March 26, 1975 to 
allow applicants to determine if they could reduce the variance request.) 
New plats were in the file showing the nearest point as 31' from prop. 11n~. 

Mr. Goldberg stated that at the last meeting, they submitted letters from 
neighbors and from the Architectural Control Committee of that subdivision 
stating that they had no objection to this addition. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the nearest point from the addition to the property 
line would be 31' which is no greater than what would be required for a 
cluster subdivision. 3D' is permitted 1n a cluster development. 
___________________________RESOLUTION ---------------------

In application No. V-25-75~ application by M. M. and S. L. Goldberg, under 
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit proposed addition closer 
to front property line (31') than allowed by the Ordinance, on property 
located at 2219 Marthas Road, also known as tax maP 93-3«4»l04~ County 
of Fairfax~ Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS~ the captioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the requirements of all bytlaws: of the Board of Zoning 
APpeals ~ and 

WHEREAS~ following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper~ posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 26th day 
of March, 1975 and deferred to April 16, 1975. 

WHEREAS~ the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicants. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 24~881 square feet. 

AND~ WHEREAS~ the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficUlty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application is hereby 
granted with the following limitations: 

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

2. This variance shall ex~e one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. The architectural detail of the addition shall conform to that of the 
addition. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Kelley left the meeting earlier and Mr. Smith 
abstained. 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM - APRIL 16, 1975 
1. SPECIAL USE PERMIT S-337-66 GRANTED TO FRANCES BATCHELDER~ 2906 Kings 
Chapel Road~ Yorktown Village Apartments, day nursery for 89 children. 

The Board was 1n receipt of a letter from Mr. Settle who resides on the top 
floor of the buildinSiMrs. Batchelder has her school. 

where 
Mr. Settle stated that when Mrs. Batchelder first started her school~ it 
was on the bottom floor of this three story building. She then expanded 

jS? 
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to the second floor. The noise that this school generates causes he and 
his wife considerable anguish and destroys their peace and tranquility. 

The Zoning Inspections Branch had made an inspection of this school and 
found no violations since the Special Use Permit granted did not specify 
which floor or floors should be used. Mrs. Batchelder still has 89 students 
and it seemed to Mr. Atlee, the Inspector, that the school was run In an 
orderly fashion. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Covington if he would notify Mr. Settle of this inspectio 
and the results as it related to his complaints. 

He asked Mr. Covington to keep the Board Informad of any future developments. 

II 
APRIL 16, 1975 - AFTER AGENDA ITEM 

2. LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER 

Mr. Covington asked the Board if it was ready to take a position on the 
question of the date the perimeter fence had to be constructed in answer 
to Mr. Hobson's,attorney for the applicant, letter. 

Mr. Runyon stated that at the time of the granting of the Resolution, the 
Board did not talk about a specific time, but within the year. 

Mr. Smith stated that it should have been done before they were allowed to 
open. 

Mr. Covington stated that theCourt allowed them to open. 

Mr. Smith stated that then the fence should be put in immediatelY. He 
asked how long it had been since the Court allowed them to open. 

Mr. Covington stated that it had been about a year. 

Mr. Runyon stated that it should be constructed within the year. 

Mr. Smith suggested that the fence be constructed nO later than September 
30, 1975. 

Mr. Runyon so moved. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was not present. 

II 

3. AFTER AGENDA ITEM - APRIL 16, 1975 
SANDRA WARD RIDING SCHOOL 

The Board considered a letter from Sandra Ward requesting that she be 
allowed to have the horse shows that she had already schedule. She enclosed 
a copy of her schedule. The first show was scheduled for April 27, 1975. 

It was the Board's decision with the members present (Mr. Kelley absent) 
that Ms. Ward should not schedule any more horse shOWS after the one she has 
scheduled for April 27, 1975. 

Mr. Covington explained to the Board that any horse show requires a Use 
Permit from the Zoning Administrator and cannot be granted except to non
profit organizations. 

II 

4. AFTER AGENDA ITEM .,. APRIL 16. 1975 
SAINT LUK~ SERBIAN EASTERN ORTHODOX CHURCH -- OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST. 

After reading the request for the out of turn hearing based on the hardship 
as stated in their letter, the Board granted the request for May 23, 1975. 

II 

5. AFTER AGENDA ITEM - APRIL 16,1975 - GOOD SHEPHARD CATHOLIC CHURCH, S-17-7 
Granted April 17, 1974. REQUEST FOR SIX MONTH EXTENSION 

Rev. Thomas F. Egan, Co-Pastor of the Church, addressed a letter to the Board 
requesting this extension. (See letter in file) 
Mr. Baker moved the request be granted. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 
The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley absent. 
Extension granted 6 months from April 17, 1975. 
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6. AFTER AGENDA ITEM - APRIL 16. 1975 
BERNIE COX SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR RIDING SCHOOL 

The Board read a letter from Stanley Leroy, 3826 Skyvlew Lane. Fairfax, 
dated April 12. 1975. The letter mainly questioned the time that Mr. Cox 
is picking up and returning the ponies to and from his farm. The early 
hours is disrupting to he and his family and the surrounding neighborhood. 
(See letter 1n file) 

Mr. Barnes stated that the Board had not limited the time as far as these 
ponies are concerned. 

Mr. Smith stated that perhaps the Board should limit this. 

The Board took this case under advlsment until a later date and asked the 
Zoning Administrator to keep them informed. 

II 

7. AFTER AGENDA ITEM - APRIL 16, 19i5 
V.F.W. POST 7327. 7035 Brookfield Plaza. Springfield. Virginia. S-127-74. 
Granted October 9. 1974. 

The Board read a memo from the zoning Inspector stating that this use still 
does not have their Non-Residential Use Permit.and they are occupying the 
premises.
It was the Board's decision that this applicant be brought back to the 
Board for a Re-Evaluation Hearing on the 4th day of June. 1975. to explain 
why he has not received his Non-Residential Use Permit. 

II 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM - APRIL 16, 1975. 

8. BELEE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB, 3-145-74 

Mr. Covington stated that there has been parking on the street in connection 
with this use. This has caused a hazardous situation and some of the 
citizens in the area have become irate. 

Mr. Jack Ash. Zoning Inspector. gave his report to the Board on this problem. 
He stated that he and one of the complainants have observed parking on the 
street by club members. He served the applicant with a Notice of Violation 
of the Special Use Permit and the Fairfax County Code. 

Mr. Barnes stated that they should be brought back to the Board. 

The Board discussed this at length. 

It was the Board's decision that the applicant should be notified that if 
the Club fails to comply with this requirement that all parking must be on 
site. it will be necessary to take action against the Special Use Permit. 
The Board scheduled this case to be considered again May 14~>1975, which 
is the first meeting after the violation notice deadline of May 2, 1'75. 
This will put the applicant on notice that a violation does exist and that 
they should take the necessary steps to correct it. 

II 

9. AFTER AGENDA ITBM - APRIL 16, 1975. 
HOLLY HILLS CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE 

Mr. Oscar Hendrickson, Chief of preliminary Engineering. in a memo to the 
Board requested certain changes in the screening for this use. 

Mr. Runyon moved that Mr. Hendrickson's recommendations be approved 
as long as it is done with the concurrence of the people that adjoin the 
church property. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley 
was not present. Mr. Barnes stated that he was voting for the mot1on 
reluctantly. 

II 
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10. WOODLAKE TOWERS, BUILDING NO. II~ 

Mr. Smith asked the Board if it was prepared to make a decision on 
whether or not to accept the application to permit doctors offices in a 
portion of the Woodlake Towers building No. II. 

Mr. Runyon so moved that the Board accept, process, schedule and 
advertise the application as soon as possible. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

II 

11. QUESTION ON INTERPRETATION 

Gilbert R. Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, and Paul Shivery, Engineer, 
Preliminary Engineering Branch, explained a specific case to the Board. 
The developer of Chesterfield Mews, zoned RT-5, is proposing to cover some 
of the parking spaces. This cover will consist of four poles and a roof. 
The question was whether or not these covers should have to setback out 
of the front setback area. All of these covers will be within the townhouse 
development and fronting on a private street, not a State maintained road. 
The covers are not actually on the specific lots belonging to the individual 
homeowners. ConsequentlY, the Code3does not specifically speak to this 
problem. The Code in Column 6 of the RT-5 district sets forth the front 
yard setback for townhouses. The requirement for a townhouse structure is 
10' from the front lot line or 35' from the center line of the street. 
These are parking spaces for each townhouse, one covered and one not 
covered. 

Mr. Knowlton requested the Board give him some guidelines on whether 
or not it feels it is possible for the Zoning Office to call these covered 
parking spaces since it is on part of the common open space of the 
townhouse project. The Ordinance doeS not address itself to this particular 
arrangement. The parking area for a townhouse doesn't have to be on the 
same street as the townhouse. 

Mr. Smith stated that if the homeowners association 1s going to 
rent these spaces out, it would be illegal under the Ordinance. If the 
developer allows certain units to use the covered area and certain others 
would not be allowed to use them, that would not be an equal situation. 
He stated that he did not disagree with the interpretation that the 
zoning Administrator is apparently in a position to allow these covered 
parking spaces prOVided they don't encroach on the setback for a public 
street. 

Mr. Runyon suggested that the Zoning Administrator try allowing 
these covered parking spaces in a couple of the developments and see how 
it works out. 

The Board members agreed on this. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 6:30 P.M. 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
For April 23. 1975, Was Held 1n the Board Room 
of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith. 
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; 
Joseph Baker and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell 
and Wallace Covington were present from the Staff. 

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

10:00 - ANTHONY J. CHIRICO, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit enclosure of carport closer to aide property 11ne than 
allowed by Ord' J (7' and total 15.4' j 8' and total of 20' required), 
4344 Rolling stone Way. 92-1(00»8073. (9,599 sq. ft.). Lee Diat.. 
(R-12.5C). V-50-75. 

Nancy ChiriCO represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners 
were Urhan Messen, ~3~O Rolling stone Way and Irving Comer, ~346 Rolling 
Stone Way, Alexandria, Virginia. 

Mr. Warner, the contractor who is to build this enclosed addition, 6539 
Spring Valley Drive, Alexandria, testified before the Board that the reason 
they can only put an addition on this house at this location is because 
of the terrain. By enclosing the existing carport, they are not enfringing 
any more i nt 0 the setb ack than the carport is now. The chimney on the 
fireplace that will be in this proposed addition will extend 2' more into 
the se1;back. 

Mr. Covington stated that a chimney can extend into the side,ard. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is a new subdivision. There probably are a lot 
of houses in that subdivision that are similar to this one and with the 
same problems. 

Mrs. Chirico in answer to Mr. Kelley's question stated that they have owned 
the house for three months. Originally they purchased another house in 
that subdivision, but the basement caved in and the County would not approve 
it being constructed after that. They had to take this house in order to 
have someplace to live. There are more garages than carports in this 
subdivision. The reason they cannot build any place else on the Jot is 
because of the steep slope in the back. In addition, an addition in the 
back would block the windows of the eXisting house. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt the Board would ,be setting a precedent. 

Mr. Smith stated that he failed to see the justification, plus the fact that 
the conditions that exist on this lot are conditions that exist throughout 
the subdivision. This is a small lot and there is an existing carport. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Kelley made a motion to deny the application. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

In the discussion that ensued, the Board decided that it perhaps should take 
a look at this property to see just how much of a topography problem this 
lot has in comparison with the rest of the lots in the subdivision. 

Mr. Runyon offered a substitute motion that this application be deferred 
for a period of two weeks to get a copy of the grading plan and give the 
members an opportunity to look at the property. This will be deferred 
until the 14th of May, 1975. He agreed that the Board should not start 
granting variances in this new subdivision without thoroughly checking into 
all aspects of the case. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. Mr. Kelley stated that he would also vote 
for it. The motion passed 5 to o. 

ib,j 
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10:15 - LEON H. & PEGGY HEFLIN, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit swimming pool to be constructed closer to front 
property line than allowed by Ord., (23' from front line. 35' 
required), 4430 Middle Ridge Drive. 45-4((3»(42)15, (13.108 sq. ft.). 
Centreville District, (R-12.5C), V-51-75. 

Mr. and Mrs. Heflin testified before, the Board. They submitted notices to 
the Board which were in order. The contiguous property owners were Gerald 
Williams, 4428 Middle Ridge Drive and Earl C. Clark. 12908 Melville Lane. 

Mr. Heflin stated that their main justification is that there is an 8' 
utility easement to the rear of the house, therefore. this is the only 
place on the lot they can put this pool without enfringing either on a 
setback or on that easement. VEPCO has viewed the property and told them 
this. This is a corner lot with two fronts and two sides. Even though 
the Ordinance says this is a corner lot and a front yard, it is actually 
their rear yard. 

Mr. Smith stated that he would prefer them to move the pool back toward the 
porch as much as possible. He stated that he felt they could get the pool 
closer to the easement. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board defer this case until May 14, 1975 1n order 
for the applicant to produce written information from VEPCO in relation 
to the pool and VEPCO's easement. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:30 - JAMES E.TATEM, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit constnuctlon of two,car garage closer to, side property 
line than allowed by Ord., (7.7' and total of 18.3'. 8' and total 
of 24' required), 2709 Vikin~ Drive, 25«(10))164, (12,269 sq. ft.) 
Centreville District, (R-17C), V-52-75. 

Mr. and Mrs. Tatem testified before the' Bo'ard. Notices to'-property ownersFl th 
were in order. The contiguous owners were John Bartlett, 5912 Ramsgate Ro~a~/ 
and Mel Spector, 2711 Viking Drive, Herndon. Virginia. . 

Mr. Tatem stated that the Architecture Committee for Foxmill Estates will 
not approve his plans for a carport because all other colonial homes in the 
subdivision have attached garages. Due to an irregular 'shaped lot. they 
are unable to meet the reqUired setbacks for a garage. The back of ,lot 
164 is too shallow for const~Uction and would require extensive grading. 
He stlted ·that he had submitted photographs which would help explain the 
situation. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question. Mr. Covington answered that Homeowners 
Associations can impost restrictions as' far as structural requirements. 
This has been tested in Court. Mr. Kelley confirmed this also and stated 
that this had been upheld by the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Tatem stated that plans were submitted to the County fOr a carport and 
he has met all the County requirements. but he is asking for this variance 
in order to enclose it into a garage. He stated that he presently has a 
carport under construction. 

Mr. Smith stated that at least he is coming in to the Board prior to enclosing 
it instead of after like some people do. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the variance is only needed on one corner of the 
proposed garage. 

There was no one to speak in favor or·in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he failed to see where in this particular subdivision 
where the Board could grant it based on just an irregular shaped lot. 

Mr. Smith stated that normally he would not support this type application. 
but this is a minor variance and only for a corner of the building. the 
lot is irregular shaped and the applicant has not constructed the garage. 
He can construct a carport by right. if the Homeowners Association covenants 
would permit it. 
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_______________________________RESOLUTION ------- _ 

In applioation No. V-52-75. application by James E. Tatem. under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of 2 car garage 
closer to side property line than allowed, by Ord. i.e. a 5.3' variance. 
2709 Viking Drive. 25«lO»16~. Centreville D~rlct. County of Fairfax. 
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newsppper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 23rd day 
of April, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the folloWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is James and Patricia Tatem. 
2. That the zoning is R-17C. 
3. That the area of the lot is 12,269 sq. ft. 
4. That the variance affects only a small portion of the proposed garage. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following 

physical conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the 
Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship 
that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or 
bUildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot, 
(b) exceptionallY narrOW lot. 

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail of addition shall conform to that of t~e existing 
structure. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the variouB requirements of 
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his 
obligation to ottain buUding permits. residential use permits and the like 
through the established procedures. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to 1) Mr. Kelley voting No. 

10:45 - CRAMER M. & SUSAN A. GILMORE, appl. under section 30-6.6 of the 
Ord. to permit addition to be constructed closer to front and side 
lot lines than allowed by Ord., (43.7' from front, 50' requiredj 
12.9' from side 20' required), 5109 Cherokee Ave .• 72-3( (11»120. 
(29.043 sq. ft.). Mason District. (RE-O.5). V-54-75 

Mr. Gilmore represented himself before the Board. Notices to property 
owners were in order. The contiguous owners are Mr. and Mrs. William 
Bloxom, 5111 Cherokee Avenue and Mr. Charles J. Andrethy, 6408 Fairland Stree 

Mr. Gilmore stated that his lot is unusually long and narrow. It is 312' 
deep and just 126' wide and the rear half forms a wedge which falls off 
sharply into a gully. The southwest portion is unusable due to the steep 
slope. Because of the unusual shape of the lot. the dwelling is not centered 
to the s1aes. Therefore a variance is needed. Construction to the left side 
of the dwelling is impeded by a well that is used to water the lawn. Also 
the topography on that side slopes resulting in a less than desirable locatio 
for the garage. 
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He also stated that there is a large oak tree directly in back of the 
proposed addition that precludes him from moving it back. 

Mr. Smith stated that he could see the justification for the side variance 
but not the front. He stated that he could still mOve that addition back 
6' without a topa problem. There is nothing in the Zoning Ordinance that 
gives the Board authority to grant a variance baaed on a tree. 

Mr. Runyon suggested that perhaps he has to align the addition to conform with 
the existing houBe~ 

Mr. Gilmore stated that he could submit his plans t.o the Board if the Board 
wishes to see them. He did so. 

Mr. Runyon suggested that if the Board is not in favor of granting the front 
variance perhaps that portion could be dropped without prejudice for the 
Zoning Administrator to check to see if there are 25 percent of the houses 
in that area that are constructed closer to the street. 

Mr. Smith and the Board agreed. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Runyon moved to grant in part. 
________________________________ RESOLUTION ---------------------

In application No. V-54-75 by Cramer M. and Susan Gilmore under Section 
30-6.6 of the Ordinance to permit addition to be constructed closer to side 
lot line i.e. a 7.1' variance at 5109 Cherokee Avenue, 72-3((1))120, 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 23rd day of April, 
1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owners of the property are the applicants. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 29,043 sq. ft. 

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

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

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land, 
(b) unusual condition of the location of existing bUildings. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted in part with the following limitations. 

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of existing dwelling. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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11:00 - CHRISTIAN AND MISSIONARY ALLIANCE CHURCH. 8-56-75 

Mr. John Perritt. 2511 Terrltt Street. Alexandria, represented the applicant. 
Notices to property owners were 1n order. The contiguous owners were Harry 
Frazer. 3305 Spring Drlv~ and John McMahone, 6641 Backlick Rd.) Springfield. 

Alex. / 
The applicant was granted a special use permit, 3-110-73. on July II. 1973. 
for construction and operation of a church on this property. The applicant 
failed to begin construction or obtain an extension within a year from that 
date, therefore. the special use permit expired on July 11, 1974. This 
application seeks a new special use permit for the same proposal as S-110-73~. 

Mr. Perritt stated that when this first permit was granted there was no 
available sewer taps. They had perk tests made to put in a septic system 
but the tests did not pass. They were unable to get building permits until 
they received the sewer taps. In the meantime the special use permit expired. 
The County has now granted them sewer taps and they can move forward. 
The proposed church would accomodate 175 people. They are providing 35 
parking spaces. They will stay within the terms and conditions of the 
special use permit that was previouslY granted. 

There were 6 or 7 members present to support the application. 

There was no one present to speak in opposition. 
__________________________________RESOLUTION --------------------

In application No. S-56-75 by Christian and Missionary Alliance Church 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Ordinance to permit renewal of SUP 
for church on property at 5901 Wilton Road, 82~4«(1))4C. Lee District, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners and a public hearing by this Board held on the 23rd day of 
April, 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trs. of Christian and 

Missionary Alliance Church. 
2. That the zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the bt is 87,123 sq. ft. 
4. That the applicant was granted a SUP, S-110-73. on July 11, 1973, 

for construction and operation of a church on said property. Applicant faile 
to begin construction or obtain an extension within a year of the granting 
and the SUP expired on July 11, 1974. 

5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is required. 

WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
Thatthe applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 
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4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this 
county and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with 
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit 1s obtained. 

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

6. All terms and conditlonssset forth in original SUP shall remain 1n 
effect. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:15 - WILLIAM J. LLOYD appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance to 
permit enclosure of existing carport to garage closer to side lot 
line than allowed by Ord., (9' from side. 12' required), 5516 
Dunsmore Road. 91-4((6)10, (12,782 sq. ft.), Lee District. (R-12.5), 
V-57-75. 

Mr. Lloyd testified before the Board. Notices to property owners were in 
order. 

His main justifieation was the drainage problem. He stated that the rear 
of 'his lot is wet from water which comes from the lots above and to the 
west. On each side of the house are dralnageways which conduct the water 
to storm sewers on the street. The lot is too narrow to allow passage to 
the rear without ~ocking the drainage therefore making access to a rear 
garage or storage building not practicable. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

___________________~---------RESOLUTION-------------------------------------

In application V-57-75 by William J. Lloyd under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosure of existing carport to gat-age closer 
to side property line than allowed by Ord., 5516 Dunsmore Road. 91-4«6))10, 
County of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt th~ follo~ing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 23rd day of 
April, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant.-
2. That the zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 12,782 sq. ft. 
4. That the applicant intends to enclose the existing carport. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board th~physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira 
tion. 
FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that this granting does not con
stitute exemption from the requirements of this county. The applicant shall 
responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits. resi
dential use permit and the like through the established procedures. 
Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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DEFERRED CASE~ SANDRA WARD (BAY RIDGE RIDING SCHOOL) 

Mr. Smith read a letter addressed to Jean Packard from Mrs. Herman bringing 
up several points regarding the original hearing of this case. Mr. Smith 
stated that traffic, dust and noise are the main factors under a Use 
Permit that the Board has to consider. Therefore. these items were 
pertinent to the case. The applicant was permitted as much time as the 
oPPosition. This case took considerably longer than the time allotted 
to it. He stated that Mrs. Herman's letter did not correctly set forth 
the facts of the hearing. He asked the Clerk to get some background such 
as exactly how much time Nas allotted each side, etC. and attd:t'e!sa this 
letter with a copy to Mrs. Herman. 

7to Mrs. Packard 
In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, Mrs. Ward stated that she has over 
200 students and under 250 with a limit of 300. They can run three rings 
at one time. There are 6 in a class. That would be 18 on the property 
at anyone time. There are about 10 in a County Class, so that could make 
it up to 22 students on the property at anyone time. They are using 
28 horses in the school. They are not asking to increase the number of 
horses in the school. 

Mr. Smith stated that she was limited to 28 total for the number of horses 
she can have on the property. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he had read in the minutes where she was limited 
to 28. 

Ma. Ward stated that she has about 30 to 35 horses on the property. 

Mr. Smith told her that she would have to reduce that number to 28. 

Mr. Runyon stated that based on the visit to the property by the Board 
members and he had relistened to the recording of the hearing and reviewed 
all the information in the file, that he felt the main thing the Board 
should do is put together a constructive type resolution that would 
allow the applicant to operate and would assure the adjoining residents 
of 'what" the boundaries of the Special Use Permit are. He stated that 
the Board had put together a motion allowing this operation, as Ms. Ward 
had requested,. to improve the facilities without expanding the use. This 
will require a certain amount of good faith on both sides. The motion 
will also provide a proaationary period for all people concerned to put
the operation together and evaluate it from the standpdht of the adjoining 
neighbors. This may be an insurmountable task, but we will try. 

____________________________RESOLUTION__--- ----------------------

In application No. S-32-75 by Sandra R. Ward under Section 30-7.2.8.1.2 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction or barn on property located 
at 6718 Clirton Road, tax map 75«1))6, 15C, 15, county of Fairfax, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the rollowing 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property.~letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a pUblic hearing by this Board held on the 9th day of 
April, 1975 and deferred to April 23, 1975, for decision. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Clifton Investment 

Properties and Routh M. Robbins. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 117.817 acres,. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That applicant operates a riding school on said site pursuant to 

Special Use Permit S-219-73 granted December 5, 1973. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted w~th this application except as otherwise limited herein. 
Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use, additional uses, or 
changes in the plans approved by this Board (other than minor engineering 
details) whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special 
Use Permit. shall require approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of 
the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval. Any changes 
(other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals 
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special 
Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does nbt constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. Maximum of twenty-eight (28) horses permitted as long as 110 acres 
remain in control of Sandra R. Ward. If the 110 acres are separated then 
only eight (8) horses will be permitted. 

7. Proposed barn to be of masonary construction, the plans to be sub
mitted to the BZA prior to the building permit application.

8. No scheduled horse shows will be permitted under this Special Use 
Permit. 

9. No lighting of the riding areas will be permitted. 
10. Hours of operation are 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
11. The maximum number of students shall be 250 with no more than 25 

pers~ns allowed in classes at anyone time. 
12. This Special Use Permit shall run for one (1) year with a reevaluation 

hearing to be held at the end of One year. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

Mr. Barnes stated that he would like Ms. Ward to know that this reevaluation 
will not require a new application. This will be done automatically. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board all agreed that Ms. Ward does a good job 
as far as the riding school is concerned. She is an excellent person in 
the field. 

Mr. Runyon pointed out that the Board had already authorized the horse show 
set up for this Sunday. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Ms~.Ward asked for clarification on the motion. She asked if she was 
allowed school shows only. 

After a discussion of the Board it was deciaed that she could continue to 
have the school shows for the students of her school, but she could not 
have open horse shows. This is not permitted under the Ordinance without 
a Special Permit from the Zoning ~inistrator and must be conducted by 
a non-profit organization. 

II 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr. Barnes moved that the minutes for March 5, 12 and 19 
1975 be approved. 

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

II 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM -- OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST 

OVERSTREET -- REQUEST FOR VARIANCE 

After a brief discussion the Board decided to hear this application on 
June 3. 1975. 

//BERNIE COX - AFTER AGENDA ITEM - APRIL 13. 1975 

The Board asked if there were still problems at this location or if they 
had been cleared. 

Mr. Covington stated that the Zoning Office has issued a violation notice 
because he has been filling in the flood plain. perhaps the Zoning 
Inspector can bring a report back to the Board on this violation and 
also the problem with the ponies being transported 1n and out of the 
facility early in the morning. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 1:25 P.M. 

~~f6.~e~ 
Clerk to the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Submitted to the Board on May 21, 1975 

~~~ 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
for Wednesday, May 14, 1975, was held 1n the Board 
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, 
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; 
Joseph Baker and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell 
and Wallace Covington were present from the Staff. 

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

10:00 - FUTURE FARMERS OF AMERICA, INC.) appl. under Sec. 30~7.2.5.1.4 of 
the Ord to permit 2 additions. 5632 Mt. Vernon Highway, 109-2«2)) 
10, 15. 16, 17 & 18, (35.5057 acres). Mt. Vernon D1at •• (C-G & 
RE-O.5), S-58-75 

Mr. Beachum represented the applicant. Notices to property owners were 1n 
order. The contiguous owners were R.W. Tydings and Kennon Bryan. Trustees. 
4084 University Drive and Victor Fewell. 5610 Mt. Vernon Highway. Alex., Va. 

Mr. Beachum stated that they wish to extend the rear of the building 50' 
back. It will be approximately the same size as the front portion of 
that section of the existing building. about 158 1 long. They plan to add 
a raised multi-purpose room to seat about 25 people at a time. They do 
not plan to damage any existing vegetation other than in the immediate 
area of the building. These additions will not enfrlnge on the existing 
parking lot. He gave the Board a rendering of the proposed additions 
and their relationship to the existing bUilding. 

Mr. Edward Hawkins, Executive Director of FFA. spoke to the Board on the 
history of FFA. He stated that they ,have their national headquarters at 
this location. They have between 60 and 70 regular full time employees. 
They have about 35 acres of land. This is not major construction. This 
is only to take care of their existing needs. They not only have charters 
in schools throughout the United States. but foreign countries.such as 
the Philipines and Japan. as well. They have 60 parking spaces on one side 
and some visitors parking spaces on the other side. They have had no 
problems with parking. They use the motel parking lot for special occasions 
for the staff parking to allow buses to park in their parking lot. 

Mr. Smith read a later from Donovan E. Hower. Chairman. Architectural Review 
Board. Fairfax County, recommending approval of this application since 
this is not an expansion of the use. 

The Board was also 1n receipt of a note from Charles Lewis. OCP, stating 
that their office has no objection if the building is well designed and 
adequately screen'd;. This is in a historic district and the historic 
guidelines should be followed. 

Mr. Smith stated that the original Special Use Permit for this use was 
granted in 1956 and was amended in 1961 to allow an addition to the 
building. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 
______________________________RESOLUTION --------------------

In application No. S-58-75.by Future Farmers of Ameri~a. Inc. under Section 
30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of two additions 
to existing building on property at 5632 Mt. Vernon Highway, 109-2«2))10. 
15. 16. 17 & 18. county of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals grant the follOWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 14th of May 
1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board ~as made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the zoning i6 RE05. C-G and C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot is 35.5057 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That the property is subject to pro rata share for off-site drainage. 
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6. That compliance with all county and state codes 1s required. 
7. A special use permit (#12199) was granted to Dr. A. W. Tenney on 

May 22, 1956 permitting erection of a national headquarters building for 
FFA on property located on the northeast side of Mt. Vernon Memor.al Highway 
500 feet southeast of ita Junction with Richmond Highway 1n Mt. Vernon Distr! 
That permit was amended by the granting on October 10. 1961, of a permit 
(#5935) to FEA allowing an addition to an existing building. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with tHS application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board- of Zoning Appeals, approval; shall G:onst:!il.te a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this county and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded themotion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:20 - WARREN L. SWANEY, V-59-75 

Mr. Swaney represented himself. Notices to property owners were in order~ 
Contiguous owners: Norman Hagan, 2106 Greenwich Street and O. D. Cartwright, 
2110 Greenwich Street. 

Mr. Swaney stated that this request is to enclose an existing porch. The 
vegetation in the area provides good screening. He has owned the property 
two years and this is for the use of his own familY and not resale purposes. 
The house was built in 1940. This is a very narrow lot 

Mr. Smith stated that if it was built in 1940, that accounts for the 
porch already being closer to the side property line than is presentay allowe 

Mr. Runyon stated that the house is offset on the lot toward that side. 

Mr. Swaney stated that Mr. Cartwright has no obJection to this request and 
he would be most affected of any of the neighbors. He was notified. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 
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RESOLUTION 
In application V-59-75 by Warren L. Swaney under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord. 
to permit enclosure of porch closer to side property line, i.e. 6.6', 
on property at 2108 Greenwich Street, 40-2((2»54, County of Fairfax) 
Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
folloWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. folloWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 14th day of May) 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Warren L. and Mary K. Swaney. 
2. That the zoning is R-l7. 
3. That the area of the lot is l5~09 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the folloWing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result 
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the 
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally narrow lot. 

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not cons~tute exemption from the various requirements of 
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligatio 
to obtain building permits. residential use permits and the like through the 
established procedures. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:40 - MT.PLEASANT BAPTIST CHURCH. 3-60-75 and V-61-75 
Chairman of the Trustee Board for the Church 

'M~v. Edward Shephard) 5100 N. 22nd St.,Arlington.Va~/testifiedbefore the 
Board. Notices to property owners were in order. Contiguous owners: Jack 
Daggs, 4412 Ryner Dr.) Alex., and Robert Betz, 4121 Old Columbia Pike, 
Annandale. 

M~ •. Shephard stated that the church is located on a corner (Qtl Columbia Pike 
and Lincolnia Road) They need to put th¢s~ addition: onto their present 
building because of their expanding membership. The only way they can 
expand is southeast. The addition will be 6' from the Odd Fellows Cemetery. 
To the rear of the existing building is their cemetary. The original 
building was constructed in 1931 and an addition put on in 1950. Their 
present membership is apprOXimately 400. They also need a variance from 
Lincolnia Road as they only have 22.6 there. 

Mr. Smith noted that they had made arrangements with the Safeway, Shell and 
bank to use their parking facilities onSnnday. He stated that he questioned 
whether these lessees had authority, to allow the church to use the parking 
facilities. They Might have to get permission from the landowner. 

Dr. William J. Cumbie, Executive SecretarYJ Mt. Vernon Baptist Association, 
spoke in support of this application. He stated that he would like to add 
that the addition will not come any closer to Lincolnia Road than the 
existing building already is. He stated that this group is very responsible 
in their plans and he asked the Board on behalf of the Baptists in the 
area to approve their application. 

There was no one else to speak regarding this application. 
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______________________________RESotuTION --------------------

In application 3-60-75 by Mt. Pleasant Baptist Church under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ondlnance to permit expansion of eXisting 
church on property at 6477 Lincolnia Road, 61-3((1»4 and part of 5, Mason 
District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board adopt the 
following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application haa been properlyfl1ed 1n accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, 
and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners. and a public hearing by this Board held on the 14th day of 
May, 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the follOWing findings of ~ct: 

1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the zoning is RE-0.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 47.780 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following l6ncilu~~ons of:law: 
1. That the appltcarit-has:-presented testimony indicating compliance 

with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not oonstitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements
of this county and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for 
complying with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until 
a Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The architecture and materials to be used in the proposed addition 
shall be compatible with existing building. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

______________________________VARIANCE RESOLUTION-------------------------

In application V-61-75 by Mt. Pleasant Baptist Church under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of addition to existing 
church closer to front and side property lines than allowed by Ord. 
(22.6' from front, 50' required; 6 1 from both sides, 20' required), 
6477 Linco1n1a Road. 61-3((1))4, Mason District. County of Fairfax. 
Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable Sate and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, 
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WHEREAS, following notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local newspaper 
posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owners, 
and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 14th day 
of May, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the sUbject property 1s the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s RE-D.5. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 47,780 sq. ft. 
4. That the request 1s for a variance of 27.4 feet from the front setback 

requirement and 14 feet from the side. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following concIua10 
of law: 

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

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot. 

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

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:00 - WILLIAM & NINA RAVER. V-62-75 

Mr. Raver testified before the Board. Notices to property owners were in 
order. The contiguous owners were James C. Taylor. 11906 Wayland Street 
and Dan Raisovich. 12003 Hamden Court. Oakton. Virginia. 

Mr. Raver stated that on the left side of the property there is an inclinemen 
There is a natural water drainage area in this locatibn~'ThlS will eliminate 
that problem. This is a corner lot and the house sits at an angle on the 
lot. He stated that he had owned the property since July and this carport 
is for the use of his family and not for resale purposes. The only 
people who can see the carport from their house is across the street. The 
contiguous property owners' houses face in different directions. 

Mrs. Rayer spoke to the convenience of this addition. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 
= RESOLUTION -----------------

In application V-62-75 by William and Nina Raver under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit constrUction of a 2 car carport closer to front 
property line than allowed by Ord. (Ql.7' in lieu of 50'), 3QlO Valewood 
Drive. Q6-1«8»2Q. County Of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by theBoard of Zoning Appeals held on the lQth 
day of May. 1975. and 
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WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s HE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 23,282 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

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

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligatio 
to o~in building permits~ residential use permit and the like through the 
established procedures. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:20 - CLARK1S CROSSING HOMES ASSOCIATION~ appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 
to permit swim and tennis club, Abbey Oak Drive~ 28-3«l»2~ (8.742 
acres)~ Centreville District, (RE-l), S-63-75. 

Don stevens~ attorney for the applicant~ testified before the Board. He 
had notified four property owners~one of these owned two parcels. Most of 
the surrounding property is owned by the builder of this subdivision and 
he is~ of course~ aware of this hearing. 

After considerable discussion~ the Board agreed to hear this case but stated 
that in the future it would not hear any case where 5 different property 
owners had not been notified. 

Mr. stevens stated that the McCarthy Corporation is building thiS pool 
complex for the residents of this subdivision. The planned membership is 
300 ~ 125 of which will come from this subdivision. The other members will 
be drawn from the immediate community. The builder is not required to 
construct this recreation area for the community. They wish to also have 
lights for the tennis courts. 

The Board suggested that they look into getting the type lights that are 
much lower than the type used at Fairfax Coun~ Club~ for instance. 

Mr. McDiarmid spoke in opposition to this application giving the noise and 
traffic and the commercial aspect of this operation in a residential 
neighborhood as his main reasons for objection. He questioned the legality 
of this application. He spoke to the "open space" requirement in the Ord. 

The Board members explained that this is a permitted use in a residential 
zone. If there is a question on the subdivision site plan~ the Site Plan 
Office is the place to direct those questions. 

Linda Hennessy, 9717 Meadowlark Road~ spoke in opposition to this application 
Her main reasons were she felt that this is a commercial operation because 
they are drawing the major portion of the members from outside the sub
division and the hazardous conditions of Meadowlark Road. 

Mr. Smith read the definition of "community use" from the Zoning Ordinance 
and stated that this application meets that definition and is a proper 
application. 

George Ferguson~ 1737 Brookside~ Vienna~ Virginia~ spoke in opposition. 
He stated that he lives about one-half mile from the SUbject site. He 
asked the Board to put lights along Brookside Lane to Beulah Road. 

Iff 
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Mr. Smith explained that this question is rot within the Jurisdiction of this 
Board. In answer to Mr. Ferguson's question, Mr. Smith stated that this 1s 
not a rezoning. The land was already zoned residential) one-acre. and this 
parcel was developed under the cluster concept. This Board does not set 
policy. This Board looks at this one site in its relationship to the 
surrounding area. traffic. etc. He stated that he did not think this road 
would be inadequate for this use. 

Mr. Ferguson spoke to the number of trees that the developer has cut down 
in this site. He also spoke to the number of trees that have been cut down 
in this area. 

Mr. Runyon stated that as far as this particular site is concerned) the trees 
are not there anyway) but the developer is planning to plant supplemental 
trees and shrubs. He also stated that this Board can speak only to this 
specific site. There is nothing this Board can do about the present zoning. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the plats shows that there will be 45 trees and they 
have to abide by the plats that they have submitted to this Board. 

Mr. Stevens spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that the membershi 
outside this subdivision would be drawn from within 2 or 3 miles of the 
pool. There are no other pools close to this one. They do not plan to 
drawn their membership from Falls Church or Alexandria. He stated that the 
Board knows that the community facilities in the County for the most part 
include more than one subdivision. Recently. there have been applications 
before the Board for a recreation facility such as this for only one subdivi
sion. but that subdivision has been very large. As far as the quality of 
life in this subdivision with this recreation facility) he stated that 
it will enhance the quality of life and the environment as well. 

Mr. Kelley suggested that the membership be confined to a 2 mile radius. 
He asked Mr. Stevens if he felt this pool might be premature in its planning. 

Mr. Stevens stated "No'l. It ianlt getting any cheaper to construct and 
in fairness to the people buying those homes. it 5hould be there when they 
move in so they will know. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he had been on the Board about three years and he 
didn't think this Board could win. Most of the time this Board gets 
critized because the recreational fac~ity is going to be put in after the 
people are already there. This subdivision of 125 people will not have 
to come up with the $160)000 to build this recreation complex. They will 
only have to maintain it. 

______________________~ RESOLUTION------------------------------------

In application No. S-63-75 by Clark's Crossi~g Home Association under 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ord~nance to permit swim-and tennis club 
at Abbey Oak Drive) 26-3((~»)2. County of Fairfax) Virginia. Mr. Kelley 
moved that the Board of- Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS) the captioned application haa been properlY filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fl1rfax county Board of Zoning AppealS) 

WHEREAS) following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contigyous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 
14th day of May. 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. The present zoning is RE-l. 
3. The area of the lot is 8.7420 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is required. 

AND) WHEREAS) the Board has reached the follOWing conclusion of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

/7 '? 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Page 179, May 14, 1975 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes 1n use. additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this 
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with 
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The maximum number of family memberships shall be 300, which shall be 
restricted to an area of a two (2) mile radius. 

7. The hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. for the pool and 
8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. for tennis courts. Any after hours parties will 
require written permission from the Zoning Administrator and such events 
shall not exceed Six (6) per year.

8. Landscaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:40 - FRANK G. & HELDEGARD W. BURKE. V-64-65 

Mr. Burke testified before the Board. Notices to property owners were in 
order. The contiguous property owners were Mildred Forman, 2413 Annandale 
Road, Falls Church and Charles and Donna Bryson. 3403 Charleson S~reet. 

Mr. Burke stated that this is a triangUlar lot in a way, but it is shaped 
more like an arrow. 

Mr. Smith stated that this lot is exactly like the one in the controversial 
case where the Board made an interpretation of the Ordinance as to what 
the rear lot line was. He stated that the Board upheld the Zoning AdD1nistrat 
decision that the line in question was a side lot. Now, this plat shows 
the same line as being a rear line. . 

Mr. Covington stated that he brought this to the &ttention of Mr. Knowlton 
and he said it wasn't a pie shaped lot. He interpreted this lot line as 
a rear line. 

Mr. Burke stated that he had submitted the names of the people who are 
contiguous to this lot stating that they have no objection. He stated that 
this addition will be constructed of the same materials as the existing house 
and will be the same design. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

------------------_------RESOLUTION-----------------------------------------
In application V-64-75 by Frank G. and Hildegard W. Burke under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition within 17.7' of rear propert 
line (25' required), 3401 Charleson Street, 60-1«30))19, County of Fairfax. 
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow
ing resolution: 
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WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properlY filed 1n accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning APpeals held 
on the 14th day of May. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the applicant. 
2. That the zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 16.420 sq. ft. 

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

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

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot. 

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

The Board recessed for lunch at 1:00 and returned at 2:00 to take up the 

12:10 - HE-EVALUATION HEARING - LOYAL ORDER OF MOOSE, ARLINGTON LODGE 11315. 
to determine whether or not to allow lights on parking lot. 

Mr. Cheatum, 2600 S. Four Mile Run, Arlington. Virginia. representative from 
the Lodge. testified before the Board. Notices to property owners were 1n 
order. The contiguous owners were Stella Colien. 5709 Scoville Street, 
and Joe Miller. 8401 Conn. Ave., Chevy Chase. Md. I Bailey's Crossroads t Veo 

Mr. Cheatum stated that .they have had pDoblems with vandalism and Borne 
robberies and this 1s the reason they need the lights. He gave several 
instances when this occurred. 

Mr. John Zaka. Jr .• 6269 Leesburg Pike. Falls Church. architect. stated 
that these lights would be 20' from the lot line on one side and 3D' on 
the other side. and 100' from the back line; These will be on 30' high 
concrete poles. They will be sodium vapor lights. The lights will be 
directed on the parking lot and there will not be any overflow. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

_____________________________RESOLUTION ----------------------

In application S-44-74 by Loyal Order of Moose. Arlington Lodge #1315. 5710 
Scoville Street. Bailey's Crossroads. 61-4«1))118. (R-12.5). Mason District. 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Permit be amended to allow lights not to exceed 30' 
in height and all the lights will be directed onto the site with no spillage 
off site. 
Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
Mr. Runyon clarified that the applicants have stated in their testimony that 
these will be vapor type lights. 
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DEFERRED CASE: 

12:30 - CHRISTIAN ASSEMBLY to permit construction of church, 3-38-75 (Def. 
from 4-9-75 for new plats showing dimensions of building, proper 
parking spaces, etc. FOR DECISION ONLY) 

The Board members checked the plats to see that theY had all the required 
information on them. 

Mr. Jack Zlerkle, 3316 N. Ohio Street, Arlington, Virginia. represented the 
Church before the Board. 

Mr. Smith asked if the design and the type of material to be used is all set. 

The architect, Mr. Kenton O. Hamaker, stated that the materials will either 
be masonry or precast concrete. This 1s as near as they can determine at 
this time. They realize that should they change this, they will have to 
come back before the Board. He stated that they propose a mansard roof. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

-----------------~--------------RE80LUTION-------- ----------------------

In application 8-38-75 by Christian Assembly under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of church, 2218 Cedar Lane, 
39-4«1))2 & «2))1,2,3, & 4, Providence District, County of F~irfax, 
Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board or Zoning Appeals adopt the 
rollowing resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and 1n 
accordance with the by-laws or the Fairfax County Board or Zoning Appeals, 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 9th day of April. 1975 ·and deferred to May 14, 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Wm. Carroll, M. M. Lear and 

J. McKenney~ Trustees. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 7.0095 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is reqUired.
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusion of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
i6 hereby granted with the follOWing limitations: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use. additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of thi6 Special Use Permit does not constitute exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this 
County and State. The permittee shall be responsible for complying with 
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
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of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 
6. The seating capacity 1s to be 750. 
7. All landscaping and screening is to be provided to the satisfaction 

of the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

12:40 - WILLIAM T. MASINGILL to permit 50' radio tower to remain closer to 
rear and side property lines than allowed by Ord., v-6-75 (Deferred 
from 2-26-75, 3-12-75 arid 4-9-75 -- FULL HEARING) 

Mr. Masingill represented himself before the Board. Notices to contiguous 
property owners and nearby property owners were In order. Samuel West, 7316 
Dunston Street and Mr. Swanson, 7312 Dunston Street were contiguous. 

Mr. Masinglll stated that he placed the tower in this location because 
there is a hickory nut tree between his and Mr. Swanson's house. During 
the winds the first part of April, the tower stood firm. These winds 
reached 60 mph. 

Mr. Smith stated that ~ should withstand 100 mph winds. 

Mr. Masingill stated that the tower is guaranteed to withstand 80 to 100 
mph winds. 

Mr. Smith asked him to explain why the building permit that he got from the 
County shows the tower at 40' and~ he- 'cohstructed it 50'. 

Mr. Masingill stated that the tower is in six sections and he cannot remove 
the top section because of the rotator device at the top. Each section 
fits into each other and it tapers from bottom to top, therefore, he could 
not remove one section of the tower, ather at the top or bottom. He 
stated that he had no idea he had to have a foundation permit or to call and 
have the foundation checked. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt this is a self-imposed hardship. This looks 
like a commercial tower. 

Mr. Masingill stated that none of his naghbors object. 

Mr. Smith stated that that iSn't the point. If this was the case, we would 
have an ordinanoe by consent rather than enforcement. 

Mr. Masingill stated that his hardship is that he has spent $80 for the 
plat to file this variance and a $30 filing fee. He stated that this is 
his whole life when he is at home. It is a safe hobby and doesn't bother 
his neighbors. 

Mr. Smith stated that there are a lot of ham radio operators with licenses 
in Fairfax county who would like to have a tower on their property but 
cannot because they do not have enough land area. 

In answer to Mr •. Runyon1s question, Mr. Masingill stated that should the 
tower fall it will not fall over, but will fold up. It is an aluminum 
tower weighing 176 pounds. Even if it fell over, it would hit the huge 
tree between his and Mr. Swanson's house. He stated that he did not put 
the tower in the location \\tEre he had applied under the building permit for i 
because the plat that he had for his property did not show the concrete 
patio. The location as shown on the plat would have been in that patio, 
therefore, he had to move it over 6'. 

Mr. Masingill stated that it is possible to remove this tower and get a 
crank-up type tower. 

Mr. Runyon asked the Board if it could defer this case for Mr. Masingill to 
get a report on the safety of the tower. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has never required an individual to do this. 
The Board has only done this in the case of public broadcasting towers. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 
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_____________________________RESOLUTION ---------------------

In application V-6-75 by William T. Masingill under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 501 radio tower to remain closer to rear 
and side property lines than allowed by Ordinance on property located at 
7314 Dunston Street, 71-3«~»(26)9. Annandale District. County of Fairfax. 
Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held 
on the 14th day of May, 1975, and 

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

l. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 10,763 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed ~ to O. Mr. Runyon stated that he felt there is a lot more 
to this application than meets the eye. He abstained. 

MAY 14. 1975 
DEFERRED CASE: ANTHONY J. CHIRICO to permit enclosure of~port closer to 

side property line than allowed by Ord. (7' and total 15.4' 
requested; 8' and total of 20' required), 4344 Rolling 
Stone Way. 92-1((10»8073. V-50-75 (Deferred from 4-23-75 for 
copy of grading plan and viewing: by Board members) 

Mr. Kelley stated that he and Mr. Covington had viewed the- property. 

Mr. Covington stated that there are eleven carports that they counted that 
have a simi liar situation in that immediate area. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the topography problem that Mr. Chirico spoke of is 
just a grading problem to smooth up the land. 
Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Chirico into the record. ____________________________RESOLUTION --------------------

In application V-50-75 by Anthony J. Chirico under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosure of carport closer to side property 
line than allowed by Ord. 4344 Rolling Stone Way, 92-1((10»)8073. Lee 
District. County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 
23rd day of April, 1975 and deferred to May 14, 1975 for decision only. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5 Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 9.599 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Ordinance would result in 
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CHIRICO (continued) 

practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. Runyon voting No. 

DEFERRED CASE: LEON H. & PEGGY HEFLIN, V-51-75 
(Deferred from April 23, 1975 for a letter from VEPCa 
regarding how far they had to set back from the public 
utility easement) 

The letter was submitted by Mrs. Heflin stating that swimming pools have to 
be ten feet horizontally from the inside of the walls of the pool. 

Mr. Runyon stated that she couldn't move the pool over any because of the 
porch that is attached to the rear of the house. 

------------------------------RESOLUTION------------------------------------

In application V-51-75 by Leon H. and Peggy Heflin under Section 30-6.6 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit swimming pool to be constructed closer to front 
property line than allowed by Ord. i.e. 23', 4430 Middle Ridge Drive, 45-4 
«3»(42)15, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Boand of Zoning Appeals held on the 
23rd day of April, 1975 and deferred to May 14, 1975 for decision only, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the zoning is R-12.5Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13,108 sq. ft. 
4. That an 8' utility easement for electric exists along the westerly 

property Hne. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusion of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning ordinance would result 
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user 
of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved. 

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

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

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

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action does 
not constitute exemption from the various reqUirements of this county. The 
applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain build
ing permits, residential use permit and the like through the established 
procedures.
Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM: 1. MURRAY WEINBERG, V-111-73, Request from Mr. 
William Hansbarger J attorney for the applicant, for further extension. 
(See letter dated May 7, 1975 from Mr. Hansbarger.) 

It was the Board's decision to reschedule this request for June 25, 1975 
and ask the attorney to submit 1n writing a letter outlining how the 
financing 1s progressing and any other problems that might cause a delay 
1n construction. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM: MAY 14, 1975 

2. CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL CENTER, INC. -- Letter from Comprehensive Health 
Planning Council of Northern Virginia, dated May 8, 1975 questioning 
the status of the Special Use Permit for this hospital and inquiring 
if the Board could hold another re-eva!uation hearing to determine 
the status. 

It was the Board's decis!on~to hold a re-eva1uation hearing to determine 
whether or not the Permittee has proceeded in a diligent manner. The 
Board scheduled this hearing for July 9, 1975 at 12:00 Noon. The Board 
asked the Clerk to notify the applicant and also the Comprehensive Health 
Planning Council of Northern Virginia. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM: MAY ~4, 1975 

3. VEPCO - Letter from Randolph W. Church, attorney for the applicant, 
dated May 8, 1975 stating that they have not been using herbicides 
in Fairfax County. However, they do use them in other jurisdictions. 
They are approved by the FDA and VEPCO feels that it would be 
economically feasible for them to use them in Fairfax County. They 
hoped the Board would reconsider this. 

Mr. Baker stated that he is opposed to the use of herbicides. He stated 
that he had read a great deal about them. He stated that if he wasn't 
mistaken he believed the Agriculture Department had~also o.k.ed DDT. 

Mr. Covington stated that if farmers did not use herbicides, he did not 
know just how many people would starve to death every year. 

Mr. Smith wondered about the effect of these herbicides on the next 
generation. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the Environmental Protection Agency may have approved 
VEPCO's use of herbicides, but this Board does not know what they approved 
it for, and where they approved it, how close it was to a main source of 
water supply, etc. 

Mr. Kelley Suggested that the Board funnel this suggestion through whatever 
channels is necessary to give the Board the proper information on this. 
Get comments and facts, he stated. 

Mr. Smith suggested that the Board also get comments from the Board of 
Supervisors and the County Executive. 

II 

4. DIFFERENT DRUM, INC., S-58-74 - Letter requesting they be allowed to 
include the months of JUly and August in their time of operation. 

The Board discussed thiS case. It was the Board's decision that this 
would require a formal application. If they could get the application 
in promptly, the Board would hear the case on July 9, 1975, since they 
wish to operate for JulY and August. There was a considerable amount of 
opposition at the original hearing the Board recalled, therefore, a public 
hearing is necessary. 

II 
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5. POST 7327. VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS, S-217-74, Board has scheduled this 
applicant for a Re-Evaluation Hearing for June 3, 1975 because they 
didnot yet have their Non-Rup. However. the reason was minor and they 
now have it. There is a copy in the file. 

It was the Board's decision to withdraw the Re-Evaluation Heartng. Mr. 
Barnes so moved. Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 
unanimous ly. 

II 

6. COLBERT LAND SALES -- Proposal for Dulles Bicentennial Campground on 
540 Acre Site along Route 28 -- The request is that detailed plats 
be waived at the present time and that the BZA allow them to submit 
their appl1cation for a Special Use Permit. (See Letter in file) 

After a length discussion. it was the Board's decision to allow them to 
file the application for the Special Use Permit with the plats that they 
had attached to the letter. The Board stated that it would have to 
know what the lease agreements are between the landowners and whoever is 
going to operate these campgrounds. The Board also needs to know if this 
is a corporation and if so, the Articles of Incorporation, the Certificate 
of Good Standing. etc. In other words, the name of the applicant 
with supporting documents. 

The Board could then hear the case and consider an overall land area to be 
developed into camp sites, but reserving the right to approve each section 
as it is to be developed as the applicant starts to develop it. This 
development plan will have to show the maximum number of sites, how many 
trailers, campers, etc. can be accomodated. the permanent wash houses, etc. 

II 

7. BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB. S-145-74 -- At the meeting of April 16, 1975 
the Board scheduled this to come back in order for the Board to check 
on the status of the violation notice that had been issued to the 
applicant for allowing off-site parking. This notice was up on May 2. 
1975. (See letter from Mr. Hazel. attorney for the applicant requesting 
a deferral of any action until he could be present.) 

It was the Board's decision to defer action of this case until next week, 
May 21, 1975 until Mr. Hazel could be present to answer questions as to 
why they cannot keep the Club members from parking on the street since they 
are aware of the problems this create. 

II 

8. PINEWOOD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION..Letter in file dated April 24. 
1975 requesting an extension based on the fact that they haven't been 
able to begin construc~n because of the sewer moritorium. 

Mr. Runyon moved to substitute the new No. 2 on the limitations for the 
Special Use Permit to read: 

"This permit shall expire unless construction has started or unless re
newed by action of this Board upon whichever of the following events 
shall last occur: 

a. Twelve (12) months from this date. 
b. Three (3) months after Fairfax County permits connection with 

the eXisting sewerage facilities thereon. 
c. Six (6) months after Fairfax County permits a site plan to be 

filed thereon. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 
II 
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9. MIKE KNOWLTON -- RE: SCHEDULING 

Mr. Knowlton explained to the Board the problems the Zoning Office is facing 
at the present time. He stated that the Zoning Office had 26 employees 1n 
1972 and has 26 now. There have been numerous changes since that time 1n 
the workload from the Zoning Offices. We have a 4 percent vacancy.
There 1s a new Ordinance 1n the works as the Board knows. This Ordinance 
will require a new breed of expert technical zoning inspectors. With a 
Staff of 26. the Zoning Office has almost doubled the workload from 1972. 
The Interim Development Ordinance will expire on June 30, 1975. At that 
time we will be able to accept applications that we have been refusing 
for the past year. We have no idea how many applications will be received. 
It might be around 100 or 150. He asked. therefore. that since the Board 
will not be meeting in August to set up extra meetings. that it set some 
tentative dates now so the Staff can go ahead and schedule these cases. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is going to be a problem because the State Code 
says that the cases must be scheduled within 60 days after receipt. 

The Board decided to meet August 1. 1975 (Friday). September 4. 1975 (Thursday 
if needed, and every 6th and 1st week if it is necessary. 

70f each month 

The meeting adjourned at 5:03 P.M. 

By
Cl 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
for Wednesday. May 21. 1975. was held in the Board 
Room of the Massey BUilding. Present: Daniel Smith. 
Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; 
Joseph Baker and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell 
and Wallace Covington were present from the Staff. 

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

10:00 _ ROBERT W. GREEN. appl. under Sect. 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit enlarging 
of carport closer to side property line than allowed by Ordinance. 
(9.3' from line. IS' required), 4206 Adrienne Drive. 110-1((11))26. 
Sulgrave Manor Subdivision, (22.124 sq. ft.). Mt. Vernon District, 
(RE-O.5), v-65-75. 

Mr. Joseph Lucci. contractor who will build the enlarged carport, represented 
the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Lawrence 
Sites. 4204 Adrian Drive and Henry Zimmerman. 4208 Adrian. Drive. 

In answer to Messrs. Smith and Messrs. KelleY's questions. Mr. Lucci stated 
that Mr. Green is a Doctor and could not get off to come to the meeting 
today. He stated that Dr. Green owns three cars and he needs the additional 
space for off-street parking. A variance would also be requ~red if he 
built on the other side of the house. 

Mr. Smith stated that those were not reasons for hardship under the Ordinance 
in order for the Board to grant this variance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that under the cluster provision of the Ordinance. it 
would only allow him 10'. so he has actually exceeded that by almost a foot. 

Mr. Lucci stated that the rear yard is unlevel. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the applicant should be present if he is interested 
in his case. He stated that the Board just doesn't grant these variances 
for convenience of the applicant. The Board is prohibited from doing that 
by the State and County Codes. He moved that this case be deferred until 
June 3. 1975 (Tuesday) in order for the Board to view the property. He 
stated that the applicant ,should be present to answer the questions that 
the Board might have and to further justify his request, if he has any 
other justifications. 

Mr. Smith told Mr. Lucci that the case would come up as a Deferred Case 
after the Regular Agenda Items and would be sometime after 12:00 Noon. 

10:20 _ ROSS M. FEATHERSTON. appl. under Sect. 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit sub
A.M. division of lot to allow two lots with less frontage at building 

setback line than allowed by Zoning Ordinance. 3812 Rugby Road. 
45-2(2))19, (1.9263 acres), Centreville District. (RE-I), V~66-75 

Mr. Charles Huntley represented the applicant. Notices to property owners 
were in order. Two contiguous owners were Milton Brooks, 2804 N. Edison 
Street, Arlington. Virginia and L. A. Carroll, Jr .• 3806 Rugby Road. Fairfax, 
Virginia. 

Mr. Huntley stated that if they put an easement back to the rear of the 
property in order to give that portion access and construct a residence 
on it, the house on the front lot would have to set back 75' from that 
easement. That would restrict the owner from the reasonable use of his 
land. 

In answer to Mr. Bmlth~:8· ques:l<:II:.on,:Mr.. Covington stated that that the lots 
in this subdivision must average one acre and they do. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question. Mr. Huntley stated that the contiguous 
property owner has no objection to this variance being granted. He is 
interested in doing the same thing. Mr. Featherston has owned the property 
for one and one-h~lf years. 

Mr. Featherston told the Board that he probably would build a house for 
himself on the back lot and sell the front one. 

J1 '! 
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Mr. Kelley stated that if the Board grants this variance and the lot next 
door and all the way up the street 1s the same size. the Board will have 
to grant those variances also. This 1s a general condition of the land. 

Mr. Huntley stated that Mr. Featherston owned Lot 20 and there 1s a,house 
there. The septic field on Lot 20 ixtends over to lot 19. They were 
required to do this by the County. They placed a 5.000 square foot easement 
on Lot 19 to 8 7rvlce Lot 20. 

The Chairman ruled that the plats were inadequate because they did not show 
this easement. 

Mr. Kelley agreed because he stated that this easement 1s very pertinent 
to this case. 

Mr. covington reminded the 'Board that it had granted several variances 1n 
that area. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Covington or Mr. Mitchell to find out where the Board 
has granted these simi liar variances and whether or not there were 
extenuating circumstances. 

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred to the 28th of May for new 
plats and information on the existing variances. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

10:30 - LENA R. CHAILLET, V-67-75 
A.M. 

George C. Chaillet represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
the Crites, 11523 Popes Head Road. Fairfax. Virginia and John H. Dolinger. 
11607 Popes Head Road, Fairfax. Virginia. 

Mr. Challet stated that theyplan to divide this property into three lots: 
Lot B with 3.0 acres, Lot A with 1.35 acres and Lot C with 1 acre. 
He gave his justification as: __ 

(I) shape of the lot -- the lot is shaped in such a manner that the front 
portion is only one-hundred fifty feet wide. 

(2) existing homesite on Lot B. and 
(3) Lots A and C provide building sites that have natural settings, will 

require a minimum of grading. will drain easily, will readily accept sanitary 
septic systems that will not interfere with any eXisting or proposed well 
sites. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Smith stated that this applbation meets the requirements of the Ordinance. 

Mr. Challet stated that Mrs. Chaillet has owned the property since 1947. 

RESOLUTION 

In application v-67-75, application by Lena R. Chaillet under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivision of lot into three lots, one 
with less frontage than allowed by Ordinance. 11601 Popes Head Road, 
67-1«1»136. Springfield District. county of Fairfax. Virginia, Mr. Kelley 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on 
the 21st day of May, 1975, and 
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WHEREAS) the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 5.6546 acres. 

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

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

(a) exceptionallY irregular shape of the parcel of land, 
(b) unusual location of existing building. 

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

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:45 - GERALD M. MALOVANY) appl. under Sect. 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit 
A.M. construction of deck and room addition closer to side property line 

than allowed by ord.) (7.5' from linej 12' required), 7800 Holmes 
Run Drive) 59-2((8)(5)9) (10.800 sq. ft.). Providence District) 
(R-12.5), v-68-75. 

Mrs. MalovanY testified before the Board. Notices to property owners were 
in order. The contiguous owners were Ritter) 7714 Holmes Run Drive and 
Tinker) 7802 Holmes Run Drive. 

Mrs. Malovany's main Justification related to the need for this extension. 
The Board reminded her that the justification had to be under the Ordinance 
and relate to the physical aspects of the land. 

She stated that the land slopes down in the back and this is the only place 
they can add to the house. 

The Board questioned the accuracy of the plats that had been submitted with 
the application. The plats were copies of an original plat that had been 
made by Walter Phillips Surveying firm. The staff report indicated that 
this addition would be 7.5 feet from the aide property line, as stated 
on the plat. or 9.5 feet from the line as interpolated from other plat 
information. The Board stressed that the plats must be certified by a 
surveyor, engineer or architect certified to do business in the state of 
Virginia. 

Mrs. Malovany admitted that they had added the addition information on the 
plats, but since the plats had been certified earlier) they felt this 
was all right. 

There was no one to speak in favor. 

Mr. Mercy, 3324 Holly Court, spoke in opposition to the application. 
He stated that this property is part of Holmes Run Subdivision. The houses 
are very amall. In some instances throughout the subdivision, people have 
constructed additions very close to the property line. This becomes a 
nuisance in many cases since trash and trash cans are usually set next 
to the addition and end up on the next door neighbor's property. 
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He stated that these 10,000 square foot lots are sufficient for additions 
if these additions are planned properly. However, on the basis of his 
history of this development, he asked the Board to maintain the zoning 
setbacks that are now in effect. 

In rebuttal, Mrs. Malovany stated that there have been three of their 
neighbors who have recentlY obtained variances from this Board. They are: 
the Coffees J 3316 Holly Court; the Stl11bergs ,otl'-.Cyprus Dr! ve j and 
the Clinkers, 3308 Sycamore Drive. 

She stated that they do have the approval of the neighbor who would be 
most affected by this addition. There would still be 23' between the 
houses. There 1s heavy screening between the houses. 

Mr. Kelley stated that it is not the distance between the houses that 
is considered in the Zoning Ordinance, but the distance from the property 
line to the structure. The neighbor next door could put up an addition 
also, then there would not be 23' between the houses. He stated that 
he agreed with Mr. Mercy. He questioned these variance request when the 
request was for convenience and not because of a physical hardship. This 
Board should uphold the Ordinance. 

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred until June II, 1975 for new 
plats and to give the Board members a chance to look at the property. 
At that time, the Board will be able to determine exactly how much variance 
is needed. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. Smith stressed to the applicant that these plats must be certified 
property and be in the Zoning Office at least five days prior to June 
11, 1975. 

II 

11:00 - R. K. ENSMINGER, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
A.M. to permit construction of storage room closer to side property line 

than allowed by Ord., (8.3' from side, 12' required). 8427 Georgian 
way, 70-1«16))269, (12.241 sq. ft.). Annandale District, (R-12.5), 
V-69-75. 

Mr. Ensminger represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Larry Trantham. 4617 New Wakefield Road and David Reedy, 8431 Georgia 
Way. 

Mr. Ensminger stated that the plans that he submitted with his application 
did not have on them what he had planned to request. He did not find 
out soon enough to amend the application prior to this hearing. He 
requested to be able to withdraw this application or amend this application 
and submit corrected plats. The variance request will be greater. 

Mr. Smith told him that the Board could not even consider a greater variance 
with this application. He would be allowed to withdraw this application 
and resubmit a new application. 

Mr. Kelley asked Mr. Ensminger about the possibility of moving the shed 
behind the house, then he would not have to request a variance. 

Mr. Ensminger stated that his land is banked up and the only level part is 
at the top and is only approximately 40' wide. 12' of that is a right of 
way leaving only 30. He stated that he has a small garden and a swing 
set on the only level part of the back yard. 

Mrs. Ensminger stated that there are 7 homes that drain into their back yard. 
That had it regraded. They still have 3.8 aubic feet of water running 
around their house in a 10 year storm. They have been back to the County's 
storm drainage people but they have not been successful in alleviating 
the problem. 

Mr. Smith told them that the Board has to consider a minimum variance, not 
a maximum variance that will afford relief. 

l~l' 
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There was no one else In the room to speak on this case. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this application be withdrawn without prejudice at 
the request of the applicant. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. Mr. Smith stated that the earliest date on a new 
application would be July 16, 1975. The Board did not grant an earlier time. 

11:15 - CLARK E. & IONE L. MERCHANT. V-70-75 
A.M. 

Mr. Merchant represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Thomas 
C. Ball, 3119 Wynford Drive and David J. Nangle, 3115 Wynford Drive. 

Mr. Merchant stated that his lot has an irregular shape. The builder was 
evidently forced to situate the house closer to the north property line 
and terrace the back because of drainage problems. He explained this 
drainage problem to the Board. He stated that there is also a storm sewer 
easement on the south side of the property. 

Mr. and Mrs. Nangle's residence is contiguous to the property line in question 
They have no objections. They have owned the property for 10 years and 
this addition is for their family and no for resale purposes. 

He submitted architectural plans to the Board showing that the addition 
would be constructed of brick and aluminum siding compatible with the 
eXisting house. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to ,this application. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-70-75 by Clark E. and lone L. Merchant under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of a 2 car garage 11.86' 
from the side property line. 3117 Wynford Drive, 49-3((18))8, county of 
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on 
the 21st day of May, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 20,080 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning 
Ordinance would result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that 
would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings 
involved: 

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land, 
(b) unusual condition of the location of eXisting buildings. 

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 
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MERCHANT (continued) 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:30  LONNIE D. GADDY. JR •• V-71-75, request to permit subdivision of lots, 
A.M. 2 lots having less frontage at building setback line than allowed 

by Qrd., (10.02' on Lot ~ and 141.01' on Lot 5; 150' rq.) 

Mr. Lane. 8320 Old Court Road. Vienna. Virginia. represented the applicant 
before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. All five property owners who wer 
notified were contiguous. Two were: Robert C. Breckenridge. ,5110 Pumphrey 
Drive. Fairfax. Virginia. and William C. To~ne. 5012 Cockney Court. 

Mr. Lane stated that this land is zoned one acre. They plan to subdivide 
this land into 9 lots. The plats show driveway frontage on the Brantleigh 
Place cul-de-sac for Lots 4 and 5. A separate 10 foot pipe stem driveway 
will be provided for Lot 4. The plat in the file has one less lot than 
the preViously submitted plat that was submitted for subdivision because 
a field inspection showed that they could not have a septic field location 
on Lot 5. This plan will reduce the amount of earth work required, reduce 
the amount of clearing required. preserve more tree cover. reduce the amount 
of storm water contribution to the adjoining dOWnstream properties, and 
reduce the amount of siltation contribution. 

The roadbed elevation in the September submission to subdivision control 
required a significant cut (approximately 12 feet) at the boundary of Lots 
7 & 9. This amount of cut was dictated by state highway slope requirement 
for CUl-de-sacs, roadways and intersections. The proposed variance would 
result in reducing the amount of cut by 6 feet and also locating the cul-de
sac in the optimum location for the subdivision. The proposed roadbed 
elevation thus provides improved driveway access to adjacent lots. There 
are 16 acres that are being subdivided. Therefore. there is well over the 
average of one acre per lot a~ required. The shapes of the lots are 
irregular because of the topography problems. 

Mr. Runyon pointed out that this plan for subdivision will require a shorter 
street and will be less the taxpayers have to maintain. 
There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-71-75 by Lonnie D. Gaddy. Jr. under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit SUbdiVision of lots. 2 lots having less frontage 
than allowed by the Ord. at the bUUding setback line. (10.02' on lot 4 and 
141.01' on lot 5; 150' required). Colchester Road and Fairfax 3ation Road, 
76-1«(1))16. 17. &18. (4.20196 acres). Springfield District, (RE-l), V-71-75, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 21st 
day of May, 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 16.07679 acres. 
4. That lot 4 would have a width of 10.02' which is an entrance to said 

lot and the request for a variance of 8.99' for Lot 5. 
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AND. WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning 
Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that 
would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings 
involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the fO":'·1:lee.au,tex~6i" the exceptional 
tORographl'cprOblems '-af "the~ land.. . 

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

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:45 - GUARDIAN CONSTRUCTION GO., INC., to permit community recreation area 
A.M. 3-72-75 

Russell Rosenberger, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Dudley 
and Mary Young, 5636 Guinea Road. and Janet Nash. 5016 Twinbrook Road. 
Fairfax, Virginia. 

Mr. Rosenberger submitted a corrected plat to conform with the suggestions 
of Preliminary Engineering. This plat only deletes the HE-I zoned land 
from the application. There are two separate plats for this application. 
One plat shows the swimming pool facilities and,the other plat shows the 
basketball courts. Both these facilities are for the homeowners of this 274 
townhouse p~oject. The total acreAge of both parcels is 4.0530 acres. 
They have provided 26 parking spaces. This pool is almost. in the middle 
of the development with a maximum of no more than six hundred feet between 
any townhouse unit and the pool itself. This would be a 2 to 3 minute walk. 

The bathhouse is 42' x 80'. The pool 1s 5600 sq. ft. The wading pool is 
300 sq. ft. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Smith confirmed that the property 
owner contiguous to the basketball courts. Mr. Ralph Peyton, had been 
notified of this hearing. 

Mr. Don Smith who is responsible for the posting of the property testified 
that the property was posted on the north side of Guinea Road. which is 
part of parcel 33. The rest of that parcel is acroSS the road and is where 
the basketball courts will be. 

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition to the 
application. 

and Mr. Kelley's 
In answer to Mr. Smith~/questio~ Mr. Rosenberger stated that they have 32 
bike rack spaces shown on the plats. There will be 2 employees. maximum, 
at anyone time. The'·hours of operation are planned to be from 9:00 a.m. 
to 9:00 p.m. and will be for the exclusive use of this townhouse subdivision. 
They do not plan to have swim metes. 

Mr. Smith reminded him that they could not hold swim metes because they are 
not providing enough parking. 

] '7 7' 
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Mr. Rosenberger stated that the recreation facilities including the basketball 
courts were shown at this location at the time the property was rezoned and 
it was indicated that the property would be used for these purposes. 

RESOLUTION 

In application S-72-75 by Guardian Construction Co. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit community recreation faciltlels including 
sWlmmingpool, bath house, etc. on property at intersection of Zion Drive and 
BUinea Road, 77-2«1})30, 31 & 33, County of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Runyon 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to oontiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 21st day of May, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RTC-lO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 4.0530 acres. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structureS of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to the Board for such ap~roval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board approval, shall constitute a violation of the condition 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. Hours of operation, 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
7. Membership not to exceed 274 families. 
8. Parking for 26 autos shall be prOVided on the pool site. 
9. Bicycle rackasshall be provided on both sites. 

10. Any after hours parties shall require permission of the Zoning 
Administrator and shall be limited to 6 per year. 

11. Landscaping, fencing, screening and planting shall be as per the 
requirements of the Department of Environmental Management. 
12. All lOUdspeakers, etc. shall be dire~ted to the site. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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12:00 Noon - ST. LUKE SERBIAN EASTERN ORTHODOX CHURCH OF WASHINGTON, D.C. 
appl. under Sect~on 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
construction of church, community hall, Sunday school and rectory, 
1000 Douglass Drive, 21-4((1)13, (4.92 acres), Dranesvl11e District, 
(RE-l), 3-86-75, aTH 

Mr. George Gurlck, President of the Board for the Church, spoke on behalf 
of the Church. He Bubmitted notices which were 1n order. The contiguous 
owners were James and Gene Davis and Laura Kincheloe, 6823 Cloister Drive, 
McLeanj Lionel and Margaret Cooke, 6821 Cloisters Drive, McLean; '.:iC1 

Mr. Gerlck stated that this proposed church is designed for 125 parishioners. 
The combination oommunity center/chapel 1s to be constructed immediately 
under Phase I of the construction plans. In an estimated two years, it 
is planned to initiate construction of Phase II which is the separate 
Chapel building. Approximately two more years later) Phases III and IV are 
expected to be implemented with the 'construction of the Sunday School/ 
Administration Building ,and the rectory building. Other than allowances for 
underground utilities) road accessability and approximate location on the site 
plan) there are no finite dimensions available at this time for the structures 
in Phases II through IV. However) it is planned to have the Chapel and 
the Sunday School buildings conform generally with the type and style of 
architecture of the Phase I building. The rectory is expected to be designed 
so as to be compatible with nearby residences due to its proposed proximity 
to the homes in the Cloister development. 

He statea that he realized that they have to come back to the Board of Zoning 
Appeals for approval of the other phases of construction. However, they 
wanted the Board and the neighbors to know their plans. 

Mr. Lightfoot) 1003 Abbey Way) McLean. Virginia) spoke in support of the 
application. He stated that one-half of his lot is contiguous to the 
church property. Two of the contiguous property owners have died since 
notice of this hearing was given, but their widows are still living there. 
He stated that he and his neighbors meet with the Church representatives 
regarding the Church's plans. There were about 20 property owners at the 
meeting. This is an ethnic group and it is likely to remain so) so they 
do not anticipate large crowds of people. They. have no objection to this 
Church I s plans. 

The Board discussed with Mr. Gerick the comments from Preliminary Engineering. 

Mr. Runyon stated that these are comments on the first submittal of the 
Site Plan which is usually not submitted until after the Special Use Permit 
has been granted. This is the reason there are so many comments. The 
Board usually does not get such an extensive plan. All these items could 
be handled through the Site Plan Department. He stated that he did not 
feel the applicant should be held up because of these comments unless 
Preliminary Engineering feels they would have trouble getting the applicant 
to agree to these suggestions. 

The other Board members felt that the plans should be revised as suggested 
by Preliminary Engineering before approval. 

Vivian Kolias) Building Fund Chairman) for the Church) spoke to the need 
for approval.of this Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred for a new site plan shOWing 
the items indicated as suggestions by Preliminary Engineering. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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DEFERRED CASE: 

HOPE BAPTIST CHURCH. 3-36-75, V-37-75 (Der. from 4-9-75 for new plats.Complet 
plans have been sUbmitted and are in the file) 

Mr. Kelley questioned whether or not the church would be able to begin 
construction within the year. 

Mrs. Cockrell, representing the church. stated that they hope to be 
operational within six months 1n the new bUilding. They do not have the 
money at this time. However. they did not have the money for these new 
plans either, but last sunday night when theY told the parishioners about 
the problem. before the service was over, they ha!:t:; the $300 for the plats. 
Those plats are now paid for. 

Mr. Baker stated that if they wanted to take the chance on financing, the 
Board should not deny the use because of that. 

Mr. Smith stated that there was no overwhelming opposition from the 
neighborhood. In fact, the neighborhood civic association came out in 
support of this application. They did request that they start construction 
as soon as possible. 

Mrs. Cockrell stated that if they are not operational within the year, they 
will sell the property. 

RESOLUTION 

In application No. S-36-75, application by Hope Baptist Church, under 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit use of existing 
structure for church services and related activities on property located at 
1906 Anderson Road, 40-1«16»)210. Dranesville District, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by this Board on the 9th day of 
April, 1975 and deferred to May 21, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Trustees of Hope Baptist 

Church. 
2. That the present zoning is R-lO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 32,890 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, theBoard has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 

with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained 
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in uae, additional uses, Or changes 1n the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
the Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning APpeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

.L~{ 
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HOPE BAPTIST CHURCH (continued) 

~. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit 1s obtained. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

In application No. V-37-75 by Hope Baptist Church under Section 30-6.6.5.4 

~;r~~~u;~n;~~c~r~;n~~~:e;Ot~e~~~~~~~~~§rt~~~~~ga;~~~rngoR~e;~~~~tylocated 
at 1906 Anderson Road, also known as tax map 40~1((16))210, Dranesville 
District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by this Board held on the 9th day 
of April, 1975 and deferred to May 21, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Trustees of Hope Baptist 

Church • 
2. That the present zoning is R-IO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 32,890 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an 

error in the location of the building SUbsequent to the issuance of a building 
permit, and, 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and 
purpose of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use ~d 

enjoyment qf other property in the immediate vicinity. 

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

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM: BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB, 8-145-74 

At the meeting of April 16. 1975 the Board scheduled this to come back on 
May 14, 1975 to check on status of violation notice that was up on May 2. 
1975. The violation was because the Club was allowing their patrons to 
use the parking along Fort Hunt Road and they were not using their own parking 
facilities. Mr. William Hazel, attorney for the applicant. had requested 
by letter May 14, 1975 that any action be deferred until May 21, 1975 in 
order for him to be present. The Board deferred action as requested. Mr. 
Hazel has now addressed a letter to the Board explaining how they plan to 
solve the parking problems. Preliminary Engineering also submitted a 
revised site plan showing the addition of the parking lot where two tennis 
courts had been located. 

Mr. Runyon pointed out to the Board that there were a coupl~ Qf winor 
changes on the plats: (1) additional parking in place o!Jtn~ ~ennis 
courts. This parking is closer to the main entrance and perhaps will 
solve the problem. (2) the small tennis building located next to the 
tennis courts 

Mr. Jack Ash. Zoning In~pector. stated that the same situation exists now 
as did when he issued the violation notice. There are members of the Club 
that park on the street while the parking lot remains empty. He stated 
that he did not believe additional parking on the site would alleviate 
the problem. The only means of solving theproblem would be to go through 
the Virginia Department of Highways and have them place "no parking" signs 
along that road. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt they were stepping out of bounds. He stated 
that the Zoning Officeror the Board would not have a chinaman's chance of 
succeeding in Court on this issue. They are under a Special Use Permit. 
They have plenty of parking and this is out of the Boardls jurisdiction. 
He stated that he did not believe the Board could tell them where they 
can and cannot park and he would not support anything of that nature. 

Mr. Smith stated that he disagreed with Mr. Kelley in some of his statements. 
The Board has a legal obligation and right to enforce the Code. The Board 
does have the authority to tell the applicant that their patrons cannot 
park off the site of the Special Use Permit and that all parking for the 
use must be on site. It is a matter of how much time they are going to spend 
enforcing the Code in this particular instance. He stated that he felt 
the Zoning Inspector is doing his job. but it will take quite a bit of 
doing to prove that the Club members are not parking on-site.and they 
are willfUlly allowing their members to park off-site. 

Mr. Ash stated that the Club has advised him that they have advised their 
members that they are not to use Fort Hunt Road for parking and are to 
park on site. Those members are still parking on Fort Hunt Road however. 

Mr. Smith stated that it should be made part of the Club's rules that there 
be no parking along Fort Hunt Road. if they cannot control it otherwise. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt the qlub has done all it can do. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he knew the Club is addressing this problem. because 
he had had some calls on it. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the revised plans be approved subject to the Board's 
knowledge that those items that are changed are 

1. additional parking in place of two tennis courts. and 
2. the small tennis building located adjoining the other tennis courts. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM: MINERVA C. PARSONS, 5907 Westchester Street. Alexa$dria. 
Virginia. S-159-74, Special Use Permit for Beauty Shop in Home Granted 
By BZA on November 6, 1974. 

The Zoning Administrator sent a memo to the Board stating that MrS. Parsons 
has increased the number of dryers to 4. He asked the Board to interpret 
the number of dryers a one-chair operation could have. 

The Board members discussed this at length and deferred decision until 
a later date. 

II 
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3. AFTER AGENDA ITEM: D. B. JOHNSON (Memo from Harvey Mitchell) 
The applicant has requested the Board to make a decision on this case 

which has been deferred for a considerable length of time for additional 
information. 

The Board set this case to come up as a Deferred Case on the May 28. 1975 
Agenda. 

II' 

4. QUESTION ON THE HE-EVALUATION HEARING FOR CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL CENTER 
Will the Board take testimony from interested citizens. The County 

Executive's office wants to know. 

The Board stated that it would take testimonY pertinent to the validity of 
the Special Use Permit only. I 
II 

5. REQUEST FOR OUT OF TURN HEARING -- JOHN M. DERR, III 

The request was denied. 

II 

SANDRA WARD --

The Board reviewed the minutes for the hearing of April 23~ 1975 and asked 
the Clerk to strike the sentence of clarification after the motion relating 
to the new zoning ordinance. 

Mr. Barnes moved that this be removed. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

II .. 

The meeting adjourned at 3:40 P.M. III 

•• Mr. Baker moved that the minutes for March 26~ April 9. and April 16~ 
1975 be approved. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

II 

to the 

Minutes submitted to BZA for approval 
on May 28 ~ 1975 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

APPROVED__--'J'-'u"'n"e--'r~Jfo"i1if91.7;L5----
DATE I 
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The Regular Meeting of tpe Board of Zoning Appeals for 
Wednesday, May 28. 1975. was held in the Board Room of 
the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; 
Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; Joseph Baker 
and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitcbell and Wallace 
Covington were present from the Staff. 

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

10:00 - MANSION HOUSE YACHT CLUB. INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.6 of 
A.M. the Zoning Ordinance to permit revision and renewal of Special Use 

Permit #8-8-71 to allow addition of lots 1 & 2 and to permit 
relocation of club house and service building, on Potomac River 
off Old Mt. Vernon Road and Robertson Blvd. intersection. 
(4.3880 acres), Mt. Vernon District, (RE-O.5), S-74-75 

MANSION HOUSE CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit increase in membership to 400, and to 
permit lights on tennis courts and other minor changes and additional 
parking spaces, 9423 Old Mt. Vernon Road. 110-4((1»)pn. 65.0435 
acres). Mt. Vernon Dist •• (RE-O.5). S-75-75 

MANSION HOUSE CLUB. INC •• appl. under Sect. 30-6.6 to permit waiver 
of normal setback req. for access through prop. belonging to 
generally same membership as that of prop. which the access road 
serves. (tennis court fence & lights within 5'; paddle tennis ct. 
within 30'; parking within 46' of centerline of common access road 
75' required), Old Mt. Vernon Road & Robertson Blvd .• 110-4((1» 
9D. (5.0435 acres). Mt. Vernon Dist .• (RE-O.5). V,-76-75 

Mr. George Arkwright. 9105 Chickawane Court. Alexandria. Virginia, represented 
the applicants before the Board. 

Notices to the property owners on the Yacht Club application were in order. 
The contiguous owners were Dr. Joseph Coke. 3801 Belle Rive Terrace. Alex •• 
and L. V. Genuario Associates. 2300 Candlewood Drive. Alex .• Va. and Dr. & 
Mrs. E. H. Short. 9319 Old Mt. Vernon Road. Mt. Vernon. Virginia. 
Mr. Smith limited the testimony to 15 minutes for the applicant and 15 
minutes for the opposition. 

Mr. Ken Smith representing two of the people who live across the street 
stated that he would be speaking in opposition and he knew there were other 
people in the room who were also in opposition. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's (Chairman) question. Mr. Arkwright stated that th~se 
applications were approved by the membership for the yacht club in May 197' 
and for the swim club in November. 1974. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's comment that the letters in the file were asking 
for a deferral on the basis that there had not been adequate approval from 
the general membership. Mr. Arkwright stated that he believed the problem 
to be on the swim club and he would agree to a deferral on those two 
applications. The suggested date was July 22. 1975. 

Mr. Ken Smith stated that he would also agree to a deferral with the hope 
that something could be worked out. 

Mary Ann Ennis. 3907 Gibbs Street. stated that she would like a longer deferr 
time than July 22. 1975. However. Chairman Smith stated that a longer 
time would not be permissible under the statutes. 

Mr. Richard Seesholtz opposed any deferral because he opposes all three 
applications. He submitted a copy of the Club's advertising prochure 
to the Board and stated that he felt this was a commercial operation. 

tWo swim club 
Chairman Smith stated that he felt the Boar~ should defer these/cases in 
order to give the applicant time to work out the problems that-have arisen. 

The Board and the applicant agreed. The time was set for July 22. 1975, 
at 10:00 A.M. for S-75-75 and V-76-75. The time albtted was 30 minutes, 
15 minutes for each side. 
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The Board then heard Mansion House Yacht Club. Inc •• 3-74-75. 

Mr. Arkwright submitted a letter from the Corp. of Engineers approving the 
redesign of the break water. He stated that original site plan approval 
was given on the old plan; but they ran into difficulties in the river 
involving this redesign of the break water. They had to go down 40 or 50 feet 
1n order to hit solid ground. Not only did they have to redesign the 
break water, but they had to put it in toward the shore. They picked up 
the additional land 1n lots 1 & 2 and enlarged the inland harbor area. 
The parking and the building 1s now moved over. 

Mr. Ken Smith stated that he did not wish to speak in opposition to the 
Yacht Club application. 

Mr. Richard Seesholtz, 8900 Old Mt. Vernon Road, spoke in opposition to this 
application. He spoke to the commercialism of this operation now as opposed 
to when they first received their original Special Use Permit. He stated 
that their plans now include a year around operation with a four story 
club house building that will include a gym. He questioned the number of 
members that are proposed by this Yacht Club. He also opposed because of 
the additional traffic this use would create. He stated that if they open 
their membership up to the metropolitan area, the impact will be considerably 
more than if they pUll their membership from the immediate area as originally 
planned. He stated that this would also cause an adverse environmental 
impact on the surrounding area. 

Mr. Runyon stated that from looking at the plans, it doesn't look as if they 
are increasing the number of boat slips. They originally had 150 and they 
now propose only 150. He stated that he felt the applicants are proposing 
this additional land because of the soil conditions. They need to locate 
the building on better soil. 

Mr. Arkwright spoke in rebuttal to the application. He stated that there 
is a copy in the file of a letter from the President of the Mt. Vernon 
Civic Association approving this application. The proposed building is 
a small l8'x24' service building. The other building is a future building 
and they are not seeking approval of that in this application. They need 
the additional land because of the topography problems. 

Mr. Smith confirmed that there is a letter of support in the file from the 
Mt. Vernon Civic Association. However, this approval does not include the 
increase in membership. 

There were 14 people in the audience who indicated that they supported the 
~plic~ioo. 

There were 3 people who indicated that they opposed this application. 

This case was deferred for decision only until July 22, 1975. The vote 
was 4 to 1 with Mr. Runyon voting No. He stated that this application 
seemed clear to him. They are only requesting a minor change. 

Mr. Smith stated that the notices on the two swim club applications, 
8-75-75 and V-76-75 were in order. 

These two cases were deferred until July 22, 1975 at 10:00 a.m. for a full 
hearing with 15 minutes for the applicant and 15 minutes for the opposition. 
The record was kept open for any additional information that might be 
pertinent to the cases. He stated that the Board would give the applicant 
and the opposition ample time to present their cases as long as What they 
presented was pertinent to the cases. 

II 

10:40 _ BURGUNDY FARM COUNTRY DAY SCHOOL, INC., appl. under Section 
A.M. 30-7.2.6.1.3 and 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 

rebuilding of barn and swimming pool and to permit operation of a 
community swimming pool, 3700 Burgundy Road, 82-2((1»5, 6, 8, 
(23.235 acres), Lee District, (R-IO), S-77-75. 

Mr. Doug Adams, Maple Street, Annandale, attorney for the applicant, testified 
before the Board. Notices to the property owners were in order. The 
contiguous owners were Mr. and Mrs. Leonard Russell, 5618 Norton Road and 
the Marlos, 5614 Norton Road. 
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Mr. Adams stated that Burgundy Farm Country Day School, Inc. is a private 
non-profit school. It has been in operation for about 30 years. It was 
built prior to the time any of the houses in the area were bullt~ 

He indicated on the map. One-half of the property \S utilized in ball 
fields, recreation areas, parking and buildings and the remainder is wooded. 
They have maintained those woods. They propose to replace a barn and 
pool that has deteriorated. The school has had animals on the property for 
many years and they need to replace the barn to house these animals. 
They do not have a riding program at all. These are strictly farm type 
animals such as pigs, goats, sheep. geese, chickens, etc. 

Mr. Adams stated that they have operated a community pool there for many 
years and the hours of the pool have to relate to the hours of the school 
which means they they can't operate on the weekends and after 3:00 in the 
afternoon. They would like to increase their membership from 100 to 125 
and have hours from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

He stated that they would like to leave the parking area and the driveway 
in its present condition which does not conform to the dustless surface 
requirement of the Ordinance. They feel that this condition does not 
create an adverse impact on the neighbors since they have 23 acres. They 
also would like to keep this school in its present farm-like atmosphere. 

Mr. Samuel L. Koelkebeck spoke in opposition to the application. He 
stated that they live on one of the contiguous properties and get the 
impact of all the traffic coming down Burgundy Farm Road. He stated that 
there is considerable dust from this private road. There is a lot of 
noise from the existing facility with all the traffic that comes in and out. 
Re suggested that the Board require the school to use another road and stop 
using Burgundy Farm Road. 

Mr. Adams spoke in rebuttal. He stated that the people who will be members 
of this pool will come from the surrounding area and some of them are the 
parents of children in the school. He submitted a letter from Mr. and 
Mrs. John Millhiser, 5701 Norton Road, in support of the applications. 
They also stated that the road has caused them no problem in the six years 
they have lived there and they have enjoyed the country atmosphere of the 
road. He also submitted a letter from Mr. and Mrs. Donald Stratton) 5700 
Norton, Road, in support of the applications also stating that the road has 
given them no problems. 
Mr. Runyon suggested paving of the road to the back of the lots and leave 
the rest. 

Mr. Smith agreed. 

In answer to one of the Board members questions, Mr. Adams stated that they 
have a maximum number of 250 students in the school. 

RESOLUTION 

In application No. S-77-75 by Burgundy Farms Country Day School, Inc. under 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 and 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
rebUilding of barn and swimming pool and to permit operation of a community 
pool) 3700 Burgundy Road, 82-2«(1))5, 6, & 7. County of Fairfax) Mr. Runyon 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property) letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 28th day of May. 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-lO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 23.235 acres. 
4. That compliance with site plan ordinance is required. 

AND) WHEREAS. the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
addittonal uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
the Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The pool hours are from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
7. Pool membership shall not exceed 125. 
8. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain 

in effect. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

In application No. V-78-75 by Burgundy Farm CounQ7 Day SC~901, Inc. under 
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit variance to the parking 
lot surfacing requirement, 3700 Burgundy Road, 82-2«(1))5,6,7, County of 
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 28th day af May, 1975, 
and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-lO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 23.235 acres. 
4. That compliance with site plan ordinance is required. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. Paving or surface treatment of the school access road shall be pro
vided to the rear property line of the lots along Burgundy Road. 
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FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware t~at granting of this action does 
not constitute exemption from the requirements of this county. The 
applicant shall be responsible fOr fulfilling his obligation to obtain 
building permits, non-residential use permit and the like through the 
established procedures. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:00 - MOUNT VERNON PLAZA ASSOC.," A LIMITED PARTNERSHIP AND HAMILTON BANK 
AND TRUST COMPANY, LESSEE, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord. to permit 
construction of bank addition closer to front property line than allowed 
by Ord., (24 I from front l1nEoh:. 50' required) J 7644 Richmond Highway J 

101-2 & 92-4((l))l2A. (.20437 acres), Lee District. (CD), V-79-75. 

Mr. Doug Adams represented the applicants before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Avon 
Road Corp. Suite 508. 1150 17th Street. N.W., Washington, D. C. and 
Paul M. Hunt, Jr. and James Kelley. Trustees. 7900 Westpark Drive. 
McLean, Virginia. 

Mr. Adams stated that the Hamilton Bank and Trust Company branch in the 
Mount Vernon Plaza shopping center has a drive~up facility. However. 
the unusual circumstances and conditions that prevail create parking and 
driving confusion and make the existing drive-up facility an inconvenience 
for customers. The parking is more than adequate. In addition. there is 
a need to channel and control traffic in front of the bank as to through
traffic and drive-up window traffic. 

Mr. Adams stated that to remedy these circumstances and conditions. the Bank 
would like to build curbing and a canopy which comes nearer the property 
line of the shopping center than is permitted by the Code. 24 1 from the 
property line at Fordson Road. The construction of the canopy would improve
the traffic and parking facilities and the appearance of the area. The 
variance would not create any problems. 

Mr. Runyon stated tha~his would be simi liar to a service station canopy 
which is permitted by right as close as 22' from the property line. 

Mr. Adams stated that the narrowing of Fordson Road and the different 
line of the angling of the building caMses them to need this variance. 
This will not in any way interfere with the flow of traffic within the 
shopping center. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-79-75 by Mount Vernon Plaza Assoc •• a limited partnership. 
and Hamilton Bank and Trust Company, Lessee, under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of bank addition closer to front 
property line than allowed by Ord., 7644 Richmond Highway, 101-2 & 92-4«1) 
12A, Lee District, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. 
and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 28th of May 
1975, and 

EREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Mount Vernon Plaza Associates. 
2. That the present zoning is C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot is 0.20437 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
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That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result 1n practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the r~asonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

__ exceptionally irregular shape of the front property line. 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the 
same 1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

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

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:30 - JOHN L. HANSON, JR., TRUSTEE, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to 
A.M. permit construction of single family dwelling closer to front lot lin 

than allowed by Ord., (31' from center line; 70' from center line 
of street required). 2897 Hideaway Road. 48-2«1~»)A, (20.215 sq.ft.) 
Providence District. (R-17). V-80-75. 
6817 Tennison Drive, Mclean, Virginia. 

Mr. Hanso~/represented himself before the Board. Notices to property owners 
were in order. The contiguous property owners were Michael Barkler. 2873 
Hideway Road and Robert J. Schoffer. 2865 Hideaway Road. Fairfax, Virginia. 

Mr. Hanson stated that he purchased the property two years ago. The real 
estate records did not reflect this because he had neglected to have the 
deed recorded. In answer to Mr. Smith's question. he stated that he felt 
the reason this lot wasn't developed along with the rest of Hideaway Hills 
was because the developer ran out of money. He stated that he took this 
lot as payment for legal fees and did not realize tha~ he had to have a 
variance on it. He stated that the lot beside this one is not developed. 
He stated that that access road does provide access to the property in the 
rear which is occupied by Mr. Schaffer. He stated that the size of the 
proposed house will be 45 1 to 50' long. He stated that it would be better 
for the community if the house sits on the lot like the other houses. 
The lot will be unusable unless this variance is granted. 

Mr. Michael Barker. 2873 Hideway. asked the Board to defer this case because 
his attorney is away on reserve duty and he would like to be represented by 
his attorney in opposition to this apPlication. He stated that he was also 
present at the hearing before this Board when Mr. Thurman from Oxford 
Properties applied for a variance. That request was denied. 

Mr. Pace. 2900 Hideway Road. across the street from the property in question 
spoke in opposition to the application. He opposed a variance of any kind. 
He did not want the set pattern under which these dne-half acre lots were 
developed broken. He stated that one example of the problems that arise 
when one starts breaking down the patterns of a development is now one of 
the single family dwelling is occupied by two families. That house has 
two entrances and there are two mailboxs. 

Mr. Smith told Mr. Pace to give this information to Mr. Covington and he 
would check it out to see if it is in violation of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Mr. Covington stated that he would be glad to investigate it. 

Mr. Robert Schaffer, 2865 Hideaway Road. spoke in opposition. He stated that 
it is his understanding that this right of way services lots 39 and ~O and 
was created expressly for this purpose and is not to be used for anything 
else. He stated that he has no objection as long as that access for that 
proposed house comes out on Hideaway Road. He requested that the plats 
reflect this. 
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Mr. Hanson spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that he would 
stipulate that the house would not be over 50' long and that access would 
be only from Hideaway Road. He stated that the man next door would like 
to buy this property for less than market price and he did not think that 
1s sufficient reason to defer this case. 

Mr. Kelley stated that if a variance has been turned down before, he would 
like to check the records on it. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt, the man had a legitimate request. In addition, 
the Board needs new plats reflecting the size of the house and the access 
to the house. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be recessed until Ju~ II, 1975 for new 
plats and to allow Mr. Barker to be represented by his attorney. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he would like to know why the lot was created and 
why the previous variance request was denied. 

Mr. nunyon stated that his firm did the original subdivision and Mr. Hanson 
had them prepare the plat. Therefore~ he would abstain from participation 
in this hearing. but he would be glad to present all the information he 
had on this subdivision. He stated that it could be verified with Mr. 
Michael Koon in the Division of Design Review. He stated that he was 
familier with the previous variance request and that request was denied. 
The man who presented the case took about 30 seconds to present it, 
therefore, he didn't give the Board any reason to grant it. The Board 
has passed on a lot of other cases with the same type problem, but, he 
stated that he didn't want to speak to that as that is the applicant's job. 

The motion to defer passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained. 

II 

11:30 - MRS. LYNDA K. O'BRYAN, appl. under Sec. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning 
A.M. Ordinance to permit change of ownership of preschool, 1351 Scotts 

Run, 30-1((9))1. (2.2714 acres), Dranesville District, (RE-l). 
8-81-75. 

Mrs. O'Bryan. 1051 Swinks Mill Road. McLean, represented herself before the 
Board. Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property 
owners were Edward Sabines. 1343 Scotts Run Road and Dr. Arthur Metzger. 
1358 Windy Hill Road. 

Mrs. O'Bryan stated that this is an established school operated by Mr. and 
Mrs. Eckles. She stated that he is applying for a change in ownership. The 
school is called the Peter Piper School. She will retain the name. 

Mr. Smith stated that the application should be amended to read: 
LINDA K. O'BRYAN AND ROY L. O'BRYAN, T/A PETER PIPER SCHOOL. 

Mrs. Q'Bryan stated that she would operate on the same terms. The Health 
Department will allow 32 pupils. Mrs. Eckles only had 25 because that is 
all she wanted to have. However, Mrs. O'Bryan stated that she wished to have 
32 children in the morning and 32 in the afternoon. rather than 25. 

She stated that there is $2500 in escrow for the widening of that road and 
they would keep up that escrow fund. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 
_______________________________________________________________________ i _ 

RESOLUTION 
In application s-81-75 by Roy L. O'Bryan and Lynda K. O'Bryan, T/A Peter 
Piper School under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
change of ownership of preschool, 1351 Scotts Run Road, 30-1((9))1. Dranes
ville District. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
fOllowing resolution: . 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
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newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 28th day of May, 1975. 

WHEREAS, thJBoard has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Howard H. and Willa F. Eckles. 

The applicants are the contract purchasers. 
2. That the present zoning 1s RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.2714 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable county and state codes is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 

with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted forthe bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of the Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
the Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural reqUirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shal be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. Thepermit SHALL NOT be valid until a NOn-Residential 
Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. All terms and conditions set forth in S-131-74 granted April 9, 1975 
to Howard H. and Willa F. Eckles shall remain in effect, except that the 
maximum number of pupils shall be 32. 
THOSE WERE: 

-- Ages 3 to 5 
-- Hours of operation 9:00 A.M. to 12:00 Noon, five days per week, Monday 

through Friday, during normal school ~~ar. (Mrs. Of Bryan stated that she 
wanted to operate both in the morning and afternoon as she wants to divide 
the 4 year old class in the mornings, and part in the afternoon On Monday 
Wednesday and Fridays. She stated that Mrs. Eckles had done that until 
this last year.) The Board agreed to that. 

-- Operation shall be SUbject to compliance with the inspection report, 
the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the State Depart
ment of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non-Residential Use Permit. 

__ Minimum number of parking spaces shall be 8 and said parking spaces shall 
be paved with a dustless surface. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

------------------~----------------------------------------------------~----

DEFERRED CASES: MAY 28, 1975 

11:40 - D. B. JOHNSON, V-24-74 
A.M. 
The Board again deferred this case until June 3, 1975, to obtain the status 
of the pending site plan in Mr. Reynold's office and any additional lnformatio 
Mr. Smith stated that the Board would try to make a decision one way or the 
other at that time. 

Mr. Runyon stated that there 1s a storm drainage easement that runs down 
through there and a street will probably never be built. 
Mr. Covington agreed. 
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DEFERRED CASE: ROSS M. FEATHERSTON. V-66-75 

The new plats requested by the Board at thabrevious hearing had been received. 
The plats showed the septic field on Lot 19A. The Board questioned whether 
or not he would be able to construct a house on that lot anyway with that 
septic field taking up so much of the land area. 

Mr. Featherston stated that it was his understanding that he had the right 
to place an easement on the property rather than plat it 1n the manner 
presented.to the Board. However. if he should place an easement on the 
property. he would be limited to the building area because he would have 
to set back 75' from the centerline of that easement. 

Mr. Covington stated that this will not eliminate the problem. 

Mr. Smith stated that he did not want to grant a variance and create a lot 
where it will have to come back and ask for another variance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that by creating this lot, it brings this under subdivision 
control. He will have to submit his plat to subdivision for approval. At 
that time the Health Department will have to pass the application. He 
stated that this is a very narrow lot. 

Mr. COVington as the Board requested at the previous hearing, submitted a 
report to the Board of the previous variance tha\ had been granted. He 
stated that there have been five of these lots that have been divided along 
this street. Two of those lots received variances from this Board. 

Mr. Featherston stated that this is a two acre lot. It is one acre zoning. 
It is a narrow lot. 

RESOLUTION 
In application v-66-75 by Ross M. Featherston under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit division of property with less frontage at building 
setback line, 2812 Rugby Road. 45-2«(2))19, County of Fairfax, Virginia. 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board on ~ayt21, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lots is 1.9263 acres. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result 1n practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: 

-- exceptionally narrow lot. 

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

1. This approval is granted for the specific lots indicated in the 
plats included with this application only. and is not' transferable to 
other land. 
2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless subdivision 
approval is completed or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to 
date of expiration. 
3. No further variance will be granted on these lots. 19A and 19B. 
FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 

this Board does not constitute exemption from the requirements of this county. 
The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain 
building permits, non-residential use permit and the like through the estab
lished procedures. 
Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 
The motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. Smith voting No. 
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Mr. Kelley left the meeting at 1:00 P.M. 
AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: 
No.1 
VEPca TYSONS SUBSTATION. SPECIAL USE PERMIT NO. 25485 

The Site Plan Department requested the Board to determine whether or not 
VEPGO could make a couple of minor changes on the plats that had been 
submitted with the original application. They had added several capacity 
banks within the same area of the eXisting facilities. 

It was the decision of the Board to allow this substitution of plats that 
indicates these additional capacity banks. This was a Revised Site Plan 
No. 615-A and was stamped into Design Review on May 7th. 1975, signed 
by D. L. Jones, professional engineer on May 6, 1975. 

II 

No. 2 - MARY ALVIS HARLOW. V-48-75. The Site Plan Department requested 
Board approval on the plats on this case. There was a slight change in 
the configuration of the building. This change did not affect the variance 
that the Board had granted, however. 

It was the Board's decision that these additional plats be approved and 
placed in the file. 

II 

No. 3 - SLEEPY HOLLOW MANOR NURSING HOME --

The Board was in receipt of correspondence and plat from Paul F. Salditt, AlA, 
stating that the ~Rules and Regulations for the Licensure of Convalescent 
and Nursing Homes in Virginian requires a secondary power source for the 
heating system in patient rooms as well as for emergency lighting. This is 
retroactive for all existing nursing homes requiring annual licensure. 
He submitted the drawing of the location of the generator. 

It was the Board's decision to allow this generator to be placed at the 
location on the plats, sUbject to screening and buffering devices. The 
screening is to be approved by the Director of Design Review. 
This motion was made by Mr. Runyon, seconded by Mr. Baker and passed 4 to o. 
Mr. Kelley had left the meeting earlier. 

II 

No.4 - COMMUNITY COVENANT CHURCH OF SPRINGFIELD, S-49-74; Granted June 
19, 1974. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from the church explaining that they had not been 
able to begin construction because of finances. They requested an extension. 

Mr. Baker moved that they be granted an extension of 180 days from 
June 19, 1974. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley had 
left the meeting earlier. 

II 

No. 5 - SANDRA WARD, REQUEST FOR REHEARING, S-35-75, Granted in part on 
April 23, 1975 (Amendment to original SUP) 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Robert Lawrence, attorney with the firm of 
Hazel. Beckhorn and Hanes, requesting the rehearing of this case because 
in the granting in part of this amendment to the original Special Use 
Permit. the Board made changes in the original permit that the applicant 
was not prepared to speak to. She was not aware that other matters other 
than her request for the amendment would be considered and was not prepared 
to present testimony and demonstrative evidence supporting her position 
on these additions and changes that the Board made to her existing Special 
Use Permit. Those being: (1) The maximum number of horses permitted on 
Parcel 15C and Parcel 6 Which is adjacent thereto. (2) The scheduling of 
horse shows. (3) The lighting of riding areas. (4) The maximum number of 
students permitted. (5) The maximum number of students allowed in classes 
at any gi ven time. 
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An Extra Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Tuesday. June 3, 1975. Present: Daniel Smith, 
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph 
Baker and Charles Runyon. Mr. Harvey Mitchell 
and Wallace Covington were present from the Staff. 
Mr. George Barnes was absent. 

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

10:00 - MRS. HAROLD L. BARR, JR., appl. under Section 30-7.2.8.1.1 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit kennel for 100 dogs and 100 cats, 7121 
Bull Run Post Office Road, 64«1»60, (28.403 acres), Centreville 
Dis trlct, (HE-I), s- 82-75. 

Mr. Frank Carter, attorney for the applicant, stated that he had not received 
notice of the hearing in time to notify property owners as required. There
fore, he requested that this case be deferred until June 25, 1975 to give 
him an opportunity to notify the property owners surrounding this property. 

The Board deferred the case until June 25, 1975, at 11:50 a.m. 

II 

10:20 - ANNANDALE SPRINGFIELD COUNTRY DAY SCHOOL, INC., appl. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.3.2 and 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ord. to permit operation 
of private school of general education and day care center, to put 
Special Use Permit in corporate name, to increase number of children 
to 125 and to increase age range to 2 to 12 years, 7152 Woodland 
Drive, 7l-3«7))24A & 25A, Leewood Subd., (80,000 sq. ft.), Annandale 
District, (RE-O.5), s-83-75. 

Mr. Dexter Odin, attorney for the applicant, 4031 Uhivere.itYLDril1e',l Fairfax, 
represented the applicant. He submitted notices to property owners which 
were in order. The contiguous owners were William Bachman, 7125 Braddock 
Road and Billy Granberry. 7148 Woodland Drive. 

Mr. Odin stated that even though they are requesting a change in the owner 
of this school to a corporation, the former owners own the corporation. 
Mrs. Eleanor Roach functions as President and General Manager of the School. 
She is limited now to 81 pupils and they would like to have 125. This 
school has been operated as a school of general education, but they also 
care for children after school until their parents can pick them up. 
The age range now is from 5 to 13. They wish to change that to 2 to 12. 
There is no change in hours anticipated or requested. 

Mr. Odin stated that the main question before the Board is whether this 
increase in enrollment will have a detrimental impact on the adjacent
properties. It 1s true, he stated, that this increase will have an impact 
on traffic conditions, but it will not be as great as might be first 
imagined. Each day. they have an average of 10 p~rc~nt absenteeism, therefore 
8 people are not there. 22 parents have 2 childreft91n the school. This 
reduces by 30 the number of trips per day made to and from the SChool. 
There will be 48 total trips per day rather than 80. This particular school 
is located on Woodland Drive which is designated as a collector street and 
according to the Ordinance could take a much larger school. It 1s located 
not far from Braddock Road, therefore, the impact on the surrounding 
community 1s not great. As far as the impact of noise from these children, 
the property has a berm surrounding it. In other words. the land 1s 
located in a hollow and there is foliage there also. To their knowledge,
there has never been any complaints about the children at play. There is 
in the file a letter of support from the contiguous property owner. Thre 
is also a letter of support from the Department of Welfare and Institutions. 
They did a traffic count to check the number of parents that use Larrlyn 
Drive in the presence of the neighbor Who lives at the intersection of 
Woodland and Larrlyn. This count shows that only 4 parents usedLarrlyn 
during the period of the count. Mrs. Roach has made every effort to prevent 
parents from using this street. He compared this school and its size to 
many pUblic schools which are located in the midst of subdiVisions as it 
relates to traffic. 40% of the younsters are children whose parents are 
school teachers in Fa1rfax County public schools. 
Mr. Smith stated that there are numerous letters in the file in support of 
this application. Many Of these letters are from parents of children in 
this school. 

Mr. Odin stated in answer to Mr. Smith's question, that all the pupils reside 
in Fairfax County in the subdivisions around Springfield and Annandale. 
The furtherest pupil lives in McLean, but the mother works 1n Springfield. 

;'fJ 
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Mr. David Williams, Chairman, Education Committee, North Springfield Civic 
Association, presented a statement to the Board concerning the traffic flow 
on the two streets and recommended that Mrs. Roach urge patrons to use the 
Braddock Road entrance to Woodland Drive in accordance with a previous verbal 
agreement. They also recommended that the BZA set a final limitation on 
student enrollment at 125 to avoid continued annual requests to expand 
enrollment. They urged that Mrs. Roach discuss with representatives of the 
North Springfield Civic Association 1n advance any future improvement or 
alteration of the present physical facilities. 

He stated that the statement was adopted by the Executive Board only, not 
the general membership. 

Mr. Dando, 7018 Larrlyn Drive, representing the immediate neighbors, Troats, 
Gordon~ Schnes, Worshans, and Mericas, spoke in opposition to the increase 
in the number of pupils because of the traffic problems that they have 
along these streets of Woodland and Lar~n and at the intersection of 
these streets with Braddock Road. 

Mr. Bernard Malady, 7209 Braddock Road, stated that originally he had 
opposed this use. At the last hearing, he supported it and the North 
Springfield Civic Association pulled out all stops to oppose it. Since 
that time there haa been a zoning case pending for this area that the 
Civic Association opposed. Mrs. Roach pulled out all involvrnent in that case. 
In return, the Civic Association is not objecting to her application. 
He stated that he did not object to this application, but all the factors 
are the same now as it was at the previous application that would cause 
the Civic Association to oppose it. He did suggest that prOVision be made 
for a traffic light at Woodland Drive and Braddock Road. 

Mr. Smith expained that this was not within the jurisdiction of this Board. 

Mr. Odin spake in rebuttal stating that there are about four people who 
live on Larrlyn Drive who state in letters that are in the file that they 
have no difficulty with the traffic created by this school. The majority
of the parents carpool. If Mrs. Roach subdivided this property With a 
pipestem arrangement, there would be more traffic using Larrlyn than there 
is now. There was a time when Mrs. Roach had 125 pupils per day. That 
number was approved by the Health Department. The Department of welfare 
is saying they need this facility. This is a special school and far exceeds 
any standards that have been imposed by the Health Department. 

The file contained two letters from the Health Department which conflicted 
with each other as to the number of pupils that would be permitted. The 
Board members felt that the case should be deferred until this is clarified. 
Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred until June II, 1975 for decision 
only for the additional information from the Health Department clarifying 
the number of pupils that would be permitted in the school. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 
(This hearing ended at 11:35. 
II 

10:40 - GUNSTON BAPTIST CHURCH, S-84-75 for temporary trailer to be used 
for church activities. 

Harold Kine represented the applicant. He submitted notices which were in 
order. Two contiguous property owners were Aubry Vaughan, 10219 Belmont 
Blvd, Lorton and William Turner, 10220 Gunston Road. 

Mr. Kine stated that two years ago, they applied for a Special Use Permit 
for anew educational building, but they ran into financial problems and 
were not able to begin construction. They would like to use this trailer 
temporarily until they can~build their new building. They will not be 
in that new building for three to five years. The proposed trailer is 8' 
by 40. It is a converted house trailer with aluminum siding. It is on 
loan from the Mt. Vernon Baptist Association ana was used at the Westwood 
Church in Springfield. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 
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RESOLUTION 

In application No. 8-84-75 by Gunston Baptist Church under Section 30-7.2.6.1. ),1 ~ 
11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit temporary trailer to be used for church ~ 
activities, 10226 Gunston Road. 114«1»17, Springfield District. Mr. 
Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. folloWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 3rd day of June, 
1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trs. of Gunston Baptist Church 
2. That the present zoning is RE-2. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.996 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is required. 
6. That the applicant is now operating pursuant to SUP H8-121-73 

granted July 18, 1973. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of tbis"Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. This permit is granted for a period of 5 years. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. 

11:00 - SPRINGFIELD BRANCH, REORGANIZED CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF THE LATTER 
DAY SAINTS, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit addition to existing church, 5610 Inverchapel Road, 79-2 
((3»(3)C, Ravensworth SUbd., (2.55 acres), Annandale District, 
(R-12.5). S-85-75 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Laura Sprague, 5618 Inverchapel Road and Joseph Wise, 5606 Inverchapel Road, 
Springfield, Virginia. 

Mr. Boyd Booth represented the applicant before the Board. He stated that 
this addition will be used as the principal sanctuary for public worship 
services and for social activities of the congregation. The congregation 
numbers about 225, a Branch President (pastor), 2 councilors, secretary, 
treasurer, a suitable number of church school teachers. The addition-will 
be harmonious in architecture with the existing brick structure. They have 
space for 80 parking spaces at present. 

TAre was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition. 
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RESOLUTION 

In application No. 3-85-75 by Springfield Branch, Reorganized Church of 
the Latter Day Saints under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit addition to existing church, 5610 Inverchapel Road, 79-2«3))(3)C. 
county of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local 
newspaper J posting of thefproperty J letters to contiguous and"nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 3rd day of June. 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the fallowing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trs. of the applicant church. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.55 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans sUbmitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or Changes in the plans approved 
by the Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with 
these reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit is obtained. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

11:20 - BONARA W. OVERSTREET, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. 
to permit single family dwelling to be constructed closer to front 
prop. line than allowed by Ord., (30' from front; 45' required) 3405 
Fiddlers Green, 61-1((11))649, Barcroft Lake Shores SUbd., Sect. 7. 
(15,246 sq. ft.), Mason District, (R-17), V-90-75. 

Mrs. Irene Glass. 6618 Dearborn Drive. Falls Church. represented the applicant 
before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Channing Cox) 6330 Waterway Drive and the Grahams) Waterway Drive. 

Mrs. Glass stated in answer to Mr. Smith's question, that the apPlicant had 
owned the property since 1954. She lives next door on Lot 648. She would 
like to sell the SUbject lot to them so they can live there. The lot has 
been in existence since 1951. They have applied for two reasons. (1) The 
lot has an odd shape. It is like a piece of pie across the front and it 
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doesn't make a right angle because the curve flattens out. The topography 
doesn't warrant putting the house back that far. The lot 1s high off the 
street. She submitted photographs of the property to the Board. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, she stated that they have had a contract 
to purchase since 1973 when they applied for a building permit. 

Mr. Runyon stated that his firm prepared the plats and he thought she had 
a plat shoWing the topography. 

Mrs. Glass presented a new plat to the Board showing a different configuration 
for the house and showing the topography. 

Mr. Runyon stated that his firm felt that she should move the house forward 
toward the front of the lot because of the topography. It is a problem that 
will have to addressed no matter who tries to build on the lot. He stated 
that Mrs. Glass is a friend and he knows that this house is for her family 
to live in and not for resale punposes. He stated that he would abstain from 
voting on this case but would answer any questions the Board might have. 
Mr. Kelley stated that he questions this appl1Btion since the apPlication 
was for Mrs. Overstreet and Mrs. Glass actually is going to build the house. 

Mr. Smith stated that he didn't want to get into that. No matter who 
owns the property~ the application is by the owner and real estate assessments 
has verified this. He asked if this is a minimum request or could they cut 
the size of the house. 

Mr. Mitchell stated that all appearances of the application indicated that 
it was an application by Mrs. Overstreet and this lady is acting as her 
agent. 

Mr. Runyon explained that this lot is higher than the street and if they 
put a two story house on this lot. it will stick up in the air 40' They 
picked a rambler because it best suits the lot. That is why the lot has 
remained vacant for so long. It is a problem lot because it is odd shaped 
and has a topography problem also. This is not an outlot. 

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

Mr. Rennenkampf, 3404 Fiddlers Green, spoke in opposition to the application. 
He questioned the statement that was made that there was a 10' dropoff. 

Mr. Runyon stated that actually it is more than 10'. Whre the drop occurs 
is along the sideline where Mrs. Overstreet's lot in development comes up 
against this side line. He showed the Board on the plats. 

Mr. Smith stated that perhaps the Board should take a look at this property. 

Mr. Rennenkampf stated that he did not want to raise an objection provided he 
could have some reasonable assurances that any alternative would be less 
desirable. He stated that he. of course~ didn't know what other solution 
was sought and if this is the only way out. 

Mr. Kelley felt that the house could be turned in order to achieve a minimum 
variance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the more distance they could keep from that property 
line, the better. He stated that he showed 3D' from the front property 
line as being the minimum because that is what the cluster development of 
the property woUd allow. This would be a minimum request to afford the 
maximum relief on the impact on Lot 651. There are other houses in this 
subdivision that have variances because of the steep topography in that 
subdivision. 

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant's house should be built closer to the 
present house of the applicant on Lot 648 and move it away from Lots 650 
and 651. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred to give the applicant a chance to 
work something out on relocating the proposed house and to give the Board a 
chance to view it. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Runyon 
abstained. The case was set for June l8~ 1975. Wednesday for decision only.
Mr. Barnes was absent. 
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11:40 - RHOA DAY CAMP. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ord. to 
permit day camp for 60 children. 9 A.M. to 3:30 P.M. weekdays, 
June 23 to August 22. 11300 Baron Cameron Avenue. 17-2((1))3, (part 
of 1200 acre parcel), Centreville District, (RE-2), S-93-75. 

Mr. Harvey Horrman, 1930 Isaac Newton Square, Reston, Virginia. with the 
Reston Homeowners Association represented the applicant. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Crippens, 11000 Baron Cameron Avenue and Cricher, 115 Monroe Street, Herndon. 
Virginia. 

Mr. Hoffman stated that they plan to have a maximum of 60 children at any 
one time. This has been approved by the Health Department providing they 
do not operate the camp at the same time as the Community Pre-School which 
presently occupies the building. They plan to operate only in the sununer 
when the Community Pre-School does not operate. 

Mr. Smith suggested the application be amended to read: Reston Homeowner's 
Association. trading as. RHOA DAY CAMP~ 

There were several letters in the file in support or the application. two 
of Which were from the contiguous property owners. Mrs. Martha Pennino, 
Supervisor. Centreville District, also wrote a letter in support of the 
application. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-93-75 by Reston Homeowners Association. T/A RHOA DAY CAMP 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ord. to permit a summer day camp 
for 60 chUdren, 11300 Baron Cameron Avenue, 17-2((1))3, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
Resolution: 
WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by, advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on June 3, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is John Hancock Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-2. 
3. That the area of the lot is the area immediately around Browns Chapel. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions or law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance 

with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
or operati-on 

3. This approval is granted for the building and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
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SHALL BE POSTED 1n a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. The number of children shall not exceed 60. ages 5-12 years. 
7. The hours of operation are 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through 

Friday from June through August. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

DEFERRED CASE: June 3. 1975 

ROBERT W. GREEN, V-65-75 (Der. from May 21, 1975 for decision only and to 
allow appl. to be present to justify his request under the Ord. & viewing) 
The contractor was present. The applicant was not. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he had viewed the property and could not see the 
hardship involved under the Zoning Ordinance. 

Mr. Smith stated that this application request has not been justified. 

Mr. Lucci, -the contractor, stated that the hardship is the need for the 
carport. 

Mr. Smith stated that that cannot be considered under the Ordinance. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-65-75 by Robert W. Green under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit enlarging carport closer to side property line than 
allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, 4206 Adrienne Drive. Sulgrave Manor SUbd .• 
110-1«11))26, Mt. Vernon District, County of Fairfax, Mr. K~lley moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing held on the 21st day of May, 1975 and 
deferred to June 3, 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 22,124 sq. ft. 
4. That the request is for a variance 5.7' to the requirement of 15'. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the 
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

DEFERRED CASE: June 3, 1975 
D. B. JOHNSON, V-24-74, Deferred from 4-24-74, 5-8-74, 6-19-74 and again 
6-28-7~. for additional information. 
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RESOLUTION 
In application No. V-24-74 by D. B. Johnson under Section 30-6.60f the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit building to be erected closer to front property 
line than allowed by Ordinance, 2800 Juniper Street, 49-1«1))29, Providence 
District. County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 24th day of 
April, 1974 and deferred to sUbsequent dates and a decision made this 
3rd day of June, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is I-L. 
3. That the area of the bt is 0.476 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or- unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to 0. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

DEFERRED CASE: June 3, 1975 
JANE C. BURSENOS. v-183-74 j Deferred January 15, 1975 to allow applicant 
to bring about compliance with the Zoning Ordinance. 

The Zoning Inspector sent a note to the Board stating that the fence is 
in compliance as of 5-27-75. 

The Board dismissed this case with prejudice. 

The Board again discussed the definition of "one- chair beauty shopu and 
the number of dryers that should be allowed under that use. 

Mr. Smith suggested that the Board instead of saying how many dryers would 
be allowed should say how many people would be allowed on the premises at 
anyone time. 

The Board did not reach a decision and deferred this problem again for further 
thought and study. 

H 
Mr. Baker moved th~the minutes of May 21. 1975 be approved. Mr. Kelley 
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seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

I II 

The meeting adjourned at 1:10 P.M. 

II 

I o the 

Submitted to the Board on June 16, 1975 

Board of Zoning Appeals 

APPROVED June 18, 1975 
DATE 
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At a Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Held in the Board Room of the Massey BUilding 
on Wednesday, June 11, 1975, all members were 
present. Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice
Chairman; Joseph Baker; George Barnes; and Charles 
Runyon. Mr. Wallace Covington and Mr. Harvey 
Mitchell were present from the Staff. 

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10:00 - CHARLES W. & JOAN N. SANDERS. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ord .• v-87-75 

Mr. Sanders testified before the Board. Notices to property owners were 
submitted and were in order. The contiguous owners were Robert Wilcox, 
Lot 19A. 3605 Landon Court. Fairfax and Emery Donelson, 9116 Southwick Street, 
Fairfax. Virginia. 

Mr. Sanders gave the reasons why he needed the carport. However. the Chairman 
told him that these were not proper Justifications under the Ordinance. 

It was determined that the applicant did have a hardship under the Ordinance. 
The location of the existing house prohibited him from making any additions 
at any other location on his property. It is a corner lot with setbacks 
of 30' from both streets. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Sanders presented letters from the property owners stating that they have 
no objection to his request. 

RESOLUTION 

In application No. V-87-75 by Charles W. and Joan N. Sanders under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of addition closer to 
side property line than allowed by Ordinance (14.6' from line; 20' required). 
9120 Southwick Street, 58-2«12))20A. County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 11th day of June, 
1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 20.998 sq. ft. 
4. That the request is for a variance of 5.4 feet to the requirement. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: 

(a) unusual location of existing buildings. 

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

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

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

3. The architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall be 
compatible with existing dwelling. 
FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that this granting does not constit 
exemption from the various requirements of this county. He shall be responsib 
for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits and the like through 
the established procedures. 
Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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10:15 - FRANCIS E. & BRIDGET H. VISCOUNT. v-88-75. request to permit 
construction of addition closer to side property I1ne than allowed 
by Ord. 

Mr. Viscount testified before the Board. He submitted notices which were 
1n order. Mrs. Viscount certified that she had obtained the signatures. 
The contiguous property owners were L. R. Huber. 1017 Fowler Street and 
Charles McIntosh, 1015 Fowler Street. They had 5 contiguous property 
owners and all of them that had signed the notices had stated that they had 
no objection to this application. 

Mr. Viscount's justification was quite lengthy and his statement can be found 
in the file. HIs house was built around 1894. A small addition was made 
1n 1954 and another addition was made in 1940. The house is on a moderately 
steep lot. Because of the subdivision of the property since 1894. the house 
has become located in a corner of the lot and there does not remain 
sufficient land to build unless a variance is granted. The slope of the 
lot and the existing construction and design of the house make bUilding an 
addition practical only on the southwest side of the house. 

He stated that the architectural detail will be similar to the existing 
house. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. v-88-75 by Francis E. & Bridget H. Viscount under 
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition closer to side 
line than allowed by theZoning Ordinance (6.5' in lieu of required 10') 
7135 Ellison Street. 40-3«14»2. Providence District. County of Fairfax. 
Mr. Runyon moved that th1Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to th~Ublic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on June 11. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owners of the SUbject property are the applicants. 
2. That the present zoning is R-IO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13.932 sq. ft. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretaion of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the 
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

Ca) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 
(b) unusual condition of the location of existing buildings. 

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

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

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

3. The architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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10:30 - WILLIAM J. & NATALIE A. KECK, appl. under Sect. 30-6.6 to permit 
enclosure of carport to garage closer to side prop. line than 
allowed by Ord., V-89-75 

Mr. KEck submitted notices to the Board which were in order. The contiguous 
owners were Mr. and Mrs. William Austin, 1920 Miracle Lane, Falls Church 
and Rance Hornsby, 1912 Miracle Lane, Falls Church, Virginia. 

Mr. Keck stated that he has a steep driveway which rises 15 to 20 percent 
in its 45' length. As a result it is unsafe to park on that driveway. 
The existing carport is only 12.2' and he wants to add to that carport and 
make it into a full sized garage that will be usable. The house is 
approximately 2 years old. The other houses in the area are not similar. 
This is the only house on Miracle Lane with a carport. All the other 
houses have two car garages. This lot probably 1s narrower than the other 
lots. A lot of the other houses have the garages underneath in the 'basement 
area. 

There was a letter in the file in support of the application from a contiguous 
neighbor, Mr. William L. Austin. 

Mr. Smith stated that it meets the minimum requirement of 8' on both sides. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. V-89-75 by William J. and Natalie A. Keck under Section 
30-6.6 of. the Zoning Ord. to permit enclosure of carport to garage closer to 
side property line than allowed by Ord. (9.1' and total of 19' j 8 1 and total 
of 24 1 required), 1918 Miracle Lane, 40-1«(9))34, Dranesville District, 
Southampton Forest SUbd., County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved tha~the Board 
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on June II, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owners of the property are the applicants. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11,600 sq. ft. 
4. That the request is for a minimum variance. 

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

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

(a) exceptionally narrow lot. 

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

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

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

3. That the architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition 
shall be compatible with existing dwelling. 

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

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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Began at 10:50 A.M. 
10:40 - PET-A-PET FARMS PARK. INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.8.1.4 of Ord. 

to permit a petting zoo, picnic area. parking and related facilities. 
east side of Hunter Mill Road, approx. 1200' south of Baron Cameron 
Ave .• 18-1«1))4. (11.86 acres). Centreville District. (RE-I). 
S-91-75 

Marc E. Bettius. attorney for the applicant, 9401 Lee Highway. Fairfax, 
represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notioes to property owners were 1n order. The contiguous owners were 
Dorothea L. Torreyson. 1306 Hunter Mill Road, Vienna and Irving Adler. 
Trustee. 4101 Cathedral Avenue, N.W., Washington. ,D. C. 

Mr. Smith stated that since there were numerous people in the Board room to 
speak on this case, he would limIt the applicant and those in support to 
25 minutes with 5 minutes for the applicant to rebut any opposition and 
30 minutes to the opposition. 

Mr. Mack S. Crippen. Jr. formed this corporation for this endeavor because 
of his interest in animals. He is also interested in children and the 
natural desire of children to be around animals. He is interested in 
wholesome recreation for both children and adults. He started Lake 
Fairfax that is now qwned and operated by the Fairfax County Park Authority. 

Mr. Bettius's statement in the file indicated that this "petting ZOOIl will 
include both the indoor and outdoor display of animals. Additionally, 
a picnic area is planned for the rear portion of the property. They will 
provide toilet facilities for this picnic area since it is removed from the 
main area. The hours of operation will be 7:00 a.m. through 9:00 p.m .• 
seven days a week. twelve months a year. Mr. Bettius later stated to the 
Board that they might not be able to operate every day because of the 
limitation placed on them by the Health Department. The Health Department 
in their report stated that they could have 50 visitors a day and two 
full time employees because of the sewage disposal system. They do hope 
to put in another sewage disposal system and as a rough estimate hope that 
they could then have 400 visitors per day. He stated that he understood 
that they would have to come back to the Board for this additbnal number 
if the Board can only approve 50 now. 

Mr. Bettius stated that the method of disposal of the waste would be to spread 
it over the other acreage that Mr. Crippen now has his animals on. This 
will fertilize the crops that will provide the feed for the animals. 
They plan to employ about 12 to 15 children to work in this "zoo". He 
stated that they do not plan to advertise this facility on the radio or t.v. 
Therefore. they do not expect a problem with the parking that they plan 
to provide for 40 cars. 

Mr. Bettius had the two veterinarians there to speak to the Board about the 
care that Mr. Crippen gives his animals. However, the Chairman stated that 
that testimony would not be necessary. The Board has to consider the 
impact of the total use on the surrounding area and consider the application 
according the standards for Special Use Permits uses' in R Districts. 

Mr. Bettius stated that the people who live adjacent to this property have 
no opposition to this appl1Rtion. He submitted photographs of the animals. 
The largest landowner in the area is Mr. Crippen. He owns 600 acres. 
He stated that Mr. Crippen plans no new construction for this facility. 

There were 16 people present in the Board Room who indicated that they 
supported this application. 

Lisa Bettius,daughter of Marc Bettius, spoke in support of the animals being 
on display at this location. She stated that all the animals are well kept 
and well fed and it is very educational for children to be able to have 
close contact with these animals. 

Joyce Bowen. President of the Reston Community Association, and neighbor 
living within a stone's throw of the SUbject property. spoke in support of 
this application both for the Assodation and for herself. 

Eric ShUltz, 1518 Eric Court. Reston, a youngster who works at this property, 
spoke about how children could learn from these animals. 

Mr. Bettius stated that they could and would comply with the recommendations 
of the Staff, Health Department, Animal Warden and Federal authorities. 
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Pat Weisel, President of the Great Falls Citizens' Association~ spoke in 
opposition to this application. She stated that there is already a 
sufficient amount of commercial zoning in this corridor and this will set 
a precedent.for more commercial ventures. 

Mr. Kunkle, property owner one-fourth mile from the edge of the SUbject 
property. spoke in opposition. His reasons were mainly that he felt this 
would be similar to a camel's nose being stuck in an Arab's tent. Pretty 
soon the Arab would be out and the camel in. He didn't want to see this 
commercial venture brought into this residential area. He stated that the 
traffic along this road is dangerous. It is dangerous to make a left hand 
turn onto Baron Cameron Road. This establishment will generate much more 
traffic than is there already and it is already bad. He stated that the 
refuse from all these animals would bring about an unsanitary condition. 
He stated that the way Mr. Crippen cleaned out his new barn with a fire hose 
which washed down into a pond was very unhealthy and unsanitary because it 
caused a lot of flies. It also was very smelly even for him one-fourth 
~le~Q' 

Mr. Barnes stated that he felt the Health Department would be the one to 
control the disposal of the waste from the animals. 

Mrs. Wolf, 1453 Hunter Mill Road. from the Crowell's Corner Community 
Association ,consisting of 50 families. spoke in opposition because of the 
increase in traffic and~e felt this would pave the way for future commercial 
development. 

Mrs. Carver. Co-Chairman of the Upper Potomac Area 3 PLUS Task Force, spoke 
in OPposition. She stated that this use would be in violation to the AREA 
3 Plan that has been passed by the Fairf~ County Planning Commission and 
a motion of intent to adopt passed by the~oard of Supervisors in its markup 
session. She also spoke b~ the danger of having wild animals on the property. 

Mr. Runyon asked her where she felt a facility sllchas this should go. 

She suggested that it should go in the Pohick area of Area 3 where there is 
a lot of undeveloped land. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not see where the impact of 50 visitors per day 
would be. He stated that he was at a loss to see the commercial nature of 
this. Lake Fairfax has a much greater impact than this would. This is an 
allowed use in a residential area. This Board has to see if it meets the 
standards for Special Use Permit uses in R Districts. If it does, it is 
permitted. He stated that the impact for this use which requires a Special 
Use Permit is not as great as 'The Green Scene', a plant nursery Which is 
down the road. That is allowed by right. Mr. Crippen could open up one 
of those tomorrow. 

Mrs. R. A. Bradaman. 8805 Edward Gibbs Road, Deputy Director of the Animal 
Board, spoke in opposition to this type operation which she stated causes 
the proliferring of these type animals which could be dangerous to humans. 

Mr. Bettius spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that the waste 
from the animals for this use would only be 1 percent of that of the diary 
barn operation that Mr. Crippen had there at one time. They do not~an 

to have a pet shop where they sell animals. That has been deleted from 
the application. 

Mr. Smith stated that it hasn't been deleted from the plats before th~oard. 
Mr. Bettius marked out those two words on the plats before the Board. 
Mr. Smith stated that the Board would have to have new plats before making 
a decision. 

Mr. Bettius submitted a list of the animals that they p.o~.h~etG He, . 
stated that they do have two lion cabs on the property at the present time 
and will have them until November. They are on loan from the Lincoln Park 
Zoo. Mr. Smith stated that the lion cubs would not be allowed. He asked that 
they be deleted from the list. 
The list stated: 26 goats (14 babies). 3 baby pigs. 16 sheep (11 babies) 
95 ducks (40 babies), 75 chickens (50 chicks), 40 rabbits. 20 guinea birds, 
5 peacocks, 3 ponies (1 mare and 1 foal). 2 sicilian donkies, 1 mule, 10 
llamas (3 babies). for a total of 250 domestic animals. They have 23 wild 
animals: 1 gibbon, 1 C. monkey, 14 wallabies. 4 Rhea, 3 Emu. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question. he stated that the ultimate size of this 
facility would be determined by the confines of what they can do with the 
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PET A PET FARM PARK, INC. (continued) 

septic field. They could expand the parking lot. 

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred until next Wednesday. June 18. 
1975 for decision only and for a copy of the lease, new plats, and for the 
Board members to analysize what fuas been said. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. Runyon stated that from the opposition's standpoint. they could submit 
any additional written information that they might have speaking more to 
the facts that the Chairman read earlier regarding the standards for 
Special Use Permit uses in R Districts. If those were in by Monday, the 
Board members would have time to digest them by Wednesday. 

II 

11:00 - ROLAND P. & PAULINE GALLEY, appl. under Section 30-6.6 to permit 
addition closer to front property line. V-92-75 

Mrs. Galley presented notices to the Board which were in order. The contiguou 
property owners were Mrs. Rene Thirion. 6422 Waterway Drive. Falls Church 
and Connie E. Smith. 3504 Farm Hill Drive. Falls Church. Virginia 22044. 

Mrs. Galley's justification was that their lot is on a corner and is an 
irregular shape. The depth of the rear is very narrOw and also steep. In 
addition. by putting the addition to the house on the side proposed, they 
can follow the architectural design of the eXisting house. 

There was no one present to speak in favor or in opposition. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-92-75 by Roland P. and Pauline Galley under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to be constructed closer to front 
property line allowed by Ordinance (45.7' from front line; 50' required). 
6420 Waterway Drive. 61-1(11»421. Mason District. County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 
WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and:1a public hearing by the Board held June 11. 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owners of the property are the applicants. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 26,897 sq. ft. 
4. That the request is a minimum variance. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result 1n practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of thelot, 
(b) exceptional topographic problems of th~and. 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the application 1s granted with the 
following limitations: 

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of exp1rat 

3. Architecture and materials shall be compatible with existing dwelling. 
FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that this granting does not con
stitute exemption from the requirements of this county. He shall be responsib 
for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits and the like through 
the established procedures. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 
The motion passed 5 to O. 
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11:15 - BEACON DAY CARE, INC., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ord. to 
permit day care center for 50 children. 7 a.m. to 6 p.m., weekdays, 
ages 2-5 years, 6511 Richmond Hwy., 93-1((1))27. (2.565 acres), 
Mt. Vernon District, (R-lO), S-94-75. 

Mary Oldman, Director of the School, submitted notices which were in order. 
The contiguous property owners were the Sheltons, 6508 Hillside Lane and 
Penn Daw Garden Apartments, 1424 Laburnan Street, McLean. Virginia. 

Mrs. Oldman stated that this facility would be on the second floor of the 
Groveton Baptist Church. She will be assisted by Mrs. Scott who is presently 
working in a well established nursery school with four year olds. They 
will not provide bus service. The facility will serve the Beacon Hill, 
Groveton, Bucknell, Belleview, Belle Haven, Hybla Valley, and Pen Daw area. 
They have a one year lease with the Church and expect to continue to have 
their day care facility there for years to come. 

The Staff Report indicated that a number of the eXisting parking spaces are 
non-conforming as to the specific reqUirement for Group VI regarding setback, 
as well as to the requirement that th1. parking lot have a dustless surface. 
The Health Department reports that thepuilding is adequate for a total of 
120 children for 4 or more hours daily. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. S-94-75 by Beacon Day Care. Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit day care center for 50 children. 7 a.m. 
to 6 p.m., weekdays, on property located at 6511 Richmond Hwy. 93-1((1))27, 
County of Fairfax, Mt. Vernon District, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board on June II, 1975, and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Trs. of Groveton Baptist Church. 
2. That the present zoning is R-lO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.565 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board approval, shall constitute a violation of the condition 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this 
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with 
these reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit is obtained. 
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BEACON DAY CARE CENTER (continued) 

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

6. Hours of operation: 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.) Monday through Friday, 12 months 
per year. 

7. Number of children not to exceed 50, ages 2 years to 5 years. 
8. This permit is to run for One (1) year with the Zoning Administrator 

being empowered to extend the Permit upon presentation of a new lease 30 
days prior to the expiration of this Permit. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

June 11, 1975. 
DEFERRED CASE -- GERALD MALOVANY, v-68-75 (Deferred from May 21, 1975 for 
new plats and to give members a chance to view property) 

The plats had been submitted in accordance with the Board's request. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-68-75 by Gerald M. Malovany under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit apPlicant to construct a dining room and 
adjoining deck 9.6' from side line, 7800 Holmes Run Drive, 59-2({8){5)9.
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 21st day of May, 1975 
and deferred to June 11, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the sUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 10,800 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally narrow lot. 

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motton. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

-----------------------------------------~----------------------------------
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DEFERRED CASE: 

JOHN L. HANSON, V-80-75 (Deferred from May 28, 1975 for new plats, to find 
out why the lot was created and why the previous variance request was 
denied. ) 

The Staff did not have the file of the previous application where the variance 
was denied. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he had not had an opportunity to get together with the 
Staff. The variance was applied for by Mr. Thurman who owned the property 
at that time. There was inadequate evidence presented. 

Mr. Michael Valentine, representing Mr. Barker, the contiguous property 
owner, spoke in opposition to this application. He stated that Mr. Barker 
was present on this same type variance request for this property two years 
ago. He stated that he has a plat that lists the SUbject lot as an Outlot. 
He stated that the reason the Board denied this case two years ago was 
Mr. Thurman was the one Who participated in the original submission of the 
subdivision plats. He SUbmitted a copy of that plat showing the subject 
lot as an Outlot to the Board. He also presented a Petition from six of 
the residents on Hideway Road requesting that the variance request be denied. 
He stated that he believes that Mr. Hanson worked with Oxford Properties 
and was aware of the problems with this lot at the time he purchased it. 
He stated that he also believed that the property was given to Mr. Hanson 
as payment for attorney's fees in the subdivision. He stated in answer 
to Mr. Baker's question, that his client.Mr. Barker,lives on the adjacent 
lot. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred for one week because he would 
like for the Board to read the minutes on the previous variance request. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

II 

DEFERRED CASE: JUNE II, 1975 
ANNANDALE-SPRINGFIELD COUNTRY DAY SCHOOL, S-83-75 (Deferred from 6-3-75 for 
additional information from the Health Department) 

Mr. Dexter Odin was present representing the applicant. 

The :Information from the Health Department was not available. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he had asked the Staff to do a traffic count for this 
school. 

Mr. Odin agreed to a deferral of another week. The Board deferred the 
case until June 18, 1975 for decision only and hopefully the additional 
infornlation. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: JUNE 11, 1975 

1. THE ENTERPRISE OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA, Request for Out of Turn Hearing. 

In the letter requesting this hearing, the applicant stated that they had 
been operating during the past year with 10 children. Mr. Smith stated 
that he did not recall the Board granting a Special Use Permit. He asked 
the Staff to deternline where they had been operating and get a copy of 
their Special Use Pernlit, if they have one. 

The Board deferred a decision on this request until June 18, 1975. 

2. STEPHEN W. POURNARAS, V-264-75, Request for extension. 

Mr. Pournaras requested this extension based on problems he had had hooking 
up to the public sewer. 

The Board requested the Staff to get a clarification on the status of his 
sewer permit. 

3. BERNIE COX~-Zoning Inspector Lenn Koneczny asked the Board to clarify 
their motion granting this Special Use Permit to Mr. Cox for a riding
facility. The motion reads: Hours of operation, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday. However, another Zoning Inspector, Mr. Atlee 
brOUght a problem to the Board back in 1974 asking for a clarification on 
this limitation on hours. At that time and at the present, the neighbors 
were complaining because Mr. Cox was bringing in a trailer and truck to pick 
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BERNIE COX (continued) 

up the ponies around 7:00 a.m. 1n the morning and bringtng them back late at 
night. This truck had an amusement type ride attached to it and then the 
pony van behind that. Mr. Cox's operation 1s to take amusement rides and 
ponies out into an area for the day. He stores these rides at this location 
that is under Special Use Permit. His employees report to work around 
7:00 a.m. They park on the cul-de-sac or in the street. He has put up a 
gate. so they can't get into his property to park. He has been maintaining 
about 30 horses on his property. The complaints have been continuous and 
nwnerous. 

Mr. Barnes suggested that he be brought back to the Board. 

Mr. Koneczny stated that the Zoning Enforcement Office has not issued him 
a violation yet because of the confusion regarding the hours of operation. 
At the time Mr. Atlee brought this question to the Board, the Board felt 
that the picking up of the ponies was not within the purvue of the Board 
and that this would be allowed. 

Mr. Smith stated that he shouldn't drop the horses on the street to begin 
with. That is certainly not permitted. The loading and unloading should 
be on the premises. He stated that the Board should allow him to pick up 
the horses at 7:00 a.m .• but they should be picked up on his property and 
not the street. 

Mr. Koneczny stated that Mr. Cox does not have what the Board has been 
granting as a riding stable. He has two boarders. He does not instruct. 
He just uses this property for his horses and then takes the horses 
elsewhere for the rides." 

Mr. Smith stated that unless Mr. Cox could get rid of the noise factor and 
the loading and unloading on the premises, the Board will have to re-evaluate 
the Special Use Permit. 

he feels that 
Mr. Runyon stated thaVMr. Cox doesn't need a Special Use Permit for the 
activity as Mr. Koneczny has described it. 

Mr. Kelley stated that Mr. Cox is getting a monetary value for the use of 
the horses. He inquired about the trucks that have the rides on them. 

-;and could not do this by right.
Mr. Koneczny stated that the trucks have the rides mounted to the beds of 
the vehicles. He will drive the truck and the horse van behind the truck 
onto the property. He leaves it all hooked up and that is the way he gets 
around the Limitation in the Resolution granting the Special Use Permit 
that says that he will have no storing of these amusement ride8:~on the 
property. 

The Board instructed Mr. Koneczny to give Mr. Cox a violation notice and 
if it isn't cleared up, the Board will have to take further action. 

5. SEVEN CORNERS DAY CARE CENTER, ACCA DAY CARE CENTER 

Mr. Mitchell submitted to the Board for the Board's review an application 
that had been submitted to the Staff. This application had the plats that 
had been submitted when the Church was constructed. The plats did not 
show the setbacks to the parking or the dimensions of the building. The 
school did not propose to make any changes in the property. 

It was the Board's decision that the applicant would have to submit revised 
plats conforming to the Board's requirements for new applications. The 
Board suggested that since the parking probably would not be within the 
Group VI requirements for setbacks, the school could propose to use the 
parking area 1n back of the church. That area would comply with the Group 
VI requirement. 

6. HAPPY INN MOTEL, 3-114-73 

The applicant wished to delete the pool and some of the decorative items 
that had been on the plat originally when the applicant came before the 
Board. 

The Board asked for new plats showing these deletions and also an explanation 
of why they wanted to remove these items. 

They deferred decision on this request until June 18, 1975. 

II The dZeting adjourned at 1:45 with no 

By~an~ C. 4Ke~ :Cc~ Q~Submitted June 16, 1975 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

APPROVED__"J"un::.e~1,"8ii·W1'f-9.!.7,,-5 _ 
(DATE) 



The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held in th~oard Room of the Massey BUilding 
on Wednesday, June 18, 1975. Present: Daniel Smith, 
Chairmanj Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker; 
George Barnes; and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell 
and Wallace Covington were present from the Staff. 

The meeting was opened with 

10:00 - ROBERT E. DETIENNE, under Sect. 
front porch overhang closer to 
by Ord., (38.4' from front, 40' 

a prayer by Mr. Barnes. 

30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to permit 
front property line than allowed 
required), V-95-15 

Mr. Detienne presented notices to the Board which were in order. The contiguo s 
property owners were Robert McGraw, 8525 Acorn Circle, Vienna, Virginia and 
Mrs. Barbara H. Wilson, owner of the property at 8531 Acorn Circle, Vienna, 
Virginia. 

The reason for his needing the variance is because of the arc of the 
cul-de-sac which creates an irregular front in that there are various 
distances from the front of the house to the road. The lot is shaped 
irregularly and the placement of the house is not parallel with the street. 
He purchased the house in 1961 and is the original owner. He plans to continu 
to live there and this construction is for the benefit of his family and not 
resale purposes. He plans to construct with materials that are similar to 
the existing house. 

Mr. Detienne presented letters from the contiguous property owners stating 
that they have no objection to this request. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-95-75 by Robert E. Detienne under Section 30-6.6 of the Zonin 
Ordinance to permit posts for front porch closer to front property line 
than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, 8527 Acorn Circle, 49-l«9))(N)23, Cen
treville District, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board on June 18, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13,762 sq. ft. 
4. That the request is for a minimum variance of 1.6' to the requirement 

of 40'. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the apPlicant has'·satisfied the Board that the following physical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

a. irregular shape of the lot. 
b. location of existing bUilding. 

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expirat on. 
FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that this granting does not con
stitute exemption from the requirements of this county. The applicant shall 
be responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits, 
residential use permit and the like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had 
not yet arrived. 
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10:15 - FAIRFAX COUNTY YWCA appl. under Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.3 to permit change 
in operator. change 1n hours to 9:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M. weekdays, and 
increase number of children to 44, 8-96-75 

Jean Berg represented the applicant. Notices were 1n order. The contiguous 
ppoperty owners were John J. SUllivan, 6701 Pine Creek. McLean and Stephen 
S. Boynton. 1955 Poole Lane, McLean. 

She stated that a school has been operating under 8-53-70 1n the Westmoreland 
Baptist Church since April 21, 1970. This school was operated as a nursery 
school for 30 children. The YWCA took over this operation some time ago, 
but wasp not aware that they had to get a new Special Use Permit. As soon 
as they found that they were in violation. they immediately filed. The 
Health Department has approved this nursery school for 44 children. The 
children are divided into different classrooms. They have ~ people on the 
Staff. They do not transport any of the children. They are transported 
by parent carpool. 

There was no one to speak in favor or 1n opposition. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. 3-96-75 by Fairfax county YWCA under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit change in operator, change in hours to 
9:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M. weekdays, and increase number of children to 44 for 
existing nursery school. 1988 Kirby Road. 40-2«1))48, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
neWspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on June 18. 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Trs. of Westmoreland Baptist Church. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 7.32 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the folloWing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) Whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without" this Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of 
the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The hours of operation are from 9:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M .• Monday through 
Friday during the school year. 

7. The number of children are 44, ages 5 mo. to 5 years. 
Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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10:30 - FRANCONIA VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT INC., appl. under8ection 
30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to existing fire 
station, 6300 Beulah Street, 8-97-75. 

Mr. William Walters presented notices to the Board which were in order. The 
contiguous owners were Olivet Episcopal Church, 6107 Franconia Road and 
Marion Huffman, 6312 Beulah Street, Alexandria, Virginia. 

The applicant presently is operating pursuant to Special Use Permit No. S-74-7 
granted June 13, 1973 for a fire station. Mr. William Walters stated that 
this addition is for the sleeping quarters of the firemen, the kitchen and 
the training center. They plan to use the same type materials as is in the 
existing bUilding, block and brick. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-97-75 by Franconia Volunteer Fire Dept., Inc. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Zoning Ord to permit additbn to existing fire station, 630 
Beulah Street. 81-3«5))20&21, Lee District, Co. of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners and a pUblic hearing by this Board held on June 18, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RB-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.6065 acres. 
4. That the applicant operates a fire station pursuant to SUP No. S-74-73 

gran~ed June 13, 1973. 
5. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
6. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is requirea. 

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

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the application is granted With the 
following limitations: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in tqe plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without 
this Board1's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Permit does not constitute an exemption from the 
various legal and established procedural requirements of this County and State 
The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these requirements. 
This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. Landscaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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10:45 - JAMES RABER appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit addition clos 
to front property lines than allowed by Ord. (43' from line along 
Elba Road, 40' from line along Davenport St. J 45' required), 7-800 
Davenport St., 102-1«(20»9, ~22J315 sq.ft.), Mt. Vernon District, 
(R-17), V-98-75 ' 

Mrs. Raber presented notices which were 1n order. The contiguous owners 
were Robert Wachter, 7802 Daverport Street and James Stromayer, 7804 Elba 
Road. 

Mrs. Raber stated that the Park land runs directly behind their property, so 
their only contiguous neighbor who would be affected would be Mr. Stromayer. 

M~&. Raber's main justification was the fact that they are on a corner lot 
and the existing house does not set parallel to the property lines on the lot. 
IN addition, there is a fa±rly steep slope in the back of their house that 
would preclude the addition being constructed there. 

Messrs. Kelley and Smith felt that this addition was double the size of the 
existing house. They felt that the applicant would have reasonable use of 
their land without encroaching on the setbacks. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mrs. Raber stated that this addition is 
for a studio and dark room and study. There will also be a master bedroom 
and an extension of the present bath. This house has no basement and no 
garage. Her family consists of she and her husband at the present 
time. Her husband is a Naval architect and she is a teacher. They hired 
a professional architect to plan this addition. They wanted the addition 
to be aestheically pleasing to the neighborhood and one that would fit 
their needs. Art is her hobby she stated. She stated that other variances hav 
been granted in her neighborhood. 
Mr. Barnes asked her to go back to the architect and try to work out a plan 
that would make construction of this additbn possible without a variance. 
He told her that this Board is not here to deny them the use of their property 
hewever, this must be a reasonable use. The justification for the variance 
mUst be due to topographical problems or physical problems with the land. 

Mr. Smith added that the Board could only grant a minimum variance that 
would permit the applicant the reasonable use of the land. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this is only a 12 and one-half foot wide addition and 
it runs the full length of the existing house. The architect's plans before 
the Board do not show the roof overhang on the existing house, but the plans 
Mrs. Raber presented to the Board shows that. This is a minor variance in 
the front. 

Mr. Runyon stated that in light of the discussion he would move to defer this 
and give the applicant a chance to reevaluate their plans. He moved that 
this be placed on the July 9th Agenda for decision only or additional 
information if they wis~ t9 provide it. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not feel there was a hardship here. He stated 
that he would support the deferral only to see if the applicants can do 
this without a variance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that that was the purpose of his motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

11;00 - INTERNATIONAL TOWN AND COUNTRY CLUB, INC. appl. under Section 
30-7.6.2.1.1 of Ord. to permit relocation of fertilizer and equipment 
building and to permit mobile office for use by tennis pro and for 
storing and sale of tennis wares, 13200 Lee Jackson Hwy., 35«1»106 & 
45-1«1»11, (240.87 acres), Centreville District. (RE-l). S-99-75. 

Mr. Robert Kohlhaas, attorney for the applicant, submitted noticea to the 
Board which were in order. The contiguous owners were Chantilly Farms Ltd. 
Pa~tnership. cia Mr. Swann, 10604 Warwick Avenue, Fairfax and Roland C~ 
Morris. P.O. Box 4, Chantilly, Virginia. 

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that because of the drainage problems,thay had to make 
some minor readjustments in the hcation of the fertilizer and equipment 
building. This was minor and they did not seek to have this approved. 
However, when the application for the tennis pro's office was SUbmitted, 
the Zoning Office suggested that they also request permission to relocate 
these buildings. 

~ 
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The area surrounding these buildings is completely wooded and they are not 
visible from the road or from anyplace else on the property unless one 
comes right down to that location. One of the sheds is already there. It 
was moved from the road back there, but the metal shed for the equipment 
has not yet been constructed. 

They propose to use the mobile trailer for an office for the tennis pro. 
This is located adjacent to the tennis courts. The tennis pro will handle 
his appointments and book work and also sell tennis balla, rackets, etc. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Kohlhaas stated that they are now 
using this trailer 

Mr. Smith told him that they have no right to use this trailer before this 
Permit is granted or before all the IDspect10ns have been made and the 
Non-Residential Use Permit has been issued. 

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that he would assume some inspections have been made 
because a County Inspector found they were in violation. 

In answer to Mr. Ke~ley's question, Mr. Kohlhaas stated that there are no 
sanitary facilities in this trailer. It is adjacent to the Club house. 

In answer to Mr. Barnes's question as to why they didn't ask for this trailer 
at the same time they came in for the tennis courts, Mr. Kohlhaas stated 
that they did not intend to have a tennis shop at that time. The tennis 
pro came and~he felt it would be more convenient for him to have this office 
and a place for him to sell his tennis balls, etc. The Club's intention is 
to build more tennis courts in the future and they will consider building a 
permanent structure at that time. However. because of monitary problems, they 
cannot build now. 

Mr. Barnes stated that the tennis courts were put up without a permit too. 
Thesh~ubbery looks nice but it is small and will take time to grow. That 
trailer aits right out in the front and is in view of Lee Jackson Highway. 
He asked What the definition of temporary is and why they couldn't move 
this trailer back, or use that stone house for this use. 

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that they do not want to use the stone house for any 
commercial purposes. The stone house is used for the greens keeper. He 
stated that he felt the trailer is very unobtrusive. 

Mr. Barnes stated that it is still a trailer. 

In answer to Mr. Barnes and Mr. Smith's question as to why they could not 
sell the tennis balls from the golf shop that they already have ins~de the 
Club house, Mr. Kohlhaas stated that the golf pro gets the proceeds from the 
golf shop and the tennis pro gets the proceeds from the tennis shop. Tennis 
pros are hard to get and all of them want to have a shop. 

Mr. Barnes stated that FauqUier County allows trailers. but'they are very 
strict and will only allow them a limited time and then they have to remove 
them. 

In answer to Mr. Barnes' question, Mr. Kohlhaas stated that they have not 
talked to the Health Department or anyone regarding whether or not they would 
allow this trailer as an office without requiring them to put sanitary 
facilities in it. 

Mr. Smith stated that he didn't see how the Board has the authority to grant 
a commercial use on 'residential land. The golf pro shop is in the Club house. 
but to set up a temporary structure for it, he ",ould question. 

After a lengthy discussion regarding whether or not sanitary facilities would 
be required and whether the Board has the authority to grant a comm~rcial 
use in a temporary structure on residential land, the Board moved tb 
defer this case until June 25, 1975 for decision only and for information 
regarding the sanitary facilities. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the Club should not be uBing that trailer since it 
has not been approved by this Board and has not had the required inspections 
and met the requirements of the County and State. He stated that he would 
hate to see their Special Use Permit reVOked, but it might be necessary. 
This could be a health and safety hazard. 

Mr. Smith stated that if he could not get the necessary information by 
next week. the Board would defer the case further. He suggested that they 
not continue to use the trailer. 
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11:20 - VINSON E. ALLEN appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit office 
building to be constructed closer to zoning boundary line and to 
permit it closer to front property I1ne than allowed by the Ord., 
(2' from residential zone, 27' from front) northeast corner of 
Little River Turnpike and Woodland Road, C-O, V-IOO-75. 

Mr. Vinson Allen presented notices to the Board which were in order. The 
contiguous owners were Annandale Recreation Association, P.O. Box 271, 
Annandale and Mr. and Mrs. Warren McPeak, 4115 Woodland Road, Annandale. 

Mr. Allen stated that this property is quite narrow. He and his partners have 
had a difficult time trying to come up with a plan to make the lot usable. 
When they dedicate the front portion of the property for a service drive, they 
will only have 26,000 square feet or les8 with which to work. The height 
of the proposed building is 30'. It was shawn that only a 50'xl20' building 
area existed on the lot. 

Mr. Covington explained that the applicant COuld build to a height of 45' and 
set back 45'. However, for a building of a height greater than 45' to a limit 
of 90 I J the setback would be greater than I to 1. 

Mr. Allen explained that the building height would be 20 1 in -the front and 
30' in the rear because of the topography of the land. This will be a three 
story building with no basement. After many different considerations and 
plans, they felt this plan would be the best in all respects, architecturally 
to blend with this particular lot, aesthetically pleasing to the neighborhood 
which is residential to the -rear and commercial to the front. They plan to 
have the visitors park in the front of the bUilding and the employees in the 
rear. They want to orient this building toward 236 so that it would not imply
commercial on Woodland. The parking arrangement would make it easier for 
visitors to get in and out of the property. There is a drop from the front 
to the back of the bUilding. 

Mr. Allen stated that they visited with the Annandale Recreation Center Board 
of Directors and Mr. Stark. They laid out their plans and explained what 
they planned to do. They also checked out the plans with the other neighbors. 
The other neighbors have no Objection to their plans. However, a representatl 
from the Annandale Recreation Center is present to speak in objection today. 

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant actually needs a variance of 28' from the 
side property line abutting the Annandale Recreation Center. 

Mr. Allen stated that he had owned this property since 1959. It was rezoned 
to C-O in 1971. He had not requested C-O zoning. They had requested C-N 
becaUse they had an opportunity to get Shell Oil to build a gasoline station 
there. However, the Board of Supervisors denied the C-N zoning and zoned this 
property to C-O. 

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

Mr. Frank Spink, Jr., 5158 Piedmont Place, member of the Board of Directors 
for the Greater Annandale Recreation 'Center, spoke in opposition to the 
application. His main points of objection were: (1) lack of definite 
plans for future use of GARC property that might be damaged through approval 
of such variance, (2) the plan proposed is poorly conceived as to bUilding 
and Parking layout resulting in three points of access on a small property 
which will result in unnecessary on-street traffic congestion, (3) a split 
parking lot, as reflected on the plan, is undesirable for similar reasons, 
and (4) the variance is not required since the property may be used under 
existing zoning regUlations and building setback requirements without undue 
hardShip. He asked the BZA, should it approve the variance, to allow GARC 
to prepare appropriate acceptable conditions which might include suitable 
landScaping, fencing, and architectural treatment of the wall of the 
building which will be facing the GARC property. 

Mr. Spink stated that the Greater Annandale Recreation Center has about 500 
members and has been in existence for about 20 years. He stated that he felt 
the site plan w.s very poor. The applicant has suggested that part of the 
building will be used for a bank or savings and loan. Three accesses into 
the property as proposed will create three points of conflict in his opinion. 
In addition, should one find the front parking lot full, he would have to 
exit onto the service road and go to the rear parking lot. This would cause 
confusion. There is insufficient turn-around space because one would have 
to back out. He stated that he felt they could still put this same size 
building on the property using a different plan. 

J-J7 
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Mr. Spink stated that the Greater Annandale Recreation Center may, in the 
future, wish to construct an indoor pool or indoor tennis courts. They 
feel this variance would adversely affect their property. Their parking 
lot is now located in that area of the lot. contiguous to the sUbject property 

Mr. Barnes stated that he felt the parking spaces as proposed meets the 
parking requirements. He stated that Mr. Spink gave· the impression that 
the applicant does not meet these requirements and that there would not 
be enough spaces for parking. 

Mr. Spink stated that he was commenting only on the design of the parking 
layout, not the number of spaces. 

The Board discussed the parking situation briefly. 

Mr. Allen then spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that he did 
not feel this variance would adversely affect the Greater Annandale 
Recreation Center's property. He and his partners, his engineer and 
architect took all the adjacent properties into consideration when they 
were working on this plan. At one time, they approached the Annandale 
Recreation Center about joining he and his partners to build on the 
entire parcels there. The Annandale Recreation Center people said at that 
time that they were going to build but were not then in a position to do so. 

Mr. Allen stated with regard to the parking that one of the plans that was 
suggested by one architect suggested that they put the bUilding on the back 
of the property next to the McPeak's on the northern end o'f the: property.. 
This would put the parking in front of the building. However, they would the 
have problems with the setback from the back property line. Facing the 
building along Woodland makes it appear as if Woodland is a commercial 
street instead of residential. This change to the split parking was also 
a safety factor in getting in and out of the front which would enable them 
to work with the light off Route 236 off the service road and also in 
getting out onto Woodland which is approximately 120' down on Woodland from 
Route 236. 

Mr. Allen stated that the design of the building is not definite at this 
point, other than they plan to use brick and mortar and they will try to 
fit it aesthetically to the neighborhood in,·a low silhouette type building. 
They will put a masonry wall between their property and the McPeaks' 
property approximately 6' high. They had told the Annandale Recreation 
Center that they would put shrubbery on the east part of the property 
next to the Recreation Center which would improve both the Recreation Center' 
property and their property. 

Most of the people in the neighborhood felt it would be better to orient the 
building toward Route 236 rather than Woodland, he stated. It was difficult 
to plan the building on this lot because of the narrowness of the lot. Mr. 
and Mrs. McPeak have no objections as long as they put up the wall, which 
they plan to do. He stated that he had also talked with Mr. and Mrs. 
Leith who live on Woodland. They also have no objection to this plan and 
to this request for a variance. 

Mr. Barnes moved that this case be deferred until July 22, 1975 for decision 
only, for any additional information that the applicant could pro fer and 
ror the applicant to give this some more thought and study to try to reduce 
the variance request, if possible. There will be no additional testimony 
taken, but the Board might want Mr. Allen present to answer questions. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. 

Mr. Smith told the applicant that he felt it would be beneficial to him if 
he would try to reduce the variance request. He suggested that he discuss 
this with his architect or engineer to see if he could reduce it. 
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11:30 - LRW CORP., A VA. CORP. appl. under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of Ord. to 
permit completion of single family dwelling closer to side lot 
lines than allowed by Ord .• (18' and 17' on sides, 20' required). 
1023 Delf Drive. V-IOl-75. 

Mr. Henry Mackall, attorney for the applicant, submitted notices to the Board 
which were 1n order. The contiguous property owners were Luis G. and 
Phyllis Encinias. 1042 Clover Drive, McLean, Virginia and Munir L. and Ruth 
C. Bushara. 1043 Clover Drive, McLean. Virginia. 

Mr. Mackall stated that this is an odd shaped lot. The applicant builds 
basically two different styles of houses. Because of the shape and 
topography of this lot, the builder felt that he must have another house 
style for this particular lot. The building permit was obtained showing the 
setbacks on all sides. The engineer made a mistake when the house location 
survey was prepared. The walls were already up when the mistake was 
discovered. Mr. Williams~ the developer~ stopped construction on the house. 
There are, two variances needed. One variance is from the adjoining lot 
in the same subdivia!on which Mr. Williams owns and on which there is a 
house constructed. That house sets back farther than the required setback. 
It would be possible for Mr. Williams to resubdivlde those two lots and 
have the required setback for both of the houses. However~ they feel that 
this would be an unnecessary procedure since it would not accomplish 
anything. The houses would still be the same distance apart. The other 
variance that is required is 2'. This side backs up to Mr. Encinias's 
back yard. 

He stated that the engineer when he staked this house out made a 2 degree 
error. The engineer was Mr. James Smith. He is not present today. However, 
Mr. Williams is present. Mr. Williams is the principal owner of this 
corporation. 

Mr. Randolph Williams. the builder of this SUbdivision, spoke before the 
Board. He stated that Mr. Smith's engineering firm staked out the houses 
in this subdivision. Mr. Smith did not do the work himself. On this type 
of irregUlarly shaped lot, they do it by computation by angles. They 
set up a transit in the middle of the lot and the actual surveyor in the 
field made the mistake. The house is really not moved either one direction 
or the other. It is twisted on the lot. They did not detect the error 
until they were beyond the first floor of construction. Once they have the 
footings in, they make sure there is no Violations. However, the bricklayers 
worked over the weekend and the surveyors did not come in until Monday. 
The field crew thought there was a mistake, but they sent in another crew 
to check it again and they then told Mr. Smith who called him two or three 
days after the first engineer had thought there was a mistake. This 
accounts for the house being constructed to the phase that it is. As soon 
as they found out that there was a mistake, they stopped construction 
immediately. 

Mr. Luis Encinias, 1042 Clover Drive, owner of the lot directed in back of 
this house~ Lot 33, spoke in opposition. He objected to the fact that this 
house sits on a high lot and it is a three story house. Therefore, he felt 
that this is an enfringement of his privacy. 

Mr. Smith, the Chairman, told him that 35' is permitted under the Ordinance. 

Mr. Encinias stated that he would have to move the fence that is in the rear 
of his property back 2' on the property line. It is now 2' off the property 
line. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question if moving this house 2' further away 
would make any difference, Mr. Encinias stated that it would because the 
cost of moving this fence is $1200. 

Mr. Runyon stated that if the house is moved 2' further away~ it would still 
cause the same problem with the fence. 

Mr. Encinias stated that the 2' makes a difference in that it makes it 
more critical because of the smallness of the lot. 

Mr. Kelley asked him if he realized when he purchased his house that someone 
might build behind him. He stated that this is a mistake. He stated that 
he was sure that this man, Mr. Williams, did not move this house over 2' 
intentionally. He stated that he could not see how it would affect his 
property adversely. 
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Mr. Enchlnlas stated that there was a 12' roadway in the back and he thought 
it was county property. He stated that he had a drawing that called that 
road an outlet road. He stated that he is also concerned about the trees. 

Mr. Smith stated that the trees will not have to be removed because this 
house is 2' over the setback line. This will not affect the trees at all. 

Mr. Munir Bushara, lot 34, 1043 Clover Drive. spoke in opposition. He 
spoke to the outlet road and the fact that he too had been under the aasumptio 
that this was county property and no one could use it for bUilding. He 
also spoke to the drainage problems. He stated that these houses are too 
high. 

Mr. Rlchadella. 7318 Churchill Street. spoke in opposition. He stated that 
the fence on Mr. Enchinias's property is into the property 2' because that 
property owner wanted to keep out of litigation. There was a dispute as to 
exactly where his property line was. He asked the Board to come and look 
at this subdivision. It is stark. He said they should have built houses 
with a lower profile. He stated that the engineers should have known that 
they had made a mistake just by looking at the house. 

Mr. Mackall stated in rebuttal that this subdivision has an approved grading 
plan that takes care of the drainage and trees. Of course. if the trees 
are on 50mebod,y else's property. the builder does not have the right ,to 
cut them down. Mr. Williams has no intention of cutt1ngdbwn the trees. 
All of Mr. Williams' houses are as close to the front as he ean get them. 
There was an old outlet road in the rear of Mr. Enchinias's property and 
it is part of the lot that Mr. Williams has built on. He stated that this 
is an honest mistake and he did not feel that it would adversely affect 
any of the adjointng property owners. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-IOl-75 by LRW Corporation under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit completion of single family dwelling closer to side 
lot lines than allowed by the Ord. (18' and 17' on sides. 20' required). 
1023 Delf Drive. 21-3((15))10. Dranesville District. County of Fairfax. 
Virginia. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. follow1ng proper notice to the ~ublic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board held June 18. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 20.921 sq. ft. 
4. That the applicant was construct+ng a single family residence on its 

property. located on the cul-de-aacterminating Delf Drive in Sturbridge 
Subdivision. Dranesville D1strict. when it was learned that the building 
had been located incorrectly on the site~ such that the partially constructed 
building i~ 17 feet and 18 feet respectively from two side property lines~ 
where the minimum required setback is 20 feet. The applicant is seeking 
variances of 3 feet and 2 feet, respectively. to the requirement, pursuant 
to the "Mistake Clause" of the Ordinance. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an 

error in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a 
building permit. and 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpos 
of the Zoning Ordinance. nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment 
of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same i 
hereby granted. 

THE APPLICANT should be aware that granting of this action does not constitute 
exemption from the requirements of this county. He shall be responsible for 
fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits. residential use permit
and the like through the established 'procedures. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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Mr. Runyon stated that he felt the gentlemen who spoke in opposition had 
points that are well taken, but this Board has to determine whether or not 
a mistake was made. They Board 1s in sympathy with the facts that have been 
raised, but they are really not pertinent to the case. Everyone would 
like to have space behind his lot and trees, but the facts that the Board 
has to look at 15 whether a mistake was made. The builder's grading plan 
shows the house to be 20' proposed, and the 2 degrees mistake would cause 
the 2 or 3 foot mistake. 
The motion passed 5 to O. 
~-------------------------------------------------------------------------

The Board recessed for lunch at 1:30 P.M. to return at 2:30 to take up the 
Deferred Cases. 

II 

DEFERRED CASE - BONARD W. OVERSTREET, V-90-75. (Deferred from 6-3-75 for 
viewing and to allow the applicant to study plans to see if relocation of the 
house would be possib Ie. ) 

New plats had been submitted reducing the amount of the variance from 15' 
to 9'. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-90-75 by Bonaro W. Overstreet under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit single family dwelling to be constructed within 
6' of front property line (45' required), 3405 Fiddlers Green, Barcroft Lake 
Shores SUbd., 61-1«11»649, Mason District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolutl 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board on the 3rd day of June, 1975 and 
deferred to June 18, 1975 for decision, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of .the lot is 15,246 sq. ft. 
4. That the requestfi,'fOr'·;-a~'ta!'t~c.ei;o6.9 "feet to the requirement of 45'. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinartce would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land involved: 

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application is hereby 
granted in part with the follOWing limitations: 

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to that date. 
THE APPLICANT should be aware that this granting does not constitute exemptio 
from the variance requirements of this county. The applicant shall be 
responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits, 
residential use permit and the like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained as his firm drew the plats. 
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ANNANDALE SPRINGFIELD COUNTRY PAY SCHOOL, INC., S-83-75 (Deferred for 
letter of clarification from the Health Department). 

The letter had been received from the Health Department. 

Mr. Runyon asked for a further clarification from Mr. Odin regarding 
paragraph of that letter dated June 17, 1975 which stated: 

"If children under the age of five are to be enrolled and they are to 
be kept longer than four hours each day then there is space and 
facilities for one hundred and five children. n 

Mr. Odin stated that as Mr. Wheeling explained it to him, this statement is 
not in conflict with the memo he wrote earlier approving the school for 125. 
He stated that the first paragraph which reads: 

IIIf children over the age of five are enrolled and they are kept separate 
from those under the age of five, then Chapter 15C of the Fairfax County 
Code does not apply and the Health Department has no requirements for 
areas used by those children over five years." 

He stated that if the entire school consisted of children under five, they 
would be limited to 105. However, if it is not, and they keep the age group 
separate, the Health Department looks to the five year aIds which are there. 
There is no limit for over five year aIds. The Health Department makes 
continual checks on all of these schools and would not allow any school to 
go be10nq their space limit. Mr. Wheeling has expressed his willingness 
to come before the Board and explain this. 

Mr. Kelley' stated that he was not questioning the limitation by the Health 
Department and if the Health Department said this school could. have 200 it 
would not change his opinion that there is a saturation point as far as 
impact to the area. This school has 81 now. When you reach the saturation 
point, you have to stop. This is a residential neighborhood. 

Mr. Barnes agreed. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt 105 would be a reasonable number. 

Mr. Runyon stated that Health Department also states that: 
"If children under the age of five are to be enrolled and they are to 
be kept less than four hours each day, then there is space and facilities 
for one hundred Sixty-five children." 

He stated that he would like to follOW-Up on the traffic information. The 
morning that the Staff checked the school, there were a total of 55 trips. 
The school represents about 30 percent of the ,total volumn,:on that road 
between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. Mr. Odin had 'stated that there 
were 48 total trips. He wasn't off too far. 

RESOLUTION 
In application s-83-75 by Annandale Springfield Country Day School, Inc. 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 and 30~7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to 
permit operation of private school of general education and day care center 
7152 Woodland Drive, 71-3(7))24A&25A, Leewood SUbd., Annandale District, 
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board on June 3, 1975 and deferred to 
June 18, 1975 for 'decision and additional information. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is John E. and Eleanor Roach. 
2. That the present zoning is REO.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 80,000 sq. ft. 
4. That the site is presently operating under SUP S-43-73. 

AND, WHEREAS, The Board has reached the folloWing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
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Standards for special Use Permit Uses ioR Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the same 
15 hereby granted 1n part with the following limitations: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (Other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require'approva 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this 
Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of 
the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this county and State. The Permtttee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. The Permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. Hours of operation are: 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
7. The number of children is to be 105 with ages of 2 years to 12 

years. 
8. All buses and/or other vehicles used for transporting children shall 

comply with county and State standards for color and light standards. 
9. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall 

remain in effect. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

PET A PET FARMS PARK, INC., S-91-75 (Deferred from 6-11-75 for viewing 
and new plats) 

The plats had not yet arrived. The Board recessed this case and took up 
several other cases. When the plats arrived, the Board again called this 
case. 

Mr. Marc Bettius, attorney for the applicant, submitted a copy of the lease 
between the property owner and the corporation. 

Mr. Smith entered the letters in support and opposition into the record. 
There'was a letter from Mrs. Pennino, Supervisor of the Centreville District, 
in support; a letter from the Humane Society President for the State of 
Virginia in opposition; a letter from Pat Weisel who spoke at the hearing 
on June II, 1975 in opposition; and a letter from the Reston Community 
Association in support with limitations on the number of parking spaces. 

The Board was in receipt of another letter from the Health Department dated 
June 16, 1975 stating that the intent of item number 1 of the previous 
letter was to imply an average daily attendance of 50 visitors. The average 
weekly daily attendance should be around 50. If two portable toilets are 
used, they could accomodate 200 additional persons per day above the 50, 
for an average daily attendance of 250. 

Mr. Runyon stated that that figure seemed to be more reasonable. 

Mr. Smith agreed. 

Mr. Kelley questioned whether the parking spaces would be adequate. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt they would be since the 250 people would not 
be coming all at once. 

After considerable discussion, the Board ~Qtedtbn the following Resolution. 
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In application S-91-75 by Pet-A-Pat Farms Park, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.8.1. 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit petting zoo, picnic area, parking and re
lated facilities, east side Hunter Mill Rd. approx. 1200' 8. of Baron Cameron 
Ave •• 18-1«1»4. Centreville District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on June 11, 1975 and deferred 
to June 18. 1975 for additional information and decision. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Mack S &Myrtle W. Crippen. 
2. That the zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11.860 acres. 
4. That comp]ance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R'Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indioated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use. additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Speoial Use Permit. shall require 
approval Qtthis Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for suob'liiPproval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Speoial Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The hours of visitation are 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m .• seven days per 
week. 

7. The site will remain open for unlimited inspection by the Animal 
Warden- and his approval of any resident animals is required.

8. The operation will be limited to an average daily attendance of Two 
Hundred and Fifty (250) visitors. 

9. All parking related to this use must be on site. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. Smith asked if, there were 58 parking spaces provided. 

Mr. Runyon answered that there were. 

The Board agreed that in order to expand to an additional number of visitors 
or parking spaces. there would have to be a new application. 

I 
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JOHN L. HANSON, v-8o-75 (Deferred from 5-28-75 for new plats --plats in file-
and to find out why lot was created and why the previous variance request 
was denied) 

The Staff provided the old file for the Board to review. 

Mr. Kelley stated that this is a case where he was personally going to have 
to eat crow. He stated that he had supported the motion to deny the previous 
application for a variance for this property on August 2, 1972. However, 
the applicant had not adequately presented his case. Now, after going into 
it thoroughly and getting all the information from the County engineer, he 
finds that the information was not submitted at the time of the original 
hearing on the previous application. Therefore. he stated that he had 
changed his opinion on this application. He stated that he had also viewed 
the property. 
--------------------------------------------------~-------------------------

RESOLUTION 
In application v-80-75 by John L. Hanson. Jr., Trustee, under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit house closer to center line of principal 
acceSS street (31 feet) than allowed, 2897 Hideaway Road. 48-2((14»A. County 
of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on May 28. 1975 and deferred 
to June 11, 1975 and a decision made this 18th day of June. 1975, and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 20.215 sq. ft. 
4. That the applicant wants to construct a house on property such that 

it would be 16' from the property line along the access road and since the 
minimum required front setback is 75' from the center line of the road, and 
the proposed house would be 31' from such center line. the applicant needs 
a variance of 44' to the requirement. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical 

conditions exist which under _a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot. 
(b) exceptionally narrow lot. 

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

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

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

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to~. Messrs. Kelley, Barnes and Baker voted Aye. 

Mr. Runyon abstained since his firm prepared the plats. Mr. Smith voted No. 



Page 246, June 18, 1975 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: 

1. THE ENTERPRISE OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA (Deferred from last week. The 
request was for an out of turn hearing. The Board wanted to know if there 
was a previously granted SUP since the applicant stated that they had 
operated last year with ten children. 

The Clerk informed the Board that the applicant did not have a Special Use 
Permit to operate last year. She stated that the Staff had contacted the 
applicant. This school had operated a short time in a church in Lorton. 
However, they had to move because of septic field problems. They then 
operated in a house on Braddock Road, but because they could not come to 
a lease agreement with the owner of the property. they were unable to 
apply for a Special Use Permit. 

The Board suggested that this case be scheduled for August I. 1975 at 10:00 
a.m. since the Zoning Administrator. Mr. Covington, has a meeting with the 
citizens in the area next week and he can inform them the exact time of the 
hearing. 

The Board requested the Staff to get all the information possible in order 
for them to make a decision on that date. 

II 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM - JUNE 18. 1975 

2. STEPHEN W. POURNARAS. V-264-73. Request for extension due to difficulties 
in getting sewer hookup from the County. (Deferred from last week for 
Staff to get information.) 

Mr. Covington stated that he had checked with the Sewer Tap Committee and 
they will be hearing Mr. Pournaras's application for hookup within two 
weeks. 

Mr. Smith suggested that the Board grant him a 60 day extension to see what 
happens on the sewer hookup. 

Mr. Baker so moved. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. Passed 5 to O. 

II 

3. AFTER AGENDA ITEM - JUNE 18,1975 
HAPPY INN MOTEL. SPECIAL USE PERMIT S-114-73 MICRO SYSTEMS. 
(Deferred from last week for new plats showing suggested deletions and 
an explanation on why they are not putting in the pool and other 
items. ) 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is now in receipt of a copy of a violation 
notice that has been issued to the applicant regarding a sign on the property 
that is not in accordance with the sign ordinance. 

Mr. Covington stated that there have been a lot of changes and it might not 
be a bad idea to schedule a reevaluation hearing on this case. 

Mr. Smith asked if they have an occupancy permit. 

Mr. COVington stated that theY are in operation. 

Mr. Smith asked how they obtained an occupancy permit without first complying 
with the plats and the resolution granting this permit. 

Mr. COVington stated that he didn't know. but he would find out. 

The Board 4eferred further action until Mr. Covington has checked this out. 

II 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM 

4. DEFINITION OF "ONE CHAIR BEAUTY SHOP" -- Request for interpretation 

Mr. Barnes moved that the definition for "0ne Chair Beauty Shop" be one 
chair and two dryers. They can be only one operator, of course, he stated. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board can further limit the Special Use Permit 
1n cases where there 1s insufficient parking. He stated that the intent 
of his second was to give the Zoning Administrator a handle on these 
Special Use Permit. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM - JUNE 18, 1975 

5. CHESTERBROOK SWIM CLUB, Request for Out Of Turn Hearing. 

The Board agreed that this could be scheduled for August 1. 1975. if the 
applicant haa a completed and accurate application. 

II 

6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes for May 28, June 3. and June 11, 1975 be 
apppoved. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

7. EXTRA BOARD MEETING 

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board have an extra meeting to view some or the 
controversial properties and to decide on deferred cases. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. The Board scheduled this Special Meeting for 
JUly 1, 1975. if the Board can get the Board Room. The Board will meet 
at 10:00 a.m. to decide on the deferred cases scheduled and any after agenda 
items that the Staff might have. The Board will then view the properties 
such as Mansion House Swim Club and Centreville Hospital Center. 

II 
The meeting adjourned at 4:10 p.m. 

II 

Submitted June 25, 1975 

APPROVED JUly ~., 1975 
DATE 

c.4 { 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
for June 25, 1975 was held in the Board Room of 
the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, 
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker; 
and Charles Runyon. George Barn~s was absent. 
Harvey Mitchell and Wallace Covington were present 
from the Staff. 

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

10:00 - PLATAR, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit change of ownership of nursery school to corporation, 1703 
Collingwood Road, l02-4«1»30A, (1 acre), Mt. Vernon District, 
(R-12.5). 8-102-75 

The attorney for th~applicant presented the notices which were in order. The 
contiguous owners were R. E. Denham, 8316 Woodacre Street and Robert T. 
Kelly, 1702 Cool Spring Drive, Alexandria. 

He stated that the applicant is requesting a change of ownership of this use 
to a corporation. This corporation is owned by the two original Permittees, 
Mrs. Devine and Mrs. Lawrence (formerly Miss Rauch) and Patsy Cole. 
They did not realize that they should have applied in the name of the 
corporation which they were in the process of forming at the time the original 
Permit was granted. Their permit was for 50 children. However, the Health 
Department will only allow them to have 43. They operate from 7:00 a.m. in 
the morning until 6:00 p.m. at night, 5 days per week, all year. 

Mrs. Devine in answer to Mr. Kelley's question, stated that they have not 
yet put In the paved parking spaces and the paved driveway. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question as to how they obtained their occupancy 
or non-residential use permit without having first complied with all the 
requ~rements of the Special Use Permit, Mrs. Devine stated that they have been 
inspect@d by Mrs. Brooks in the Health Department and they are allowed to 
operate while they are complying with the special Use Permit. 

Mr. Smith told her that she doesn't even have a Special Use Permit ,until 
the conditions of that granting have been met. The Special Use Permit 
specifically says that "This Permit shall not be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit has been obtained". He asked what she lacks other than the 
paved parking area complying with all the Inspection Departments. 

Mrs. Devine stated that they have some minor work to do for the mechanical 
requirements. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could take no action until they have complied 
with their original Special Use Permit and obtained the Non-Residential Use 
Permit. He stated that they are subject to a violation notice and a fine. 

There was no one to speak in support or in apposition. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until August 1, 1975 at the 
latest until the original applicant meets the requirements set forth in tne 
original Special Use Permit and acquire a Non-Residential Use Permit for the 
use. 

Hearing no objections,the ChaiPman so ordered. 

10:20 - FRANCIS J. McILVAINE appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord. to permit 
construction of addition closer to side property line than allowed 
by the Zoning Ordinance (15' from side, 20' required), 12005 Hamden 
court, 46-1((8))22, (20,000 sq. ft.), Centreville District, (HE-O.S), 
V-103-75. 

Mr. McIlvaine presented notices which were in order. The contiguous owners 
were Don Repici, 12007 Hamden Court and Daniel Raisovich, l2e03 Hamden 
Court. 

Mr. McIlvaine stated that he proposes to build a double garage with a utility 
room above. They cannot build on the southwest because of the storm drainage 
easement there. They have a drain field for their septic system in the 
rear of the property and cannot build there. 
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Mr. Smith and Mr. Kelley felt that the applicant had similar circumstances to 
the other houses in the subdivision. Mr. Smith stated that he could build 
a one car garage or a two car carport without a variance. Messrs. Smith 
and Kelley reminded Mr. McIlvaine that this Board can only grant a minimum 
variance under the Code. This variance 1s to allow the applicant to have 
reasonable use of his land. They told Mr. McIlvaine that he would have 
reasonable use of his land without this variance. 

Mr. Kelley read ~h~ written justification and stated that most of Mr. McIlvain's 
reasons were not proper justification under the Zoning Ordinance and State 
Code. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he would like to defer this case to allow the applicant 
to see if he could reduce the request. He asked the applicant if he wished 
to do so. 

Mr. McIlvaine stated that he would like to think that he had considered 
all the possibilities and all other alternatives. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-I03-75 by Francis J. McInvaine under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of addition closer to side property 
line than allowed by Ord. (15 1 from side, 20' required), 12005 Hamden Court, 
tax map 46-1«8))22, county of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board 
of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 25th day of 
June, 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is REO.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 20,000 sq. ft. 

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

That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the 
same 1s hereby denied. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived. Mr. Barnes was 
absent. 

------------------------------------------------------~---------------------

10:30 - CLARENCE E. GATTON appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit home professional read estate office in residence, 
7112 Carol Lane, 60-l«13))A-lB, (16,005 sq.ft.) Providence Dist., 
(R-IO), S-104-75. 

Mr. Al Nolan,attorney for the applicant, 133 Park Street, N.E., Vienna. 
Virginia, represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Elizabeth Hatch, 7118 Carol Lane and H. Dalton Floyd, 3338 Annandale Road, 
Falls Church. 

Mr. Nolan stated that Mr. Gatton is a part-time real estate broker. He works 
for the government and is only a licensed broker part-time. He has worked 
for the Federal Government for 22 years and has been a broker for 8 1/2 years. 
He has operated out of his present home during this time and it has caused 
no problems in the neighborhood. He submitted letters from Mr. Gatton's 
present neighbors stating that they have had no problem with this use in 
Mr. Gatton's home for the past 8 1/2 years. Mr. Nolan stated that when the 
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new ordinance was passed by the Board of Supervisors that brought this type 
use under the requirement for a Special Use Permit, it was juat prior to 
the beginning of construction of Mr. Gatton's new home. His lender and the 
builder did agree to delay construction pending this hearing. Mr. Gatton 
needs this income from this part-time brokerage practice to' maintain his 
present standard of living. In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated 
that Mr. ~atton has no employees. He has two licensed agents that hang 
their license there, but they are not active in the business and have not 
been for the past two to three years. 

Mr. Gatton testified that he provides two desks in his home at the present 
time for himself and the two agents. 

Mr. Kelley stated that even though these two agents are not active at the 
present time. they could become active in the future. He stated that he 
had viewed this property two times. He stated that he did not feel this is 
a place for a business in a residential area. This is a beautiful area with 
lovely homes on each side. He stated that this is no place for a real 
estate office or any other type of commercial business. 

Mr. Nolan stated that Mr. Gatton is presently 1 1/2 blocks away from this 
location. The neighbors both at his present residence and the proposed 
residence have no objection to this. Not a great deal of traffic is 
generated. 

Mr. Kelley stated that it may be a small quiet business now) but it might 
become an enormous business in the future. He stated that he had seen 
real estate offices that start around 7:00 a.m. and stay open until 9:00 
or 10:00 p.m. 

Mr. Smith questioned the plats since they did not show parking) only a 
circular driveway in the front yard. He stated that the applicant would 
have to provide parking. The Board of Supervisors put this use under a 
Group VI category and this requires that the parking for the use be placed 
other than in the front setback and it cannot be within 25' of any other 
property line. Therefore. this circular drive cannot be used for parking. 
The Zoning Ordinance does not allow on-street parking for any of these 
uses. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the only other place he could place the parking would 
be in the rear yard and this would cause it to look commercial. 

Mr. Covington stated that he felt the intent of the Board of Supervisors was 
not to allow a proliferation of these uses in anyone area. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board also has, to assure that the residential 
character of the residential neighborhood is protected. 

Mr. Nolan stated that basically the 'home will be used for residential 
purposes 90 percent of the time and as a part-time real estate ofrice 10 
percent of the time. He stated that what they are talking about is 
replacing one real estate office with another. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt the Board should defer this case until next 
week to give the Board members a chance to consider all the testimony. 
The words the Board of Supervisors gave this Board 'to assure the residential 
character of the neighborhood' looks good on paper) but is difficult to 
define. He moved that this be deferred until July 1) 1975 for decision 
only. He stated that he felt the applioant should address the parking 
requirement. He stated that he felt that creating special parking in the 
rear would do more to discour.age the, residential character of the 
neighborhood. He stated th",t;,he::'likea the driveway as shown on the present 
plats. However) the ordinance does place setback restrictions on the 
parking. Therefore, the applicant will have to address that problem. 

Mr. Smith stated that this Board cannot waive those setback restrictions for 
parking under the Group VI use. 

Mr. Covington confirmed this. 

Mr. Kelley stated that this is one of the things that he took into considerati 
If he has to have a parking lot in the rear) it makes it more oommercial 
looking. He stated that he didn't see any reason to cause the applicant to 
have new plats drawn with parking spaces if the Board is going to deny the use 

Mr. Smith stated that he wasn't going to support the motion to grant with 
these plats and he was not sure he would any way. If he brings new plats) 
that doesn't mean the permit will be granted. Correct plats are a requirement. 
The motion passed 3 to 1 to defer. Mr. Kelley voted No. Mr. Barnes absent. 
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10:50 - ROLLING VALLEY SWIM CLUB, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of 
the Ord. to permit addition of two tennis courts with lights and to 
reduce parking spaces required, 7200 Hadlow Drive, 89-3«S»416A, 
(2.607 acres), Springfield District, (R-12.5C), 8-105-75 

6907 Ashbury Drive, Springfield, Virginia, 
Mr. Lanigan, President of the CIUbi testified before the Board. Notices to 
property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Robert Guthrie, 
7017 Ashbury Drive and K. Richard Sinclair, 7021 Ashbury Drive. 

Mr. Lanigan stated that there are no tennis courts in the immediate area. 
Their Club has to compete with three other clubs in the area that do have 
tennis courts. They have lost several members and will loose several more 
because their Club does not have tennis courts. They wish to place theSe 
courts on the only available location and that is a portion of the existing 
parking spaces. Therefore, they are also requesting a reduction in the 
amount of parking spaces from 100 to 73. 

The Club polled their membership in November, 1979 regarding these requests. 
Out of the 300 memberships, they received 180 favorable responses and 10 
unfavorable or doubtful responses. 

They chose this location for their courts to minimize objections of property 
owners in the vicinity of the courts, to minimize the loss of the parking 
spaces, to place them in a location that would be asthetically pleasing, 
to utilize eXisting landscaping and blend court into surrounding area, and 
to facilitate control. 

They plan to use Devoe's Club System for their court lights. They inclUded 
in their presentatton a sketch of the proposed lights and detailed information 
about their installation. They plan to place plastic mesh fencing which 
will provide additional light as well as sound baffle. They plan to close 
the tennis courts at 9:00 p.m. daily. They feel that adult usage of tennis 
courts during non-swim season periods will assist in keeping undesirable 
elements from the parking'area. The chain gates that were installed at the 
entrances to the pool parking lot this past year have already assisted 
significantly in this regard. Access control to the courts will be enforced 
by a locked gate system wherein only swim club members will have a non-re
producible key. 

They feel their pool is centrally located and within walking distance of the 
majority of the members. Approximately 275 members live within one mile 
and 200 within one-half mile. A count was taken of cars using the pool parkin 
lot during the 1974 swim season and the greatest number was 28 during a 5 
clUb swim meet on a Saturday morning. There were 36 cars using the pool
parking lot at a swim meet on June 21, 1975. Normal usage is from 8 to 12 
cars. 

Mr. Lanigan presented the rules for the tennis courts which would have to 
be adhered to by the members using the courts. 

Mr. Lanigan stated that he had refereed the swim team for several years 
and is familiar with all of the pool's activities. 

Mr. McKabe, whose property is contiguous to this property and is directly 
behind the proposed tennis courts, spoke in opposition to the proposals. 
He stated that this Club has been a poor neighbor. He listed several 
prOblems, such as they have not kept their weeds cut, left an old ref~igerator 

on the park land behind the pool, started operat~around 7:30 in the morning 
for swim team practice, parked on the street for swim metes, changed the 
proposed location of the courts so that he is the most affected contiguous 
property owner. He stated in answer to Mr. Baker's question, that he had 
moved to this property about the same time the pool was being constructed. 
He has no objection to the swimming club for the immediate residents of 
Rolling Valley as long as the Club abides by the rules. He has children 
who use this pool, too. He stated that he also objects to the afeer hours 
SWimming. The last occurrence was at 3:00 ~~~~ last night. 

Mr. Lanigan in rebuttal stated that concerning the after hours swimming, he 
had called the police and the poliee responded 35 minutes later. By that 
time the swimmers had gone. They cut the chain link fence and come in. 
They have apprehended several of these swimmers in earlier ineidents and 
those who were members of the pool have had their membership suspended for 
a period of time. They feel it is now under control. The swim team does 
begin at 8:00 in the morning. This is not the general membership. They 
start this early so as not to inconvenience the general membership. 
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He stated that there are several other contiguous property owners present 
today who could also speak in support of this application. He asked that 
Mrs. Sinclair, one of the contiguous property owners, and one of the 
committee that did the survey on the parking, answer the Board's question 
on that. 

Mrs. Sinclair. 7021 Aahbury. stated that the 20 cars that Mr. McKabe stated 
were parked along Ashbury during the swim mete were not all cars belonging 
to people at the mete. At least 10 of those cars belong to the neighbors 
or visitors of the neighbors who live on that street. She stated that 
during these metes that they try to direct traffic into the lots. 

There were 15 people in the room in support of the application Who indicated 
that they live within one block of the SUbject property. 

~~~_~~~l~~_~~~~=~_~~~~_~~=_E~=~!~~~_~Q~_~~~_~~_~~~~~!£~!~~_~~_~~~~~_~!_~E=~atin. 
RESOLUTION 

In application S-107-75 by Rolling Valley Swim Club, Inc. under Section 
30-7.2,6.1,1 of the Zoning Ordinance to perm!t addition of tennis courts with 
lights and to reduce number of parking spaces required from 100 to 73 on 
property at 7200 Hadlow Drive, tax map 89-3((5))416A, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
Resolution: 
WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance With 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and the by-laws 
of the Fairfax County BOard of Zoning Appeals, and 
WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous- and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on June 25. 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5 Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.607 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. The site presently operates under SUP S-874...68. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Perm~t Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved, that the SUbject apPlication be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of the 
Board of Zoning AppealS. It shal~ be the duty of the Permittee to. apply to 
this Board for such" approval. Any changes tother than minor engineering 
details) without this Boardls approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on theproperty of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during_th~ h~urs of operation of the permitted use. 

6. The hours of operation are from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
7. Parking spaces shall be 73. 
8. Bic~cle racks for 30 bikes are to be prOVided. 
9. Screening and landscaping shall be to the satisfaction of the Dept. of 

Environmental Management. 
10. All other provisions of the existing SUP shall remain in effect. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 
Mr. Smith stated that they should not operate prior to 9:00 a.m. He also stat 
that they should discuss with the Dept. of Environmental Management the type 
screening that would be necessary to cut down on the noise level so it will 
not afford an impact on the residental area and not affect the residential 
character of the area. 
The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

I 
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11:10 - FOX MILL SWIM CLUB, INC. apPl. under Section 30-1.2.6.1.1 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit community swimming pool, SE Corner Otsego 
and Viking Drives, 25({lO))F, (1.25209 acres), Centreville District, 
(R-17 & RE-1). 3-106-75. 

Donald Stevens, attorney, 4084 University Drive, Fairfax, submitted notices 
which were in order. The contiguous owners were Mr. and Mrs. King Eng, 2722 
Viking Drive- and Mr. and Mrs. Robert B. Helle, on Viking Drive; 

Mr. Stevens stated that this pool is designed to serve sections 1 and 2 of 
Fox Mill Estates. This 1s a large subdivision located west of Reston. 
The immediately adjacent property owners are present and they have expressed 
some concern about the nature of the screening and landscaping. The 
corporation has agreed and it has been adopted by Resolution to appropriate 
$6,000 for appropriate landscaping and screening on the site. They have 
agreed that the type of screening and landscaping will be decided upon by 
a Committee consisting of the immediately adjacent property owners in 
cooperation with the engineers. 

Fox Mill plans a maximum membership of 199 and they propose 'to have 28 parking 
spaces which they feel is more than adequate. The fartherest residence is 
one-half mile which is easy ~~~lng distance. The contiguous property owners 
have peq~a~tedtthat:tb~tPooi'~!Ii!ightlYto the east in order to provide
50 parking spaces. Fox Mill would like to put in the first 28 spaces with 
the provision that they will add the remainder of the 50 spaces when they 
are necessary. They understand the provision that prohibits on-street 
parking. 

The one-story bath house will be constructed of concrete block that look like 
white brick. 

The land is owned by Fox Mill Estates Homes Association and is leased to , 
the applicant under a 99 year lease. ' - ", I. 

Mr. Stevens submitted an exhibit showing the location of tlie';'homes who' 
are interested in joining this pool. They already have 101 signed up 
with others indicating their interest. Because of the covenants, conditions 
and restrictions recorded at the time of dedication of Fox Mill Estates, 
in the event membership is not sold out to the families residing in Sections 
1 and 2, residents of the balance of Fox Mill Estates would be eligible to pu 
chase surplus memberships. They anticipate that substantially all of the 
memberships will be sold to the owners of the bts in Sections I and 2. 
The hours of the proposed pool are 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

The land west of the proposed swim club shown as future expansion on the 
plat, is presently owned by Reston West Development Company, developer of 
Fox Mill Estates and is available for purchase, should the swim club desire to 
expand by installing tennis courts to the rear of the clUb. 

Mr. Stevens stated that there are several people in the room in support of 
this application, but will not speak unless the Board has questions. 

Mr. Jim Moss, 2721 Viking Drive, directly across the street, spoke for Mr. 
Helle, Mr. Eng and himself. Mr. Helle and Mr. Eng are contiguous to the 
Club property. He stated that when they purchased their homes, they were 
told by the developer that the pool would be one-half mile away. This was 
to be park land. They are not against this application as long as it is 
done aesthetically pleasing to the neighborhood and as long as Mr. Helle 
and Mr. Eng are afforded their privacy. The ClUb, by .Resolu,tlon has, ~,ai~ 
they can have $6,000 for landseaping and screening;' Hbwever-; that - , 
Resolution was just changed when presented to the Board. That Resolution 
said that they would prOVide 50 parking spaces in the initial' construction. 
This was agreed to at the meetings that have been held with the Club and 
the neighborhood. 

After a lengthy discussion on this point",the Board deferred this case 
until July I in order for the applicant to provide new plats showing the 
shift of the pool in order to accomodate the 50 parking spaces. 

The motion to defer was made by Mr. Kelley, seconded by Mr. Runyon and 
passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

This case will be for decision only after the plats have been received. 

II 
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11:30 - RICHARD J. & MARYANNE F. OW8N (Contract purchasers) T/A JUNIPER LANE 
SCHOOL appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 & 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit change of ownership of school (nursery and 
kindergarten through 3rd grades), and to increase number of students 
to 50, 3106 Juniper Lane, S-107-75. 

Mr. Richard Stull, attorney, submitted notices to the Board"W:l,l~9h )'ier~,i.n.'o:rde 
The contiguous property owners were Col. H. M. McMore, 3110 Juniper Lane - . 
and Raymond Poppelman, 717 N. Huntington Street, San Fernando. California. 

Mr. StUll stated that the OWens are proposing to purchase the school that 
is now operated by Ruth Swaney. Mrs. Swaney has 25 children. The 
appl1cantspropose an increase to 50 children. The ages of the children 
will be from 4 through 8. The hours of operation from 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Stull stated that they plan to pave 
the driveway ~imately. There will be only two people at the school to 
direct its activities. They are Mr. and MrS. OWen. They will also live there 
They school will not be providing any transportation. The children will be 
brought by the parents. The school will operate in two sessions. The 
first will be from 8:30 to 12:30 and the second from 12:30 to 4:00. There 
will be 50 children in each session. 

Mr. Stull stated that the neighborhood has been canvassed and they are not 
aware of any opposition. 

There was no one to sp~ak in favor or in OPPOsition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-107-75 by Richard J. and Maryanne F. Owen (contract purchaser 
T/A Juniper Lane School under Section 30-7.4~6~~.,34;8nd:30-;7~~,. .6,.,1..3.F :gf,(thf!
Zoning Ordinance to permit change of ownership of school (nursery and . 
kindergarten through 3rd grades). 3106 Juniper Lane, 51-3((23»A-l, County
of Fairfax~ Mr. Runyon mOved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on June 25, 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owners of the property are Wilbur K. and Ruth G. Swaney. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 22,524 sq. ft. 
4. That the property is presently operating under SUP granted 4/19/49. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That theapplicant has Presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in RDistricts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW, T~REFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted With the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the appliCB4~ "Qrlly ~d ,is, ,r~9t .t-rap.s,fel,'able
without further action of this Board and is for the 'location indicated 'ih' 
the application and is not transferable to other land. :,.-' I· .'.. 

2. This permit shall expire one ~r from this date unless operation 
.", 

has 
started or unless nenewed by action of this Board pDbr to date of expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indioated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for 
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without 
this Board's approval shall constitute a violation of the conditions of 
tis Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit SHAL 
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OWENS (continued) 
BE POSTED IN A CONSPICUOUS PLACE along with the NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT 
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. The maximum number of students are not to exceed 50 per session 
with ages 4 through 8 years. 

7. The hours of operation are 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

DEFERRED CASE: JUNE 25, 1975 
INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, INC., 8-99-75 -- The applicant had not 
yet received the memo from the Health Department. The Board further 
deferred this case until July I, 1975. 

II 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM --
DEFERRED CASE; JUNE 25, 1975 
MURRAY WEINBERG~ V-lll-73 - Request for Extension. 

Mr. Hansbarger~ attorney for the applicant~ wrote a letter to the Board on 
May 7th, 1975 which the Board considered at its meeting of May l4~ 1975. 
At that time the Board rescheduled the request until June 25, 1975 with 
the request that the apPlicant present a letter outlining how the financing 
is progressing and any other problems that might cause a delay in constructio 

Mr. Hansbarger addressed a letter to the Board dated June 25, 1975 stating 
that they had been advised that th~ite plan could be approved as of this 
date. However, the Board of Supervisors wish to review it. It is 
tentatively scheduled for the review by the Board of Supervisors on Monday'~ 

June 30, 1975. There is an appeals procedure from the administrative level 
to the Planning Commission and ultimately to the Board of Supervisors with 
regard to site plan approval. This is time consuming and if it should 
occur, it will extend far beyond the expiration date of the variance. 
The building permit has reached the stage where all corrections required by 
the County have been made and the plan~ resubmitted. They are awaiting 
instructions as to the cost of sewer availability fees. They will pay 
these fees immediately upon receiving notice of their amount. 

They are in the process Of interviewing general contractors relative to the 
construction of the office building and they are in the process Of stUdying 
plans and specification and preparing bids. Final determination of financing 
cannot be made until bids are in. Thereafter, it will take the lender about 
two months to prepare his loan package. 

His letter further stated that the applicant has done everything that can be 
reasonably expected of him in attempting to obtain all necessary permits 
from the County. The delay from the very beginning has been and still is 
on the part of the County and this delay should not be attributable to the 
applicant. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the previous extension where the Board changed 
Limitation No. 2 of the conditions under Which the variance was granted 
'three months after Fairfax County permits connection with the eXisting 
sewage facilities thereon' would cover this variance since Fairfax County 
has not yet determined the amount of the fees in order for t~em to be paid. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question~ Mr. Hansbarger stated that the site plan 
was filed June 1973 (No. 1192). The Interim Development Ordinance held that 
up. 

Mr. Smith stated that in order to make sure that there was no problem~ he 
would suggest that the Board extend thi~ variance for another six (6) months. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the variance be extended for six additional months. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

II 
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MRS. 

lO:50--=7HAROLD L. BARR, JR. appl. under Section 30-7.2.8.1.;J..,of ,theZQn~ng 
Ord. to permit kennel for 100 dogs and 100 cats. 712'1 Bull Run Post 
Office Road, 64«1))60, (28.403 acres), Centreville District. (RE-I), 
8-82-75. (Deferred from June 3 for FULL HEARING). 

Dexter Odin, attorney. presented notices to the Board. He stated that all 
were contguous to. the sUbject property. Two of the contiguous owners Were 
Wiley D. Bly. 73.17 Franklin Road, Annandale, Virginia and Ellen and Elmer 
L. Hensley. 15408 Compton Road, Centreville, Virginia. 

Mr. Odin also submitted five letters 1n sup'port of this applicatlon. Four of 
these were from contiguous property owners and one was from the veterinarian 
Who takes care of Mrs. Barr's animals. He stated that he did not know of 
any neighborhood opposition~ 

Mr. Odin stated that his firm had checked the BZA files and find that there 
are several kennels in operation with more animals and less land than is 
proposed here. He stated that he did not feel this use would adversely 
affect the neighborhood in any way. There is very little traffic with this 
use. The Bull Run Regional Park nearby had 6,000 people who ~ade use of that 
park. This use will not affect the neighborhood with a lot of noise either. 
There is the Park Authority's Gun Club down the road that produces more noise 
than this use. The noise from the airplanes also produces more noise than 
this use. 

Mr. Smith stated that the file indicates that Mrs. Barr is in violation now 
for having more animals than is allowed under her present Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Odin stated that at the time the Board granted her permission to have 
30 animals, she also was raising fox hounds and had several runs for that 
purpose. At the time of the hearing. Mr. Barnes made the statement that she 
could have those fox hounds for her own use and that the Board was not 
concerned with the animals she owned, only the ones she was, boarding. She 
no longer raises Jox hounds. She cares fur animals other people have., discarded. 
She became involved with Friends of the Animals and they take animais that 
are going to be killed by the Fairfax County Animal Rescue League and cares 
for them until someone adopts them. 

Mr. Odin stated that there are no proposed new buildings. She plans to start 
using the barn which heretofore has been used for horses. The stalls will 
be converted into exercise runs:. The cats will be kept upstairs. 

Mr. Kelley read the memo from Mr. Amity, Director of the Department of Animal 
Control, dated June 2, 1975 stating that he and the Fairfax County Chief 
Animal Warden inspected the subject premises on June 2, 1975. The kennels 
which house about 90 dogs do not appear to meet the standards required under 
Article V - "Kennels" of Chapter 2 of the County Code dealing with An1tnaJ,s' 
and Fowl. The. kennels are overcrOWded, lack adequate ventilation, lack proper 
lighting, and cages 30"x40" are being used in many cases, to hold two medium 
sized dogs. He further recommended that this application 'not be, approved. 

Mr. Odin stated that there are people present today who would dispute that. 

The Board questioned whether the plats had all the buildings that are the 
property shown.on them. 

One of the contiguoas property ownerS who lives at 7404 Bull Run Drive, 
Centreville, Virginia spoke in support of the application. She stated that 
she helps out at the kennel occasionally and feels that the animals are 
well taken care of and that this kennel will not adversely affect any of 
the neighboring proper~ies. 

Ann Lewis. 13721 Poplar Tree Road, Chantilly, Virginia, spoke in support of 
the application. She stated that most of the animals that Mps. Barr has are 
under her jurisdi'ction because she is with the Friends of the Animals and 
takes most of the fIlill.als she gets to Mrs • Barr to care for until they are 
adopted. She stated that it is difficulty to find a kennel with this much 
land and space for the animals. Most of the kennels are in city circumstances 
on a couple of acres. Mrs. Barr takes good care of her animals. She stated 
that Mrs. Barr is paid only 75 cents per day for the qare of an1mala that 
is taken to her by Friends of the Animals. 

The President of the Animal Welfar League for Fairfax County apoke in 
opposition to the application. Her main reasons for objecting were the 
conditions,which she felt were atrocious,'under which these animals were kept. 
She stated that when me Viewed theproperty she found animals in wooden cages 
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which cannot be kept clean. The cages were like shipping crates. It was like 
a concentration camp. She stated that she felt the conditions should be 
improved before the Board allowaMrs. Barr to have even the animals that she 
has now. 

Mrs. Motter, member of the Board of Directors of the Fairfax County Animal 
Welfare League, 7803 Holmes Run Drive, spoke 1n opposition. She stated 
that when she visited the property yesterday J there was no one there to 
take care of the animals. There were animals 1n the garage ..in crates and 
the conditions were so bad, s~e was nauseated. She stated that once the 
new rules and regulations are accepted that are now pending, Mrs. Barr will 
be out of business if she does not improve thecondit+ons of her kennel. 

Mr. Richard Amity, Director of the Animal Welfare Control for Fairfax 
County spoke stating that he was not speaking in opposition ror was he 
recommending that this application be granted. He stated that he did feel 
that Mrs. Barr is not housing the animals in accordance with the Code. 

Mr. Lenn Koneczny, Zoning Inspector who had issued the violation notice, 
stated that he gave Mrs. Barr the notice in October. 1974. He had had a 
complaint about the noise from one of the adj,oining property owners. He 
stated that he could not say in all sincerity that this kennel is in good 
upkeep. He stated that he had subsequently tried to make an inspection
but Mrs. Barr asked him to come back another time as she had an appointment 
and had to leave. 

Mr. Odin in rebuttal stated that he would like to invite theBoard to view 
this kennel for themselves since there is a conflict in the testimony 
regarding the manner in which Mrs. Barr keeps her kennel. He stated that 
it would be a good idea to see a dog that has just been brought there from 
the Rescue League and then compare that dog with a dog that had been with 
Mrs. Barr for a couple of weeks. The wooden crates that Mrs. Motter saw 
in the garage were animals that people had brought there while Mrs. Barr 
was away. Mrs. Barr was in his office yesterday afternoon. The Health 
Department has been out to inspect in the past and they have never had a 
violation. The last time they were out was in February. There Was no 
complaint. He suggested that the Board select a veterinarian to look over 
the premises and the animals and make an independent report. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until August 1. 1975 for 
decision to give the Board time to view the property. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously,with the members present. Mr. Barnes was absent 

II 
JUNE 25, 1975 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM: WESTMINSTER SCHOOL, INC. Request for Out Of Turn Hearing. 
Mr. Best, attorney for the applicant. wrote to the Board stating that the 
school would like to have ad~itional classrooms available when school opens 
in September. This is necessitated by an increased enrollment to 218. 
They have a Special Use Permit for 300 students granted December 8, 1970. 

Mr. Runyon moved that his request be granted. 

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

II 

JUNE 25, 1975 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM: VEPCa. 

Mr. Church had presented plats to the Board earlier shOWing a slight re
location of a section of a VEPCa line now under Special Use Permit 

Mr. Runyon moved that the plats be accepted and the Special Use Permit be 
amended accordingly. The Planning Commission has determined that a public 
hearing would not be necessary and has recommended approval for this minor 
change. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes was absent. 

Mr. Smith stated that these plats and the accompanying documents should be 
made a part of the VEPCa file on this case. 

II 
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4. BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB. Mr. Covington reported that he had had another 
complaint from one of the nearby property owners stating that there had 
been a bad accident near the- Club last Sunday and it was the complainant's 
opinion that it was caused by the on-street parking that is done by 
the Club members. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Covington to obta1n a copy of the accident report 
from the Police Department and report back to the Board. 

5. The Board discussed the properties they were going to view Tuesday, July 
1, 1975. They were Mansion House SWim Club, Inc., Centreville Hospital 
property, the Barr property, and,the Allen property. The Board would 
first meet in the BoardFOom to take up some deferred cases and after 
agenda items. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 4:00 P.M. 

II 

BY~L eJ4t. KELSEY, ~Q~r' 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

Submi tted Ju'lY 1, 1975 

Notified other County Depts., Commissions 
and Board of Supervisors on 8-10-75. ~~ 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

APPROVED July tl1975 
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The Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held in the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on July 1~ 1975. Members Present: Daniel Smith. 
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes 
and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell and Wallace 
Covington were present from the Staff. Mr. Baker 
was present only for a portion of the viewing. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer byMr; Barnes. 

FOX MILL SWIM CLUB, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ord. 
to permit community swim pool, BE corner Otsego and Viking Drives, 3-106-75 
(Deferred for decision from 6-25-75 for new plats showing additional parking) 

The plats were submitted to the Board. Mr. covington stated that the plata 
do not meet the specific requirements for a Group VI use regarding the 
setbacks. There can be no parking space in any reqUired setback area or 
within 25' of any property line. 

The Board again deferred this case until Mr. Stevens~ attorney for the 
applicant, could have the plats revised by the engineers. 

This case was set for July 9. 1975. decision only. 

II 
DEFERRED CASE: JULY 1. 1975 
CLARENCE E. GATTON. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 of the Zoning Ord. to 
permit home professional real estate office in residence, 7112 Carol Lane, 
S-104-75 (Deferred from 6-25-75 for consideration by Board and possibly 
new plats shOWing parking or for the applicant to address the parking 
situation in accordance with Group VI of the Zoning Ordinance. 

The new plats had been received showing proposed parking in the back of the 
house. 

However. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived and there were only three Board membe 
Mr. Smith asked the applicant if he would prefer this case being deferred 
until July 9 for a full Board. The applicant stated that he would. 

This case was set fOr July 9. 1975. decision only. 

II 
DEFERRED CASE -- JULY 1. 1975 
INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB. The letter had not been received from 
the Health Department. 

The Board deferred this case for JUly 9, 1975. decision only. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM - A.C. OIL COMPANY, INC •• v-67-74 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. V. T. Worthington. President of the company. 
requesting an extension to this variance because they had been held up in 
beginning construction because of the sewer moratorium. 

Mr. Barnes moved that this variance be extended 180 days from July 10. 1975. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with the 
members present. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM - BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB 
who lives 

The Zoning Office had had another complaint from a citizen/in the area of 
this Club. This complaint stated that there had been a biia accident because 
of the parking on the street that is being done by Club members. The Board 
at its meeting Jurie 25, 1975. requeste,d the Zoning Office get a copy of the 
accident report. 

The Board was in receipt of a memo from Jack Ash. Zoning Inspe,ctor, along wit 
a copy of the accident report. This report stated that the accident was a 
hit and run and the cause poasibly contributed to by the dr1nking of 'driver 
#2. There was nothing in the report that indicated that the accident related 
to the club parking. 

It was the Board'S decision that this cleared the Club on this complaint. 
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REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION HE SANDRA WARD -- The Board discussed this matter 
and deferred the decision until JUly 9, 1975. The Board asked for copies
of the minutes on this case. 

II 

HOLLIN MEADOWS SWIM & TENNIS CLUB, 2500 Woodlawn Trail 

The Board was in receipt of a letter from the Club requesting that they be 
allowed to begin team practice at 8:00 A.M. This gives the Club time to 
have swim team practice and to give swim lessons, life saving~lesson&, 
diving lessons, etc. and allo~ the Club to open at 11:00 a.m. 

Mr. Krysa, representative from the Club, spoke before the Board. In answer 
to Mr. Smith's question. he stated that there has been one complaint on their 
Club hours because the swim team has been starting at 8:00 a.m. That complain 
was from Mr. Al Aiken who is a former President of the Club. He stated 
that he was under the impression that the other Clubs in the area open at 
8:00 a.m. for swim team practice. 

The Board determined that it could not change the hours of operation without 
a pUblic hearing. 

II 

The Board then viewed, several properties where it has Special Use Permit 
requests and Variance requests pending. 
MRS. HAROLD L. BARR. JR., S-82-75, Request for kennel for 100 dogs & 100 cats. 
The first property viewed was of Mrs. Harold Barr, Jr. which was deferred on 
June 25, 1975 for vieWing. This property is located at 7121 Bull Run Post 
Office Road, 64((1))60 on 28.403 acres of land in the Centreville District. 
The land is zoned RE-l . 

Board Members Viewing the property were: Daniel Smith, Loy Kelley, George 
arnes, and Charles Runyon. Mr. Baker joined the Board for the viewing 

of Mansion House Yacht Club and Mansion House Swim Club. 

I 

MRS. HAROLD L. BARR, JR., S-82-75, Kennel, 7121 Bull Run Post Office Road. 

The Board viewed the kennel. The Board felt that Mrs. Barr has adequate land 
area, but she is only using a small portion. approximately an acre. of that 
land for the kennel. The animals are crowded in their cages. There did not 
seem to be adequate exercise areas for all the animals. The barn where she 
proPosed to build additional kennel cages was being used for three horses. 
The noise from the barking dogs was loud and could be heard from the road 
entering the property. 

II 

CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER. INC., S-228-71, Granted January 25, 1972, 
13815 Braddock Road, 54-4((1))Parcel 94 and part of Parcel 96, Centreville 
District. 

The Board viewed this property and several members found the footings to the 
rear and side of the old unoccupied house. The property was overgrown with 
weeds. 

II 

The Board recessed for lunch at 12:30 and continued on the tour at 1:30 p.m. 

II 

CLARENCE GATTON. 7112 Carol Lane. S-104-75, Request for home professional real 
estate office in proposed residence. 

The Board viewed this property to determine Whether they feel this use would 
be compatible with the surrounding residential community. The decision on thi 
case will be made JUly 9, 1975. 

II 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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VINCENT ALLEN, V-IOO-75, Northeast corner of Little River Turnpike and Woodlan 
Road, 71-1«2))22.23 & 24. (28,007 sq.ft.) C-O zoning. 

The Board members viewed this property and the properties of the contiguous 
property owners, the McPeaks and Greater Annandale Recreation Center. The 
Board found that the proposed office building would be contiguous to the 
parking lot of the Annandale Recreation Center. Woodland Drive was resldentia 
from the applicant's property line to the north. The properties to the 
front were all commercial and office use. 

II 

MANSION HOUSE YACHT CLUB AND MANSION HOUSE SWIM CLUB 

The Board gave particular attention to the proposed easement road that would 
give the Yacht Club access to their property. This is tneonly means of 
access to the Yacht Club. The swim club was built on a steep hill. The 
land for the Yacht Club dropped down into a ravine. The Yacht Club is 
proposed to be at the bottom of that ravine in a cove-like area. The 
topography was extremely steep. 

II 

VOB, LTD., S-78-70. 

The Board viewed this property and found Mt. Vernon Auto Sales operating at 
this location. The Zoning Administrator told the Board that they were 
operating in violation and have been issued a violation notice. The Board 
asked the Zoning Administrator to get some additional information such as, 
does VOB still own theproperty. 

The Board also found that Mt. Vernon Auto Sales was parking their display 
vehicles in the front setback area where there can be no display according 
to the Zoning Ordinance. 

II 

Board returned to the Massey Building and adjourned at 4:25 P.M. 

of Zoning Appeals 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held in the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on JUly 9. 1975. Members Present: Daniel Smith, 
Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George Barnes. 
and Charles Runyon and Joseph Baker. Harvey Mitchell 
and Wallace Covington were present from the Staff. 

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

10:00 - PRINTES A. BLEVINS. JR., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ord. to 
permit nursery school, 60 children, 2-5 years, 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.

8010 Seven Woods Drive, 101-2«10»)pt. parcel on west side of Seven Woods 
Dr. & .s. side of Mt. Vernon Woods Elem. SchOOl, (1.77659 acres), Lee Dist., 
Sequoyah Sec. 1. (RT-lOand RM-2G). s-108-75. 

Mr. Blevins presented notices to property owners which were in order. The 
contiguous owners were John R. Miller, 8001 Ashton Street and Harold C. Sohn, 
8005 Ashton Street, Alexandria. 

Mr. Blevins stated t~at_he would like to have 60 children, ages 2 through 5 
years. 7 a.m. to 6 p.m:;:, wee~days. Thef'e are 500 families living in the 
Sequoyah Subdivision. Sixty percent of the mothers work outside the 
community and must have babysitters. The building in which he will have 
this nursery school is owned by the counsel of' co-owners of the development.
He stated that he does have a lease. but he has not yet signed it. He stated 
that he was waiting to see whether or not he had the Special Use Permit bef'ore 
signing it. 

There was no one in the room to speak in support or in opposition to the 
app).1cation .' 

Tl'EBoard deferred the case until he could obtain the lease. Mr. Blevins state 
that he felt he could have the lease by next Wednesday. 

10: 20 a.m. - NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION ENDOWMENT, INC •• appl. under Sectio 
30-7.2.5.1.4 of' the Zoning Ord. to permit additional parking
(49 spaces) and wall for a sign for existing facility, 8925 
Leesburg Pike, 28-2«(1»)10 & 11, (41.4102 acres), Dranesville 
District. (HE-I). S-109-75. 

Mr. Oliver H. Houck, counsel f'or the apPlicant, presented 'notices of the hear! 
to property owners in the area. All nine of' the' property owners notified were 
contiguous to th~ subject property. Two of' those owners were Clifton W. 
pennington, 9011 Leesburg Pike. McLean and Archie Borges. 8934 Leesburg Pike. 
MoLe an. Virg~i;a. 

Mr. Houck stated that the National Wl~dlife Federation Endowment. Iad~1. 
basically an eduoational facility. They preparee~ucational~ter~~.~ 
te~i;:ng aids. etc. and, al",o oonduct teaching aOti1fi.t.ies •. ~.... "..'.' ...."... ·.'>.,nature 
t~l;~blndthe bU11d~ng where they takevis:ttor8 th1"Oueh'~~,,~~,~~ 
t~fil. They have many biologists who go to the Fa1:rf'lllX'C()UJ1~:"j:,~l' 

to glve lectures. of .the v;sitorll tothet.aO~.:l$~:,~,,~~'66 i'ero.ent ..•• p~,~fax 
County. They have ~4 that1riorder to: l!i&rVlo-8 the ~ds _,'t-h4!lStaf'tc 
for the edueationa~ m.te~~. ~.·aeoOltO~ating vis1toM\" they' h.,y,1! h'-.d;'to 
increaaetbe1:r. &,ta~,1'.~:: ,~1t~"l.·2:$O.persons. ·to 350.'Tb•••"emplQ-yeea 
are for the mOlSt~,~~t' ·ot':~l1'~!1y:C'qunty. TbeS'oard allowed' thn 
218 parking' apac.l/ :t,ititi: -'Jl!;Iwthe'~Vt!t'}!O many viB1tor8,atarate of' 
1.000 per month.~h..f ,Par~~~'J"~.~ to acc~date theaevtaitors. 
They have propq.sed,t'o: ~lWkt'll.;..'~trom theroad'and in be-tween 

;~:~~o~~~:et~:e::."o~.r:_M:t~~ld n~e~hi~: ;;:l~t:'~~:~a1ve 
impact of this pal"lc.$n·. .. . ,.'1 ..•~'l".,'t"1j. •.~.,,.+.",,',,••tfe:ct any of the' n.e: .'1 "propert,1~ 
or the aeatheticB of, .. '. . :~'&;:~:nltb,not for 8fl e.:z-t.'anal0fl; of the. 
facilities, but toao~' ,i\t1f ".,.:lC>lq~'~, use. The employe••.',~t.rt to work 
at 8: 00 a.m. whleh ~.an.t~ey.&1"e~'~~-Q th*.. parking lot betor&:,~" morning
rush hour and the same,J:lI!:,,'tru.e t€)~;t~:, :~-t-ern()on'. 'l'heem'p'lo:y••• are ou,t of 
the lot bet-ore the r-ua'h''be,-S4 ..... "-¥e:,':~d tb-~ttwo-t~a of the 
employees go Itl the OPP'ol:Ue d1re,c-t'~'~ r1"om'·tlhe rash hour t--r.atf'lc anywaY. 

Mr. Houck stated that there is a ren~r1ng in the file of the.ign they propos 
to install. This sign 18 ,in accordanoe with the Zonl'rlBOr(U,n~ce and the 
Sign Ordinance. This sign will be p.lace:l on a brick wall 'and w111 be placed 
90 1 back from the road. There will be trees a~l troundth' '1~' of the sign.
They have no sign now and it would be useful 'to County resident. who do not 
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know their exact location. They have an access road which was built at the 
County's request. They do have an entrance and exit sign for that road. 
The brick for the sign will match the building brick as closely as possible. 

They also would like to place a temporary structure on the patio area which 
will house some redwood tables, plants, etc. and also place some solar 
energy collectors there for the purpose of collecting data on solar energy. 
This research facility will be open to the public. They would like to get 
the firmest data possible and the summer months is the best time to obtain 
this data. They would like to convert their facility to solar energy 
and they need to know whether or not this particular model will do the job. 
The equipment is already in and they are ready to go. They did not apply 
for this when they applied for the parking and sign because they did not 
feel it would be necessary since it is a temporary structure and is very 
small. It is located against the building and will not stick up in the sky. 
It will be landscaped with trees and potted plants. It will look like a 
picnic area. Visitors can see just how they could use this type energy for 
heating and cooling their homes. The cost factor of putting this equipment 
into their homes would depend on the area and whether or not one is con
sidering generating electricity or just heating and cooling. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated that their facilities are 
open to the public and is not restricted to membership. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Smith read a memo from Martha Pennino, Supervisor, Centreville District, 
stating that she feared that permitting additional parking would continue to 
overpollute the Route 7 cOrridor from indirect sources, and would diminish 
the use of public transportation and car pooling. She asked the Planning 
Commission to pull and hear this case. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Planning Commission did not see fit to pull this 
case and did not hear it. He stated that the applicant's agent has adequatel 
represented tothe Board that the additional parking spaces is needed for 
visitors and not for the expansion of theuse and for that reason is not 
for a repeat group of people but for visitors visiting the facility for 
educational reasons. The Route 7 corridor should be adequate to accomodate 
this small number of people. This will diversify the traffic by having 
visitors attend a remote area of the County rather than concentrating 
educational facilities in one specific area. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. S-109-75 by National Wildlife Federation Endowment, Inc. 
under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit additional 
parking (49 spaces) and wall for a sign and a solar energy display exhibit 
on property at 8925 Leesburg Pike, tax map 28-2«1))10 and II, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on July 9, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-I. 
3. That the area of theillt is 41.4102 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That the site is presently operating under SUP S-248-69 granted 

January 27. 1970. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted fbr the buildings and uses indicated on the 
lana submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind. 

changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the 
oard (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 

uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require approval of this 
oard. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 

approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not con~tute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

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

6. All applicable county and State Coqes shall apply. 
7. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain in 

effect. 

r. Baker seconded the motion. 

e motion passed 5 to O. 

~:~::-~-~~:~~~::::::::~-~::::::::-:::::::::~~-::::~---
onder Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit one
chair beauty salOn as a home occupation. 9018 Lee Highway. 48-4((3)) 
(36)29 & 30, (25,300 sq. ft.), Providence District, (RE-l), S-110-75. 

Barry Murphy, attorney fOr the applicant. 301 Maple Aven~e, We~t, Vienna, 
irginia, attorney for the applicant. presented notices to th~oard which 
ere in order. The contiguous property owners were Jack Bradley, 2916 Hideaw 

Road and Douglas Clark, p.O. Box 138, Merrifield, Virginia. 

r. Murphy stated that the contract to purchase was executed in March, 1975 
by Mr. Preston Walker. Then a corporation was formed and took title to the 

roperty. That deed was recorded in May, 1975. He stated that he understood 
that there is difficulty about the corporation getting a permit. Therefore, 

e stated that he would like to ask the Board if it would defer this case 
until he can amend the application in the name of the operator, Mrs. 
avis Johnston. and submit a lease from the corporation to Mrs. Johnston. 
rs. JohnSbn resides at this location with her two children. She alone will 

operate this one-chair, one customer at a time, beauty shop. 

r. Preston Walker testified in support of the application. He commended the 
Board in opening the meeting with a prayer. He stated that he is the sole 
owner of Hideaway corporation. Mrs. Johnston has no interest in the property 
other than as a Director of the corporation. There is no monetary interest. 

e stated that Hideaway, Inc. owns no other property in Fairfax County. There 
is no lease with Mrs. Johnston at the present time. 

r. Smith stated that the Chair would rule that a lease is necessary. He 
also ruled that Hideaway, Inc. is not a proper applicant in this case. 

Mr. Walker stated that Mrs. Johnston is the sister of the wife of a close 
friend of his and she is under personal hardShip and needs to have this small 
shop in her home. He stated that the wide driveway that Mr. Kelley had 
questioned earlier was there when the property was purchased. 

rs. Johnston testified before the Board. She stated that she does have an 
operator's permit. She has been a beauty operator for 13 years. She now 
works at 9411 Lee HighWay at the Mavis World of Beauty at Circle Towers. 
She stated that she now lives at the subject property with her two children. 
She said that she can no longer work outside the home as her health is bad. 
She is allergic to hair spray and will try to make a small shop in her home 
to be allergy free. 

~ / LJ 
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Mr. Barry Murphy explained to the Board that he had filed the application 
using the address that Mrs. Johnston uses to get her mail.2924 Hideaway 
Road. Fairfax. Virginia 22030. However, ~rs. McCleerey called from the 
Zoning Office and told him that the real estate records show the address to 
be 9018 Lee Highway. He stated that he told Mrs. MCCleerey to indicate 
whatever was the proper address as far as the County was concerned. 

Mr. Channing Pace, 2900 Hideaway Road. represented himself and his wife and 
several other residents who own property 1n the Briarwood Farms subdivision. 
He stated that these people have joined him 1n a Petition which he would 
like to present to the Board in which they express their objection to this 
rezoning of this property at 9018 Lee Highway. 

Mr. Smith corrected him and explained that this is not a rezoning but a 
Special Use Permit for the use of the property as a one-chair beauty shop 
as a home occupation which is a permitted use in a residential zane. 

Mr. Pace stated ,that they oppose the use for commercial purposes on the 
grounds that this would constitute a threat to the residential nature of 
their property and would establish a precedent which would lead to possible 
future encroachment of commercialism of their neighborhood. He stated that 
since this is not a rezoning matter, his Petition would be out of order 
and perhaps he should correct the Petition to properly reflect this. 

Mr. Smith stated that this case would not be resolved today and the Board 
would allow him ample time to correct the Petition. He stated that he 
should advise the Petitioners of this correction because they might wish 
to reconsider. There will be no further hearing on this case. 

Patricia Monacella, 2908 Hideaway Road, spoke is opposition to the 
application. Some of her reasons were that this is facing on a Very narrow 
street that has no sidewalks and she is concerned for the safety of the 
children. They also feel that the additional traffic this use will bring 
will have an adverse impact on the neighborhood. 

Col. Steadman Nelson, 2904 Hideaway Road, spoke in opposition. He stated 
that he is the former chairman of the Briarwood Citizens Association. They 
feel that the ultimate result of the granting of this use will be to change 
the character of the neighborhoOd into an increasingly commercial neighborhood 
They have recently had a very disturbing experience with this Board on 
another case where this Board made a decision on a case without their being
notified. They would have liked 'to have been present when that decision was 
made. That case was a variance case on an outlot. 

There were ten people in the room who stood to indicate that they were in 
opposition to this application. 

Three people stood to indicate their support of this application. 

Mr. Murphy stated in rebuttal that this will not be a commercial operation. 
Mrs. Johnston will operate by appointment only and there will only be one 
customer on the property at anyone time. The property will remain single 
family residential. There will be no adverse traffic as there will only 
be one person there at anyone time. As far as setting a precedent, there 
is an attorney next door and he is using his home for his office as a nome 
occupation. 

Mr. Smith stated that if he was, he had been doing it before the Ordinance 
was changed. The Board has not granted any Special Use Permit for profession 
offices in a home as yet. That Section of the Ordinance was changed just 
recently. 

A lady in the ~~ce asked if it would be possible for Mrs. Johnston to have 
more than one/srrrce she understood that the definition of a one-chair 
beauty shop is one chair and two dryers. 

Mr. Smith stated that that was correct, she could possibly have more than 
one person on the property at anyone time under th~definition if she so 
chooses. 

Mr. Smith stated that the record would be held open until July 16, 1975. He 
requested the applicant have the proper lease in by Friday and a copy-of 
Mrs. Johnston's operator's permit. He stated that these should have been in 
the file. This will be a deferred case which will come up after the RegUlar 
Agenda Items have been heard. He also asked Mr. Pace to have his Petition in 
by Monday, July 14, 1975. 

II 
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11:00 - ROBERT B. MOORE. II appl. under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit enclosed porch to remain closer, to side property 
line than allowed by Ord' J (4.2' from side; 12' required), 6069 
Wooten Drive, 51-4«2»(D)5. (8,400 sq.ft.), Mason Dlst' J (R-12.5) 
V-1l1-75. 

Mr. Moore presented notices to the Board which were in order. The contiguous 
property owners were Mandez, 3101 Olin Drive, on the corner of Wooten and 
Olln. and Frances Waters on the other side. 6067 Wooten Drive. 

Mr. Moore stated that he contracted to have an existing porch enclosed to 
expand their small kitchen. The contractor started construction and when 
it was almost finished one of the neighbors came over and inquired if he 
had obtained an issuance. He stated that he became suspicious of the contract 
and began to make inquiries -and found that the contractor had not obtained 
a building permit and would not have been able to obtain a bUilding permit. 
The porch was constructed 1~ ~953 prior to the Zoning Ordinance amendments 
involving these setbaCk!/~Mrg adopted in 1959. Tnerefore, this porch coulo 
not be enclosed this close to the property line. He stated that he did 
confront the contractor with this and has also turned him in to the BUilding 
Inspector's office. The contractor's name is John Moore and is not a 
relation of his even though he has the same last name. The contractor has 
a Virginia contractor's license and an Arlington County license, but does 
not have a Fairfax County license. 

Mr. Smith asked for a copy of his contract. 

Mr. Moore stated that he had turned a copy in to the Building Inspector's 
Office and he could promptly get a copy for the Board. 
(There was no one to speak in favor or in OPposition to the application.) 
The Board deferred this case until later in the day when Mr. Moore presented 
a COpy of his contract to the Board. 

After the-Board reviewed tte contract, the following motion was made: 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-1Il-75 by Robert B. Moore, II, under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of 
the Zoning OrdInance to permit enclosed porch to remain closer to side propert 
line than allowed by the Ord. on property located at 6069 Wooten Drive, 
tax map 51-4«2))(D)5, Mason District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on 
July 9, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. Tha~he owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 8,400 sq. ft. 
4. That the request is for a 4.8 1 variancem the requirement to allow that 

construction remain. 
6. That the property is SUbject to pro-rata share for off-site drainage. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
L That the Board has found that non-compliance was .the result of an error 

in the location of the bUilding by the contractor Who failed to obtain a 
building permit.

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpos 
of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment 0 
other property in the immediate Vicinity.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the SUbject application is hereby granted. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 

I 
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11:20 - THE COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC. appl. under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to permit 6' fence in front setback area 
along Brookline Drive, 5110 Ox Road, 68-1({1»18 and 20, (119,8683
acres), Springfield District (HE-I), V-112-75. 

Mr. Stephen L. Best. attorney for the applicant,with offices at 4069 Chain 
Bridge Road. Fairfax, Virginia. presented notices to the Board which were 
in order. The contiguous property owners were Mr. and Mrs. Ira Godwin, 
11036 Brookline Drive and Mr. and Mrs. 'William Linne, 11035 Brookline Drive, 
Fairfax, Virginia. 

Mr. Best submitted additional photographs and a copy of an Agreement 
which was entered into with the residents of Breckitl.niidge:Subd.'- In that 
Agreement on page 3,it was agreed that the Club could build a 6' fence along 
the entire boundary, and could submit a copy of that Agreement to the Board in 
support of the variance request. 

Mr. Best stated that this application was before the Board in the spring of 
1974 and was denied. There has been some change since then. Last spring 
they asked permission to build a 6' fence along most of the property line 
of the Club. There is a 6' fence along most of the property line now.Al~hg th 
back part of the Club where Brookline Drive deadends, they had asked 
permission to bUid a 6' fence on the additional ISO' span there, 50' on 
each side of Brookline Drive and a gate across Brookline Drive. At that time, 
there was a public right of way in existence. The Q.ub had no right to put 
any fence or gate along the right of way, so there would have to be a 50' 
opening until that right of way was terminated. He believed that the Board 
felt that/since there was a 50' opening a fence back there would have 
no effect in keeping people off the property Whether it was a 6' or 4' fence. 
Therefore, a ,suit was filed to terminate the right of way and the Club entered 
into the Agreement with the residents. The right of way was terminated 
by the Circuit Court of Fairfax County and the ownership of that property 
reverted to the Club. The Club is now in a position to build that fence 
along the entire boundary line. That right of way is being used now by the 
Club members. It is a compacted gravel road. In answer to Mr. Smith's 
question, he stated he did not know whether or not the road meets the 
county requirements for a dustless surface. 

Mr. Smith stated that if the road is being used by the Club members, it will 
have to have a dustless surface and meet the County requirements. 

Mr. Covington stated that it does not meet the county standards unless it has 
a two shot bituminous surface treatment or its equivalent. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Best to explain the hardship as far as the Club is 
concerned. He stated that he had noticed on recent trips down 123 that the 
front gate is never closed. 

Mr. Best stated that it is locked when the last people leave the Club. 

Mr. Smith stated that he had been by there as late as 11:00 P.M. and the 
gate was open an£'8!ill open the next morning when he went back by around 7:00 

Mr. Best stated that the golf pro opens the gate in the morning around 6:00 
or 6:30. 

Mr. Best stated that it is impossible toloc.ate a 6' fence any place except 
on the property line without causing substantial damage to the golf course. 
The need for the fence has been demonstrated by the fact that the County has 
erected a 6' fence around the entire Twinlake Golf Course. A 6' fence is 
more difficUlt to climb than a 4' fence. 

Mr. Covington explained that the Twinlake Golf Course is a public facility 
and does not come under the control of the Fairfax County Zoning Office. 
He stated that their fence does exceed the height limit along Braddock Road. 

Mr. Smith stated that this concerns him, that the County is able to fence 
its property in any way that suits it and the individual property owner is 
not able to do the same; thing. He stated that this is a question for the 
County Attorney, but it is using a double standard. 

Mr. Best stated that the reasons for l~ting the fence height is for 
aesthetics, he assumed, and sometimes vision. Back in that area, their 
requested fence height would not affect the aesthetics nor vision. There 
is only one house where you can see the fence and that is Mr. Lenne's house. 
He has signed the Agreement consenting to a 6' fence. He stated that he 
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felt this 6' fence would be more harmonious and more effective than a 4' fence 

Mr. Best;61eared up the question regarding the land area of the Club. He 
stated that the fence request is on the 119 acre parcel. The total land 
area is around 150 acres. 

Mr. Smith stated that the application should be amended to reflect the 150 
acres. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, Mr. Best stated that the gate would be 
located at the end of Brookline Drive. The size of the gate would be 15 1 

wide and 6' 1n height. It would be a chain link gate. Everyone using the 
road would have to open that gate to get 1n and then close the gate. It 
would be locked after dark. 

There was no one to speak 1n favor or 1n opposition to the application. 

Mr. Runyon requested that this case be recessed until later in the day. 

The case was called later in the day and the following Resolution was made. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-112-75 by The Court House Country Club of Fairfax, Inc., unde 
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 6' fence in front setback 
area along Brookline Drive, 5110 Ox Road. tax map 68-1«1))18 & 20, Springfie 
District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 9th day of July. 1975, 

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

1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l~ 

3. That the area of the lot is 153.2074 acres. 

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

That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficUlty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved. 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the 
same is hereby denIed. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley abstained. 

------------------------------------------------------------------_._--------
11:40 _ CROWN CENTRAL PETROLEUM appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.,1 of the 

Zoning Ordinance to permit removal of existing station and bUilding 
new one, 8103 Leesburg Pike, 39-2«2))56A and 58, Freedom:;Hill, <35,0 
sq. ft.). Providence District. (C-N). 3-113-75. 

Mr. Charles Shumate, attorney for the applicant, with offices in Fairfax 
City, submitted notices to property owners which were in order. The 
contiguous owners were TYco and AssOC., Inc •• 1511 K Street.Washington J D.C. 
and Clarence W. Gosnell, 8130 Boone Blvd., Vienna, Virginia. 
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Mr. Shumate stated that there is an existing CITGO station at this location 
that 1s operating pursuant to a Special Use Permit that was granted September 
27, 1966. The property 1s presently under contract of sale to the James 
River Realty Corporation which 1s the holding company for Crown Central 
Petroleum, Inc. Crown does not wish to operate anything but a gasoline 
dispensing operation. There will be no rep~lr, no rental, no laundry. 

Mr. Shumate submitted a photo of the Crown Station in Belle Aire, Maryland 
to show how this station will look, with the exception of some slight 
modifications. They propose to use the same sign standard 'as the one CITGO 
has now. The sign area will be reduced. 

Mr. Smith stated that the sign could not be any greater than the one there now 

Mr. Shumate stated that the canopy will be lighted~ but with no sign on it. 
There will be the word 'Crown' on the building. 

Mr. Harold Starborough~ 5533 Braddock Road. spoke for the Gasoline Dealers 
Association. in opposition to this apPlication. He stated that hewas speaking 
at the request of the dealers which surround this particular location. He 
sUbmitted a Petition from all of the seventeen independent dealers which 
operate in this area. The reasors for the objection the Petition stated 
were that this area is' already overpopulated with service stations and an 
operation of the type proposed by Crown would diluge the area even more. makin 
it more difficult for the existing dealers to survive. It would also present 
a traffic hazard in this location with Crown's'Gas and Go'type operation. 
He stated that Crown is applying to the Federal Government for six times what 
the original allocation was for that location and what the average would be 
for the locations around that area. They also sell their gasoline cheaper. 

Mr. Smith stated that ~he cost factor could not be considered by this Board. 

Mr. Starborough stated that this type operation is a traffic hazard because 
of the increased volumn of traffic. This station is near the most dangerous 
intersection in the County according to the Providence Journal. (He SUbmitted 
a copy of that newspaper.) 

Mr. Kelley stated that this is a service station already. 

Mr. Starborough stated that this station has been closed since September 1974. 
He stated that the increase of traffic will be because this is a 'gas and go' 
rather than the usual neighborhood station. It was originally zoned for a 
neighborhood service station Which is the type of station that can give com
plete and total service to the neighborhood. 

Mr. Kelley stated that if there is an increase in traffic. they must be 
providing a service at this station that the other stations do not prOVide. 

Mr. Starborough stated that they provide a cheaper price. 

Mr. Shumate in rebuttal stated that Crown has stations that people like to 
come into. The history of their operations in Fairfax County has evidenced 
the fact that they have been good neighbors and have pro~ded a much needed 
service. There have been instances that they have offered a cheaper price. 
He stated that he could appreciate what these gentlemen are saying. His 
firm has represented Gulf and Esso in the past and has been involved with 
the J & B' Gasoline Station in the U-Haul case they took to Richmond on appeaL 
This opposition evidences a fear of competition. With regard to the 
allocation allottment, they should be before another governing body. not 
this Board. This country's economy has long thrived on the free enterprise 
system of supply and demand. He stated that he did not believe that this 
use would have an adverse impact on the surrounding neighborhood. which is 
commercial. The existing use is the same as that Which is proposed and is 
compatible with the zoning trends in the area. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed with Mr. Shumate's statments. He is in 
sympathy with the operators of the other stations~ but there is an existing 
station there and Crown intends to upgrade that station and continue the same 
use'. The traffic in that area is caused primarily by the fact that Tysons 
Corner Shopping Center is just down the road a short distance from this 
station. 

There was no one else to speak before the Board on this application. 
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RESOLUTION 

In application 3-113-75 by Crown Central Petroleum, Inc. under Section 
30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit removal of eXisting station 
and building of a new one, 8103 Leesburg Pike, tax map 39-2{(2))56A &58, 
Freedom Hill, Providence District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley mOved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals 'adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper~ posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on July 9. 1975. 

WHEREAS~ the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Cities Service Oil Company. 

The applicant is contract purchaser. 
2. That the present zoning is C-N. 
3. That the area of the lot is 35.094 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is reqUired. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is reqUired. 
6. Thatagaaoline aervice station has been operating on said property 

pursuant to Special Use Permit S-422-66~ granted to Cities Ser'llce.-'Oil 
Co .• September 27~ 1966. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the b\.4ildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. 4ny additional structures of any 
kind~ changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit~ shall require 
approval of this Board. It mall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zonin~ppeals approval. shall constitute a violatio 
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee Shall be resp.onsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permi 
is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use P~rmit 

SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the county of Fairfax during the operation of the permitted use. 

6. There shall not be any display. selling. storing~ rental. and/or leasin 
of automobiles. trucks~ trailers~ or recreational vehicles on said property. 

7. Landscapingan~/or screening shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barne~ seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

The Board recessed at 12:45 for lunch. 
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The Board returned at 2:00 P.M. TO TAKE UP THE ITEM: 
12:00 N - RE-EVALUATION HEARING - CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER, INC. 

8-228-71 to permit construction and operation of a hospital and 
related facilities, 13815 Braddock Road (Rt. 620), 5~-4«1)) 
parcel 94 and pt. of parcel 96, (12.05243 aeees), Centreville 
District, (HE-I), Granted January 25, 1972, 

Mr. Smith stated that this hearing came about at the request of the 
Comprehensive Health and Hospital Planning Commission of Northern Virginia 
in a letter which will be made part of the record. The Board felt after 
reviewing this letter and in the interest of the general health and welfare 
of the southern part of Fairfax County and Prince William County that this 
hearing should take place. He asked Mr. Jeffrey Human, Executive Director 
of that Commission. to testify before the Board. 

Mr. Jeffrey Human. 7245 Arlington Blvd., Falls Church 22042. spoke before the 
Board. He stated that the Health Planning Council is a non-profit voluntary 
corporation whose members are lilpointed by the various governing bodies of 
the cities and counties of Northern Virginia. They have a general responsi
bility for planning under State and Federal law for determining whether or 
not hospitals ought to be constructed. In the case of the Centreville 
Hospital, the law is exempt because the law was passed since the zoning was 
approved. The Council finds that the hospital is not necessary. Since 
unnecessary hospitals result in increased cost. the Council instructed the 
Staff on October 14. 1974. to take actions to try to discourage the developmen 
of this hospital. including zoning and other related kinds of activities if 
they were to come up. They then tried to look into that situation and they 
did write the letter which the Board has before it. He added that in his 
dealings with Mr. Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, it has become apparent that 
there is no credibility problem such as was raised by the Department Of 
Consumer Affairs. They have learned from the Division of Design Review 
that the Site Plan is now inactive. The;9'_:~81i1Qw?4.pr:f.n2._'_'7'.l::,~_stheinitial 
submission date; logged in as complete on April 5, 1971. Howeve~, an 
February 8. 1973. engineering approvals were granted subject to the pasting 
of surety bands and a letter went out asking that the bonds be posted. The 
next entry indicated that development plans were inactive, that the approvaYs 
had lapsed and would have to be pursued again. With regard to obtaining 
a building permit, the usual sequence of events was not followed. By a 
motion by a member of the Board of Supervisors,a footing permit was issued 
before engineering approvals were granted and before bonding arrangements were 
made. That happened on December 3. 1971. On December 16. 1971, the footing 
inspection was approved. On December 13, 1974, the footing permit was 
cancelled and he assumed that this was the result of their looking through 
the file and seeing that more than 3 years had expired. Therefore. in 
terms of permits, it is back where it began. During this period of time. 
there was a technical claim to the beginning of construction in that 
according to the testimony of one of the inspectors. a couple of yalds of 
concrete were poured. However. in the spring of 1975, inspection services 
division was unable to find the footings. The Department of Consumer Affairs 
had also failed to find the footings. Apparently, things have overgrown 
so they were not there anymore. This seems to support the contention that 
the progress that is necessary in order to continue the Special Use Permit 
does not appear from what they have found to have actually occurred. 

Mr. Steve Reynolds, Preliminary Engineering. stated that the Site Plan has 
not been voided by the Division of Design Review. The Plan was sent to the 
bonding office in Feb~uary, 1973. They hold the plan for one year and if it 
is not bonded within that one year. the Plan is then voided. ~applicant 

has been notified. The Bonding Branch did work up a bond package and send 
it to the owner/applicant. He stated that he did not know what occurred 
after that. but he would find out for the Board. 

Mr. William B. Lawson, attorney for Centreville Hospital. spoke before the 
Board. He stated that he lives at 2745 North Randolph Street in Arlington, 
Virginia. 

Mr. Lawson stated that) although Mr. Human said there is no question of 
credibility, he would like to present the applicant's position to the Board 
in two steps. The first step is the question of his representation to the 
Board at the last hearing. me stated that to Mr. Human's point of view that 
this is something that they would pasa over, but it is not to his. The 
gentleman, Mr. Human, who spoke before the Board,was directed evidently 
directly by his Association,the Comprehensive Health and Hospital Planning 
Council of Northern Virginia. to present the documents that he presented by 
his letter and the attachments to that letter. Those attachments were 
called 'Investigation of Centreville Hospital Medical Center, Inc.'. It 
was prepared by the County's Department of Consumer Affairs. One of the three 
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reasons that the Health Planning Council asked the Board to rule that Centre-
ville Hospltaldoes not have a valid Use Permit was due to the lack of 
credibility and the fraudulent or intentional or unintentional misrepresentati 
made to this Board on November 19. 1973. He stated that this 1s a serious 
concern to him and to Dr. -Berberian and since it has been pUblished, he 
would like to talk about what those 'criminal violations' are. so, at least, 
he can continue his relationship with this Board in the future since this 1s 
how he makes his living and something he has devoted 25 years to attempting 
to present accurate cases and accurate information to the Board. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Lawson to address the fact of the validity of the Special 
Use Permit and not get into the criminal aspects. He asked Mr. Lawson to 
present his side. The reason the Board decided to have are-evaluation hearin 
on this case was because Prince William County has made application to increas 
the rooms in their hospital there which services that county and the southern 
part of Fairfax County. In so doing, they were denied the right to expand 
because this particular permit Was outstanding. In Richmond, there is an 
indication that there are 100 rooms down 'there. The Board took a day last 
week and found that there was only some grown-up land area and an old house 
on the property. The re-evaluation hearing was not based on those points 
just referred to as criminal violations. He stated that he would state that 
for the record. He stated that he had never seen the footings that were 
alledged to either, but the Board was told by Mr. Covington, the Assistant 
Zoning Administrator, that they were there and he was sure that they were. 
However. there has been no progress made on the construction of this 
hospital. The Board wants to know why and what the status of the progress is. 

Mr. Lawson asked Mr. Smith if he was clear that there was no question that 
he had not mislead the Board at the last hearing. 

Mr. Smith stated that if the Board was mislead, it is the Board's fault. 

Mr. Lawson stated that it was his because he presented the fac~to the Board. 
He stated that he would direct his statements to that. Mr. Thompson and Dr. 
Be~berian will explain the progress made since the last hearing and the 
status of the hospital. 

Mr. James Thompson, 201 North Washington Street, Alexandria, Virginia 
spoke before the Board. He stated that they have formed a non-profit organi
zationto facilitate financing and in order tol.t;ilize industrial bonds. It is 
proposed that the non-profit corporation either have a Ieasearrangement With 
the existing profit corporation or buy-out the assets of the profit making 
corporation and continuftesolely as a non-profit corporation. This non-profit
corporation was charte ebruary 21, 1975. The Permittee's name has not 
changed. The non-profi corporation is proposed as an operating entity. 
Centreville Hospital Medical Center, Inc •• the Permittee, still owns all the 
asse,ts. There has not been any interrelation between the profH and non-profi 
corporation at this point. He stated that a representative from the operating 
entity, Charter Medical, is present tOday. He has been active in the financin 
aspect and can answer questions relating to this. They are ready to move 
forward just as soon as they can finalize the arrangements for financing. 

Dr. George Berberb~an. President of Centreville Hospital, presented the Board 
members with a package relating to the hospital's progress. He stated that 
the architect is present to testify that the plans were complete over a year 
ago, but have been held up in Richmond. They do have an assigned bid from 
E. H. Glover, Inc., contractor. who SUbmitted a proposal to build the.'hospital 
for $4,889,000.00'1 They are ready to 'procee.d as soon as the bonds have been 
sold and financingt'hvailable. There is a letter in the file from Mr, Glover 
stating that his company submitted drawings to the County with an application 
for a building permit on April 26, 1973. They were issued an application 
K7508. Mr. Bowman from the Health Department could not sign the permit 
application until he had a oopy of a letter from the State Board or Health 
in Richmond approving these drawings. That approval was Aot made ~til 

November, 1974. They have posted $2700 in cash for the siltation bond. That 
money 'is held by the F &M Bank in Vienna. They made attempts to ~et con
struction bonding and the bonding company said they would not bond them until 
the State Fire Marshall and State Health Department had approved the plans. 
One of the letters in the file is from ThomasH. Walker, Architect, Bureau of 
Medieal and Nursing Facilities Services of the State of Virginia, explaining 
Why they didn't rev-1ew the plans for about one and one-half years. They 
were busy initially and finally Mr. Walker discovered that he had not sent a 
set of plans to the State Fire Marshall. He then carried them by hand to him 
in July. 1974, and the letters that follow show the date they finally 
approved the plans. The State Corporation Commission sets forth in their 
memo called IIPlans Review", the dates: plans dated, May 17, 1973; received 
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May 29. 1974, reviewed July 3D, 1974. This letter 1s in the file to show 
that they are stating the truth in stating that the State had those plans 
and it took one and one-half years to approve them and it was no fault of 
Centreville Hospital. The architect 1s present today who was with him at 
the time Mr. Walker told him this, that the plans had not been submitted 
to the Fire Marshall until May, 1974. The letter dated July 26, 1974 
from Mr. Walker states 1n part n ••• In our conference during the latter part 
of May, 1974, we again discussed the review by the Fire Marshall for com
pliance to the Life Safety Code and you took the set of documents directly 
to Mr. Wade's office for his review. Since that date, he has reviewed the 
draWings in his letters dated June 13 and July 12, 1974 ••. " 

The next documents in the package show their submission of the aite plan and 
the letter that carne from the County' a bonding department asking them to 
comply with some issues in order to get the bond. They were not able to 
get the bond because no one would bond the site plan until the Plans were 
approved by the State. 

The next three documents in the package show that the Storm and Sanitary 
Easement Agreement with the County and the Water Authority Easement Agreement 
were executed on the 17th day of. January, 1973. He wrote to Mr. Joe Sunday 
in Public Works on November 25, 1974 asking him to extend the sewer extension 
as specified in their tri-partite agreement. Finally. after continual 
checking, Mr. Lawson called the County in June, 1975 and someone told him 
that they ·were waiting before making the extension to see what was going to 
happen next. 

Mr. Smith stated that there are a couple of Smiths on the Board of Directors 
of the Hospital and one is D. Smith. Neither of the men does he know. nor 
is he any relation to them to the best of his knOWledge. 

Dr. Berberian stated that one is Mr. Verlon', Smith, M.D •• who is a radiologis 
in Arlington. Mr. Verlon Smith stated in a previous hearing that he is not 
any relation to Chairman Smith. Dick Smith is President of Manna Financial' 
Corporation at Seven Corners. 

Dr. Berberian stated that Section II of the package shows their financing 
efforts. They have 66.000 shares outstanding for a total value of $330.000. 
That is $5.00 per share. Initially it sold for $10.00 per share. but there 
was a 2 to 1 split. There is a copy of the inducement contract between the 
hospital association and the Town of Clifton for industrial bonds. 
There is a letter of approval for the exemption for this latest method of 
financing. That letter is dated Deoember 5. 1974 from Mr. Crews. Assistant 
Attorney General. They have enclosed the document showing the incorporation 
of the non-profit corporation by the State of Virginia. Another document 
is tromJ. C. Bradford & Co •• the bond company, stating that as soon as they 
finish their feasibility and get approval and minimum rating. they would be 
willing to consider the selling of the bonds. 

The next section in the package shows the hospital association1s involvement 
with the Health agencies in Northern Virginia and also at the State level in 
an attempt to be reviewed by the various commissions. The first one shows 
October 12, 1971 from the Comprehensive Health Planning Council stating 
that they do not have the m~chanism by which to decide whether a project was 
needed or not since the Council was in its early development stage. The 
second letter dated January 20. 1972 states in part " ..• the Fairfax County
Hospital and Health Center Commission concluded that the need for such a 
facility is questionable until late in the 1970's; however. the Commission 
does not view the construction of such a facility as having a deleterious 
effect on County efforts to establish a balanced system of health care 
facilities. Therefore, the Commission has no objection to the renewal of 
the Special Use Permit ..• II 

The next letter dated JUly 25. 1973, from the Director of the Bureau of 
Medical and Nursing Facilities Services states that they are exempt from the 
provisions of Chapter 12. which means that Centreville -Hospital does not 
have to have approval of the Comprehensive Health and Hospital Planning 
Commissbn. 

In concern for all the attacks they were receiving from that Commission just 
mentioned in the newspaper and otherwise, they wrote to Dr. Shanholtz, the 
State Health Commissioner. who stated that he had reviewed the facility and 
they would remain exempt from the Virginia Medical Care Facilities Certificat 
or Public Need Law. In the letter of June 16. 1975 they determined that in 
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of Centreville Hospital, 

in view of the minimal progress/he (Dr. Shanholtz) waS reluctant to continue 
the exempt status, but he did.- However, Dr. Shanholtz asked that the 
Hospital Association submit monthly reports in order to update the status 
of the project. 

Dr. Berberian submitted in Section 4 evidence of citizen support, physicians 
support, County Supervisor, and County support. 

Dr. Berberian stated that he would submit to the Board a copy of the report 
they filed with Dr. Shanholtz. They do have the support of the physicians 
and they have 24 physicians that have purchased a medical site two blocks 
from the proposed hospital. He submitted in the package a list of those 
Doctors and their telephone numbers. He also submitted signatures of the 
Doctors who have asked for priviledges to serve in that hospital. He submitte 
a letter from SuperVisor Pennino from the Centreville District stating that 
she, the citizens and the County supports this venture. 

Dr. Berberian stated that the~ast letter in the package is a copy of a letter 
from the Comprehensive Health Planning Council dated June 23, 1975 written 
to their lenders threatening them with all types of actions if they consider 
lending bond money t~hem. They sent a copy to the feasibility people also, 
he stated. This is only one more aspect of that Council's involvement with 
a project that has been considered exempt for 2 or 3 years by the Commissioner 
himself. He stated that he is getting tired of those attacks. These attacks 
have been going on in the newspapers too. The Board has a copy of their 
apology for what they stated to the Washington Post. That Council has 
harassed them by constantly reminding the County that they should be destroyed 
because they were late in this and that and now the latest argument is that 
they are holding up Prince William County Hospital. The Commissioner of 
Health has denied approval to Prince William County Hospital and none of his 
statements says that he has denied them on the basis of Centreville Hospital's 
eXistence. They have evidence of the Council's harassment at a time when 
their Board has not even approved that harassment. In the letter that was 
written to their lender in paragraph 4, they have gone beyond their legal 
and moral rights to interfere Wi~~~~Q~~ho~R~.~~Ii~~was not asking the 
Board to discuss this.4FAll the~fe say'tng lSI t ey have done their best to 
progress. They have not held anyone up. Two hundred fifty stockholders have 
trusted them to go forward and they plan to continue. 

On the 25th of June, they had a stockholders meeting telling them that they 
were on their way to move. Suddenly, they heard from Charter Medical stating 
that they were concerned about What the Comprehensive Planning Council is 
threatening to do to the lenders, the Town of Clifton, and everyone concerned 
with this hospital. They said if this continues, they cannot sell the bonds. 
J. C. Bradford says that if they can get a gOod feasibility appraisal, they 
can sell the bonds. 

Mr. Smith stated that the purpose of this hearing is to determine whether or 
not the applicant is diligently pursuing the Special Use Permit. It is a 
question of land use and the general health and welfare of the people in 
Fairfax County and Prince William County. 

Er. Berberian stated that Centreville Hospital and Prince William Hospital 
have never worked~ainst each other. Even if Prince William gets approval 
of their hospital, they will have no beds for 4 ~ears. They are full and they
need beds and they are begging Centreville Hospital to proceed and get beds 
so at least between now and two years, they Will have some beds. 

Mr. Smith asked if they get bonding within 3 months, how long WOUld it take 
to begin construction. 

Dr. Berberian stated that he would like to hear from the County how long it 
would take to approve the site plan which' they will resubmit immediately. 
They were never aware that it had expired. 

Mr. Steve Reynolds stated that the time limit depends on the plans and the 
degree to which it was prepared. It usually takes from 2 to 6 mOnths. It 
depends on the speed at Which the applicartt Can execute a completion bond 
also. Many times, the bonding stage is the most lengthy portion. 
The next speaker was 
Mr. Bob Behm with the firm of Sheridan & Behn, 5510 Yorktown Blvd.~ Arlington, 
Virginia. The status of the plans are they have been completely reviewed 
and approved by the departments in Richmond. They had been submitted for 
a permit in '73 and they, of course, heard nothing because of the delay in 
the approvals from Richmond. When they did get requests from Richmond for 
modifications by virtue of the Fire Marshall's report, they immediately 
acted on them. It took something like 30 to 45 days of revisions and 
communications back and forth to comply with their requests. If they 
bring the application baCk, they would expect it to go to the Health Dept. 
where it stopped. They would estimate that it would take 30 to 45 days to 
get the building permit. 
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Mr. Lawson stated that with regard to the sewer permits. the hospital and the 
shopping center's sewer permits were granted for one year. They have paid 
the taxes on these permits. Construction had to be completed in either 2 or 
3 years. That time has passed and the hospital and the shopping center have 
requested the Board o~uperVls0rs to extend that agreement. Carol Whitcomb 
1s in charge of that and both he and she agreed that that extension process 
should wait until after this hearing today. She might like to speak to this. 

Mr. Joseph Pope, Moore Road. Centreville, Virginia. spoke before the Board. 
He stated that he is a 25 year resident of Centreville and President of 
the Centreville Citizens Association. He stated that he testified at the 
original hearing and again in 1973 that this hospital has the support of the 
entire Centreville community. He stated that he did not believe that he had 
ever heard any opposition to the hospitaL 

Mr. Smith stated that in view of the information the Board has received. the 
Board would hold the record open until it can get copies of the report 
Dr. Berberian had submitted to Dr. Shanholtz. 

Mr. Baker moved that the Board take this under advisement for a period of 
30 days, or until the first meeting in September. which will be September 
4, 1975. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

12:20 - MICHAEL MATTA T/A VIRGINIA DEVELOPMENTAL SCHOOL OF READING. appl. 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ordinance to permit four week summer 
reading clinic each summer for part of July and August, 6215 Rolling 
Road. 79-3((8))6. Springfield District, Messiah United Methodist 
Church, 0.927 acres). RPC. S-120-75. 

Mr. Matta presented notices to the Board which were in order. The two 
contiguous owners were Dr. DeAngelos, 6159 Roxbury Avenue and Mr. and Mrs. 
Victor K. Trogaeon. 6155 Roxbury Avenue. Springfield. Virginia. 

Mr. Matta has been operating a four week summer reading clinic for the two 
past summers in the Messiah United Methodist Church. The Health Department 
reports that no permits from that Department are required and it has no 
objections to the issuance of a special use permit provided this school does 
not infringe on the facilities used by Accotink Academy #2 Day Care Center 
located in the sarne building. 

The file indicated that the school will operate from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. 
on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday; from 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. on Mondays, 
and from 8:00 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. on Fridays. The total enrollment would be 
100, but there would be no more than 25 students at anyone time. There 
will be a staff of eight and no class will have a ratio of more than 5 
students per teacher. The applicant is a reading specialist, certified by 
the Virginia Department of Eduoation. currently employed by theFairfax County 
Public Schools. The staff will be all certified reading teachers, also 
employed by the county. They have made car-pool arrangements. The maximwn 
car trip generation would not exceed 12 to 15 cars. Sessions are scheduled 
30 minutes apart. every two hours. The majority of the students will be from 
the Springfield, Burke, and Fairfax areas. 

He submitted a letter from the church indicating that he could use the 
property for 1975 and 1976. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board had deferred another case this morning 
because the applicant did not have a lease and would have to defer this also. 

Mr. Matta stated that for the past two years, he had submitted a letter from 
the church similar to this one. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred for· one week for the lease. 

There was no one present in favor or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 
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DEFERRED CASE: JAMES RABER, (Deferred from 6-18-75 for applicant to determine 
if a reduction in the variance request could be made) • v-98-75 

The architect stated that only a small portion of the addlton remains outside 
the setback area, about 25 square feet out of "SaO square feet. The addition 
1s proposed to be in line with the eXisting house. There is a 5' variance 
request on Davenport Street and a 2' variance request on Elba. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-98-75 by James Raber under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit construction of addition closer to front property 11nes 
than allowed by Ord. (within 43.0' of Elba Road and within 40.0' of Davenport 
Street). on property located at 7800 Davenport Street. 102-1((20))9, County 
of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in...,a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a pUblic hearing by this Board held on June 18. 1975 and deferred 
to JUly 9. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the sUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 22.315 sq. ft. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the follOWing physical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficUlty or unnecessary hardship that Would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 
(b) unusual condition of the location of eXisting buildings. 

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

MRS. HAROLD BARR, JR. (Kennel) The Board deferred for viewing until August 
1. 1975. 
The Board asked the Clerk to request the applicant to submit drawings 'howing 
how the barn will be converted into a kennel and have those drawing for the 
Board prior to the August 1. 1975 meeting. In addition. the Board suggested 
to the applicant that she not take in any more tenants until the Board has 
~ade a decision on this on August 1, 1975. This was Mr. Runyon's motion. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Smith 
objected to reducing the number until the Board takes a position as to how 
many she can have. 

II 
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CLARENCE E. GATTON, home professional real estate office in residence, 
8-104-75 (Deferred from 6-25-75 for consideration by Board and possibly new 
plats or for the applicant to address the parking situation 1n accordance 
with Group VI of the Zoning Ordinance and for viewing) 

The Board was in receipt of new plats showing the parking area to the rear 
of the house. 

Mr. Kelley moved to deny, 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt the guidelines that this Board has beenglven,' 
by the Board of Supervisors that states tqa,i~the residential character of 
the neighborhood shall be protecteif 'fit'eY '1ftttl~is in the Group VI 
category which means that the parking cannot be in any front setback or 
within 25' of any other property line. In this particular instance, 
Mr. Gatton will only have one or two cars there a week. He originally 
proposed a circular drive. Now, he has moved the parking to the rear and 
made four parking spaces. He stated that to him that does more hanD to ~ 

the residential character of the area than the circular drive WOUld. There 
was no opposition from anyone. He stated that he did not feel that this 
small part-time real estate office would endanger the residential character 
of the neighborhood. 

Mr. Smith disagreed that the parking area in the rear did more harm than 
the circular drive to the residential character. He stated that the only 
use that does not require the parking setbacks is the beauty shop in the 
home as a home occupation. 

Mr. Runyon stated that that is his next point. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed with Mr. Runyon as to the parking in the 
rear. It isn't allowed in the front and it seems mQre commercial when it 
is a large parking lot in the rear, therefore, it can't possibly comply with 
the Ordinance. 

Mr. Barnes stated that as he recalled there was no opposition. He stated 
that he seconded the motion because he was afraid this would look like a 
real estate office and would impact the neighborhood. He withdrew his second 

Mr. Allen Nolan, 133 Park Street, N.E., Vienna, Virginia, came forward to 
answer some questions at the request of Mr. Runyon. He stated that this 
proposed residence is only 10 lots away from their present residence. He 
bOUght this property several years ago. Two days before the construction 
was to start, the emergency ordinance wa~assed requiring them to come before 
this Board. They originally proposed the circular driveway, because they 
did not feel they would need parking. This is a one man operation. His 
wife is his secretary. The four parking spaces were put in after the Board 
told them that that was a requirement. It will probably end up as a 
badmitton court. 

Mr. Runyon asked if they could move the house back and still get in the 
circular driveway out of the setback area. 

Mr. Smith state~ that the parking in the rear hidden by shrubs and trees 
appears more residential to him than the circular drive. He stated,'that 
he felt this plan was good and in keeping with the residential character of 
the neighborhood. 

Mr. Nolan stated tha~he had checked out this rear parking plan with the 
contiguous property owner that might be affected and he had no objection. 

Mr. Smith stated that if the Board could not make a decision at this point, 
he would pass over this case until later in the day after the other items 
have been finiShed. 

The Board continued with the other After Agenda items and returned to 
take up Gatton. After a brief discussion the following motion was made: 
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------------------------------RSSQbij~~QN---------------------------------- _ 
In application No. S-104-75 by Clarence E. Gatton under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit a real estate office in the home on property 
located at 7112 Carol Lane, 60-1«13))A-IB, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board 
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: I 
WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on June 25, 1975 and deferred 
to July 9, 1975. I 
WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 

1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-IO. 
3. That the area of the lot is~6,005 square feet. 

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

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
3.0-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by thi 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additlbnal 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such I 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board 
of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and StaE!. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

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

6. Parking area to be screened and landscaped to shield the parking. 
7. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 4. 
8. This operation is to replace the existing real estate office located 

at 3218 Korte Court now operated by the applicant. 
9. This office is for the use of only the applicant and his wife. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed ~ to 1. Mr. Kelley voted No. Mr. Barnes abstained. 

IMr. Smith stated that the operation of the real estate office on Korte Court 
will cease at the time that the new premises are occupied. 

Mr. Nolan stated that it would. 

I 
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FOX MILL SWIM CLUB, INC., 8-106-75 (Deferred for decision only from 6-25-75 
for new plats) 

A copy of the lease had been submitted for the file. New plats had been 
submitted as required conforming with the Group VI setback requirements. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. S~106-75 by Fox Mill Swim Club, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit community swimming pool on property located 
at southeast corner Otsego and Viking Drives, 25«lO))F, Centreville District, 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper l posting of the property I letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners I and a public hearing by this Board held on June 251 1975. 

WHEREAS I the Board has made the folloWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Fox Mill Estates Homes 

Association. The applicant is the lessee. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l and R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.25209 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 

AND I WHEREAS I the Board has reached the folloWing conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance l and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans Bubmitted~with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind l changes in use. additional uses l or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit I shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detai 
w~thout Board of Zoning Appeals approval I shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special lise Permit does not constiute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this 
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with 
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. That the maximum number of family membership is to be 199. which shall 
reside in the immediate vicinity. 

7. That the hours of operation shall be 9:00a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Any after 
hours parties will require written permission from the Zoning Administrator 
and shall be limited to six (6) per season. 

8. That the landscaping and/or screening shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Environmental Management. 

9. That theD1rectora' Resolution of Fox Mill SWim Club) Ltd •• shall be a 
part of this Resolution l namely. "Resolved, that the budget submitted to the 
membership be amended to include Six Thousand Dollars ($6.000.00) for 
landscaping. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

1.1 
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INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, S-99-75 

A letter from the Health Department had been received and was in the file 
stating that they would approve this temporary trailer use without restroom 
facilities for a period of two years. I 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-99-75 by International Town & country Club, Inc. under 
Section 30~7.6.2.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit relocation of fertilize 
and equipment building and to permit mobile office for use by tennis pro and 
for storing and selling of tennis wares to remain on property located at 
13200 Lee Jackson Highway, Centreville District, 35«1))106 & 45-l{(1))11, 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: I 
WHEREAS, the captioned apPlication has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 18th day of June, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 240.87 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 
6. That the applicant operates a country club on said ,'property pursuant 

to Special Use Permit Use ,S-100-74, granted September 18, 1974. 

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

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and INOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, tha~he subject application be and the same is 
hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

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

3. This approval 15 granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the OPermittee to apply to this Board for 
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without 
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditio s 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. Th~ermittee shall be responsible for complying with these require 
ments. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit is 
obtained. 

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Re~identlal Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of Ithe County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permi~ted use. 

6. The temporary permit to allow a mobile taailer for use by tennis pro and 
storage shall be limited to Two (2) years. 

7. That landscaping and/or screening shall be -provided to the satisfaction 
of the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon was out of the ~oam. I 
---------------------------------------------------------------~-------------
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM: WOODLAWN MANOR APARTMENTS. SECTION 1 (8.95673 acres) 
MAP REFERENCE 101-3 

Mr. Hugh Cregger, 2054 N. 14th Street, Arlington. Virginia, attorney for 
Woodlawn, testified before the Board and Mr. Hoffman,the owner of this 
project, was present. 

Mr. Cregger stated that they want to know whether they have a non-conforming 
situation or not. There was a 29 acre parcel of land zoned RM-2G fronting 
on Routeldn the Mt. Vernon District. This 29 acres was under one ownership 
and remained in one ownership until about 2 1/2 months ago. At that time, 
the parcel became split insofar as the fee simple title is concerned. The 
original tract was leased by the Fagelson family and the RUbin family to 
L. R. Broyhill Who built about 200 units in the front section. They then 
subleased a portion of the property Which 1s called Woodlawn Manor, Section 1. 
This is actually the second section of apartments. This parcel was divided i 
three sections and only two sections have been built. This section 1 is 
actually the second section of apartments. It is section 1 of the intended 
development by the second owner. There was a mortgage put on these buildings 
There were 15 buildings with a 2,600,000 dollar mortgage. The mortgage went 
into default and it has been foreclosed. The occupancy permits are issued 
and the apartments are occupied. The question is, since it is a 50' setback 
and you have a mor~ge line before, that mor~ge line has become a property 
line because the fee simple title changed. We don't think it is non-
conforming under the circumstances. 

Mr. Covington asked Mr. Cregger if hedldn't tell him some time ago that it 
was a Court ruled line. 

Mr. Cregger confirmed that he did tell him that. He stated that he later 
talked with Mr. Knowlton and Mr. Knowlton said that he wasn't sure what the 
facts were and he would bring it to the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

Mr. Smith stated that he didn't think the Board of Zoning Appeals should have 
this as an After Agenda Item. He told Mr. Cregger if he wished to make 
application for a formal interpretation of the status of this, the Board 
would hear it, but the Zoning Administrator first has to make an interpraatio 
and if they do not agree, then they apply to this Board on an appeal. 
This Board does not take these things just off the cuff, especially with 
the facts involved here. There has to be a formal action. 

Mr. Covington stated that it became non-conforming as to setback when the 
Court established the property line by foreclosure. 

Mr. Cregger said that if the building burned dawn, they could not build it 
back at its present location since it is non-conforming. 

Mr. Smith stated that that is correct, but this is a brick structure and 
there isn't much-po8sibUity that it would burn down entirely. 

Mr. Cregger stated that if they want to protect themselves against that. they 
would have to come to this Board on a variance request. 

Mr. Smith stated that that was correct. If this is not alleviated prior to 
any disaster such as a fire. this certainly would be a good case for a 
variance. unless at that time it would subject the contiguous area to a 
greater impact than would normally be. 

Mr. Cregger stated that he thought he understood. He thanked the Board 
for taking the time to discuss this. 
II 

2. SANDRA WARD --

The aoard then considered a letter from Robert Lawrence. attorney for the 
applicant. which they had discussed the previous weeks. The letter questione 
the condition in the Resolution granted April 9, 1975 limiting the number of 
horees on Parcel 15C and Parcel 6 to 28. In addition. he questioned the 
limitation on the number of students to 250. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could not increase the number of students 
without a formal hearing. The Board set a year limit and made all the con
sessions to allow this lady to continue to operate here. There have been 
complaints down tbAr~~ready on one of the horse shows where she was using 
loudspeakers anqj~~ifarking allover the place. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board stand by its original motion made April 9, 
1975 since the Board plans to re-evaluate in a year. Mr. Baker seconded the 
motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

0 
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4. 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM: GOOD SHEPHARD CATHOLIC CHURCH (Change 1n configuration of 
building) 

The Board reviewed the Plans which were sent by Preliminary Engineering. 

The Board stated that this change in the configuration of the building is a 
minor engineering change. 

Mr. Baker moved that the Board accept these substitute plats showing this 
minor change in theconfiguratiorr of the building. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. Mr. Smith signed the substituted plats. 

II 

5. KINGS PARK POOL (Request for a sw1mathon) 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT -- (PARLIMENT SWIMMING POOL) 

The Board discussed this at length. The letter contained an enclosure 
which showed the signatures of the contiguous and nearby property owners and 
stated that they had no Objection to this. 

The Board indicated their concern that this might be noisy or might set a 
precedent. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the request be granted for the time and date requested. 
This should not be considered as setting a precedent and would only be allowe 
based on the merits of each case. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

6. KENA TEMPLE (Request for a change in the location of the building, 
which will be smaller) 

The Board reviewed the plats and stated that they felt this would be a minor 
engineering change. 

Mr. Baker moved tha~the request be granted for this change in the location of 
this building. This will be a smaller building. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained. 

II 

7. COMMONWEALTH SWIM CLUB. Commonwealth Blvd .• Kings Park West. 

Mr. Covington explained that this Club would like to remain open for 7 days 
in order for the Club to give an Adult Life Saving Clasa from 9:00 to 
10:00 each night. 

Mr. Baker moved that the request be granted. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

at 5 :09 P.M.The me;u(! W?r;e~ 

BY~ C. ~lsey , 
Clerk to the Board of Zoning Appeals 

APPROVED:,_..::J:,::U::::l"-Y,,3!i:l~·rl=-97,,5:- _ 
DATE 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held On Wednesday. July 16. 1975 1n the Board 
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith. 
Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; 
Joseph Baker and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell 
and Wallace Covington were present from the Staff. 

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

10:00 - JOHN RALPH PEO appl. under Section 30-6.6 to permit enclosed structure 
to be made part of existing house within 1.5' of side property line 
(20' required) and to add breezeway to connect this structure with 
the house. 6616 Ridgeway Drive. 90-1«2»209. Springvale, Section 3. 
Springfield District, (31,935 sq.ft.), (RE-D.S), V-114-75. 

Mr. Peo submitted notices to property owners which were in order. The 
contiguous owners were Maxwell Coleman, 6612 Ridgeway Drive and Roy W. Korth, 
6620 Ridgeway Drive. 

Mr. Peo stated that he could not add an addition to his house an the other 
side because of- the landfill there and it would be a major undertaking. He 
has owned the house for 2 1/2 years. The house is about 14 years old. The 
garage that he is converting into living space for his parents is a masonry 
structure. In addition to the other side of the house being landfill, it 
is also on a slope. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question) if the contiguous property owner has the 
same problem) Mr. Peo stated that they are on a slight grade also. However) 
the people next door have built out on the opposite-'1 side. That house is 
set in front of his house. 

Mr. Kelley stated that Mr. COVington informed him that the garage was con
structed in error several years ago. The buUding permit had indicated 
it would be 2'. It is a substandard lot) so he is not asking for an 18' 
sideyard variance) Mr. Covington said. 

Mr. Smith stated that this amounts to a second house on the lot. 

Mr. Peo stated that there is a 6" overhang on the edge of the roof and that 
may be the problem. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt the applicant is trying to overbuild the lot. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board defer this case to give the applicant the 
benefit of the doubt. The Board has to look at this in conjunction with 
the other properties. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. The case was set for August 1, 1975. 

II 

10:10 - ROSE HILL VETERINARY CLINIC appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.9 of the 
Zoning Ord. to permit small animal hospital, 6142-A Rose Hill Drive, 
Rose Hill Shopping Center) 82-3«1))pt parcel 41, Lee District) 
(C-D), 3-116-75. 

Dr. Fenton: submitted notices ttloproperty owners which were in order. 
The contiguous owners were Sue Abbou, 6115 Rose Hill Drive) Alice Eibright, 
5110 Franconia Road and Leon Nestor) 5221 Franconia Road. 

Dr. Fenton stated that this location is a little less than than 3 miles. 
from his other location at Penn Daw. The operation at Penn Daw has become 
rather specialized. They have several specialists on the staff. Because 
of these specialists, their colleagues in the area have been referring cases 
to them, so that the hospital has become a referral diagnostic and treatment 
clin1c. They find that they do not have enough space for offices. They 
want to use the Rose Hill address as an out-patient clinic. An out-patient 
clinic does not appear in the Fairfax County Code. It is a radical departure 
from an animal hospital. The difference is, they do not keep any patients 
in an out-patient clinic. They come in) are treated) and then leave. Of 
course) if it was an emergency and the animal could not be moved or was 
getting whole blood transfusions) the veterinarian would stay with that 
pat1~nt~ This would be a rarity. The patients that need hospitalization 
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would be shipped immediately to the hospital on Richmond Highway where the 
facilities are complete. 

Dr. Fenton stated that he was familiar with the Ordinance relating to this 
use which states that all operation shall be within an enclosed bUilding 
and that building shall be adequately soundproofed and constructed so that 
there will be no emission of odor or noise that would be detrimental to 
other property in the area. This would require Health Department approval. 

Mr. Dave West, President of the Rose Hill Citizens Association, came before 
the Board and stated that he came for information. He stated that he and 
the citizens in the area are basically in faVor of this. They are the 
subdivision that is the closest to this shoPPing center and they do have an 
interest in whatever goes into it. They would be opposed if they were going 
to keep the animals overnight. The location 51~2-Als next to a Safeway 
Store on one side and a real estate office on the other. It would be very 
important that noise and odor be kept confined to the subject premises. They 
had heard that they might move into another wing in the shopping center that 
is now open, 6116. That area would not be as conjested. It 1s next to a 
laundromat. 

Dr. Fenton stated that he was sorry because he meant to ask to ask the Board 
to amend the application to allow them to change the address to 6116-A. 
This is within the same shopping center and is much better location. He 
submitted a copy of that lease. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board amend the application to 6616-A. Mr. Baker 
seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

The applicant did not have pictures of the new location. Mr. Smith asked him 
to get those pictures for the file. 

Mr. West stated that he was much more in faVor of the application at this new 
location. 

There was no one to speak in opposition. 

RESOLUTION 

In application S-116-75 by Dr. A. Budd Fenton and Dr. Bradford E. Buell 
T/A Rose Hill Veterinary Clinic under Section 30-7.2.10.3.9 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit a small animal hospital on property located at 6616A 
Rose Hill Drive, Rose Hill Shopping Center, tax map 82-3((I})pt 41, County 
of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on July 16. 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Mortgage Investors of 

Washington. The applicant is the lessee. 
2. That the present zoning is C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2,080 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is reqUired. 

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

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Distriots as oontained in 
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinanoe, and 

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicants only and is not transferable 
Without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 
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2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or 
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date 
of expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes 1n u?e, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without 
this Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use 'Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit ,SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. 

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

6. The operation will be an out-patient operation. 
7. The hours of operation are 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.
8. All County and State requirements shall be met pertaining to noise 

and odor for small animal hospitals. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:30 - JOHN M. DERR. III appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to 
permit construction of house within 38' of center line of unimproved 
ingress - egress easement. Hampton Road. l05-2«l»2A. (2.159 acres). 
Springfield District. (RE-l). V-117-75. 

Mr. Derr represented himself before the Board. Notices to property owners 
were in 6rder. The contiguous property owners were Mrs. Marijke Tellekemp 
on Julian Street and Peter F. Ball, 8301 Ox Road. Fairfax Station. 

Mr. Derr stated that there is a Fairfax County Water Authority easement 
all along the side and rear of his property. The flood plain 11ne runs 
outside that easement. They cannot move the proposed seepage pits as this 
is the only place on the lot acceptable to the County for them. The lot is 
very steep and will not take a normal septic field. Prior to applying for 
a building permit. they had the property surveyed and found that there was 
an existing 16 1 access easement along the other side of the property. 
Even though this easement was unimproved, it is a recorded easement belonging 
to Mrs. Tellekemp to provide acces to some of her land, about 13 acres. 
They, therefore. have to setback from that easement. 

Mr. Smith asked if that access easement could ever be developed. 

Mr. Covington stated that it could be with enough waivers. However, the land 
is difficult to develop because the topography is very steep and there are 
a lot of flood plain problems. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-117-75 by John M. Derr. III under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of house within 38 1 of center line 
of unimproved ingress-egress on property located at Hampton Road. 105-2«1» 
2A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the propertY,letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 16th day of July. 1975. 
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WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.159 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user 
of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:40 - R. K. ENSMINGER appl under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to 
permit storage room in rear of carport to be constructed within 41 

of side property line (12' required), 8427 Georgian Way, 70-1«16))
269, Oak Hill Subd., (12,241 Sq. Ft.), Annandale District, (R-12.5), 
V-118-75. 

Mr. Ensminger submitted notices to property owners which were in order. The 
contiguous owne~s were Reedy and Scultz. 

Mr. Ensminger stated that there is a sewer easement across the back of his 
lot. There is a steep slope up from the house and it doesn't level out 
until just before the sewer easement. There is also severe run-off problems. 
They have the lowest property in the area. Seven homes drain into that 
property. Because of the angle of the property line and the way the 
dwelling sits on the lot, it makes it impossible far them to set a storage 
shed any place except on the back of this carport. He stated that they need 
the shed to store garden eqUipment and bicycles. His son also has a 
motorized go-cart which they would like to store in there. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, he stated that he had made a previous 
application. However, the surveyor put the storage shed on the wrong side 
of the carport. This would not help them at all. Therefore, he withdrew 
that application and reapplied. This is the same sized storage shed, 
but they have moved it out from the house in order to have a little opening 
between the house and the storage shed. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's qu~~tioQ, he stated that there is a problem with the 
next door neighbor. Tfie~PionI~tike the shed in this location in order to 
help alleviate this problem, to Shield his wife from verbal and Phyaical abuse 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is certainly an irregular shaped lot. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he thought the Board allowed the applicant to withdraw 
the case in order to reduce the variance. 

Mr. Smith stated that the minute~ reflect that the applicant withdrew this 
case right away as soon as it was called because he said the request was not 
what he had intended it to be. The surveyor had made a mistake in drawing 
the plat. The Board told him that he could not amend the application to ask 
for a greater variance, that he would have to refilewith a new application. 
The applicant has done this. 
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Mr. Runyon moved that the Board defer this case until August 1, 1975 for 
viewing and review. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

Mr. Ensminger stated that he would accept the 9'x15' shed if the Board would 
grant that size. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he still would like to take a look at it. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

10:50 - DAVID L. REDDING. V-119-75 

The applicant did not have proper notices. He had not notified the contiguous 
and nearby property owners at all of the time. date and place of the hearing. 
They had told the property owners of their plans and had letters from the 
property owners stating that they had no objections. This does not conform 
to the Code requirements however. 

The case was deferred until September 4, 1975 for a full hearing. 

Mr. Runyon's motion, Mr. Baker's second. Passed 5 t~ O. 

II 

11:10 - CALVARY CHRISTIAN CHURCH appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit church, 4420 Olley Lane, Little River 
Estates, 69-2((2))5, Annandale District, (2.50 acres) (RE-I)
S-121-75. ' , 

Mr. Walter Stevens, attorney, sUb~itted notices to property owners Which 
were in order. The contiguous property owners were Donald Early, 4400 
Olley Lane and Wilma Hoover, 4416 Olley Lane. 

Mr. Stevens stated that this is a small church group that presently occupies 
a small structure on Twinbrook and Braddock which has been purchased as an 
over-all development plan for the church. The proposed location on Olley 
Lane is sought for a new church building. They have 182' frontage on Olley 
Lane. There are architectural drawings in the file showing the way the 
proposed structure will look. In addition, there are photographs in the 
file showing the topographY of the particular lot. The material that will be 
used will be brick. 

Mrs. Helwig, 4429 Glenrose Street, Fairfax, Virginia, asked some questions of 
the applicant regarding this proposed church. She stated that she and some 
of her neighbors are concerned about whether there will be a buffer of trees 
between the church and their property. They back up to the church. 

After checking the plats, it was determined that there will be about 100' 
offtrees between the parking lot on the church property and Mrs. Helwigls 
property. 

Mrs. Helwig asked whether or not they plan to secure the property to prevent 
people from just driVing in when church is not in session. 

Mr. Byrd, the architect, stated that there are no such plans. 

Mr. Smith stated that if it becomes a problem, the church should take some 
action. If this is not done, the Board could also take some action. 

Mr. Stevens stated that the State statute says it is a·violation to use church 
or school property ftniliess one is a member of the church and has permission 
to be on the property. 

Mrs. Helwig stated that that may be so, but the church that she goes to has 
that problem and they have not been able to do anything about. However, there 
are no·houses backing up to that church. 

Mrs. Heather Ehalt, 4408 Olley Lane, spoke in opposition to the application. 
Her main points of opposition were that there is no need for a church since 
no nearby property owner or resident is a member of this congregation. 
Therefore. the church will not serve the people in Whose midst it is to be 
located. The configuration and topography of the property argue against 
this property being used for anything other than residential purposes. 
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The construction of a large building would require altering the fall of the 
land to a point that it would cause either real property damage to adjacent 
property owners down the slope or would destroy the aesthetic value of the 
immediate area. The covenants of that subdivision restrict bUildings to 
within 501 of the side line and requires at least a 75 1 setback from the road. 
The topography of the section of Little Run Estates from Athens Road south 
to Little Run is a slope down from Athens of 200'. At the approximate 300 1 

from Olley Lane, it rises to a ridge line and falls off again. The small 
gully that is formed serves as a natural drainage area for Athens Road to a 
large pond adjacent to Little Run. Storm runoff during heavy rains has 
approached a rate of at least one-third of a million gallons per hour. The 
feature that prevents a serious erosion problem is that the valley is wide 
enough in most places to permit the f~W of water to spread out and go slowly 
downhill. If a structure is goingtouilt in the valley, the flow of runoff 
will have to be channeled. This wou d present a tremendous flow of high 
velocity water to Mr. Bratterls property which would utimately reault in the 
erosion of the drainage ditch and adversely causet the siltation of a pond 
owned by a corporation of Little Run Estates residents. The large hard 
surface parking lot would contribute even more to the detriment of the 
nearby properties. She recommended that the architectural plans and an 
impact statement be submitted to the Board for study and evaluation. 

Mrs. Ehalt stated that they had lived in the area ·for two years. 

Mr. Smith explained that this is not a zoning change and the problems of 
drainage would be considered by site plan control. The church would have to 
pay a certain amount of money to develop drainage control. This Board does 
not get involved in the covenants of a subdivision. 
Mr. Eugene Hoover, 4416 Olley Lane, contiguous to the SUbject property, spoke 
in opposition to the application. He stated that this property had failed 
the perk tests up until 1974. It was tried a number of times by Mr. Angel and 
his sons, the previous owner of the property. He stated that he had no 
interest in the property. His main points of opposition were the problems 
a large atnucture would cause to the adjacent properties due to improper 
drainage and it would also be in conflict with the restrictive covenants 
of this subdivision. In addition, they are concerned about the increase in 
traffic that this use will cause and the fact that there is not a sufficient 
buffer between his property and the property of the church. 

Mrs. Dorothy Bratter., 2500 Olley Lane, Lot 6 and part of Lot 7, spoke in 
opposition to the application. She stated that constructing a large building 
of this size and a large parking lot would affect the-fresh water springs 
that they have used for drinking water for years and years. This property 
drains into that spring fed lake and she fears that a septic field will 
contaminate it. There is sewer available along the front of the property that 
the church could tie into. They are strongly opposed to a septic field being 
used. They also feel that this use will devaluate the property in the 
nearby areas. 

Sandra Moran, 9409 -Athens Road, spoke in opposition to this application. She 
stated that with just the neighborhood traffic. you get 5 or 6 cars lined up 
at the light on Olley Lane. This church use will increase the traffic 
problems • 

Mr. Walter Stevens spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He reitterated that 
this is not a rezoning and the fact that the dntnage proQ~ems will be taken 
care of by the Departme~~n&f DeSign Review under site plan. This property is 
located directly acrosl!.Jtrre" school and there doesn't appear to be any reason 
given thus far as to why the Special Use Permit shOUld not be granted. 

John Leggin thanked the neighbors for being interested and guaranteed them 
that they would do everything they could to make sure they did not create any 
problems. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question as to whether or not there were any people 
who were members of the congregation that live near the SUbject property, 
several of the audience stated that they lived nearby: Circle Towers. Burke 
Station Road, Braddock Road, Lake-Braddock SUbdivision. There were 16 people
in the audience in favor ofthe application. 

When Mr. Smith asked for those Who were in objection to raise their hands, 
one of the men objected to this and stated that it was a silly question. 
His name was Morton Bratter. one of the adjacent property owners. 
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the architect for the project. 
Mr. Byrd...l12308 Stafford Lane. Bowie. Maryland, came forward to answer questio 
Mr. Runyon asked. 

Mr. Byrd 
Mr. Runyon stated that ~ shows he has sited the building in the middle of the 
property at an elevation of 332' J then he shows the parking area over to the 
property line. He' stated that it looked like he was dropping about 10' in a 
5' strip. He asked how this property was planned to be developed as that 1s 
an awful lot of grade change 1n a distance of about 50'. He stated that he 
realized that this 1s something that would be handled by the site plan. 
However. the Board has to consider the impact on the adjoining property. which 
would be Mr. Hoover's property, It shows a buffer strip of about 5' in there 
with a change in grade of as much as 10'. He stated that he is dropping 
from 355' to 332' in a distance of about 100' with parking, landscaping and 
screening and he was wondering how he planned to do that. 

Mr. Byrd stated that it would be a gradual slope. 

Mr. Runyon stated that"there is a difference of 12' in 5' and that is not 
consistent with what would be required. If you drop 12' you have to have 
about 25' of buffer. You don't have enough room between the Hoover property 
and the beginning of the property there.' You need a wider buffer." 

Mr. Runyon stated that another question he had was on the location of the 
septic field toward the western part of the property. 

Mr. Smith stated that if the Health Department does not approve the location 
of the septic field and tank, the use would not be allowed there anyway. 

"A perk of 17 at a depth of 120 is pretty deep,1I he stated. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he would like to have theinformation from the Health 
Department bnthat because they require that you cut down to a cover of only 
22- over the top of the field after you are through. That would require 
major cutting in this area, about 6', and he would like to know where that 
is proposed to be. He stated' that he had two problems, one is the depth 
of the septic field. This could be answered very easily if it is hooked to 
the public sewer which is down the hill from this lot and the slope on the 
north side, next to the Hoover property. He has asked that question and it 
needs to be answered. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could require a tree buffer of any type, but 
the site plan takes care of the other aspects of it. The Board has never 
gotten into the site plan part of it and required buffers. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the reason these things are required by Use Permit and 
not by right is because Qf the reason these people are here. He stated that 
he didn't admire Mr. Bratter's outburst and he should apologize to this Board 
in that respect. But, these people are concerned, and they are reasonable 
people. Their points are very well taken and that is, the church itself 
needs to provide for the residential character of the neighborhood,which 
a 5' buffer is not going to take care of. The question of the sewer needs 
to be answered to determine how much cutting is going to be done. This is 
very steep topography from the standpoint of putting a church on it as 
opposed to two or three residential houses. The question on the covenant 
of the subdivision would have to be answered in a civil matter. 
MR. RUNYON: 

·This Board is determining land use and the land use has to meet the requireme 
whieh says that the residential charadler will be met. They have plenty of 
buffer on the south side, but not the north side. The two people who will be 
most affected will be the Hoover property and the Blatter's property. 
perhaps the parking area and the access drive can be moved away from the 
two properties to a distance of some 20' or at least out of the building 
restriction area, so that some of that buffer will be left and some of that 
slope could be taken up. The requirement of the Ordinance is that they will 
not discharge any more surface water from the site after development than 
before. Site Plan will take care of this, but they don't really take care 
of the buffer prOVision because they will come right back to us and ask what 
we meant."I would like to defer this case until the September 4, 1975 date 
to give the applicant tiW~ to perhaps restudy this condition on the north 
and south property ~in~/rar the buffer and elevations are concerned. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. Mr. Smith stated that no new testimony will be tak 
The architect should be present to answer questions the Board might have. 
II Mr. Bratter apologized for his earlier outburst toward the Board. 

The Board recessed for 5 minutes. 
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fter the recess, Mr. Smith stated that for reasons of membership, it is a 
esire of the Board to change the meeting for the ,previously deferred case 
a August 1 instead of September 4, 1~75. One of the members has resigned 
ffective the 5th of August and the Board would like to disPQse of all 
eferred cases prior to that time. 

/ 

11:30 - DULLES BICENTENNIAL CAMPGROUNDS, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.8.1.5 
of theOrd. to permit bicentennial campground, Route 28, 1/2 mi. south 
of Route 50, 1.7 mi. from Route 66, 44-1«1»)1, lA (2 parts), lB, 6, 
and 6A, 44-2«l))Parcel ~. (approximately 540 acres), Centreville 
District, (RE-l), S-122-75. 

r. Smith stated that the purpose of this hearing is to designate areas if 
the Board feels it is~compatible land use for campground purposes. apparently 

n a temporary basis. The Use Permit for the particular development will not 
ake place until such time as development plans have been presented to this 
oard and a new hearing, or what amounts to a new apPlication on each 

development. 

r. Bob Colbert, Suite 402. 10560 Main Street. Fairfax, Virginia, represented 
the applicant. He presented notices to the Board which were4innOrqer. Two 
of the contiguous property owners were Helen Hutchison Smith,6~entreville 

oad and Crestwood Development Corporation 7394 ·Reservoir Road. Springfield, 
irginia. 

r. Smith stated that"basically what the Board is doing today is holding a 
ear~ng as to the land use itself Without specifics as to land area except 

the 540 acres that is under application. It is the Board's understanding that 
this will be developed in parcels and will not all be developed at one time. 
For that reason, the appl~cant would have to come back in after the developmen 

lans are formulated with a new apPlication for each development. if it is. 
of course, determined that this land should be designated as a land use in the 
category of campgrounds, after the discussion and criteria is set forth as 
to development phases of it. what the density should be, where the ingress 
and egress should be, and this type thing." 

r. Colbert stated that the entrance to this campground would be from Route 28. 
He indicated the planned entrances on the map. He stated that they have paid 
for 224 sewer taps which will accomodate approximately 825 units. The land 
is still under the ownership of the individuals listed on the plats. The 
applicant proposes a temporary campground site for tourists during the Bicen
tennial. The applicant is trying to accomodate people coming into the area 
from Charlottesville and Route 81 down through the Valley. They have been 
working through COG. They are working with KOA primarily. KOA has obtained 
a $47,000 grant to do a feasibility study on the Bicentennial Campgrounds 
which should be complete by the end of September. KOA operates 800 campgrounds 
throughout the country and owns about 76 themselves. The applicant is to 
provide KOA with a site where they can set up campgrounds for recreational 
vehicles such as trailer and tent units. The applicant has been working with 
Susan Melville, Bicentennial Coordinator for Fairfax county, ~ho has Viewed 
the sites with KOA. The campground will not be a recreation park such as 
Burke Lake or Lake Fairfax. This is primarily so a person can park his tent 
or trailer and leave it While sightseeing. HopefUlly, there will be mass 
transportaiton from this site downtown to keep cars and trucks off the road. 
This is one of the key items they must consider. 

The projection is that 30 to 40 mililonpeople will be coming into this area 
for the Bicentennial. There are 30,000 rooms available. There will be a 
120 day period in which 300 to 400,000 people per day will be coming in. 
Mr. Colbert stated that the problem of where to put these people must be 
solved. 

Mr. Gilbert Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, stated that the Board must keep 
in mind that tRere are many other bodies of law other than zoning, especially 
le Health Department. which will get involved with this particular case. Re
quirements must be met for handling traffic, determining entrances, site 
distances. etc. All of that will be considered when the Board considers the 
smaller individual parts of the development plan. The Staff is not even in 
a position to speak to this at this point. 
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Mr. Andy Flooze. 920 Vine Street. Herndon, Virginia. resident of Fairfax Count 
for 10 years J is active in the recreational vehicle business. 1s a member of 
the National Capitol Recreatlonal Vehicles Dealers Association and National 
Camping and Hiking Association and writes and publishes a book entitled. 
Campground Directories, Mid-Atlantic. Mr. Flooze stated that Fairfax County 
is much better off in this situation than Prince George and Montgomery Countle 
There are 600 campsites in Fairfax County. either under the County or Regional 
Park Authority. There are another 180 campsites in Prince William under the 
Department of Interior. There are. within a 30 mile radius of Washington. a 
total of only 1,826 campsites. There is a shortage. There is 2 to 3 times 
as many sites in Williamsburg and Philadelphia. The Army has refused to 
turn over ~y~lands at Ft. Belvoir or Ft. Meade and the FAA will do nothing. 

Mr. Steve Smith, Research and Planning Division, Fire and Rescue Services, 
stated that looking at this from a fire and rescue standpoint, there is no 
water for fire protection within the 540 acre site. The Fire Department 
would like to know who is going to pay the cost for trans~ssion of water 
lines to protect this property. 

Mr. Robert Manuel, 110 North Royal Street, Alexandria, attorney representing 
Mr. and Mrs. Edward Smith, one of the contiguous land owners who own 90 
acres of land, spoke in opposition to this apPlication on their behalf. 
(Mr. Smith stated for the record that he was not related to Mr. Manuel'S 
clients, the SmithsJ Mr. Manuel stated that should the Board grant an intent 
today without proper site plans, then when those plans are presented, if 
the Board denies the request, the applicant then can say that he had been 
mislead. 

Mr. Manuel stated that he also represents Mr. and Mrs. Edward Lewis, Who live 
nearby. He submitted statements of their objections to the Board. He also 
submitted colored pictures of Walney Road. The objections primarily dealt 
with the traffic this campground would create. Walney Road is very narrow 
and there are two bridges that are only wide enough for one car to pass. 
When Mr. -Lawrence, donated his land for the Lawrence Park, he made the provisio 
that if Walney Road were ever widened, that park's ownership would go toa 
church. There is a great deal of traffic on Walney Road already because of 
the new subdivision on that road. He stated that his clients live on Walney
Road. He stated that he felt this would also have an adverse impact on the 
residential character of this neighborhood and the value of the property 
there. Mr. Ed Smith leases part of the land in question (159 acres) for 
pasturing his cows. That lease expres next year. 

Mr. Frank Thomas, with the law firm of Hunton, Williams, Gay, Powell and 
Gibson in Richmond, represented Sandra Hutchison, Bessie HutchiSon (life 
tenant of the property), Mrs., ltawes.(who lives across the road). and a number 
of other people who live nearby. It was his opinion that this Board has no 
power to act on this. Assuming that the Board does have the power to act, 
the Board should ,seriously consider Mr. Manuel's point about being presented 
with a f!!! compli at some point down the road. He questioned the type 
trailer that would be accepted at this campground. 

Mr. Smith sated ~hat the definition of recreational vehicle is set forth in 
the ordinance and has been interpreted by the Zoning Administrator as 
baSically a vehicle one can tow with a car or hook on a truck. Mr. 
Smith stated' that he considers seasonal use as less than 30 days. A 
recreational vehicle would not be one you could live in. 

Mr. Covington read the definition of recreational vehicle under 30-7.2.10.5.4, 
page 582.4a of the ZOning Ordinance. He stated that even though this section 
sets this out as a use that is permitted in a C~G district J it nevertheless 
gives the definition of recreational vehicles. 

Mr. Thomas stated that the Police Department has not commented, but the Fire 
Department has stated that there is no water to provide adequate fire pro
tection. This is a residential and farming area. There are a number of sub
divisions around this area. There will be a large number of pe9ple coming 
in and out on a short term basis which will create an adverse impact on the 
local residents. This is too much of a change in the residential neighborhood 

Mr. Kelley questioned Mr. Thomas about how he felt about the fact that this 
land is in the master plan for industrial zoning. 

Mr. Thomas stated that the specific goals stated in the master plan are that 
the farmland and open space be preserved as long as possible. Industrial 
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uses would not be nearly as burdensome with traffic or change in the residenti 
character as this campground. It would not impact this residential area with 
the high density and high turnover of people. He felt that the developer 
hether it be KOA or Ramada or whoever should come in with their,plans and 

talk to the Board about what they are going to do. 

Mrs. Harry Berresford, 5040 Walney Road, Chantilly, member of the newly 
formed Environmental Education Association, spoke in opposition. She spoke 
on the environmental and aesthetr~'impact this would have on their area. She 
said this would adversely affect Lawrence Park, which is an educational 
ark for the children of Fairfax County, and would cause Fairfax County to 

loose this park. She talked about the traffic problems this use would 
create and compared this to what might become another Resurrection City. 

The Board should take into consideration, she stated, the fact that there 
are no shopping centers nearby, no transportation, poor roads. and very few 
recreation facilities. 

rs. Frances Hawes, 4401 Walney Road, directly across from the campground 
site, spoke in opposition. She questioned the posting, but the Chairman 
stated that there had been seven areas of this property that had been posted. 
There was one sign that had been put on the wrong property, but that was 
corrected. 

She stated that she understood that there could be no residential use of 
property that was in the direct flight pattern of the Dulles Airport, and 
this is. She felt this use would adverse~y affect her by the noise, and 
would disrupt her peace and quiet. She indicated that bad traffic problems 
already exist. 

Mr. James Tidis, President of the Brookfield Civic Association, stated that 
they were neither for or against thIs application because they do not 
know enough about it. Their concerns are that an environmental impact study 
has not yet been made with all aspects looked into regarding traffic, trans
portation, public facilities, and the like. There are a lot of things the 
Board should consider before making a decision. He asked if the citizens 
would have access to the site plans when they do come in. 

Mr. Smith stated that the plats are filed in the Office of the Zoning Admin
istrator at least three to four weeks before a pUblic hearing. The public 
can view them in this office at 10555 Main Street, Fairfax, Virginia. 

Mrs. Elizabeth Ann Ha~l, 4840 Walney Road, Chantilly, one-fourth mile south 
of the proposed campground, speaking for herself and also representing 
Richard Korink, President of the Country ClUb Manor Civic Association, 
stated that the roads in that area are now too narrow to handle the present 
traffic. She opposed the increase in traffic and the fact that County 
facilities which will have to service this number of people do not exist. 
She read Mr. Korink's letter of opposition into the record. His objections 
were primarily the same as those stated by the others. He did ask that specif 
studies be made to determine the impact of the project on the Occoquan 
Reservoir and the cost to the County in terms of services. 

Mrs. Robert Dunham, 3609 Colony Road, FairD"ax .. -'Virginia, spoke in opposition 
regarding the danger to the domestic animals in the area from the children 
in this park. 

Mr. Norman Smith, P.O. Box 374, Vienna, Virginia (He stated he was no 
relation to Chairman Smith) who lives on Lee Road in Chantilly spoke in 
opposition about the impact of the additional traffic on the roads. He also 
represented Mr. Leonard Weil of 1330 Mercer Lane, McLean, Virginia, who 
also owns property adjacent to this use. 

Mr. Steve Reynolds, Preliminary Engineering Branch of Design Review, stated 
that any development for this use would be under site plan control and under 
the review of his department. The problems of erosion and siltation control 
will be taken care of by that department. He stated that he had ohecked 
with the Dept. of Public Works and could find no evidence that the applicant 
had paid for any sewer taps. 

Mr. Colbert explained that the sewer taps were paid for by Ted Kolank1ew!cz 
and Dick Utz, two of the landowners. Their money paid for the extension of 
the Flatrock Sewer Plant. 

Mr. Reynolds stated that this shOUld be verified for the Board. He stated 
that he called Mr. Katrell, Fairfax county Park Authority about the possible 
trip generation from this use. Mr. Katrell estimates that there could be 
15 units on one acre based on the Fairfax County Park Authority's campgrounds. 
Mr. Reynolds stated that the trip generation per campsite would be 3 to 4 
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trips per site per day. If this were developed for industrial uSes, it would 
be approxlmately.lOO to 115 trips per acre per day. If it were developed 
as industrial, improvements within the industrial sUbdivision would be made 
on the road to take care of any increase in traffic. Without an on-site 
inspection, he stated that he didn't know what might have to be done to 
Route 657. Walney Road. The Virginia Department of Highways is reluctant 
to grant approval for access to Sully Road because it is a limited access 
route. Presently. Route 28, in this particular area. can carry 6,000 vehicle 
per day but he did not know whether it could effectively carry that many 
vehicles. 

Mr. Colbert stated that he felt the traffic would be no problem. The exit 
one-half mile from Route 50 will be the primary exit because of the close 
proximity to the water and sewer. The Police Department is located on Route 
50 near Sully Road. There is a shopping center down Route 50. KOA would 
provide the basic shopping needs at a convenience center. 

Mr. Reynolds stated that perhaps the Board might consider consulting the 
Office of Comprehensive Planning's Transportation Branch to determine if 
there is any traffic impact. 

Mr. Smith stated that if the development plan is submitted and the Board 
approves it, all these things will be~taken into consideration. There 
certainly needs to be some method of transportation for the people from the 
campgrounds to the D.C. area, Woodlawn and Mount Vernon. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is concerned with what the area can accomo
date without an adverse impact and with the least amount of impact to the 
local residents. 

There were 22 hands raised to indicate their opposition. 

One lady in the audience Who did not identify herself stated that at times 
the traffic has been backed up from Route 29-211 to Route 50 during rush 
hour. That is a little over 4 miles. 

Mr. Kelley, talking to Mr. Colbert, stated that he felt that Mr. Thomas and 
the other attorney, Mr. Manuel, brought up a good question as to how far 
the Board can go with this without proper site plans, etc. He stated that 
he hoped that Mr. Colbert understands that the Board has not done anything 
to obligate itself in a legal way. 

Mr. Colbert stated that he had no question about that. 

In answer to Mr.Smith's question, Mr. Colbert stated that he felt they would 
be able to provide an acre of open space for each acre of campsites and 
still provide the 200' buffer that is a requirement. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Colbert if he understood that the advice that the Board 
is about to give is not a decision in the matter but guidelines for a 
development plan for theproposed use. 

Mr. Colbert mndidated that he understood. 

Mr. Smith outlined the following guidelines: 

1. The maximum number of sites shOUld be no more than 825. 
2. The development cannot be more than 7 1/2 campsites per acre on an 

average, including the 200' setback that is required. 
3. The period of time that the Board will consider will be resolved at 

the time of the hearing on the development plan. The Board questioned 
the feasibility of a 2 year time limit. Basically, a 2 year time 
limit has been the time limit everyone is talking about for a 
temporary use. 

4. If any of this property is rezoned to industrial. it could not be 
used for this purpose.

5. This in no way can be binding on this Board as far as what would be 
the final result. This is only guidelines that might possibly be 
used by the applicant to present an application. ~ 

6. All entrances and exits should be from Route 28. 
7. Any convenience center should be planned for the center of the 

development and not along Route 28. It should be easily accessible fro 
all campsites. Should there be 2 developers of this site. there might 
be two convenience centers. 

The Board members agreed to these guidelines. 
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12:00 N- - ROBERT C. FAYLOR appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit less lot width at front building restriction line on 
proposed lot 98 than required by Ord. and to permit existing house 
to remain closer to proposed access than allowed by Ord., (24.7' 
from center line of access. 65' required). 6013 Lebanon Dr .• 
Lebanon Subd •• 51-4((4))9. Mason Dist., (1.0754 acres). (R-12.5), 
V-124-75. 

Mr. Faylor represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Edna and 
8ruce Puppa, 6024 Munson Hill Road, owner of the property to the rear and 
Mary H. Stacks. 6021 Munson Hill Road. owner of the property to the side. 

Mr. Faylor stated that Lebanon Subdivision is within an older subdivision, 
recorded in 1946, containing lots of 1 acre plus. and is now zoned R-12.5. 
The configuration of the lot does not allow resubdivision other than by a 
panhandle lot. which requires a variance to permit less lot width at the 
front building restriction line on proposed lot 98. He stated that he 
wanted to divide this one acre into two roughly equal parcels 80 he could 
build a new home on Lot 98. He stated that he wished to use the driveway 
of the existing lot so he could have aceess to 9B. This access is 10' wide. 
This is the only way he can get access to this back lot. He stated that 
he would be able to construct the house on Lot 98 without further variances. 
He and his family have lived on this property for 20 years. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. V-124-75 by Robert C. Faylor under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit less lot width at front bUilding restriction line 
than required.on proposed lot 9B and to permit existing house to remain closer 
to proposedmcess than allowed by Ord. on property at 6013 Lebanon Drive. 
51-4((4))9. county of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appea
adopt the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on the 16th day of July. 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1. 0754 acre-a., 
4. That no further variances are required. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning has reached the follOWing conclusions of law 
1. That the applicant haa ~atisfied the Board that the following physical 

condi tions -exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardsh~~ that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildlng~ involved: 

(a) exceptionally narrow lot, 

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

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific lots indi
cated in the plats included with this application only, and is not transferab1 
to other land. 

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

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

--------------------------------------------~-~------- -----------------------
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DEFERRED CASE 
MICHAEL MATTA T/A VIRGINIA DEVELOPMENTAL SCHOOL OF READING appl. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.3.4 afOrd. to permit four week summer reading clinic each summer. 
(Deferred from 7-9-75 for lease.) 

The lease was in the file and was 1n order. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. 3-120-75 by Michael Matta T/A Virginia Developmental 
School of,Readlng under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to 
permit 4 week summer reading clinic each summer for part of July and August, 
6215 Rolling Road. 79-3«8»6. County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed 1n aCCordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a p~blic hearing by the Board held on the 9th day of July, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Messiah United Methodist Church, Trs. 
2. That the present zoning is RPC. 
3. That the area of the lot is 3.927 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follOWing conclusion 
of l~~ 

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildihgs and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the Plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apPly to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of the SUP. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The hours of operation are from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday during the months of JUly and August of each year, upon 
presentation of a proper lease to the Zoning Administrator. 

7. The number of children is 100. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

--------------------~--------------------------------------------------------
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HIDEAWAY. INC., A VIRGINIA CORPORATION, (contract purchaser), appl. under 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning ~lnance to permit one chair beauty 
salon as a home occupation, S-110-75. (Deferred from 7-9-75 for lease.) 

The lease ~s in the file. The applicant wishes to amend the application to 
Mavis Johnston, applicant, who will be the operator of the beauty salon. 

The Board was in receipt of two Petitlons. One Petition was from the neighbors 
who opposed this application. There were approximately 51 signatures. 
The second Petition was from neighbors who wanted this use. There were 
about 4 of these signatures that were duplicates of the other Petition. 
There were 18 names on the Petition in favor. 

The attorney for the applicant. Barry Murphy. explained that these four 
names that were duplicated on the Petitions were sigaatures who had originally 
signed the Petltion in opposition. but have now signed the Petttion in favor. 
He stated that these people said they had not known all the-facts when they 
signed the original Petition. 

Mr. Runyon stated that in the Petition, it talks about the location of existin 
shops within the area. The Board has been using as a guide that if there 
are existing shops within a certain area where services could be provided. 
the Board would not look favorably on the application. He asked the Chairman 
if this was correct. 

Mr. Smith stated that it was. He stated that this applicant owns a shop less 
than a mile away in Circle Towers. 

Mr. Covington stated that there is another shopping center coming in at 
Nutley and Routes 29-211. There is also a beauty shop at the shopping center 
at Cedar Lane and Routes 29-211. It is about 5/10th of a mile away~ 

Mr. Runyon stated that if the Board is going to be consistent with the 
standards it has been setting and the standards that the aoard of Supervisors 
have directed the BZA to consider. considering that the services are provided 
locally. then he would make the following motion. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-110-75 by Hideaway, Inc., A Va. Corp., under Section 30.7. 
2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit one-chair beauty salon as a home 
occupation on property located at 9018 Lee Highway. also known as tax map 
48-4(3))(36)29 & 30. Providence District, County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by this Board held on the 9th day of July. 
1975 and deferred to the 16th day of JUly~ 1975 for lease and further 
consideration by the Board, and 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fOl-lowing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Hideaway. Inc •• a Virginia 

corporation. purchased from Gilbert and Cathleen Bell. Deed r,oorded 
in May. 1975 according to applicant. Property leased to Mavi. JohnetQn. 

2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 25,300 sq. ft. 
4. That oompliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and .County Codes is required. 

AND) WHEREAS) the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follOWing conclusion 
of law: 

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

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject apPlication be and the same 
is hereby denied. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. Murphy asked that the Board note his exception. 
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VOB, LTD.) A Maryland Corporation, appl. for used car dealership, 8753 and 
8801 Richmond Highway, 3-3-72 

At the original hearing on March 15, 1972, the Board deferred this case for 
an indefinite periOd in order to allow the applicant to try to work with 
the County to clear up the zoning problem of the land. A portion of the 
property was located in the RE-O.5 category. This case later went to Court 
on this zoning question. After much delay, it was determined that the 
Board of Supervisors should again consider this zoning question. The Board 
of Supervisors considered it and zoned the RE-D.5 portion of the property 
to C-D. The Final Order was signed by Judge Keith on the 3rd day of April, 
1975. The applicant did not contact the BZA's office to reschedule this 
case thereafter,however. The Clerk wrote the applicant on July 2, 1975 
regarding this case. The applicant did not respond. 

The Zoning Inspector reported that VOB is no longer in operation at this 
location. Mount Vernon Auto Sales is now operating there. They have been 
issued a violation notice. 
A SUP for VOB would not be valid for Mount Vernon Auto Sales. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-3-72 by VOB, LTD., A Maryland Corporation, under Section 
30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit used car dealership including 
rentals or new car dealership on property located at 8753 and 8801 Richmond 
Highway, l09«(2))7A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 28th day 
of February, 1972 and deferred on subsequent dates to July 16, 1975, for 
Court decision on zoning of the subject property. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Anton Schmidt and Richard 

Rankin. 
2. That the present zoning is C-G and C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot is 120,000 sq. ft. 

NOW, THEREFDRE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby denied for lack of pursuit and proper zoning. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained because he was not present 
at the original hearing. 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: July 16, 1975 

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION -- JOHN H. WOOD, Variance Granted 9-11-74. 

After the time that Mr. Wood's application was h~ and deferred for review, 
he was transferred overseas. When the case came back up for decision in 
September, 1974, he told the Board of this news. The Board granted the 
variance request and told him that when he returned to the States in 1975, 
he could request an extension in order to give him additional time to begin 
construction. 

Mr. Wood stated that he would be returning to the States shortly and would 
like an extension. 

Mr. Barnes moved that he be granted a 6 month extension from 9-11-75. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

II 
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WESSYNTON HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION -- Request to add barb wire to the top of 
their existing fence for security reasons. 

After a short discusslon"Mr. Runyon moved that the request be granted for the 
three strands of barb wire projecting outward from the top of the wooden 
fence and that plats be submitted showing this barb wire notation and 
that they be initialed by the applicant. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR JUNE 18 and JUNE 25, 1975 

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes for. June 18 and 25, 1975 be approved. 

Mr. Barnes seoonded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 5:02 P.M. 

Jane C. Kel y
lerk to the Board of Zoning Appeals 

BOARD OF ZONING -APPEALS 

APPROVED,__--"J""u..lyY..;3"l;,,~1"'9CL725-----
DATE 
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The Regular Meeting of the Beard of Zoning Appeals for 
July 22, 1975, TueedaYJ was held in the Board Room or 
the Massey BUilding. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; 
Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker; George Barnes; 
and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell and Wallace 
Ubvington were present from the Staff. 

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

10:00 a.m. - MANSION HOUSE CLUB, INC. 3-75-75 and V-76-75 (Deferred from 
5-28-75 for Full Hearing.) 

MANSION HOUSE YACHT CLUB, INC., S-74-75 (Deferred from 5-28-75 
for decision only.) 

Mr. George Arkwright represented the applicants. He requested deferral of 
the Mansion House ClUb, Inc. cases, 3-75-75 and V-76-75 in order for them 
to work out their problems. They had one meeting on June 16, 1915 and the 
membership indicated that they wished to have a second meeting to discuss 
more of the changes contemplated. He stated that with regard to the variance 
request for parking setback variance from the entrance going down to the 
Yacht Club, a lot of the people would like these two cases heard together. 
They would like this deferred until September if this variance request
would adversely affect the Yacht Club. 

With regard to the Mansion House Yacht Club application S-14-15, a deferral 
of this" case would pose a hardship on the Club. The Yacht Club would like 
to gev- u,riderway as soon as possible. 

Mary Ann En~8, 3901 Gibbs Street, Alexandria, spoke in support of the 
deferral on'the Mansion House ClUb, Inc. cases S-75-75 and V-16-75. 

Mr. Baker moved that the Board defer these three applications until 
September 9, 1975. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

II 

10:40 a.m. - MR. &MRS. HERMAN GODIN, appl. under Section 30-6.5 of the Ord. 
to appeal decision of Zoning Administrator approving carport 
and wall on property located at 3911 Moss Drive, Sleepy Hollow 
Woods Subd., 60-4«16))(F)5, Mason District, (R-12.5), (15,422 
sq. ft.), V-~3-15. 

Mr~ Ken Smith, attorney, represented the applicants, Mr. and Mrs. Godin. 
Mr. and Mrs. Godin live at 3913 Moss Drive, next door to the property in 
question. 

Mr. Godin spoke to the Board. He stated that the Board denied this applica
tion on April 9, 1915. The minutes reflect that"in the discussion that 
ensued it waSt«oecluded that the only difference the granting of the varianc 
would make i!V'tl1~ door to the storage area underneath the carport would have 
to be closed in because the distance from the property line to the structure 
is measured to the posts of the structure and not the wall because the wall 
is a retaining wall. The applicants are extending the overhang in the front 
as it now exists on the rest of the house. They are allowed a 3' overhang in 
the front yard and they have a 2' overhang." He stated that he was present 
and he did not hear the Board say this and there was no such conclusion 
among the Board members. He stated that the opening has now been closed 
up with plywood. The wall that they call a retaining wall is not a retaining 
wall. They have used the same type brick to make it appear that the original 
building and the storage room were constructed at the same time. They said 
in their justification that one of the reasons for constructing this addition 
was to solve the drainage problems. There were no drainage problems prior 
to the construction. Now there are severe drainage problems on his property. 
He said that he felt the Zoning Adminstrator 1s in error. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is considering and discussing the interpreta
tion of the Ordinance based on the architectural drawings that were submitted 
by M. A. Paterson, 5-15-15, marked reviewed and approved by the Zoning 
Administrator. It is possible that the plan was not followed. 
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r. Charles Jeckell. 11930 Isaac Newton Square, Reston, consulting engineer, 
estified before the Board. He stated that he had been asked by Mr. Kenneth 
mlth, the attorney representing Mr. and Mrs. Godin, to inspect the SUbject 
roperty and ascertain whether the wall that was built 1n the setback was a 
etaining wall. The classic definition of a retaining wall1sa wall that 
etains something or resists lateral pressure of earth or water. He showed 
he Board a sketch of a retaining wall found 1n an old$t~nda~ds b90kof'the 
¢unty.: He stated that it 1s a large gravity structure on a substantial 
aoting. He then submitted photographs of the Denton's structure to the 
oard members. He stated that he concluded that the wall in question is not 
retaining wall. That was the south wall. He stated that he also con-

luded that there were two additional walls, therefore, they are talking about 
hree walls. He stated that there appears to be a concrete slab poured in 
his room that has been created. He stated that his conclusion as an engineer 
s that these are not retaining walls any more than any basement wall is a 
etaining wall. A retaining wall is normally independently supported and 
ndependently standing. These walls appear to be tied together and may well 
e tied into the main structure . 

. Runyon asked Mr. Jeckell how in a grade situation like this, would they 
rovide support for the slab of a carport. He asked him if the word "retaining 
erhaps should be ufoundation" on the plan that is before the Board. The 
oard has already determined that the Dentonls could not use that space under
eath the carport when the Board denied the variance. He stated that a 
etaining wall as Mr. Jeckell has pointed out is, in a classic s.ense,. the wall 
hat he pointed out in the sketch, but how else would they build a slab up on 

grade to match the grade. of the street without putting some kind Of wall 
there. 

Mr. Jeckell stated that perhaps they could put a classic type cantilever 
or gravity retaining wall in there. They could also put brick piers, metal 
posts with a beam structure to it to support the carport. 

Mr. Runyon stated that we are getting mi.ed up by saying retaining when it 
really is a foundation wall. He asked Mr. Jeckell if he would agree to that. 

Mr. Jeckell stated that the foundation. wall is normally that wall that is down 
below grade that you build a bearing wall on top of. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the difference is here~that they are not filling up 
against it to match the grade since the grade does drop off about 6 or 7 feet 
from the front to the rear. It may be more than that. Then from the evidence 
Mr. Jeckell has given the Board, this is not a retaining wall but a foundation 
wall. 

Mr. Jeckell stated that he did not agree that it is a foundation walL nIt is 
a basement wall. It appears to be on a standard foundation wall, poured 
concrete footings. In the plans, it does not appear that there is a cantl1eve 
base to that south wall. It appears to be a regUlar footing wall, or a 
foundation wall just as you would find on the other four sides of the structur 

Mr. Runyon stated that that would be allowed as far as the structure itself, 
but there could be no use made of the space underneath. It should be filled 
in. 

Mr. Jeckell stated that he did not know about that. 

MR. RUNYON: "You just know what a retaining wall is and isnlt, 'right? 
You are saying that it is not a retaining walL" 

MR. JECKELL: "That's right. I am saying that none of the walls that are 
built are retaining walls any more than any other basement walls in the house 
are." 

MR. RUNYON: "So you would not call it a foundation wall, you would call it a 
basement wall if you had a choice of words to call it?" IINot a foundation 
wall ?" 

MR. JECKELL: "No." 

MR. RUNYON: support wall maybe?"ITA 

MR. JECKELL: (Indicates agreement.) 

Mr. Jeckell looked at the plan that was before the Board and stated that he 
has seen a photocopy of that plan previously. He stated that the construction 
is generally in accord with the plan. He stated that he did not measure nor 
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had he been inside the structure. He stated that that included the wall that 
is sited on the plan as a brick retaining wall, the wall that extends across 
the south side of the house. 

Mr. Smith asked if this wall was constructed as a retaining wall. 

Mr. Jeckell answered "No, not what he would consider a retaining wall ,in his 
opinion. II 

Mr. Smith stated that he agreed. 

Mr. Ken Smith stated that it seemed to him that the end of any interpretation 
that would call this a wall that is permitted under Section 30-3.5.2 1s to 
say that the Zoning Ordinance would permit walls of structures to be built 
up to the property line. He stated that he felt the Board should look at 
the structure that has been built regardless of the plans that are approved. 
He stated that there is a drainage problem. Mr. Jeckell has told him that 
with a good deal of work, that problem could be resolved. 

Mr. Gilbert R. Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, stated that following the 
action of the Board of zoning APpeals in denying the variance request, p»e
Dentons came in to discuss this matter as to what they could do to come 
into compliance. They gave the Dentons adequate time to come back in with 
new plans that would comply with the Code. He stated that when that set of 
plans that is before the Bpard came in, they were reviewed by the Staff and 
they were approved. He stated that 'he would agree with the definition 
which was given I' ••• that wall according to the Code, a retaining wall, any 
kind of wall or fence may be constructed on a property line and not subject 
to the setback of the Ordinance. t That wall as shown on those plans is 
called a retaining wall. Those plans went on to the building inspector's 
office and were approved structurally. He stated that his assumption is that 
the building inspector approved it as a retaining wall since that is what 
they are called on the plans. The carport which happens to be built on the 
elevated part of this lot is shown on those plans as meeting the reqUired 
setback. The setback of the zone is 12'. However, for an open carport or 
open porch, it may extend 5' into the setback, making 7' for the carport. 
AccordinglY, based onthe plans that were SUbmitted, which is the question 
here, that appears to us to be in accordance with the Ordinance. As to the 
question as to what is constructed there, this has just been completed. We 
have not made any final determination as to whether it complied with the 
plans SUbmitted, or not." He stated that he learned 'this morning that the 
carport probably misses compliance by 3 inches. 
Mr. Smith (Ken) stated that -it was more like 1 1/2' to2' missing compliance. 
Mr. Knowlton called no one else to testify on his behalf. 

Mr. Smith told Mr. Denton later that this 1s a case that 1s being presented 
by the Zoning Administrator. He did not wish to call anyone on his behalf. 

Mr. Ken Smith stated that Mr. Knowlton keeps talking about a wall. It is not 
a wall, it is three walls. It also has a top and bottom and a fireplace and 
a door. He stated that they would agree to a deferral until an accurate meaaur 
ment is made. 
Mr. Smith stated that since there is some question that the Zoning Inspector's 
measurement is not correct, he felt the Board should authorize the Zoning 
Administrator to hire a surveyor to go down and survey it. 
Mr. Runyon stated that it should not be the County that has to pay for this. 
Mr. Barnes moved to defer this case until Se~tember 16, 1975 for additional 
information. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

11:00 - MRS. DEWENE WEBB & LUCIOUS WEBB, appl. for beauty salon under Section 
30~2.2.2 Col. 2 RM-2G District, S-125-75. 

Mrs. Webb presented notices which were in order. FUller, 3711 Lacey Blvd., 
Baileys Crossroads and VEPCO were the contiguous property owners. 

She stated that this is a 2 chair, 3 dryer shop that she operates by herself 
at the present time. The hours are from 9:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. She asked 
that the name be changed to Dewene's Beauty Nook. 

There was no one to speak in favor or' in opposition. 

Mr. Carpenter, Zoning Inspector, stated that he had inspected the premises 
and there have been no problems. 
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RESOLUTION 
In application S-125-15 by Dewene and Lucious Webb, T/A Dewenels Beauty Nook 
under Section 30-2.2.2 col. 2 of the RM-2G District of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit continued operation of beauty salon, 5824 Syphax Drive, 61-4«1»91 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 22nd day of JUly, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Fidelity Mutual Life Insurance Co. 
2. That the present zoning is RM-2G. 
3. That the premises are presently operating under SUP S-139-71. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony tndicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the auty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

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

6. This Permit shall run for One (1) year. However, upon presentatlQn of 
a new lease thirty (30) days prior to e~piration of the existing lease, the 
Zoning Administrator 1s empowered' to extend the SUP term. 

7. Hours of operation are 9:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Tuesday through Saturday. 
8. All other provisions of the existing SUP shall remain in effect. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. Mr. Kelley abstained. 

11:20 a.m.- A. W. RUSH, V-126-75 (This case had been withdrawn administrative 
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11:40 a.m. - JOHN H. NICHOLSON, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit 
bUilding to be constructed closer to side and rear zoning 
boundary lines than allowed by Ord., (2' from boundary lines, 100 
from residential boundary lines reqUired; 50' fram commercial 
boundary lines required.), Gordon Road, approx. 400' of inter-
section with Leesburg pike, 40-3((12))88, (11,137 sq. ft.), 
Providence District, (I-L), V-127-75. 

Mr. Hugh Cregger, attorney, submitted notices on behalf of the applicant. 
The contiguous property owners were City of Falls Church, 7100 Gordon Road, 
Falls ChurCh, Virginia,owner of the property immediately to the rear, and 
F. A. McGonegal, 1061 West Broad Street, Falls Church, Virginia 22046, owner 
of the property to the side. 

Mr. Cregger stated that the SUbject property is located partly in the City 
of Falls Church and partly in the County of Fairfax. The rear of this 
property where the building is to be located is in Fairfax County. He stated 
that two years ago they constructed a bUilding on the adjoining lot, a-A. 
The reason the variance is needed is because the shape of the property 
dictates that the building be constructed to the rear of the property. All 
the surrounding property, except the property to the west, is zoned either in 
an industrial category or CG category. The property along the west that 
is contiguous to their property is owned by Falls Church. It is zoned 
residential, but it is an abandoned railway right-of-way and the City of 
Falls Church uses the building tha~s on that property for the parking of 
their trash trucks. Therefore, this will not create an adverse impact on 
the neighboring properties. 

Mr. Cregger stated that Mr. Nicholson has owned this property for a little 
over five years. 

Mr. Kelley stated that granting a 90' variance concerns him and even if 
the residential land is used for industrial purposes~ it 1s still zoned 
residential. The hardship must be a physical hardship of the land. 

Mr. Cregger stated that the configuration of the property 1s such that the 
bUilding must be located to the rear of the lot. They are furtherpenal1zed 
because Falla Church uses that property to the~~ear·t6r.inguetrlalPurpose5wi 
having the land rezoned for that purpose. 

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to Bee the minutes of the meeting from 
two years ago when the Board granted a variance for lot 8-A. There must 
have been some specific reason the Board would grant a variance of that 
amount when the applicant had additional land. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not think there was a variance from Falls 
Church as the building meets the setbacks there on lot a-A. The only 
varianGe that was granted was the 25' from the C-G land in Fairfax County. 
He stated that in answer to Mr. Kelley's request that he move the building 
forward, the building could be moved forward to match the 25' setback 
line along that C-G portion. He stated that the one against the City of 
Falls Church didn't bother him_too much because they are zoned M-l and they 
are us~ng their R-IO portion for their property yard. It will be a bUilding 
wall against another wall. Howeve~, it should be moved forward to the 25 1 

line along the C-G portion. That 98' variance request is a little mis
leading because it is against the wall of an industrial building in the 
City of Falls Church ~here they keep ~i~lthn~. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has to consider zoning, not use. 
He stated that if that was an abandoned railroad right of way, at one time 
it could have been interpreted as an industrial zone. Railroad rights-of 
way now are basically under the ind.strial category throughout the State. 

Mr. Runyon stated that if this were true, he would not need a variance. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt it is an important factor in this case. He 
agreed with Mr. Kelley regarding the 48' variance to the C-G property and 
stated that it was more than he would consider granting. 

Mr. Cregger stated that they would trY to move the building forward if the 
Board would look more favorably on the application. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until September 16, 1975 to allow 
the applicant to work this out. He stated that the Board would also review 
the minutes of the 1970 meeting on the application for the adjacent property. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. Smith asked that the minutes be mailed to the Board members. 

II 
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12:00 N. - JOHN K. JENSEN, V-128-75. The applicant was not present. He had 
requested that his case be withdrawn. This request was made by 
telephone to the Staff. 

Mr. Smith stated that the case should be deferred until September 4, 1975, 
to give the applicant an opportunity to present his request in writing. 

II 

12:20 p.m. - ROBERT C. sEITS, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit 
construction of single family dwelling closer to centerline of access 
road than allowed by Ord •• (22.5 1 from centerline, 75 1 required).
11443 Vale Spring Drive, 36-4«4))39, (87,122 sq. ft.), Centreville Dist. 
(RE-l). V-129-75. 

Mr. Seits presented notices which were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Thomas C. Fichter, 11441 Vale Spring Drive, Oakton and Mr. Zottig. 11439 
Vale Spring Drive, Oakton. 

Mr. Seits stated that after he had purchased the property, he applied for a 
building permit. At that time he went to the Zoning Office and was told that 
he could not build the house where he wanted to because of the 75' easement 
that the County considers a roadway. He stated that the reason he wants to 
place the house in the location that is on the plat before the 'Board is that 
if he had to move it, it would put the house below street level as the 
land slopes considerably in that area. There is a cemetary and a flood plain 
easement on this property also. He has an approved drainfield location. 
Mr. Covington. Zoning Administrator. stated that the definition of a street 
is a road that serves as principal access to another property. In this case. 
this road serves one property. 

Mr. Seits stated that he had owned the property since March 17 of this year. 
He stated that had he known about this problem before he purchased the 
property, he would not have done so. 

There was no one to speak in favor. 

Mr. Zottl~hocntlguoulil-prope:'rty,';Q,Jf88r'j spoke in opposition stating that there 
is no logical reason why Mr. Seits cannot locate his house 75' from the 
centerline of the road. He stated that the flood plain easement is down 
toward to bottom of the property and that actually this area is the highest 
ground in the County. The family cemetary that used to be on the property 
is no longer relative to the case because the bodieS have been moved. Should 
Mr. Seits construct his house at the proposed location. it would mean that 
someone backing out of his garage would have to traverse at right angles 
into direct traffic of that access road and by the time the driver could 
properly see and have proper visual contact. the drivel' is in the access road 
and there would be no time to avoid an aCCident, should someone be coming 
down that access road. There are a lot of children that use that road. 
He stated that his house is about 70' from that access road on the other side. 

Mr. Runyon stated that if Mr. Seits shifts the house back to the 75' line. 
it will be overlapping the approved perk area. 

Mr. Zottig stated that a small variance Would be fine, hut one of this magnitu 
he would object to. 

Mr. Plohter" 11441 Vale Spring Drive, spoke in ,opposition. He stated that 
his lot is No; 21 which is in the rear of the subject property and subject 
access road. He stated that he opposed this request because of the adverse 
effect this will have on the traffic on this road. He stated that he hoped 
the applicant would resite the building and he felt he would be able to do 
that. 

Mr. Runyon asked how it could be done. 

Mr. Fichter answered lIWith additional fill". 

Mr. Runyon asked him if it is the magnitude of the variance request that he 
objects to. 

Mr. Fichter answered that that was correct. 

Mr. Larry Lackey, Lot 37, 11442 Vale Spring Drive, across the street from the 
subject property, stated tha~e had nothing to add~ but he hoped the Board 
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SEITS (continued) 

would carefully consider the points regarding the safety factors that have 
been raised. He stated that Mr. Runyon brought out the point of magnitude 
which 1s a good point. 

Mr. Seits stated that he felt the main objection is because of safety. If 
anyone is not careful, they could run over a child anywhere. He stated 
that Mr. Zottlg does not have any more room to back out than he does. He 
stated that he did not feel this 1s the reason theY are objecting, really. 
He stated that he felt it ls·a selfish reason as far as Mr. Zottig 1s 
concerned. Mr. Fichter has put railroad ties along that road and it would 
be impossible to back onto Mr. Zottig's property. This ingress-egress 
easement 1s a gravel drivewaY. He stated that the SUbject property is his 
property and he paid e~tra money for it because of the size of the lot and 
it is his property that the easement is on. 

Mr. Smith stated that the safety problem has been brought out andLhe 1s 
concerned about !t'~. 

The other members agreed that the house should be moved somewhat to give 
a person backing out of that driveway room to turn around and go out forward. 

Mr. Seits stated that he had planned to have a turnaround area for that 
purpose. 

After further discussion the Board members agreed that Mr. Seits should 
revise the plats to show the proposed house to be 40' from the centerline 
or 32 1/2' from the easement. 

This case was tentatively set for August 1, 1975, provided the applicant 
is able to get the plats revised. If he cannot, it will be further deferred 
until such time as he submits these plats. All members agreed on this. 

II 

2:00 p.m. - F. P. VELLELLA, appl. under Section 30-6.6 to permit garage 
closer to front property line than allowed by Ord, V-130-75. 

Mr. Vellella presented notices which were in order. The contiguous property 
owners are T. V. Bunner, 3902 Arnheim Street and E. J. Skarzynski, 3919 
Lincolnshire Street. 

Mr. Vellella gave the main points of his justification as the location of 
the eXisting house· on the property. His statement is in the file. 
He stated that he had owned the property for two years and plans to retire 
here. The house was constructed about 12 to 14 years' ago. 

The Board discussed with him the possiblity of cutting the request for a 
variance down and making the garage smaller. 

Mr. Robert Breaks spoke in favor of the ,application. 

Mr. T. V. Bunner, who lives next door, spoke in support of the application. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is certainly a small lot and this is also a 
corner lot which requires that the applicant set back a front setback from 
both streets. 

Mr. Gildes, attorney for the opposition, 7620 Little River Turnpike, 
Annandale, spoke representing ,Mr. and Mrs. Skarzynski, contiguous property 
owner and Isabell Ruth, owner of the property on Lincolnshire Street 
across from the subject property. 

Mr. Gildes submitted photographs of the property in question. He stated 
that a Petition in support of the application had been submitted to the 
Board and is in the file. Mrs. Skarzynski wants to withdraw her name. 

Mr. Smith stated that he has that request and has withdrawn her name. In 
addition, he has a request to withdraw another name from the Petition in 
objection and he has done so. 

Mrs. Isabelle Ruth, 3912 Lincolnshire Street, also spoke in opposition.
Mrs. Skarzynskl also spoke in opposition. 
Their main points of objection were that they wished the residents of the 
area to abide by the zoning regulations which are set up for this area. They 
feel the building may deface the value of their property. They feel it might 
create a traffic and safety hazard coming up Arnheim Street. They feel this 
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Page 306, July 22 J 1975 
VELLELLA (continued) 

variance, if granted, will lead to others being brought forward and granted. 
They are concerned -about the landscaping. 

In rebuttal, Mr. Vellella stated that with regard to the safety ractor, it 
will be more hazardous to leave his car on the street than to put it in a 
garage. He showed a photograph to the Board. He stated that he could not 
place this garage in the, back because of the steep slope. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the magnitude of this variance 1s not that large and 
only occurs on the portion of the garage to the front and by the time you 
get to the back, it will be within the proper setback distance. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-130-75 by F. P. Vellella under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinanoe to permit garage to be oonstruoted oloser to front property line 
than allowed by the Zoning Ordinanoe (33.0' from line, 35' required), on 
property looated at 3204 Arnheim Street. 60-3«(28))45. County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Runyon moved tha~he Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 22nd day of 
Jlily, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, tpe Board haa made the following findings of fact: 
1. Tha~he owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. Tha~he present zoning is R-IO. 
3. Tha~he area of the lot is 9,203 sq. ft. 

AND, WHHBEAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That 1he applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical 

conditions exist wh1ch under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

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

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

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

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

3. Arcnitectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that' granting of this action by thi 
Board does not constiute exemption from the various requirements of this 
County. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation to 
obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like through the 
established procedures. 
This will allow the garage to be 33' from the front property line. 
Mr. Baker seconded the mbtion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

VINSON E. ALLEN -- The applicant did not have the plats ready. The Board 
further deferred this case until August I. 1975. 

II 

Mr. Baker moved that the Board approve the minutes for JUly I, 1975. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 

II 
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Page 307. July 22. 1975 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM: 

REQUEST FOR REHEARING - 8-110-75 

Mr. Barry Murphy. attorney for the applicant, addressed a letter to the Board 
requesting a rehearing on the application of Hideaway. Inc., a beauty shop 
to be operated by Mavis Johnston. This application was denied on July 16, 
1975. 

After the chairman read the letter, several comments were made regarding 
statements made in the letter. In Mr. Murphy's- letter, he stated that the 
opponents produced a Petition with 18 names on it at the July 9th hearing. 
They were directed to return the Petition properly drawn at the July 16 hearln 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board did not direct them to do this. They were 
told that they could do this if they wished. 

Mr. Murphy in his letter stated that the petition submitted by the opponents 
on the 16th had names on it that were obtained due to false and misleading 
statements made to the sfgnatories by the person circulating the petition. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Petition itself didn't have that much o~ an e~~ect 

on the decision. he did not think. 

Mr. Murphy's letter stated that some of the misrepresentations that were 
made which he felt were material were that $26.000 was to be used to develop 
the shop. when only $2,600 is going to be used. 

Mr. Smith stated that cost is not a ~actor in the Board decision. he was sure. 
The other Boara members agreed. 

The statements in the letter concerning a real estate office, a lawnmower 
repair business. etc. being in that neighborhood have no bearing on this case. 
The Zoning Administrator may be interested, but this Board is not in the 
en~orcement phase of zoning. 

Mr. Smith stated that these ~acts would not have had any basis for the Board's 
decision. A lot of points in the letter are not relevant to the application 
and he could see no substantial new information that could not or was not 
presented at the time of the hearing. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he was very sympath4t1e~tolbe philosophical points o~ 

this case, but the technical aspects of it, as far as Board policy has been 
utilized, says that if there are beauty shops located within an area closer 
than one mile that the Board has determined as its own policy that a new 
home occupation of a beauty salon would not be looked upon favorably. He 
stated that he believed this to be the reason for the unanimous motion to 
deny that case. Those were the only facts that the Board considered pertinent 
The Board did take an indication what the opposition was. The neighborhood 
~as adequately served by existing beauty shops and that was the reason the 
Board denied it. He. therefore, moved that the request for the reconsideratio 
be denied. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and stated that he felt the same way. 

Mr. Smith stated that he took several other factors into consideration. The 
opposition had some pertinent facts pertaining to the case such as the fact 
that this use would be on a narrow road. It became very evident during the 
hearing that the applicant purchased the property basically for the use of a 
beauty shop. The original application was made in the property owner's 
holding corporation'S name •. The lady who would be operating the shop operates 
a commercial shop within 5/JOof a mile from the house in question. There 
were several beauty shops in close proximity to this house that are in a 
commercial area. He stated that he agreed with Mr. Runyon. If sympathy was 
the basis for the Board'S decision, he would. have voted for it. This is not 
the basis for the Board'S decisions. This case was, therefore, denied. 

The motion passed 5 to 0. 

The eetin our ed at 4:00 P.M. 

y e C. else 
Clerk to the Board of Zoning Appeals 

APPROVED September 4, 1975 
DATE 
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A Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was 
held July 31, 1975. Pre6ent; Daniel smith, Chairman; 
Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker; George Barnes; 
and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell, Wallace Covington, 
and Gilbert R. Knowlton were present from the Staff. 

The meeting begin with a luncheon for Mr. Joseph Baker who 1s retiring on 
August 5, 1975. After the luncheon the meeting was recessed until 9:30 a.m. 
August 1, 1975. 

VINSON E. ALLEN. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to permit bldg. 
closer to front lot 11ne and zoning boundary line than allowed by Ord., 
Deferred from 6-18-75 and 7-16-75. 

The applicant had submitted new plats showing a reduction 1n the variance 
request. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from the Great Annandale Recreation Center. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. V-IOO-75 by Vinson E. Allen under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit office building to be constructed closer to zoning
boundary line and to permit it closer to front property line than allowed 
by Ord.~ i.e. 27' front yard~ 6' side yard, northeast corner of Little River 
Turnpike, 71-1((2»22,23,&24~ County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, folloWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper~ posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners~ and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 18th day of 
June, 1975 and deferred to August l~ 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Vinson E. Allen and R. B. Clark. 
2. That the present zoning is c-o. 
3. That the area of the lot is 28~007 sq. ft. 

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

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the fol~ow~ng physical 
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land involved: 

(a) exceptionally narrow lot. 

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

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

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

3. A 6' brick wall shall be const~ucted along the north line for lot 25 s 
screening.

4. Landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Environmental Management. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained because his firm prepared the 
plats. 
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Page 309, Continuation of July 31, 1975 meeting. 

R. K. ENSMINGER, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord. to permit storage 
room closer to side property 11ne than allowed by Ord, V-118-75 (Deferred 
from 7-16-75 for viewing and review) 

Mr. Runyon stated that he would suggest making this a 5' side yard instead of 
4' in order to make this a minimum variance. 

RESOLUTION 

4

In application V-IIB-75 by R. K. Ensminger under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit storage room in rear of carport to be constructed within 

1 of side property line (12' required), on~roperty located at 8427 Georgian 
way, 70-1«16»)269, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 16th day of July, 1975 
and deferred to August 1, 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. ·That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 12,241 sq. ft. 

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

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted in part for a 4.9 f side yard such that the rear line of 
the house matches the rear line of the addition. 

The application is granted with the following limitations: 

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

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

3. The architectural detail shall conform to that of the eXisting structure 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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JOHN RALPH PEO~ appl. under Section 30-6.6 to permit enclosed structure 
to be made part of existing house within 1.5' of side property line (20' 
required) and to add breezeway to connect this structure with house, 
V-114-75, Deferred from 7-16-75 for further consideration. 

Mr. Kelley stated that although the existing gl.rage is 1. 5' from the property
line, the applicant is proposing to add a second story for living purposes.
He stated that this is almost like having two bUildings on the same lot for 
residential purposes. He stated that he did not feel this complies with 
the Zoning Ordinance. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-114-75 by John Ralph Poe under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosed structure to be made part of existing 
house within 1.5' of side property line (20' required) and to add breezeway 
to connect this structure with house, on property located at 6616 Ridgeway 
Drtve~ Springvale~ Section 3~ also known as tax map 90-1((2))209, Springfield 
District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS~ following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 16th day 
of JulY, 1975~ and deferred to August l~ 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 31,935 sq. ft. 

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

1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance Would 
result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject appl1catNm -be and the 
same is hereby denied. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. Smith stated that the garage is 5 inches closer than it should be, but 
it would be allowed to remain and continue to be used as a garage. It 
could not be used for living purposes. 

CALVARY CHRISTIAN CHURCH, appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of Ord. to permit
church, 4420 Olley Lane, Little River Estates, 69-2((2»)5, Annandale Dist., 
(2.50 acres), (RE-l), S-121-75. (Deferred from 7-16-75 for appl. to restUdy 
conditions on north and south property lines as far as the bnffer and 
elevations are concerned.) 

Mr. Walter Stephens~ attorney for the applicant, P.O. Box 340, Fairfax~ 

Virginia, requested that this case be deferred until October to give the 
applicant some additional time to work on the problems they have with the 
site and with the covenants. 

Mr. Baker moved that the ,request be granted and the case deferred to October 
22, 1975. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

._------------------------------------~-------------------------------------
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Page 311 
AUGUST 1, 1975 
MRS. HAROLD L. BARR, JR.) appl. for kennel for 100 dogs and 100 cats 
Case heard on 6-3-75 and deferred for viewing. After viewing. the Board 
asked applicant to submit drawings showing how the barn will be converted 
into kennels. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he couldn't tell a thing from the drawings that had 
been submitted. He stated that this 1s an ideal place for a kennel. There 
was no objection to it from the neighbors, but he felt there should be some 
type drawings in the fl1e showing exactly what is planned. 

Mr. Smith agreed that there 1s ample land area to accommodate these animals. 
However, he stated that he did not think that the conditions under which 
these animals were belng'kept were ideal. 

Mr. Runyon stated that what the Board needs is a plan showing how the runs 
will be constructed, how many will be constructed and exactly hoW she plans 
to renovate the barn into kennels. He stated that there was no objection 
to this kennel other than the condition of the area where the animals are 
kept. If these conditions can be improved and the improvements are such 
that they will accommodate the additional animals it would be a good use for 
the land. The Board does not want the applicant to take on any additional 
animals to replace what is already there. The animals that are already 
there cart remain there until these improvements are made. He stated that he 
was not ready to make a motion based on what he had seen on the property. 

Mrs. Barr stated thatahe would be willing to have a draftsman draw up some 
plans for the Board. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until September 9, 1975, Tuesday, 
for this additional information. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

Mr. Smith stated that Mrs. Barr should begin planning now for the new 
animal ordinance that will be adopted soon. She should move the kennels 
as far away from the property lines as possible and start bUilding new 
buildings to accomodate the number of animals that she now has. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

~i~~lt,ltNt?75__ Stafr reported that the applicant needs a further deferral 
because the Non-Residential Use Permit has not been issued because of a 
problem with the-Mechanical Inspection .Department. 

The Board deferred this case until September 24, 1975. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: AUGUST 1, 1975 

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes for July 9 and July 16 be approved. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 
AUGUST 1, 1975 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM: McLEAN INDOOR TENNIS ~ER, 3-7-72, granted to 
BUENA VISTA ASSOCIATES. Request that theyee allowed to have a small 
restaurant and beauty shop in facilities. 

Mr. Smith read a letter to the Bpatd::fnbm James L. Covington, President of 
McLean Indoor Tennis Center, 1472 Old Chain Bridge Road, MoLean, Virginia. 

After a brief discussion with the Zoning Administrator, it was the Board's 
deciaion that the restaurant and hairdresaing service would not be permitted 
in conjunction with the existing use. 

II 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM: 

AA~~B~iN~'T59~t~LAWS: A revised submission list was Bubmitted for approval 
of the Board. This 1s a list of items that must be submitted with all 
applications before the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this Submission List be incorporated in the By-Laws 
and the old list be removed. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

This is an amendment to ARTICLE V. APpLICATION TO THE BOARD, Item 3. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the words "signed petition" be removed from Item No.4. 
under ARTICLE VI. PROCESSING OF APPLICATIONS. This will then read: 

"4. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling the requirements 
of that sub-section as pertains to notice to abutting and other pro
perty owners. This notice shall be by registered or certified mail 
with return receipts signed by the recipient to conform with state 
Code .11 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 
different 

Mr. Smith suggested that a minimum of fiv~property owners be notified. 

Mr. Runyon and Mr. Baker accepted this. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

This Special Meeting adjourned .at 10:00 A.M. 

II 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was 
Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building on 
Frlday~ August 1. 1975. Present: Daniel Smith. 
Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George Barnes, 
Joseph Baker; and Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell. 
Wallace Covington. and Gilbert R. Knowlton were 
present from the Staff. 

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

10:00' - CLAUDE E. WHEELER, T/A PROCTOR HATSELL SCHOOL, appl. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.3.2'of the Zoning Ordinance to permit private school of 
general education. 6:30 A.M. to 6:30 P.M., 80 stUdents, weekdays. 
7136 Telegraph Road. 91-4«3»2. and ({l»12. (1.1264 acres). Lee 
District, (RE-I), 3-132-75. 

Mr. Dexter Odin, attorney for the applicant, testified before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Glenn 
Ovrevik, 7912 Telegraph Road, Alexandria, Virginia and John C. Meyers, 42 
Shalimar Drive, Shalimar, Florida. 

Mr. Odin stated that there is an eXisting residential structure on the BUbjec 
property. Mr. Wheeler proposes to demolish that structure and replace it 
with a new facility. This will be a low-rise structure not unlike a residenc 
It will not infringe on the aesthetics of the neighborhood he stated. 
They feel this property is better suited for a school than the present 
location next door where he now operates a school. This application is 
necessary because Mr. Wheeler is not in a position to comply with the 
conditions of the Special Use Permit that he has next door because he is 
not the owner of the property there. They hope the approval of this 
application will solve many of the landlord-tenant problems that they 
presently have at the location next door. The number of students for this 
proposed facility 1s determined by the Health Department. The report from 
that department states that they can have 82 students. 

Mr. Glenn Overik, owner of the property next door where Mr. Wheeler now 
operates a school, stated that he was not speaking in opposition to the use 
of a school on that property because he feels that area is good for a 
school. He asked the Board to take into consideration the fact that there 
is a Special Use Permit for a school next door. He stated that the access 
is important and he felt access off Telegraph Road would be better than 
off Roxann Road as Mr. Wheeler now proposes. He then questioned the 
posting. 

Mr. Smith stated that the property had been posted in accordance with the 
legal requirements of the Code. 

This was confirmed by Don Smith from Zoning Enforcement who is in charge 
of posting for the Board of Zoning Appeals and Board of SuperVisors' cases. 

Mr. Dan Smith read a Petition addressed to the Board and signed by ten (10) 
families in the neighborhood in opposition to the application stating that 
they felt this school would cause a devaluation in properties in the area. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Odin stated that they would not be 
using busses for transportation of the students. 

Mr. Runyon stated that with respect to the information on the Petition and 
theatatement that this wasn't a good location, this is one of the locations 
the Board of Supervisors has suggested be used for this type use. There is . 
only one access into a major thoroughfare. He stated that he felt the 
applicant meets the reqUirements of the Ordinance. 

Mr. Smith stated that he agreed with Mr. Runyon's statements. 

There was no one to apeak in favor or no further testimony on this 
application. 
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Page 314, August I, 1975 

RESOLUTION 

In application S-132-75 by Claude E. Wheeler, TIA proctor Hatsell School 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit private school 
of general education on property located at 7136 Telegraph Road, 91-4((3))2 
and ((1))12, Lee District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board 
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 1st 
day of August, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the sUbject property is John C. Meyers. The 

applicant is the contract purchaser. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.1264 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 
6. That property is subject to Pro Rata Share for off-site drainage. 
7. That the applicant has been operating, pursuant to special use permit 

S-27-74 granted May 22, 1974, a private school for a maximum of 45 children 
at 7150 Telegraph Road in Lee District. This current application seeks 
permission to relocate the school to a new site on which a new building is 
proposed to be constructed, which site is located at the westerly ,corner of 
Roxann and Telegraph Roads in Lee District. The Health Department has approve 
the plans for the proposed facility based on a maximum of 82 students at any 
one time. 

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, tha~he subject appli.cation be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the 
Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or 
not these additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall requi 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for auch approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering de
tails) without Board of Zoning Appeala approval, shall conatftute a violation 
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along With the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments or 
the Count~ of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the use. 

6. The maximum number of students shall be 82, ages 2 to 7 years. 
7. The hours of operation shall be 6130 A.M. to 6:30 P.M., Monday through 

Friday, during the normal school year.
8. Landscaping and/or screening shall be to the satisfaction of the Directo 

of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------= 
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10:20 - GUY V. BENNETT, appl. under Section 30..,6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to L3/ 5 
permit lesa frontage on lot than required by Ord' J (105.88' frontage, 
150' required), 9~OO Talisman Drive, 38-l(1)}38, (18,6'73 acres), 
Centreville District. (RE-I) J V-134-75. 

Mr. Bennett represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. 

Mr. Bennett stated that all the other houses on thiS street have a frontage 
of 80 to 90 feet. He- has sewer and water taps to the curb. They were in
stalled when the street was constructed and were installed for the houses to 
be placed go to 100 feet apart. To provide the reqUired frontage. it would 
require an exceptionally large amount of excavation and clearing of the 
existing trees that are on the land. It would not be in conformance with 
the patterns established by the existing building development on the adjacent 
land. He stated that he felt the strict application of the rules of the 
Zoning Ordinance would result in hardship and deprive him of the reasonable 
use of his land. He stated that he owns 18 3/4 acres. He stated that 
subdivision control people had' told him that they would not issue a bUilding 
permit on any acreage that did not have 150' frontage. 

Mr. Smith stated that according to thiS plat. he has 105.88' and 198.70 which 
1s over 300 1 • He could move thel1ne over and get 150' frontage on each lot. 
He stated that the applicant is trying to develop so he doesn't have to come 
under subdivision control. 

Mr. Bennett stated that this was correct. He stated that he is retired and 
he wanted to build another house next to his house because he already has 
water and sewerage next to his house. 

Mr. Smith stated that there is nothing in the variance section of the Ordinanc 
that will permit the Board to grant a variance under the circumstances here. 

Mr. Bennett stated that the land is up for rezoning in October for R-12.5. 

There was no one to speak in support or in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt some clarification on the part of the applicant 
needs to be obtained from the Office of the Zoning Administrator regarding 
the R-17 interpretation here. He moved that this case be deferred until 
September 24. 1975. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not feel the Board has the power to grant this 
request and could- see no reason to defer the case. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Smith and Mr. Kelley abstained. 

10:40 _ CONGREGATIONAL CHRISTIAN CHURCH OF FAIRFAX COUNTY appl. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to church. 
8410 Little River Turnpike. 59-3«1))22. 23. 24. (13.697 acres). 
Providence District. (RE-O.5), S-131-75. 

Mr. Owen Thomas. 6710 RosS Road, Falls Church, from the BUilding Committee 
of the Church, represented the applicant before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were George 
Mahoney. 3817 Poe Street, Annandale. and Merrill Chino, 3815 Poe Street, 
Annandale, Virginia. 

Mr. Thomas stated that they wish to add an addition to the existing church. 
This addition will protrude no closer to the property lines than that of 
the existing structure. This addition is for the use of the present con
gregation rather than for new membership. The total square footage is 
approximatelY 25 to 2600 square feet. This addition will be constructed of 
block and masonry. The architecture will blend with that of the existing 
structure. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 
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RESOLUTION 

In application 8-131-75 by Congregational Christian Church of Fairfax County 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11:of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to 
church on property located at 8~lO Little River Turnpike, 59-3«1))22,23,24. 
Providence District, County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that _the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the folloWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 1st day of 
August, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of thesubJect property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13 •. 697 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance Is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable county and State Codes Is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the folloWing conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indieated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use permit. shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval. shall consti~te a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this. Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the varioUS legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED In~aconspicuous place along with the Non-Residential 
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Depart
ments of the County of Fai~faxduring the hours of operation of the permitted 
use. 

6. Landscaping and screening shall be as per the Director of EnVironmental 
Management.

7. The architecture shall be compatible with the existing struqture. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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11:00 - ROBERT STAFFORD appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit house 
to be constructed closer to center line of ingress-egress easement 
than allowed by Ord., (26' from center line, 60' required), 
V-135-75. 

Mr. Stafford represented himself before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were 
William Honore, 2913 Rosemary Lanei Falls Church and Edward Kelly, 2921 
Rosemary Lane, Falls Church, Virginia. 

Mr. Stafford stated that this is an old subdivision. recorded in 1930. This 
1s the last lot that has not been built on. The lot is very narrow. He 
stated that he created the two lots when he purchased the ground 2 months 
ago. One lot 1s directly behind the other. There is no means of access 
to the rear lot without the ingress-easement on the first lot. Therefore, 
in order to construct a house on the fropt lot, he needs a variance from 
that ingress-egress. He stated that he is a builder. He stated that he 
divided the lots like it has been done in than area for 20 years. He 
stated that he could turn the house sideways. but it would not be compatible 
with the homes_ in the area. 

Mr. Runyon stated that that would push the house back against the house on 
the adjacent property and he did not feel it should be placed sideways on 
the lot. 

Mr. Smith stated that what bothers n$m is the applicant went ahead and 
subdivided the lots and then requested the variance from this Board. The 
hardship was created by the applicant. 

Mr. Edward Kelly. owner of the lot contiguous to this lot 69. spoke in 
support of the application. He stated that they would prefer to have the 
house face the street. rather than sideways. It would require a variance 
in order to face the house toward the street. therefore. he supports the 
rttquest. 

There was no one to speak in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Runyon sta~ed that the Board has had a lot of requests of this type
which it has granted. The applicant has considerable more land area than 
what is required, The rear lot has 29,000 square feet. which is four 
timeathe minimum and the front lot has 15.000 square feet. which is the 
average and is the same thing that has been achieved on the adjoining lot. 

Mr. Kelley stated that if the Board grapts this request. it is setting a 
pre,cedent. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-l35-75 by Robert Stafford under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ord. to permit house to be constructed oloser to center line of ingress-egres 
easement than allowed by the Ord •• 26' from center line. 60' required; on 
property located at 2917 Rosemary Lane. 50-3«8))69A. County of Fairfax, 
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by this Board held on the 1st day of August.1975 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-IO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 15.000 sq. ft. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisried the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary har~hip that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

exaeptionally narrow lot. 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the sUbject application be and the same 

01. f 
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is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

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

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

3. A 12 foot easement shall be provided. 

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

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to a. Messrs. Kelley and Smith voting No. 

11:20 - WADIH F. HAWIE, JR., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit 
deck to be constructed closer to rear property line than allowed by 
Ordinance. V-136-75. 

Mr. Hawie represented himself before the Board. 
shire 

The contiguous property owners were William Whalen, 3942 Lincol~and Mr. 
and Mrs. Stingley, 7202 Fair Street. 

Mr. Hawie stated that his property lies beloW the level of four bordering 
properties~ thus receiving natural drainage from each when rain occurs. 
They are., therefore, unable to use their rear yard for play or relaxation. 
Approximately 12 feet of the depth of the rear yard is sloping which 
negates any use of that portion of yard. The degree of slope is about 
35 to 40 degrees. 

Mr. Vern Stingley~ 7202 Parr Street, directlY behind the subject property. 
spoke in opposition to the appli~atbn. He stated that he felt ,Mr. Bawie's 
request was excessive and unreasonable. The property slopes about 3' down 
and the only water problem he had ever observed was during very heavy rains. 
The previous owner never complained about the drainage problems. 

Mr. Whalen, 3942 Lincolnshire street. spoke in opposition. He stated that 
Mr. Hawie doesn't cut his grass and therefore there is no place for the 
water to go. He also complained about the shed Mr. Bawie had erected. 

Mr. Ted Princiotto. 3938 Lincolnshire Street. spoke in opposition. 

Mr. Hawie stated that the storage shed is 10x12 and he did not get a building 
permit because it is a temporary metal shed. 

Mr. Smith informed him· that the shed 1s in violation of the zoning or41nance 
and he should have obtained a building permit because it is over· 8'xI0'. 

Mr. Kelley suggested he put the deck over next to Lot 67. It could go there 
without a variance. 

Mr. Covington stated that if the deck is on the ground~ it could go within 
5' of the side yard property line. If the deck is not more than 10' wide. 
it can extend 10' into the rear yard. If it 1s apatio~ there is no require
ment for setbacks. As to the shed, if the shed is 12' behind the house~ 
it can go within 2' of the property line. He does not need a building permit 
unlesS the shed is larger than 8'xlO'. 

Mr. Hawie apologized for the grass that needed cutting. He stated that he 
was on two weeks vacation and did not contract with anyone to cut the 
grass during that time. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred.until September 24~ 1975 to g~ve 
the applicant a chance to work out this problem and see if the deck canlt 
be constructed without a variance. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 
Mr. Runyon suggested that the applicant and the apposition get together and 
work together as there are several ways this could be worked out. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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11:40 - CHESTERBROOK SWIMMING CLUB, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit night lighting of two eXieting 
tennis courts, 1812 Kirby Road, 31-3«5»1 and lA, (6.12406 acres) 
Draneavl11e District, (RE-l), 3-137-75. 

Mr. Bruce Clough, President of the Club, presented proper notices to the 
Board. 

Mr. Clough stated that the Club now has two tennis courts that serves 500 
families. They would like to add lights in order to make more time avail
able to the tennis players 1n their Club. They have not made a final 
determination on the type of lights they plan to have. However, they are 
consider1tJ.g'.'.t<he pole type. They would have to put four poles on each 
court. The poles would be 20' high and would each carry three 500 watt 
court lamps. They have also checked out the lower type lights. but they 
are much more expensive. They would put the lights on a time clock in order 
that the lights would not be used except when they were needed until 
whatever time the Board determines they must cut them off. They would like 
them to be on until 11:00 p.m. 

The Board policy on lights on tennis courts has been that they must be off 
at 10:00 p.m. 

Mr. Clough stated that Tuckahoe keeps their lights on until at least 10:45 
p.m. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Covington to check this out as this would be a violation 
of their Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Don Mac, 6401 Devine street. resident backing up to these courts. spoke 
in opposition. He stated that these courts are already disrupting his 
sleep in the morning and he did not want them to disrupt his sleep at night. 
They have been starting to play tennis as early as 6:00 a.m. The applicant 
has indicated that there is heavy foliage surrounding the courts. However. 
this foliage disappears with the first heavy frost. 

Mr. Clough in rebuttal stated that he had not had any complaints previous 
to this. He stated that he would bring the problem to the attention of 
the Board of Directors of the Club and the general membership. 

There was no one else to speak on this case. 

RESOLUTION 

In application S-137-75by Chesterbrook Swimming ClUb. Inc. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit night lighting of two 
existing tennis courts, 1812' Kirby Road, 3l-3{{5)l and lA, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, followin~roper notice to the public by advertisement ,in a local 
newspaper. postin@; of the property, letterS to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on the 1st day of August 
1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 6.12406 acres. 
4. That aompl~ance with Site Plan Ordinance 1s reqUired. 
5. That the applicant is presentlY operating under SUP #4554 granted 

July 20, 1954 and amended by S-887-68 granted on July 9, 1968. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the follOWing conclusion of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Speoial Use Permit Uses in R Districts as conatined in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW-•. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. thatlthe B-ubject application be angfhe sarne 

3/1 
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is hereby granted with the following limitations: 
1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 

without further action of this Board. and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval. shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid tintil a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The hours of operation for tennis shall be 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
7. All light shall be directed to the courts. 
8. All noise shall be confined to the site. 
9. Landscaping and screening shall be to the satisfaction of the Director 

of Environmental Management. 
10. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain 

in effect. 

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

12:00 _ WESTMINSTER SCHOOL, INC .• app1.under Bectlon 30-7.2.'6.1.3' of the Ord 
to permit addition to existing sohool •. 3-139-75. '. "k 

Mr. Steve Best. attorney for the applicant. 4069 Chain Bridge Road. presented 
proper notices to the Board. The contiguous owners were Charles W. Vearj 
3801 Gallows Road and Elmer McCauley. 3825 Gallows Road. 

Mr. Best stated that enrollment is such that there is need for two additional 
classrooms. The addition would be compatible with the existing bUilding. 
They might use two temporary classrooms in~separatebunding adjacent to 
existing school while the addition is being constructed. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

---------_._---_._-----------------_.---------------------------------------
RESOLUTION 

In application S-139-75 by Westminster School. Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1. 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition of two classrooms to·existing 
building on property locat~d~at 3819 Gallows Road. 60-3((24»4 & 5. Annandale 
District, County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning 
APpeals adopt the follOWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on August 1. 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board.haa made the following· findings of fact~ 

1. That the owner of the subject property 'is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 3. 735B4 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance. with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 
6. That the property is subject to pro rata share for off-site drainage. 
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WESTMINISTER SCHOOL, INC. (continued) 

7. That the applicant has been operating, pursuant to SUP No. 3-212-70 
granted December 8, 1970, a private school for a maximum of 300 students on 
this property. 

8. This current application seeks to allow the addition of two classrooms. 
9. There 1s no change in the maximum permitted enrollment. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than engineering details) 
without this Boardls approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for compJylng with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is o~ined. 

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

6. All terms and conditions set forth in SUP S-212-70, granted December 
8. 1970, ahall remain 1n effect. 

7. Landscaping and/or screening is to be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Environmental Management. 

8. The maximum number of children shall be 300. 
9. The hours of operation shall be 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m •• Monday through

Friday. during the normal school year. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mrs. Jean Packard. Chairman. Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, came before 
the Board to say farewell to Mr. Joseph Baker. 

Mrs. Packard commended Mr. Baker for his 13 years of service to Fairfax 
County. He w4s on the Planning Commission in May. 19j5 until April. 1959. 
He was appointed to the Board of Zoning Appeals in 1966 and has served 
continuously. He is planning to move to a farm in ~aryland. Mrs. Packard 
complemented Mr. Baker for the excellent job he has done. 

rs. Packard then presented Mr. Baker with a Certificate of Service for 
lairfax County. 

. Baker thanked Mrs. Packard and stated to her and members of the Board of 
Zoning Appeals that it had been a pleasure to serve the County in this 
capacity. . 

r. Smith on behalf of the Board ofZoning Appeals expressed the Board's 
appreciation for Mr. Baker's service. HE asked that the minutes reflect this 
ppreciation to Mr. Baker for all the work he has done. 

r. Runyon moved that the Minutes of this meeting show the appreciation of this 
roup to Mr. Baker for alltbe work he has done for the Board and with the 
oard and the Board wisheeh1m God's speed. 
r. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed unan.1mously. 

r. Bakerls retirement date is August 5. 1975. 
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FTER AGENDA ITEM -- BERNARD COX, Special Use Permit for Riding School. 

e Board discussed the letter that had been addressed to it by one of Mr. 
Cox's contiguous neighbors. The Board discuased this problem at length with 
r. Lenn Koneczny, Zoning Inspector. and Mr. Wallace Covington, Zoning 
dminlstrator. 

t was the Board's decision to have a re-evaluatlon hearing on October 7,1975. 

I 

FTER AGENDA ITEM -- OCTOBER meeting dates. 

t was the Board's decision to have a Special Meeting on October 29. 1975. 

II 

~ER AGENDA ITE~ -- AMENDMENT TO BY-LAWS 

r. Runyon moved that the reference to fees in the by-laws be deleted. 

ere was no objection and it was so ordered. 

e meeting adjourned at 1:10 P.M. 

II 

Appeals 

~ 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

APPROVED September 9, 1975
DATE 

~ ... d'L-4-d'. r?~.J 

h..- M 030, 1<J7.r 
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A Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was 
Held September 4, 1975. Present: Daniel Smith, 
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Geor~e Barnes; 
Charles Runyon and Tyler Swetnam who took Mr. Joseph 
Baker's place. Mr. Baker retired August 5, 1975. 
Harvey Mitchell and Wallace S. Covington were present 
from the Staff. 

Mr. Barnes opened the meeting with a prayer. 

10 :00 - LESTER L. STRIBLING appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit two 
a.m. story office additlon closer to residential zoning boundary line than 

allowed by Ord., (15.2' from line, 26' required), 8143 Richmond Hwy., 
101-2((1»26,05,288 sq. ft.), Mt. Vernon District, (CG & R-17). 
V-138-75. 

Mrs. Stribling presented notices w~lch were 1n order. Two of the contiguous 
property owners were Rosels Fuel Oil and Mount Vernon Realty. 

Mrs. Stribling stated that when they built the existing building, the zoning 
of the land allowed them to bU1ld to the property line. Now, they have to 
setback from the zone line that divides their property. The original 
building was constructed in 1972. 

Mr. COVington explained that initially the setback was from the property 
line and they could build right up to the zone line. About a year ago, 
the laws were changed and they have to set 25' back from the zone line. 
This was the old 200' strip in the or~ginal zoning before the pomeroy Ordinanc 

Mr. Runyon stated that this is a very narrow lot. If the applicant tried to 
put the addition on the side of the existing bUilding, they would not be 
able to get the parking on the lot and the back portion would be landlocked. 
The back portion is zoned R-17 with no direct access to it. One could not 
put a house there. 

Mr. Smith inquired if this was a general condition down there. 

Mr. COVington stated that it is not a general cond1tion:,all along Route 1. 
This condition is only on some of the~~elots. Some of the lots may have the 

same 200' problem, but they may have./Duilding on them constructed differentlY 
or the lot may have a different con1'1guration. The Board has allowed 
construction on a number of properties in this area that had a similar 
problem. 

In answer to Mr.Smith's question, MrS. Stribling stated that this additional 
extension will be used for office space. 

Mr. Kelley asked if they could cut down the size of the addition. 

Mrs. Stribling stated that according to their architect, they cannot cut 
down on the size of the addition and still make it economicallY feasible. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt this is a Board of SUpeVV~8GrS problem. 
He stated that he agreed that the residential area should be protected. 

Mr. Runyon suggested the Board members take a look at this property. The 
residential land that is being protected cannot be used because the only 
way to get through to it is through this commercia; property that is 
owned by the same owner. 

There was no one to speak in support or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred until September 9, 1975 for 
decision only. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 



Page 324 

10:15 - CHARITY BAPTIST CHURCH, S-140-75 
a.m. 
Mr. Jenkins presented notices to property owners which were in order. The 
contiguous owners were Mae Williams Hall, 8333 Lewinsville Road, McLean and 
C. Gamble and Betty Leon, 1336 Spring Hill Road, McLean, Virginia. 

Mr. Jenkins stated that the construction is going to be a brick veneer, 
approximately 198 seats plus educational apace to accomodate the same people. 
They have provided 47 parking spaces. The building is colonial in design 
with a low profile. They are trying to build this structure in keeping with 
the residential community that surrounds them. This is Phase 1 of their 
construction plans. 

Lila Richards representins the Woodside Citizens Association stated that 
she had discussed thl$ with the PLUS group of the McLean CitizenS Association, 
also the Rocky Run Citizens Association of which she is a member of the 
Board of Directors. TheY are in support of the application. 

Mr. Winters from the Shiloh Baptist Church nearby the subject site also spoke 
in favor of the application. 

There was nO opposition. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. S-140-75 by Charity Baptist Church under Section 30-7.2.6. 
1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of a church on the south_ 
west corner of Lewinsville Road and Spring Hill Road, 29-1«4))59 & 59A, 
Dranesvil1e District, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of th.e property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners,and a public- hearing by the Board of Zoning AppealS held on the 4th 
day of September. 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 149,431 sq. ft. 
4. That 'compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all County and State Codes is reqUired. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the fOllowing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permi t Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board £or such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

I 

I 

I 
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CHARITY BAPTIST CHURCH (continued) 

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

6. The proposed septic field shall be located sa that future widening of 
both roads to 45' from centerline of the existing right of ways would not 
interfere with the septic field. 

7. Landscaping and screening 1s to be provided to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:35 - GINA MAY HITT appl. under Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ord. to 
a.m. permit beauty salon as home occupation, 9525 Green Castle Lane, 

Williamsburg Square Subd., 107-4«8))87, Lee Dist .• (RTC-IO),S-141-75. 

Mrs. Hitt presented notices to the Board. These were not sent certified mail. 
However, the applicant was confused since the laws had been recently changed 
concerning notification requirements. Since there was no objection, the 
Board went ahead with the hearing of the case. The only contiguous property 
owner was Mrs. Calvin Miller. 9523 Greencastle Road, who had signed a Letter 
verifying that she had been notified. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board will not accept any other type of notification 
other than by certified mail after September 16, inclUding the September 16 
hearing date. This motion carried unanimously with all members present. 

Mrs. Hitt stated that she wished to use her basement for her beauty shop. 
She has a beautician's license and has been working at the Belle View 
Shopping Center in a beauty shop. She has owned this townhouse for two years 
and wants to work at home to cut the cost of traveling to and from work. 

Mr. Kelley stated that according to the map. there is :co,mmerc;:laL:z.ontng:.:rer a 
shopping center nearby. (Mr. DeGroff, developer of that shopping center, 
confirmed this. He said it would be ready in the near future.) 

Mr. DeGroff, 8106 East Blvd. Drive, Alexandria, Virginia. President of the 
Williamsburg Square Homeowners Association. and President of DeGroff 
Enterprises that developed this SUbdivision. spoke in opposition to this 
application. He stated that the covenants of that subdivision prohibits 
this use. All the ownerS who purchased townhouses in this subdivision had 
to sign that document. The problem with having a use of this type in this 
subdivision would be the parking. They provided two parking spaces for each 
house and all the families have two cars. Therefore. if Mrs. Hitt had 
clients, they would have to park in someone else's parking space. He 
also submitted a Petition signed by 63 people who live in the immedBte area. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Zoning laws of Fairfax County would not allow a 
professional office of any type to be located within a townhouse even 
thOUgh the covenants might allow them without first having a hearing betore 
this Board or the Board of Supervisors. They would have to provide parking 
adequate for the use in any case. and show that it would not have an adverse 
impact on the immediate neighborhood in aCcordance with the Ordinance. 
Col. Horner. 9515 Greencastle Lane, spoke in opposition. He felt this use 
would devalue his property. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from John T. Wright. 7714 Capron Court, Lorton, 
Virginia. in opposition to this application. 

Mr., Bw:1yon stated that the Board had made, a rule that if there is a eomme,r.c1ral 
ll1!aaewd. ttIl1n, a,ha11tt¢~,Qf)fll!tJi.~JWOP&~ J..lgeqtl~t~g,~ ;,Speej.'j;Ji"D.8ecJ?ermi t , 
t$(";18oabd.(4I0Ifbt-'R.ftC:~'S'btI9q,e ilif)JI.\';:deeup*tt~'t' "·j~l~e 

TheTe was no one to speak in favor of the application. 
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RESOLUTION 

In application S-141-75 by Gina May Hitt under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5- of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit beauty salon as horne occupation, 9525 Greencastle 
Lane, Williamsburg Square Subd., 107-4«8»87, Lee District, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned app~ication has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
ith the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppealS, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 4th day of S~pt., 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RTC-IO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2,439 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 
5. That complaince with the Site Plan Ord. is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the~oard has reached the following conclusion of law: 
That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:55 _ SUPER SERVICE, INC. appl. under Sect. 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to 
a.m. permit temporary struct~re closer to residential zoning boundary line, 

(~I from line, 25' required) 'and to permit 6' fence in front yard 
setback, 3201 Ox Road, 35«1»538, (31,546 sq. ft.), Centreville Dist., 
(C-G), V-142-75. 

Mr. Kenneth Streeter, 3005 Sayer Road, submitted notices to the Board which 
were in order. Katherine Rust was the only contiguous property owner. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Staff Report indicates that Mr. Streeter is the 
property owner and under the Ordinance, only the owner of the property can 
be entitled to consideration under the hardship section of that Ordinance. 
This application is made in the name of the corporation. The corporation 
doesn't have any interest in the land. 

Mr. Swetnam inquired if the application could be amended to the name of the 
owner. 

Mr. Streeter stated that this was a technical error 6n his part. He asked 
if he could amend the application. 

Mr. Kelley stated that this should be under the error section of the Code 
if the structure was already there.as the Staff Report indicates. 

Mr'~ Streeter confirmed that the structure' is alreadY there. In answer to 
Mr. Kelley's question, he stated that he did not get a,~u1ldi~ permit. 
He stated that it is a temporary· type atructure and he' didn't realize he 
needed a building permit. He stated that the old building that is on the 
property has been there since the turn of the century. It 1s lobated beiltul 
Navy School. It was a mess until he took it over and cleaned it up. He 
stated that he is going to try to fill in the back portion of the property 
add move the temporary structure back there. 

The Board deferred this case until September 16, 1975 and asked the applicant 
to renotify the property owners and asked the Clerk to have the property 
repoated. 

I 

I 
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11:10 a.m. - KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO., 2000 Chain Bridge Road, 29-3«1»31, 
(616,836 sq.ft.) and KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO., & GIANT OF VIRGINIA, 
INC., 8353 Leesburg Pike, 29-3«(1»32, (48,516, sq.ft.), appL under 
Section 30-7.2.10.3.8 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit amendment to 
Special Use Permit #3-174-72 for additional parking for sales and rental 
lot of autos and trucks incidental and accessory to new car dealership, 
Centreville District, (CD). S-143-75. 

Mr. Ralph Louk, attorney for the applicant. presented notices which were in ( 
order. The contiguous property owners were Samual C. Hedd. et a1 and Raymond 
D. Burton. 1733 Gosnell Road. Vienna. Virginia. 

Mr. Louk stated that this is a two part application. There was a Special Use 
Permit preViouslY granted to Koons which authorized a new car dealership. 
On the corner of that property was shown a parcel 22,000 sq. ft. which was 
to be for the First Virginia Bank. Now the bank doesn't wish to locate there 
and KoorBwould like to use that land to park the cars in conjunction with 
the new car dealership. 

The second part of the application is a request to allow Koons to use a 
portion of the Giant parking lot to park carS in conjunction with the new 
car dealership. 

The Board dlsou.sed the question of whether or not Giant has adequate
parking without using the 135 spaces under the application for Special Use 
Permit. 

Mr. Steve Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering and Mr.Walter Phillips, 
engineer for the Koons project, confirmed that according to the Site Plan 
presented with this application, Giant has adequate spaces withoutl,these 
135 spaces. 

Mrs. Donald Spiece, representing Tysons Green Citizens Association, spoke 
in favor of the application. She stated that they were in favor of the 
application if it would mean that the total Koons complex couJd be made 
more attractive and compatible with the surrounding community. She brought 
up several points of complaint about the existing Koons facility. 

Mr. Lenn Koneczny, Zoning Inspector, confirmed that Koons has been issued 
Violation notices with regard to the parking of cars on the Giant property 
without a Special Use Permit or Site Plan". There have also been violation 
notices issued to Koons from other agencies of the County. He stated that 
he had also issued violation notice to Koons for parking cars in the area 
in the back that is under Special Use Permit, but they have not yet begun 
construction or paved the parking area. As far as the landscaping and 
screening, he stated that he did not know how his office could get involved 
in that since there wasn1t anything in,the Resolution granting the Special 
Use Permit that specifically spelled out what the landscaping should be. 
With regard to the cars that are parked on the roof of the building that can 
be seen tram 123, he stated that those cars cannot be seen from the ground
level, therefore, it depends on where you are standing whether or not you 
can see those cars. 

The Board questioned Mr. Louk on whether or not Koons was parking campers 
and trucks over one and one-half tons. Mr. Louk stated that he did not know. 
Mr. Koneczny stated that he wasn1t sure about the tonage of some of the 
trucks. The campers that were on the property were not for sale, he didn I t 
thlnk~ 

Mr. Smith stated that this is an enforcement problem that should be taken 
care of by the Zoning Inspections Office. 

Mr. Louk stated that this applieation is an effort on the part of Koons to 
clear up the parking problems. Mr. Louk stated that Koons could not control 
-\<he drivers of the brucks that come in ,to unload cars.and forae them to \i18e,-} 
the Route 123 entrance as Mrs. Spiece suggested. 
Mr. Smith stated that Koons could tell the Company responsible for the 
drivers of the trucks where they should enter the property. The Board of 
ZoningCAppeals is responsible for entrances and exits into the property. 
He stated that those trucks should be channeled in off Route 7 so that they 
do not interfere with the res1dential community. It should be a permanent 
condition of the granting. ~ 

There was no one else to speak on this case. 

Mr. Smith stated that Giant should be removed from the application as one of 
the applicants because they have no interest in this use except to lease the 
land to Koons. A copy" of the verbal agreement iaih the file .in the form of 
a letter. There was no formal lease. 

3 .,t:'j 
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In appl1caUon S-143-75 by Koons Plaza Development Co. under Section 30-7.2.10. 
3.8 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit amendment to SUP 3-174-72 for additional 
parking for sales and rental lot of autos and truckS Incldentlal and 
accessory to new car dealership on prop$rty located at 2000 Cahin Bridge Road 
29-3«1»31 and 8353 Leesburg Pike,' 29-3«1))32, County of Fairfax, Centre-
ville District, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed 1n accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and Inaccordance 
with the by-laws of the Board of Zoning Appeals for Fairfax County, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to tbe public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting, of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners and a public hearing by the Board held on September 4, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: Part of 
1. That the owner of the property is Sherwood and Corbalis (parcel 31). 

and Trulie Investment Corp.(Pt.Parcel 32). 
2. That the present zoning is C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot is 665.352 sq. ft .• 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required 
6. That the applicant haa been operating. pursuant to Special Use Permit 

S-174-72 granted December 13. 1972, and amended (S-262-73) to permit
expansion of the facilities on March 13. 1974•. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plana submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without 
this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

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

6. All applicable terms and conditions set forth id previous Special 
Use Permits and amendments thereto shall remain in effect. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion pas8ed 5 to o. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------_._~
.That the area of the lot under S-174-72 is 359,396 aq. ft. • 

To which under 3-262-73------------------- 23~.Q96 aq. ft. w.a 
To which under 

S_143~75~----,.-~~(Sherwood,Sherwood 
and Corballsi---------------------------- 23,344 aq. ft. w.a 

Sq. ft. w.auhder_S-14J-76J"l.... ;,;;-... ;-' (Trul1e Inves tment Corp. f);;4"8,.,,,57il*6-;:!-,--;,~. 
Totaling--------------------------------- 665j352 aq. ft. 
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The Board recessed at 1:00 P.M. for lunch and returned at 2:00 P.M. to take 
up the 11:30 a.m. item. 

RKO-STANLEY WARNER THEATRES, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.4 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosed movie theatre, 3513 Jefferson Street, 
62-3«1))11. (413.624 sq.ft.). Mason DIstrict. (CD). S~144-75. 

RKO-STANLEY WARNER THEATRES, INC. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ord. to permit waiver of number of parkln~ spaces required (652 spaces, 768 
required), 3513 Jefferson Street. 62-3«1»)11, (413,624 sq.ft.), Mason 
District, (C-D), V~145-75. 

Mr. Paul Scheib, secretary and general counsel for the applicant, submitted 
notices to property owners which were in order. Two of the contiguous 
property owners were Leesburg Apartments and Crossroads Associates. 

Mr. Scheib stated that they have been operating Cinema 7 Theatre in the 
Leesburg Shopping Center for some time. They wish to have one 300 seat 
theatre and the other 400 seat. He told the Board the reason they want this 
twin theatre. They will use the existing structure,' that has been formerly 
occupied by a furniture store. They need 441 parking spaces and they 
presently have 326 that can be used for this purpose. Therefore, they need 
115 parking spaces. He stated that he feels this type use is similar to 
those uses under Section 30-3.10.3 of the Zoning Ordinance that permits 
certain type organizations to have a reduction 1n parking because their 
use is limited to those times when the other commercial shops are not in 
operation. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated that this theatre will operate 
in the evenings,for the Saturday and Sunday matinee and until 1~00 a.m. in 
the mornings. He stated that he had never observed the parking lot there 
being completely full to the extent that it interfers with traffic in that 
particular area even when they showed "Godfather". He stated that they 
would be willing to stipUlate that they would not operate on Saturday 
afternoon, if that would make a difference. 

Mr. Smith stated that he could not see where they meet the requirements of 
the Ordinance. He stated that he knew of no provision that would give this 
Board authority to grant a waiver of the site plan requirements. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question if they would be able to reduce the 
number of seats, Mr. Scheib stated that they would have to study that 
particUlar aspect. 

There was no one to speak in favor. 

Ellen Schlosser, 1148 South Harrison Street, spoke in opposition. She 
stated that there is a night club going in where the old Giant store used to 
be that is supposed to hold 1,000 people. The homeown~rs that are near this 
shopping center have really suffered already and she asked the Board to deny 
this request. 

After a brief disoussion, Mr. Scheib stated that in view of the Board's 
comments, it looked as though they would need to restudy this to see if they 
could reduce the number of seata. He asked for a deferral. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until September 24, 1975. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. Smith stated that if they could get their plans in sooner, the Board 
might be able to make a decision earlier than September 24. 

II 
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DEFERRED CASE: DAVID L. REDDING, V-119-75 (Deferred from July 16, 1975 for 
proper notices. FULL HEARING). 

The aPplicant was not present to present'his case. The Board further 
deferred the case further to see if there had been a loss of communication 
between the Staff and the applicant. 

II 

CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER, INC., 8-228-71 -- Re~evaluatlon Hearing 
held July 9, 1975 and decision deferred to September 4,· 1975. 

The Board was in receipt of the report from the applicant to Dr. Stanholz, 
State Health Commissioner, dated August 1 and also September 8, 1975 as 
the Board had requested at the July 9, 1975 meeting. The Board was also 
in receipt of a memo from the Zoning Administrator dated September 6, 1975, 
highlighting the status of the applicant's project as it related to the 
County site plan, sewer, etc. 

Mr. Smith then read a memO that had just been delivered from,;tJ;1e County 
Executive regarding the sewer tap allocation. He gave Dr. Berberian a copy 
of that memo. The memo stated: 

"The Board on August 18 considered in Executive Session the request of 
Centreville Hospital for a sewer tap allocation extension and.requested 
staff to prepare for its consideration a Resolution by which the allo
cation could be extended for a minimum period of time with certain con
ditions extablished requiring the applicant to meet benchmarks of 
progress. Benchmarks will likely include: the resubmission of an 
updated plan, the posting of a performance bond, the posting of cash 
to fund the sewer extension project, and the pouring of a maJor per
centage of the footings. 

A copy of the Resolution will be provided yOU once adopted. We 
anticipate it will be forwarded the Board for consideration on 
September 15. II 

Mr. Smith stated that in view of this memo and the volume of information 
the Zoning Administrator has transmitted to the Board, it would be wise to 
defer this until the Board of Supervisors has determined the status of the 
sewer tap allocation. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the case be deferred until September 24, 1975. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

JOHN K. JENSEN, V-128-75 - Variance to permit enclosure of eXisting screen 
porch closer to side property line than .allowed by Ordinance. 

The applicant had requested that his case be withdrawn because he was moving. 
Board deferred for written request on July 22, 1975. The Clerk could not 
reach the applicant by phone. The operator said the party had moved to an 
804 area code. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be withdrawn as requested without prejudice. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

PRINTES A. BLEVINS, JR., S-108-75, Applicant requested withdrawal of his 
application because the building inspector would not approve the building 
because it was a frame structure. 
Mr. Runyon moved that the application be withdrawn without prejudice. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 
The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: 

LORD OF LIFE LUTHERAN CHURCH, 5114 Twinbrook Road. 

The applicant requested by letter that they be allowed to enlarge the parking 
lot. The Board reviewed the plats and determined that this 1s more than a 
minor engineering change and would. therefore, requare a new application. 

II 

STEPHEN W. POURNARAS, v-264-73. The applicant by letter requested that the 
Board again extend his variance. He stated that he was having problems with 
financing, approval of site plans due to the exchange of land with his ad
jacent neighbor. and with reservation of sewer requirements. 

The Board discussed the previous extensions he had been granted and the reason 
Mr. Pournaras had given. 

The Board determined that sewer is available. In Mr. Pournaras's letter of 
June 5. 1975. he stated that since he had not made his necessary deposit.
the sewer capacity reservation for this project was revoked. He had asked 
the Deputy Director of Design Review to reconsider this which took several 
months. 

The Board determined that Mr. Pournaras's problems were not all due to the 
sewer problems, but since that was also involved. it would further extend 
his variance until October 22, 1975. Mr. Pournaras may reapply at this 
point and his case would be scheduled for the earliest possible date in 
order that his sewer tap reservation would not lapse. 

II 
ANTHONY A. NASIF, 8-195-75. Request for out-or-turn hear~ng. 

The 89ard denied the out-or-turn hearing request. ·The Board's schedule is 
:extremely full. It has been having one extra meeting· per month to try. to 
hear as many cases as is possible within the shortest time fEame and within 
the requirements of the State Code. The next hearing date that this case 
would be scheduled for is October 28. 1975 which is a Special Hearing Date. 

II 

TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB. INC •• S-261-73 :Request to be allowed to adjust 
hours of operation to 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. since the Resolution stated that 
the hours could be adjusted should there by any objections. In addition. they 
would also like to .·retain a 10' xlO' metal storage shed which has been erected 
to store gasoline. etc. 

The Clerk explained that the metal shed was required by the Fire Marshall's 
office because they needed something in which to store gasoline for the 
lawn mowers. etc. 

The Board stated that they could consider the shed if the applicant would 
bring in amended plats at the next meeting. However. the hours of operation 
would require a new application and a public hearing. 

II 
LEARY SCHOOL. INC. & LEARY EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATION. INC., S-10~-75 (Pixieland 
School). Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Hansbarger. attorney for the 
applicant requesting that the ages of the children be changed from 12 to 19 
to 5 through 10 which would make Condition No. 6 read: 

"The maximum number of students shall be 150, ages 5 through 10." 
The letter stated that this school would continue to be operated as Pixieland 
School has operated for some time. It was the Board'S decision that this 
change could be made and the Resolution changed accordingly. 
II 
PLEASANT VALLEY MEMORIAL PARK. INC •• S-103-74. Granted September 18. 1975. 
Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Hansbarger, attorney for the applicant
stating that this corporation had been sold. The new owner of the corporation 
was not aware of the year's deadline and will not be able to begin constructio 
witb~n~ the year's limit. 
The Board extended this Special Use Permit for 180 days from September 18. 
1975. 

II 
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COLUMBIA LNG -

Representatives from Columbia LNG and Mr. Sewell, attorney for Columbia LNG, 
presented to the Board a minor change in the location of the pipeline. 
from that previously approved by the Board. They showed the Board where the 
deviatiDn would occur and to what degree of change it would make. 

Mr. Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, explained to the Board that this 1s only 
given to the Board for information purposes. The staff feels that this 1s 
a minor engineering change and would not require a pUblic hearing. The 
County Attorney has been advised of this change and he also feels that this 
1s a minor engineering change. However. the Staff felt that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals should be kept up-to-date on any change. 

The Board agreed that this is a minor engineering change and that no action 
on the Part of the Board vis necessary. 

i')\
II 

I 'If 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board approve the minutes of July 16, 1975 and 
JUly 22, 1975 with minor corrections. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 3:47 p.m. 

II 

Submitted to the Board on 
September 10, 1975 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

APPROVED +4~)U/7';?~
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
was Held on the 9th day of September. 1975. 1n the 
Board Room of the Massey BUilding. Present: 
Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; 
George Barnes, Tyler Swetnam and Charles Runyon. 
Harvey Mitchell and Wallace S. Covington were present 
from the Staff. 

The meeting was opened with a pr'Yer. 

10:00 - CECIL PRUITT, JR., appl. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.5.6 to permit indoor 
tennis facility, SE corner Ravensworth Road and Little River Turnpike, 
71-1«l})part 83 and all of 84, {2.2393 acres}, Annandale District, 
(CG), 3-146-75. 

Mr. Richard Chess, attorney for the applicant, represented the applicant 
before the Board. Notices to property owners were submitted and were 1n 
order. The contiguous owners were Roberts and Mattauer. 

Mr. Chess stated that the applicant proposes to have an indoor tennis facility 
with up to 7 tennis courts or 6 tennis courts and uP to 6 squash and handball 
courts. At the present time there is a amall garden center on this property. 
It is immediately adjacent to the Rustlers Steak House and the Texaco 
Gasoline Station, both of which~e on land owned by the applicant. The 
only lighting that is proposed is the usual lights for the parking lot. 
They have not designed the building at this point. It will be a tennis barn 
structure I which is a standard metal building similar to what is locatad 
at the Fairfax Racquet Club l the Northern Virginia Racquet Club and the 
McLean Indoor Tennis Club. It is a butler type bUilding. 

Mr. Kelley stated that this building will be near enough to Little River 
TUrnpike that it should be architecturally compatible with that area. This 
will be a good location I he stated, but he was concerned about how it will 100 

Mr. Chess stated in answer to Mr. Kelley's comment that this project will have 
to be very pleasing in order to be successful. They will try to minimize the 
effect of the large barn-like building with landscaping and the smaller 
ancillary building in the front. The ancillary building will house the 
offices I the pro-shop and the locker rOoms. 

He stated that the lease is for 43 years. 

Mr. Kelley questioned the statement made by Preliminary Engineering that 
the applicant should setback 15' from the sewer easement. He stated that 
this question should be cleared up before this is granted. 

In answer to Mr. Smith1s question, Mr. Chess stated that Mr. Pruitt will 
probably lease this facility when it has been constructed to someone else 
who~ would Ike to operate it. He has been approached by representatives 
of Fairfax and McLean Tennis Clubs. 

Mr. Smith stated that at the time he leases this, the parties leasing it 
will have to come back to this Board and have the Special Use Permit trans
ferred to them. 

Mr. Smith stated that the main reason this type use must come before the Board 
of Zoning Appeals when it is in a commercial zone is for the Board to set 
and apprOve the architectural design of the bUilding. 

Mr. Chess stated that the dimensions of the buUding are shown on the plat. 
The height will be a maximum of 45'l the sidewall a minimum of 16 1 and a 
maximum of 20' with a 40' peak with a clear span. The building comprises 
a little less than one-half the site. Should the suggestion from Preliminary 
Engineering be enforced I it will probably cause them to have to remove one 
of the tennis courts. 

Mr. Smith stated that any change in the project would have to be reflected 
on the plats. He suggested the case be deferred to clear this up. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until the S~R~ember 16th meeting 
for additional information and new plats, if necessary~~or decision only. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had 
not yet arrived. 

II 
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10:20 - UNITED DEVELOPERS HOUSING CORP. appl. under*Sect. 30-2.2.2 PAD zone 
a.m. of the Zoning Ord. to permit change of QwnerShlp of community pool 

and recreation center, 47-4«1»35, approx. 300' south of Blake Lane 
and 1/2 mi. E. of Route 123. (2.8111 acres), Providence District, 
(PAD), 8-147-75. (*a8 advertised; should be 30-7.2.6.1.1 because the 

land 1n question 1s zoned RE-O.5 not PAD.) 
Mr. Cralgg Buck, attorney with the law firm of Taylor and Clemente, 4900 
Leesburg Pike, represented the applicant. He submitted notices which were 
1n order. 

Mr. Buck stated that this use was granted previouslY to Jeffrey Sneider and 
Company. Jeffrey Sneider and Company went bankrupt and their assets were 
taken over by the Virginia National Bank. Mr. Charles E. Taylor is the 
President of that bank and he is also President of this corporation. 

Mr. Smith stated that the, Board could not just transfer the ownership and 
the Special Use Permit because the Jeffrey Sneider and Company Special Use 
Permit is now dead. construction had not begun within the specified time 
frame. This will be considered a new application. 

The Board discussed the size of the pool, parking,~gergency accesa all of 
which were shown on-the plats submitted with the application. The applicant's 
plats indicated that the old manor house will be removed. Jeffrey Sneider 
and Company originally planned to keep the old house and renovate it. However 
it has now been determined that that house will not meet the present Code 
requirements and is a hazard. It will have to be torn down. TheY· do plan 
to keep the trees just as originally planned by Jeffrey Sneider. Mr. Buck 
stated that they would agree to all the conditions imposed on the original 
Special Use Permit for Jeffrey Sneider, except that they wish to remove the 
old house. 

Mr. Smith showed Mr. Buck a copy of those conditions and pointed out 
particularly the conditions regarding the landscaping. 

Mr. Buck stated that they may put in tennis courts where the old house is now. 

Mr. Smith stated that that would be permitted with a Special Use Permit. They 
would have to come back to this Board for that change. 

There was no one to speak in favor or iQ opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application No. S-147-75 by United Developers Housing Corp. under 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit community pool and 
recreation center 300' south of Blake Lane and 1/2 mi. east of Route 12! 
in the Treebrooke Subdivision, tax map 47-4({l))35. County of Fairfax, 
Providence District, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publiC by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 9th day of Sept., 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Marc E. Bettius and Herbert 

S. Billowitz, Trs. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-D.5. This use is for the PAD community 

that surrounds this RE-O.5 land. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 2.3 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ord. is reqUired. 
5. That S-220-73 was granted to Jeffrey Sneider and Company and has now 

expired. 

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

That the applicant has presented test1mony indicat1ng compliance w1th 
Standards for Spec1al Use Permit Uses 1n R D1stricta as conta1ned 1n Section 

33Cf 

I 

1 

1 

I· 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Page 335 
September 9, 1975 

30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and 15 for the location indicated 1n 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

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

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
to this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of' Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the variouS legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements.. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. The number of family memberships shall be 800. 
7. The hours of operation shall be from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. The 

after hours parties shall be limited to six (6) per year after getting prior 
written permission from the Zoning Administrator. 

8. Fourteen parking spaces shall be provided for cars and 100 bike 
rack spaces shall be provided. 

9. All lOUdspeakers, noise and lights shall be directed to the pool area 
and confined to the site. 
10. All landscaping, screening and fencing and planting shall be as approved 

by the Department of Environmental Management and shall include: 
"1. The white crepe myrtle (white is reasonably rare) be pruned and 
fertilized and remain. 
2. The existing dogwood, also drawn in, be fertilized and remain, 
and the existing spirea, etc., in the area be pruned to alloW 
these specimens to survive. 
3. The boxwood be sprayed with Malathion (or suitable insecticide) 
to eliminate the diseased condition (Boxwood psyllid). 
4. That the trees colored in red Which are previously to be 
removed remain if at all possible. We have been assured all 
reasonable care will be taken to save them. 
5. All trees and shrubs be pruned and tertilized and bed areas 
formed around the appropriate areas. 
6. We have also been requested to permit the utility lines into 
the structure be retained above ground. To place them underground 
would destroy some material; this decision should be made at the 
pleasure of the Board." '. 

( Quoted material from recommendations of the Staff of Preliminary Engineering 
in their memo dated September 28, 1972 and agreed to by the applicant.) 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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AMENDED TO PITTARELLI REALTY, INC. 

lO;~O _ BENITO V. PITTARELLI appl. under Section 30-7.2.9.1.7 of the Zoning 
a.m. Ord. to permit real estate office 1n older structure in residential 

zone, 5912 Old centreville Road. 54-4«5))4A & 9. (31,984 sq.ft.). 
Centreville District. (HE-I), 3-148-75. 

Mr. Ronald Tydings. attorney for the applicant, presented notices to the 
Board which were in order. 

Mr," Tydings asked if he could request the Board to amend the application to 
Plttarelll Realty. Inc. 

Mr. Smith told him that the Board could PO that if he had the corporation 
papers from the State Corporation Commission. 

The Board recessed the case until Mr. Tydings could go to his office to get 
the corporation papers. 

After the next case the Board called this case again: Mr. Tydings submitted 
the Certificate of Corporation for PittarelliRealtYI Inc. The Board amended 
the application 'to read PittarelliRealty I Inc. 

Mr. Tydings stated that Mr. Pittarelli plans to use this property for a real 
estate office. He stated that the Staff had brought up the question of the 
requirement of the Zoning Ordinance that the property must be 3/4 acre. 
This property did have more 'than 3/4 acre. However l the Highway Department 
took 1/4 acre and that left just over 31,000 square feet. 

'9 
The plats showed that the original 1041 was 22,810 sq. ft. 

lot 4A 21,788 
Total 44,598 

Less Highway Taking 
from Lot 9 12 1 614 

Net Area Lots 4A & 9 31,984 sq.ft. 

Mr. Covingt~:m stated that this taking by the Highway Department made this 
a substandard lot and the original amount of land goes with the lot 
continually. 

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Pittarelli purchased the property after the taking 
and this is a specific requirement under the Group 9 Section of the Ordinance; 
that no such use will be established on a parcel of land less than 3/4 acre. 

Mr. Covington stated that the Ordinance says 3/4 acre, instead of a specific 
number of square feet, which gives this Board reasonable latitude. This 
situation was created by condemnation. The difference in sq. ft. is very 
minute, about l/lOOth of an acre. 

Mr. Smith disagreed that the Board had the latitude to vary this requirement 
at all. 

Mr. Tydings stated that in the real estate field l anything over 30,000 sq. 
ft. is considered' ~ 3/4 acre. That 2S the interpretation they received 
from the County on other questions in the past. 

The Board continued to discuss this question at length. 

The Staff Report indicated that this use will not be under site plan control. 
Preliminary Engineering l however, suggested that adequate screening and 
landscaping be provided on the subject site. In addition l that department 
suggested that this use should comply with all County standards inoluding, 
but not limited to: parking lotsurfaoing; minimum traVel aisles; 
standard entranoes to and from the site; erosion and aedimfptation control, 
and on-site retention of storm water run-off. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

The Board was in receipt of a letter from Supervisor Pennino from the 
Centreville District stating that this request does not appear to be unreason 
able. HOW8€~r, she urged the Board of Zoning Appeals to make sure the 
oharaoter of this community is not affected by~eal estate office use in an 
existing residential structure. 
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RESOLUTION 

In application No. 8-148-75 by Plttarelll Realty. Inc. appl. under Section 337 
30-7.2.9.1. 7 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit ,real estat.e office in older 
structure in residential zone. 5912 Old Centreville Road. 54-4«5»4A & 9. 
Centreville District. County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application 1tas been properlY filed in accordance with 
all applioable State and County Codes and In accordance with the by-laws 
of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to t~publlc by aQvertlsement 1n a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on september 9, 1975. 

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

1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 31,984 sq. ft. 
4. That complianc:e with all State and GhUhty CodeS that are applicable 

i 1s required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law~ 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Boar4 prior to 
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering changes) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require "a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without Board of Zoning APpeals approval, shall constitute a 
violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of thiS 
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with 
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit is obtained. 

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

6. Landscaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Environmental Management.

7. The hours of operation shall be from 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion .
•
The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Smith and Kelley voting No. 

Mr. Smith stated that he disagreed ,that this application meets the specific 
requirements. of the Ordinance as to the land area required since it does not 
now have 3/4 acre. 

Mr. Runyon stated that there are two things that caused him to make this 
Resolution. The letter of the law says 3/4 acre. This is a transitional 
type use of the land until it is zoned commercial. which will not be until mi 
1977 instead of 1975 as they were originally told. He stated that he felt 
this is a reasonable request for t~UBe of the land and there have been no 
objections to this use. He stated that he felt this application meets the 
spirit of the Ordinance. 

-----------------------------------------------------~-----------------------
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11:00 - JOSEPH V. PUGLISE appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
a.m. to permit construction of garage closer to side line than allowed by 

Ord., (10.2 1 from side), 8006 ApollO Street,ll3((?))131, (23,833 
sq.ft.), Springfield District, (RE-Z), V-149-?5. 

Mr. Puglise represented himself. Notices to property owners were in order. 
His reasons for needing this variance were because of the severe slope of 
his driveway that prevents him from having reasonable use of his land by way 
of not being able to park his car on that driveway. He wishes to build this 
double garage in order to park both his cars on his own property instead of 
on the street. He presentlY has a one car carport. Their property line is 
diagonal and he, therefore, needs a greater variance on one side than on the 
other. He stated that he is also building living quarters over the garage 
in order to keep the addition aesthetically pleasing and architecturally 
compatible with the rest of the neighborhood. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this property is indicated on the zoning section sheet 
as being zoned RE-2 which requires 'il50' frontage and the applicant only has 
86.69'. It is a pretty narrow lot. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is a condition that exists thvoughout the subdivisi 

Mr.RfinYbh stated that this lot narrows toward the front and the rest are 
fairly squared up. He really will not need very much of a variance toward 
the rear of the garage. If that lot was more square with the street, with 
more frontage, he would have no problem. 

The applicant brought out several personal reasons for needing the variance 
but Mr. Smith explained to him that the Board could not consider personal 
reasons justification for a variance under thqState and County Codes. 

Mr. Puglise stated the addition will be constructed of brick. It will be 
compatible with the existing house and the neighborhood. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Smith stated that the garage could be cut down. 

Mr. Runyon stated that a garage today would be a minimum of 20 1 and would 
average 22'. He stated that there is an existing chimney protrUding into 
the garage area which would cut into the room for the cars. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-149-75 by Joseph V. puglise under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of garage closer to side line than 
allowed by Ord. (10.2 I from side, 20 I required), 800.6 Apollo Str~et, 113 ( (7) ) 
131,County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following Resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable state and County Co~es and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by this Board held on September 9, 1975; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE_2. 
3. That the area of the lot is .23,,833 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reason
able use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

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

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that t~subJect application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 
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1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structure or 
structures indicated 1n the plats included with this application only, and 
1s not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing house. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this '6ounty. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fUlfilling his 
obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like 
through the established procedures. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Kelley and Smith voting No. 

11: 10 - TERRY ERSEL GAGON, M.D. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 of Ordinanc 
a.m. to permit physician's home Off15le, 9111 Falls Run Road, 13-4«1»,46, 

(5 acres), Dranesville District, (RE-2), S-150-75. 

Dr. Gagon represented himself before the Board. Notices to property owners 
were in order. The contiguous owners were JUdge Morris, Lot 47A, 9117 
Falls Run Road and John Sanders, 9125 Falls Run Road, Lot 478. 

Dr. Gagon stated that he had lived in the County since 1972. Since February, 
1973, he had been part-time practicing out of his home office at his 
former address at 8412 'ThIIIJDpson Boad in Annandale. He recently changed his 
address and he would like to continue to work out of his home on a part-time 
basis. He stated that he has no medical partner. no employees. He is his 
own bookkeeper and he does not employ a nurse. He expects to have one 
patient each hour, therefore, he will not need more than one parking space. 
However. he has provided ~lve spaces. He does not want to have a sign.
He would like to operate from 8:00 a.m. 'until 8:00 p.m. There will be no 
unusual lighting. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 
The Board was in receipt of signed statements by all the property owners 
who were contiguous and across the road stating that they had no objection 
to this use. One neighbor stated thathe had no objection as long as this 
is a limited practice. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the applicant says that this is one patient per hour. 
He asked Dr. Gagan about the statement in the file regardlng family therapy. 

Dr. Gagon stated that he did counsel familieS and children who were brought 
to the property by their parents. These families come in one car and are 
usually seen together. 

RESOLUTION 

In application 8-150-75 by Ter~Ersel Gagon, M.D. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 
of the Zoning Ordinance to perm1t physician's home office for psychiatric 
and psychoanalytic practice on property located at 9111 Falls Run Road, 
13-4«1»46, Dranesville District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this- Board held on the 9th of Sept., 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Boar~ has made the following findings of fact: 
L That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zon~ng is RE-2. 
3. That the area of th~ot is 5.000 acres. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals. has reached the following conclusio 
of law: 
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That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structureS of any kind 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additonal 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit,-shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty ofm~GPerm1ttee to apply to this Board for 
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without 
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditi 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constinte an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this county
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the-Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along With the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the county of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the~rmitted use. 

6. The hours of operation shall be from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., Mondays 
through Friday.

7. The practice shall be limited to one patient per hour. 
8. No signs will be permitted. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:30 - JOSEPH P. PARIMUCHA T/A MEDICAL PLANNING ASSOCIATES, INC. appl. under 
a.m. Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit office for 

hospital planning consultants and staff in horne, 10pO&,Belmont BlVd., 
117«(1))lO, (18.5543 acres), Springfield District, (RE-2), S-152-75. 

Mr. Gant Redmon, 6911 Richmond Highway, attorney for the applicant, submitted 
notices to property owners which were in order. Two contiguous property 
owners were Andre Gaunoux and Thomas Gunn. 

Mr. Redmon submitted a Certificate of Good Standing for Medical Planning 
Associates, Inc. He asked if the corporation should be a party to the 
application. 

Mr. Smith stated that it sho~ld be the applicant since the corporation is the 
party that is leasing the property. He asked Mr. Covington, Assistant 
Zoning Administrator, if a corporation complies with the Ordinance as a 
proper applicant under this Section of the Ordinance. 

Mr. Covington stated that it does not. He stated that in fact the whole 
setup doesn't comply with the home professional use. 

Mr. Redmon stated that the applicant had had a meeting with County Attorney, 
Lee Ruck, and with Mr. Knowlton. the Zoning Administrator. They were aware 
of all the facta when this application was accepted. 

Mr. Smith suggested that this case be deferred until the Board could confer 
with Mr. Knowlton and Mr. Ruck. 

Mr. Redmon agreed to th1s. He stated that 1f amending thi8 application to 
the name of the corporation would prejudice his case, he did not wish to 
have it amended. 

Mr. Smith stated that in order to have Mr. Parimucha as the applicant, Mr. 
Parimucha would have to have the lease in his name. 
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Mr. Redmon stated that they would be glad to do that. He stated that 
Mr. Parlmucha does live there. He 1s the principal of this hospital advisory 
counsel. He will have Mrs. Dolson, who 1s the nursing advisor. two planners, 
secretary, and perhaps a draftsman. 

Mr. Smith stated that that sounds like an office use. not a home professional 
use. 

Mr. Covington stated that the definition of IIHome Professional Office" under 
Section 30-1~82111 of the Zoning Ordinance reads (1n part) " •.. (b) no other 
persons are engaged in the occupation except not to exceed two employees of 
the principal practitioner (or 1n the case of two doctors with offices 1n 
the same structure. not exceeding two employees for each practitioners); ••. U 

Mr. Redmon stated that these planners do their work out at the location where 
the hospital is to be constructed. They are covering the eastern half of 
the United States. Mr. Moore is the principal planner that owns the house 
where the main headquarters Is. That is in California. 

Mr. Covington stated that he did not believe this use complies with the 
Zoning Ordinance in any way. It is an outright office, in his opinion. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Redmon stated that Mr. Parimucha Is 
not a principal in the corporation. He is the corporation's employee. 
The legal point of the entity is not paramount in their minds. The legal 
entity is a corporation, these people are planners, he stated. Their 
primary purpose is to advise hospital authorities who are in the process of 
constructing hospitals the number of beds to be provided, etc. 

to clarify one point. 
Mr. Redmon stated that' he wanted/He came into the zoning Office on May 27, 
1975 with Mr. Parimucha to get an occupancy permit. It was noted in the 
Letter of Occupancy that Mr. Parimucha1s business was that of hospital 
consulting. 

Mr. Smith asked if at that time, they discussed with anyone in the Zoning 
Office the point regarding the corporation. 

Mr. Redmon stated that at that time, he wasn't sure of the legal form of 
the corporation. At that time he thought it was a partnership. In answer 
to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Redmon stated that Mr. Parimucha is paid by 
the corporation. His checks are computed and mailed from California. The 
same is true for Mrs. Dolson. Both Mr. Parimucha and Mrs. Dolson are on 
the road a great percent of the time and only the secretary would be on 
the property during the working day. The situation here is tar from six 
people operating in a subdivision. These people want the isolation that 
is prOVided by this site. There will be no increase in traffic because 
clients do not come to his home as in the case of doctors or dentists. 

Mr. Smith read a memo from Charles Lewis from the Office of Comprehensive 
Planning for Fairfax County"which stated that on behalf of the Lower Potomac 
portion of the Area IV plan, which will be adopted by the time of the 
scheduled BZA hearing on this case, his Office would stronglY oppose the 
requested Board permit. He further stated that from the information given 
in the application, referring to consultants and staffs, who would make use 
of an approved facility in this case, it would appear to his office that the 
requested use would be more appropriate in a commercial office zone rather 
than 1n an isolated area of 2-acre or larger home sites. 

Mr. Redmon stated that that memo points out that Mr. Lewis did not understand 
what Mr. Parimueha was trying to accomplish in terms of being away from a 
commercial zone,. 

There was no one to speak in' favor of the application. 

Mr. Franklin Cains who lives on the access road to this property spoke in 
opposition because of the access road to the property. He gave his 
address as l060BBelmont Blvd., Lorton, Virginia 22079. He stated that he 
owns five acres Qfproperty along this road. This road is haBardous. One 
can only go 15 mph; along it. The ma1nta1nance of the road 1s aone by the 
property owners along that road. There are seven homes on the road. TheT 
verbally agree to maintain the road. He stated that he did not feel it 
would be good planning to allow a business or commercial activity in that 
area unless a safe and reliable road is provided. 

04.1 
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Redmon spoke in rebuttal. He stated that he would be happy to meet with 
the neighbors to work out an agreement regarding the maintefiance of the road. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question~ Mr. Redmon stated that there will be no 
routine number of visitors Mr. Parimucha might have per month in conjunction 
ith his hospital planning business ~ but the approximate number would be 

about three. In each of these instancea~ these people would be picked up by 
Mr. Parimucha or a member of his Staff at the airport. 

r. Runyon moved that the Board recess this until the end of the Agenda in 
order for the Board to review the Group VI section of the Zoning Ordinance 
and the new ordinance to see how it might apply. 

r. 'Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

r. Runyon stated that Mr. Redmon's arguments were very persuasive~ however~ 

e really didn't think the Board has the ability to grant this use at this 
point. 

RESOLUTION 

In application S-152-75 by Joseph P. Parimucha and Medical Planning Associates~ 
nco under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit office for 
ospital planning consultants and staff in home~ 10606 Belmont Blvd.~ tax 
ap 117((1))~~~ County of Fairfax~ Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 

Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

HEREAS~ following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
ewspaper~ posting of the property~ letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners~ and a public hearing by. this Board held on September 9~ 1975. 

EREAS~ the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Dorothy M.H. Whitner. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-2. 
3. That the area of the lot is 18.5543 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ord. is required. 

WHEREAS~ the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 

That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with 
tandards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
0-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance~ and 

OW~ THEREFORE~ BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application beand the same 
is hereby denied. 

r. Kelley seconded the motion. 

r. Redmon asked for recognition. Mr. Smith stated that he could ask a questio 
s this was at Board level. Mr. Redmon stated for the record that the appli

cant for reaaons stated preViously during the hearing on this application 
as not requested that this application be amended. If the Board wishes to 
ote it up or down~ he wants to request that this application not be amended. 

r. Smith stated that"the Board has amended the application after receiving 
nformation that Mr. Parimucha is employed by Medical Planning Associates~ 
nco and after the Board was presented with a Certificate of Incorporation 
ndicating that the applicant is Medical Planning Associates~ Inc. and had 
een authorized to do business in the State of Virginia as such. This 

corporation !.is a Deleware corporation and that Mr. Parimucha is paid by 
he corporation which owns the lease and pays the expenses of the lease on the 

land. So~ this is a corporation." He stated that he did not think the Board 
could have taken any other position in the matter. He stated that"as far 

s

e

s he is concerned~ Mr. Parimucha as an individual~ or as an individual as 
doctor~ he still would not feel this is compatible, with the surrounding 

evelopment. It was brought out in the testimony that the road is hazardous~ 
not under public ownershlp~ but is a ~rivate road that is maintained by

everal p~operty owners along that road. 'He stated that he did not feel this 
pplication meets the criteria set forth in the Ordinance for this type use. 

stated that this is his reason for voting to deny it. 

e motion passed 5 to O. 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM 9-9-75 
TUCKAHOE RECREATION. The applicant had submitted new plats as requested by 
the Board at the meeting last week. These plats show the metal building 
that the Fire Marshall's office requires them to use to store the ga30!lne 
that 1s needed for the lawn mowers. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the plats be sub~tituted as approved plats referring 
only to the metal la' x 10' shed. No other items should be revised. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM 9-9-75 
RECLASSIFICATION RECOMMENDATION FOR JANE C. KELSEY. CLERK 
TO THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

The Board, by unanimous resolution, asked the Chairman to address a letter 
to Mr. Robert Wilson, Fairfax County Executive, recommending and urging 
approval of this reclassification. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM:9-9-75 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR JULY 31, 1975 and AUGUST 1, 1975. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the minutes for JUly 31 and August 1, 1975 be approved. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

DEFERRED CASES: 

MANSION HOUSE CLUB. INC., S-75-75 (Deferred from 5-28-75 and 7-22-75 to 
9-9-75 to allow time for applicant to get together with the citizens to 
work out their differences). FULL HEARING. 

MANSION HOUSE CLUB, INC., V-76-75 (Deferred from 5-28-75 and 7-22-75 in 
conjunction with Special Use Permit request). FULL HEARING. 

MANSION HOUSE YACHT CLUB, INC., S-74-75 "(Deferred from 5-28-75 and again 
from 7-22-75 for decision only. in order that decision could be made in 
conjunction with the Mansion House Club, Inc. since the two applications 
are so closely related). 

Mr. Swetnam abstained from these cases. 

Mr. Arkwright stated that they had had a meeting with the Club members and 
the Glub members has voted to increase the membership to 350 family members 
and 50 special members. The 50 members being people who did not come as 
frequently as the others. 

Mr. Arkwright stated that they have no objections to the low level lights 
for the tennis courts. no higher than 15'. They will provide adequate 
shrubbery. They have agreed that if the lights become a factor in the sale 
of the houses. then theY will prOVide further screening to make the lights 
as unobtrusive as possible. 

Mr. Leonard Guinn, President of Manor House ClUb, 9406 Old Mount Vernon 
Road, Alexandria, spoke in favor of the application as presented by Mr. 
Arkwright. 

Mr. Kenneth Smith. attorney for Mr. and Mrs. Lavington, 3905 Picardy Court, 
spoke regarding the control of lights and noise. He gave the Board a list 
of suggestions that they would like added to the conditions placed on this 
use by the Board of Zoning AppealS. 
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DEFERRED CASES (continued) 

Mr. Arkwright stated that he had agreed with these conditions. 

The Board discussed the new proposed noise ordinance and the way it could 
be enforced. 

Mr. Knowlton stated that- under the new ordinance the amplifier could not even 
be turned on after 11~OO P.M. 

Mr. Arkwright then presented the justification for the variance request to 
permit a waiver of normal seback requirement for access through property 
belonging to generally the same membership as that of the property which the 
access road serves. The yariance request also was to allow a tennis court 
fence and lights within 5', a paddle tennis court within 3D' and parking 
within 46' of the center line of the common access road in lieu of the 
75' reqUired. He stated that they rearranged the parking to minimize the 
impact. The road, as shown on the plats, is not the road that the Board 
used when it inspected the property a few months ago. The proposed road 
will be placed 50' from the present access road. The access road only 
serves the Yacht Club and will only be used by the Yacht Club members. 
Many of these Yacht Club members are also members of the Swim Club. 

Mr. Runyon moved that all three applications for Mansion House be deferred 
until next Tuesday, September 16, 1975 in order for the Board to 
formulate the resolutions. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Mr. Kenneth Smith stated that he would have the draft of the agreement typed 
and delivered to the Board prior to next week's meeting in order that 
the conditions requested could be ma~e: part of the resolution granting 
these applications. 

Mr. Arkwright agreed with the deferral. He asked the Board if it could 
make a decision on the Yacht Club case since it waS not the case in 
conflict. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would make a decision on all three cases 
at the same time since they were so intermingled. 

II 

MRS. HAROLD BARR, S-82-75, Request for amendment to exiatingSpeclal Use 
Permit to allow 100 dogs and 100 cats. (Deferred to 9-9-75). 

Mr. Kelley inqUired of Mrs. Barr if she planned to keep all her present 
cages. 

Mrs. Barr stated that she did. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt some of those cages were too small for the 
dogs. 

Mr. Runyon reminded the Board that it had a report from the Director 
of Animal Control who said that the operation at this point was 
overcrowded. The applicant is proposing to add 13 more dog runs. 

Mr. Barr stated that there could be more than 1 dog in each of those 
runs. She stated that a lot of her dogs are small Maltese. 
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BARR (continued) 

Mr. Runyon stated ,that he was shocked at what he saw when he visited this 
property. He questioned the opposition's statement regarding the wooden 
cages. 

Mrs. Barr stated that those cages have metal floors. She stated that if the 
Board will check. it would find many of the kenne~use this type cage. 

Mr. Runyon stated that at the public hearing there were three people who 
spoke in opposition to this use. Mr. Amity, Mrs. Fine and Mrs. Motter. 
He stated that the Board would like to meet a happy medium. He asked the 
Board~s iftlEy'want· to go to the full 100. He stated that he did not 
think she has the facilities to go that high. 

Mr. Smith stated that she has 28 acres of land. He stated that she doesn't 
have the most ideal situation for the animals themselves, but it is better 
than putting the animals out on the road and allowing them to get run over 
by a car. He stated that a lot of people say they should be put to sleep, 
but he did not agree with that either. He stated that Mrs. Barr will have 
to make a lot of changes to meet some of the conditions Mr. Amity suggested. 

Mr. Kelley stated that she should do something to make more room for the 
animals. 

Mr. Runyon stated that there were 60 dogs the 1st of JUly and that was a lot 
of dogs for that facility. He suggested 75 would be a better number and 
limit the cats to around 60. He then suggested the Board have a re-evaluatio 
hearing within 18 months. 
Mr. Smith disagreed to the number and felt it should be higher. 

RESOLUTION 
In application-S-82-75 by Mrs. Harold L. Barr, Jr. under Section 30-7.2.8.1.1 
of the Zoning Ondinance to permit kennel for 100 dogs and 100 cats on property 
located at 7121 Bull Run Post Office Road, 64«1))60, Centreville District, 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby 
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 25th day of 
June. 1975 and deferred to subsequent dates. This Resolution being made 
this 9th day of September. 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board .has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 28.403 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes is required. 
6. Applicant has been operating a kennel for a maximum of 30 dogs and 

30 cats, pursuant to S-19l-69 granted November 7, 1969. That permit was 
granted its final one-year extension by the Zoning Administrator on October 9, 
1974, such that S-191-69 would expire November 7, 1975. On October 17, 1974, 
the applicant was notified that she was in violation for having more than 30 
dogs and for expending the operation to bUildings and land that were not 
approved under the Special Use Permit. 

AND , WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented tr~timony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses iqR Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the zoning Ordinance I and 

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

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

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

3· This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
lans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
hanges in use, additional uses, or changes in tpe plans appvoved by this 
oard (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
ses, or changes in the plans approved require a Special Use Permit, shall 
quire approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to 

pplY ~o this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor 
ngineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall con-
titute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not const~te an exemption 
rom the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 

d State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
equirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a ~-Rea1dential Use 
ermi t is obt ained.
5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 

HALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
ermit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 

of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 
6. Landscaping and/or screening shall be provided to the satisfaction of 

he Director of Environmental Management. 
7. The maximum number of dogs is to be 75~and the maximum number of cats 

s to be 100. 
8. This permit may be reevaluated with regard to the maximum number of 

animals at any time within 18 months of this granting. 

Barnes seconded the motion. 

Smith stated that he would like to see the Resolution amended to 80 dogs. 

Kelley stated that he agreed with Mr. Runyon. Th~,··~f!'f try this out andr.
if she wants to come back later, it can be amended. This will give her a 
chance to put in the new facility. The Zoning Inspector can inspect it and 
the Board can re-evaluate it anytime within the 18 month period.at the request 
of the applicant or the Zoning Administrabbr. 

e motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam abstained because he was not present 
at the original hearing on this case. 
-------------------------------------------.-------------------------------

V-138-75 (Deferred from September 4, 1975 for viewing) 

. Kelley stated that he had viewed the property and had found oil trucks 
for the Northeast Oil Company parked on the residentially zoned land back 
there. He stated that he did not feel the trucks belong to people next door 

ecause that is Rose's Fuel Oil Cmmpany. The trucks had this year's tags • 

• Runyon stated that he had viewed the property on Friday and the trucks 
ere not there. 

Smith stated that he had not had an opportunity to view the property, 
this question should be cleared up. 

The Board defer~ed decision in this case until September 16. 1975 to allow 
the Zoning Administrator time to check into the question of whose trucks 
these are and why they are being park~~gon residential land. 

The meeting adjourned at 4:38 P.M. 

Jane C. elsey, C er 
Board of Zoning Appeals 

SUbmitted to the Board on 
September 16, 1975 

BOARP OF ZONl~G APPEALS 

APPROVED d~;,'/?7r 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
was held in the Board Room of the Massey BUilding 
on September l6~ 1975. Present: Daniel Smith, 
Chairman; Loy Kelley~ Vice-Chairman; George Barnes, 
Charles Runyon and TYler Swetnam. Harvey Mitchell 
and Wallace Covington were present from the Staff. 

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

10:00 - JAMESR. AUTEN appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord. to permit 
construction of single family dwelling closer to center line of 
ingress-egress easement than allowed by Ord. (25' from center line, 
75' required), 8422 Electric Avenue, 39-3«1»54, (32,115 sq.ft.), 
Providence District, (HE-I), V-lS3-75. 

II Mr. Auten submitted notices to property owners which were in order. The two 
contiguous property owners were Ralph Sellers, 8430 Electric Avenue and Mary 
Harne, P.O. Box 84, Vienna, Virginia. 

Mr. Auten stated that when they purchased the property they did not realize 
that there was a requirement that they set back from the ingress-egress 
easement. They cannot move the proposed house back 75' from the center line 
of that easement because there is a stream running through the property at 
that location. There is also a sewer easement on the property. He stated 
that he is a developer~ but he wishes to build his own residence on this 
property. He stated that when he first designed the house, it was longer 
than this one shown on the plats before the Board. Atter he found out atibut 
this setback requirement~ he had the house redesigned and made narrower in 
order to reduce the variance request. 

Mr. Covington stated that there is an existing house on the property that is 
17.3' from the easement. That house could remain and the property owner could 
add to that house as long as that addition did not come closer to the 
easement than the existing house. 

Mr. Auten stated that they plan to tear down the existing house. It is 
at a bad location on the lot. 

I 
Mr. Auten in answer to Mr. Smith's question stated that the only other propert 
this easement serves is a small one-fourth acre parcel tq the rear. The man 
who owns the adjacent property is going to try to bUy this parcel of land. 
However~ the lady that owns it thinks she has an acre of land instead of one
fourth. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley'S question he stated that he did not know if he could 
move his house back because he had not studied that point. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred for the applicant to restUdy 
this 1ntrerma,of a minimum variance or to otherwise try to meet the require
ments e~ the',Code. If he does make a change~ he should submit new plats 
reflecting that change. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed S to O. This case was set for September 24, 1975 for 
the additional information and decision only. 

II 
10:35 a.m. -

I 
Ltc. Donald J. Delandro appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to per
mit construction of pool closer to front and side lot lines than allowed by 
the Zoning Ord., (2' from side; 20' required and 4S' from front~ SO' required) 
7401 Windmill Court, 93-4(12»41~ (18,878 s~.ft.), Mason Hill Subd.~ Mt. 
Vernon Dlst.~ (HE-0.5), V-155-75. 

Ltc. Delandro submitted notices which were in order. The contiguous property 
owners were A.G. VanMetre's Company~ 7429 Vernon Square Drive~ #204~ 
and Mr. Tarpey, 7405·Wlndmill Court. 

II 
Mr. Delandro stated that he has a very irregular shaped lot. It is on a 
corner and he has t,o setbaok from the street on three sides of his lot. 
This is the only place on the lot where he can put a pool. He stated that 
he purchased the house in July and the salesman from Van Metre's Company, 
the builder, toldhlm that putting a pool in Would be no problem. However~ 
he has found out differently. He stated that he did not plan to enclose 
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Delandro (continued) 

the pool area with anything other than a fence. He stated that he plans to 
put up a wooden stockade fence. 

The Board members agreed that this 1s one of the most unusual shaped lots 
that they had seen. 

Mr. Kelley stated that it concerns him that this pool on one corner will be 
only 2' from the adjoining property and there is 20' required. This is 
a lot of variance. He asked E~c. Delandro if he could cut down the size of 
the .pool. 

Ltc. Delandro stated that to make the pool any narrower would make it im
practical. It would be a long trench. He stated that the house next door 
is about 20' from the property line. The house has not yet been sold and is 
still owned by the builder. Mr. VanMetre. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Ltc. Delandro stated that none of the 
other lots in the neighborhood are shaped quite like his. They do not have 
a similar problem. There is one lot across the street. but it is so small 
they could not get a pool on it. 

Mr. Runyon stated that a 6' wall could not be constructed in the front setback 

Mr. Swetnam stated that he could build a fence acroSS the sanitary sewer 
easement, but he could not build a wall. 

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred for additional information 
regarding the sanitary sewer easement. Should the County have to repair the 
sewer line, it would take more than 10' which 1s the amount of the easement. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. The case was deferred until September 24. 1975 
for the additional·, information and decision only. 

Mr. Smith stated that it would not be necessary for the applicant to appear 
next week and there was no additional information needed from him. 

10:50 - WILLIAM T. AND DoRIS WARD appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord. to 
permit carport to be enclosed closer to side property line than 
allowed by Ord., (15' required. 10' from line)~ 6412 Lakeview Dr •• 
61-3((14))148. Lake Barcroft SUbd., (13,100 sq.ft.), Mason Dist •• 
(R-17), V-156-75. 

Mr. Ward presented notices to the property owners to the Chairman. The 
two contiguous owners were Mr. and Mrs. James Price, 3818 Lake View Terrace, 
and Dr. and Mrs. Riesel. 6408· Lake View Drive. -

Mr. Ward stated that this enclosure will be used for living space. He 
cannot put the addition any place else on the property because of the 50' 
sanitary sewer easement to the rear of the house and the 10' storm drainage 
easement on the other side of the house. They propose to modify the parking 
by eliminating the present driveway and creating a parking apron parallel to 
the street. The carport as it exists is essentially a fair weather facility 
in that during bad winter weather, it often cannot be used because of the 
ateep~grade. The use of that driveway is a hazard at all times because of 
the steep incline and the foliage in that area which makes it difficult to 
see oncoming traffic. 

He submitted a letter that had been signed by one, of the contiguous property 
owners stating that they had no objection to this request. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 
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Page 349. September 16, 1975 
WARD (continued) 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-156-75 by William T. and Doris J. Ward under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosure of carport closer to side property 
line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (10' from I1ne, 15' required), 
6412 Lakeview Drive, 61-3«14»)148, County of Fairfax, Mr. Swetnam moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publiC by advertisement 1n a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board on September 16, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of £act: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13,100 sq. ft. 
4. That the~operty is sUbj~ct to Pro Rata Share for off site drainage. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and buildings involved: 

__ exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application is hereby 
granted with the following limitations: 

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

2. This variance shall expire on~ year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date af 
expiration. 

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

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

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

------------------------------------._---.-------~----------------------------

11:05 - GRAHAM R. SCHATZ appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to 
permit carport to be enclosed to a garage closer to side property 
line than allowed by the Zoning Ord., (7.5', total of 16; 8' with 
a total of 20' required), 6110 Rockwell Road, Bent Tree SUbd., 
78-4((13)}284A, (8,523 sq. ft.), Springfield District, ,C'R-12.5C), 
V-157-75. 

Mr. Schatz presented notices to property owners which were in order. The 
two contiguous owners were Martin McKnight, 6112 Rockwell Road and Robert 
E. Lamb, 6108 Rockwell Road, Burke, Virginia. 

Mr. Schatz's justification was the steep slope that he has on his property. 
He stated that the other houses in the area have garages already. There is 
only one house further down the block that doesn't have either a carport or 
garage. This garage will be used to house the car. They already have a 
family room so there is no need to convert this into liVing space. 
The materials will be compatible with the eXisting house. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that he only needs a variance on one co~ner of this 
addition. The setback gradually increases so that Mr. Schatz doesn't need a 
variance on the other end of the addition. 



------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Page 350, September 16, 1975 
bba~z{continued) 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-157-75 by Graham R. Schatz under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit carport to be enclosed to a garage closer to side property 
line than allowed by Ord. (6" to min. side yard and 4' to total minimum re
quirement) 6110 Rockwell Road, Bent Tree Subd., 78-4((13))284A, County of 
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on the 16th day of Sept., 1975 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of-fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.~luster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 8,523 sq.ft. 
4. That the request is for a minimum variance. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

3. Architectural details are to conform with the existing structure. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:20 - EDWARD D. CONNOR appl. under Sect. 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit enclosure 
of carport to garage closer to side property line than allowed by Ord. 
(10', total 27' j 10' I total of 3D' required), 9310 Arabian Avenua. 
The Trails Subd., 28-4((16))15{ .. {16,9l8 sq.ft,), Centreville Diet., 
(RE-O.~lu.ter), v-163-75. 

Mr. Connor presented notices to property owners to the Board. Two of the 
contiguous property owners were Harry James, 9404 Old Court House Road and 
Walter Durden, 9308 Arabian Avenue. 

Mr. Connor explained why he needed the garage. He felt it would enhance his 
property and he needed this enclosed area to store his car. 

Mr. Smith explained to him that this was not a Justification under the Ordi_ 
nance. There must be a hardship because of a physical problem with the land. 

Mr. Connor stated that the County tells him that he needs 3' more in order to 
build the garage and he did not have that much land in the area where he 
wants to convert the carport to a garage. 

Mr. Smith stated that from the plats it looks like the lot is narrower in the 
front than it is at the rear and that is why he doesn't have 3D' in total. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in oppoaition to this application. 
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Page 351. September 16. 1975 
CONNER (continued) 

RESOLUTION 
In application v-163-75 by Edward D. Connor under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosure of carport closer to side property line 
than allowed by Ord. (10' total 27'; 10' total of 30' required), 9310 
Arabian Avenue. 28-4«16»)15. County of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertlsementin a local 
newspaper. posting of th9P.roperty. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on September 16. 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 16.918 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and buildings involved: 

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

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

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

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

The Board recessed from 11:35 a.m. until 11:50 a.m. 

11:35 - DANIEL M. LOWERY appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to 
permit enclosure of carport to garage closer to side property line 
than allowed by Ord., (7.5' from side. 12' required), 8114 Norwood 
Drive. 101-2«9»)26. (13.980 sq. ft.). Lee District. (R-12.5). 
FairfieldSubd•• Section 1. v-164-75. 

Mr. Lowery presented notices to property owners to the Board. The two 
contiguous property owners were Donald Hattan. 8116 Norwood Drive and Donald 
Poore. 8106 Norwood Drive. 

Mr. Lowery stated that he got a permit to build a carport and in the process 
of construction. he and his wife decided to make a garage out of it. He 
stated that he did not realize the setbacks were different for a garage. 
The house is not set parallel on the lot and in addition. this is a pie 
shaped lot. The front portion of the garage meets the setbacks. but -the 
lot narrows to a point at the back. causing him to need a variance on the 
rear portion of the garage.
Mr. Lowery stated that he had owned thebroperty for over two years and plans 
to continue to live there. The roof of the oarport will be "A" shaped to 
match the existing structure. 

There was no one to speak in favor or 1n opposition. 

35/ 



Page 352, September 16, 1975 
LOWERY (continued) 

RESOLUTION 
In application v-164-75 by Daniel M. Lowery under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit enclosure of carport closer to side property 11ne than 
allowed by Ord., (7.5' from side, 12' r~quired), 8114 Norwood Drive. 101-2 
«9»26. County of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Swetnam moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on September 16. 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13,980 sq. ft. 
4. That the property is subject to Pro Rata Share for off-site drainage. 

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

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

a. exceptionally irregular shape of the Jot. 

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

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

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

3. Architectural details shall conform with the existing, structure. 

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

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

T/A LAHAIROICHRISTIAN ACADEMY (as amended) 
11: 50 - LAHAIR~ INC./appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning 

Ordinance to-permit school of general education. Kindergarten through 
12th grade. 8800 Arlington Blvd., 48-4({l)}39. (7.9 acres), 
Providence District, (HE-I), 3-181-75. 

Mr. Frank C. Allen, 4735 Welcome Drive. Falls Church. represented the applican 
before the Board. 

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Alfred 
H. Thompson, Star B, Box 19, Reva, Virginia and Willard A. and Virginia 
Thompson. 6804 Walnut Street. Falls Churoh. Virginia. 

Mr. Allen stated that he also notified a number of property owners that are 
across Chichester Lane. 

Mr. Allen stated that this request is to operate a school of general education 
with grades of Kindergarten to 12th grade during the normal school year. This 
school will be under ehristian directorship and they intend to provide general 
education based on the precepts of Jesus Christ. They hope to bring students 
to maturity to see a sense of values in a Christian way of life. They do not 
intend to discriminate in any fashion against any person but they do insist 
that this is a Christian School and will require both parents and students to 
indicate their support for the school. The school will be owned by the 
corporation, but will be trading as Lahairoi Christian Academy. 
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Page 353, September 15, 1975 
LAHAIROI (continued) 

Mr. Allen stated that this school would be operated five days per week. 
They would like tohave some adult classes at night if possible. 

There was noane to speak in favor or in· opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application 3-181-75 by Labairo!, Inc., T/A Laha1ro! Christian Academy und 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of the Zoning Ord. to permit school of general educati 
Kindergarten through 12th Grade, 120 students. 8800 Arlington Blvd., Providen 
District, 48-4{(1))39. County Of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Kelley moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board on September 16, 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Resource Evaluation & Development, 

Inc. The applicant is the contract purchaser. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 7.9 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is reqUired. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is reqUired. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

StandardS for Special Use Permit'Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for auch approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering de
tails) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation, 
of the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permi 
is obtained. 

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

6. The maximum number of students shall be 120. ages 5 through High School 
age.

7. The hours of operation shall be from 8 A.M. to 9 P.M., 5 days per week, 
Monday through Friday. during the normal school year. 

8. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection report 
the requirements of the Health Department, the State Dept. of Welfare and In
stitutions and obtaining a Non-Residential Use Permit. 

9; All buses and vehicles used for transporting students to and from schoo 
shall comply with the standards of the Fairfax County School Board and the 
State Code for color and light reqUirements.

10. Landscaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfact10n of the 
Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 



Page 354, September 16, 1975 

12:00 LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 
of the Zoning Ord. to permit amendment. to existing Special Use Permit 
to allow change in membership restrictions, change in location of 
perimeter .fence, internal sidewalks and tennis courts, Whispering Lane, 
61-3((1~}}A3, (13.67779 acres), Mason District, (R-17), 8-179-75. 

LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER, INC., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of 
the Zoning Ord. to permit 14' tennis court fence in front setback 
area, (30' from right~of-way line), Whispering Lane, 61-3«14))A3, 
(13.67779 acres). Mason Dist., (R-17), V-l80-75. 

The hearing began at 2:00 P.M. Mr. Smith limited the applicant and the 
opposition to 20 minutes each. 

Mr. Richard Hobson, attorney for the applicant, presented notices ,to property 
owners which were in order. He notified a total of J,6 property owners; 32 
were contiguous. 

Mr. Stuart Finley, 3428 Mansfield Road, Falls Church, Virginia, President of 
the Recreation Association, stated that they plan to build a 6' non-rusting 
aluminum fence to meet the specifications of the Fairfax County School System' 
fencing requirements. Their contractor has built the entire eastern boundary 
fence down to the point where the Recreation Center line extends to the Cloist 
512 feet. They have also built a gate to prevent traffic into the north 
parking lot and a gate to prevent traffic into the existing parking lot. They
hope to conform this request to the wishes of the ahutting property owners. 
They mailed each property owner a questionaire inquiring whether or not they 
wished to have a fence. They tried to conform their plans for this applicatio 
in accordanc~ with the response to the questionaires. Mr. Finley submitted 
a map indicating the properties that did and did not wish to have a fence and 
where they wished to have the fence located. He also submitted copies of 
the questionaire signed by each of these property owners. He stated that 
this had been discussed with Rufus Brown, President of the Belvedere-Barcroft 
Hills Civic Association. There has been an agreement in part regarding these 
changes. 

Mr. Hobson stated that a 10' fence around the tennis courts would be sufficien 
This will be a two phase fence program. 

Mr. Smith reminded Mr. Hobson that- Lake Barcroft, Recreation Association has 
a mandate from this Board, to have the fence constructed completely around the 
perimeter by the end of September, 1975. 

Mr. Finley answered that they are financially limited. 

Mr. Hobson stated that they also would like to change the location of the 
proposed tennis courts to the location shown on the plat. before the Board 
and to ohange the internal sidewalk l-ecation adj aoent to the tennis courts. 
He submitted a copy of a letter from R. B. Morris, Consulting Engineer, 1127 
National Press Building,' Washington, D. C. stating that he had reviewed the 
plans and he had attached a sketch showing the most feasible locat!on:for the 
tennis courts. This location would be substantially below the level of the 
road. According to Mr. Morris. if the variance is not granted, the courts 
would have to be moved 20' to the north and an extremely expensive fill and/or 
retaining wall would have to be built. The existing storm sewer would have to 
be extended and trees would have to be cut down. Therefore, Mr. Morris 
recommended that the Association try to obtain a variance. 

Mr. Hobson stated that they would like the Board to change the present member
ship restrictions. He stated that the other recreation associations in the 
nearby area are not as restricted as they are. He gave as an example Sleep 
Hollow Recreation Association, Sleepy Hollow Bath and Racquet Club and 
Parklawn R~creation Association. All of these cl~bs have waiting lists. 

Mr. Smith stated that these clubs were granted years ago before the Board 
started putting restrictions on them. 

Mr. Wade Cothran, member of the Belvedere-Barcroft Hills Citizens Association 
and,Director of the Lake Barcroft Recreation Center, testified on behalf of 
LaKe Barcroft regarding the adequacy of the parking area and the need to be 
able to seek'members from.outside their ,restr1cted area. He stated that they 
now have 223 members. The facility will sustain 400 family mambers. The 
parking lot is about 15 peraent full during the day. There are only 
6 to 15 cars there during the day and about 40 cars at peak periods on weekend 
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Page 357. September 16. 1975 
LAKE BARCROFT (continued) 

During special events, five or six times a season,during swim team sessions, 
etc., the parking lot is almost to capacity. 

Mr. Smith stated that the parking lot -1s supposed to take care of the maximum 
usage, not the minimum. 

Mr. Kelley agreed with the Chairman. 

Mr. Smith stated that it is unfortunate that the Board gets agreements and 
think they J!lave,~ the situationstabUized and then the Association wants to 
change them. 

Mr. Hobson stated that they just want to change the geographical area, not 
reduce the parking or change the membership. He compared this with the 
Country Club of Fairfax and stated that that Club 1s not limited in its 
geographical area. 

Mr. Smith stated that that Club is a non-conforming use and did not go in 
under a Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Hobson stated that they cannot come up with the membership needed in time 
to meet the financial obligations of the Association and provide quality
service. He stated that their membership fee is competitive with the 
neighboring assoCiations, around $450. 

Mr. Rufus Brown, 6506 Oakwood Drive, President of the Belvedere-Barcroft Hills 
Citizens Association, spoke on the Association's behalf. He stated that 
their Association has agreed with Mr. Finley's presentation as to the fence 
along the southern border of the Lake Barcroft Recreation Association's 
property with the exception of the fence for the property owners who want 
the fence out to the cut line of the trees afT that 'property line. He stated 
that they would like the fence brought back to the property line after it 
jogs out. 

Mr. Finley stated that they would do that. 

Mr. Brown asked that the Board require the Recreation Association to have a 
perimeter fence to the extent that it is now possible. They would like a 
fence connecting the two tennis courts and a fence from the eastern perimeter 
fence connecting to the tennis court on that side. This will fill in the 
gaps. They would also like to see the fence around the entire eastern boundar 
They do not oppose the relocation of the perimeter fence on the north side of 
Recreation Lane. 

He stated that his Association opposes any change in the presently existing 
membership restrictions because this will add to the traffic problems. If 
the Board allows this, the Recreation Association will be back again In a 
couple of years asking for an increase in membership. 

The Belvedere-Barcroft Hl11 Citizens ASBociation ask for full and effective 
screening by the planting of trees and otherwise as required by the Special 
Use Permit to replace trees ana other vegetation removed in the process of 
the construction activities of the Recreation Center. 

They again request that the excessive noise created by the Recreation Center 
activities, including the use of electrical amplification equipment, be 
eliminated. 

They oppose any extension of time for the construction of this fence. 

Mr. Costello, 3832 Pinewood Terrace, statedhls opposition to the Recreation 
Association's request to stop the fence at the end of his property. The kids 
just come around the fence and use his yard for access to the Association's 
property. 

Mr. Smith agreed that this request was reasonable. 

Mr. Hobson stated that those people up there do not want a fence. He 
suggested they extend the fence along the other property line of Mr. Coatello' 
property. 

Mr. Costello stated that that might help the problem, but he did not know 
if it would stop those kind of kids from using his property. 

sot 
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Mr. Bernard Sheps, 3838 Pinewood Terrace, stated that there is a fence in plac 
along the full length of his property and about 25' from his neighbor's 
property where it terminates. That is part of the eastern boundary shown in 
red on the map before the Board. Therefore, there 1s access to the Recreation 
Association's property within 25 t cfhis property line. He stated that his 
reasons for wanting a full perimeter fence are the same as Mr. Costello's. 
He has the same protiems with traffic going through his yard cutting through 
to get to the Recreation Association's property. If the fence is moved over 
to the tennis court fence, the one already built along his property line 
would then become a spite fence~ and he would not permit it to remain. 

Mr. Sheps stated that in addition to the problem with the fence, there is a 
problem with the screening and planting. In putting up the fence along his 
property line~ the Recreation Association removed several trees from his 
property and several trees were damaged. He would like those replaced. 

The third problem is the noise that is generated by the amplifiers on the 
Recreation Center's property. 

Mr. Smith asked him to notify the Zoning Administrator and he would have one 
of his inspectors check this out. 

Mr. Sheps stated that he had sent numerous letters to the. Zoning Office and to 
no avail. Nothing has been done and the noise oont±nues"tdnoeololr.~'~This 

happens most of the time on weekends in the evenings. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Zoning Office has inspectors that work on weekends. 
He suggested that he contact the Zoning Administrator and he felt sure he 
would have an inspector out there. In addition, he stated that there is 
a noise ordinance that will go into effect January l~ 1976 that should help 
alleviate these problems. Mr. Smith asked Mr. COVington if the Zoning 
Inspector had made any reports and if he had issued any violations. 

Mr. COVington stated that the Zoning Inspector~ Gerald Carpenter, has given 
him verbal reports~ no written ones. There have been no violation notices 
issued. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Sheps to call Mr. Covington, Mr. Knowlton, or Mrs. Kelsey 
if excessive noise occurs in the future and he was sure he could get some 
action. 

Mr. Hobson stated that the Recreation Association would like until June 1st, 
1976~ to complete Phase II of the fence. 

Mr. Smith stated that he was concerned about going another summer season 
without this fence being entirely in place. It should have been up before the 
went into operation~ he stated. 

Mr. Finley stated that they have $9,630 available money. They will spend ever 
dollar of it on tl'e'fence. 

Mr. Hobson stated that if they could change the geographical area for member
ship, they could get more money to com~lete the fencing Job. 

Mr. Kelley stated that a 4 mile radius goes a long way to the north, south, 
east and west. He stated that he is willing to go along with the Special Use 
Permit that the Board granted previously and let Lake" Barcroft Recreation 
Center live with that. There is no way to put part of the fence one way and 
part another way and have a workable arrangement. A full perimeter fence 
is the only answer to this problem in his opinion~ he stated. 

Mr. Hobson submitted a map which he stated showed the 4 mile radius from which 
they would like to draw a portion of their membership. 

Mr. O'Malley, 6419 Lake View Drive~ Lot 211, came forward and stated that his 
property abuts the Recreation Aoooe1a~n on the eastern boundary and he does 
not want a fence because it would spoil hi8,~ust1c view. 

The Board recessed 5 minutes and returned to make the following motion. 
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In application 8-179-75 by Lake Barcroft Recreation Center. Inc. under Sect. 
30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit amendment to existing SUP 
to allow change in membership restrictions. change 1n location of perimeter 
fence. internal sidewalks and tennis courts. Whispering Lane. 61-3((14»A3. 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on the 16th day of September, 
1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R~17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13.67779 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.
5. That the property is subject to Pro Rata Share for off site drainage. 
6. That this is an amendment to sup S-142-75. granted 10-30-74 for 

community recreation facilities. 

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

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

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

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

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration, as to the change in the internal sidewalks and tennis courts. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for sucb approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exempt~on from the various legal and established procedural requirements of 
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible (or complying
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential Use Permit is obtained. 

5. The re~oLution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL&EPOSTEDin a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the.,>property o€ the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. Fence changes as noted on the plat initialed by the applicant and 
the Board are approved. 

7. There shall be no increase in membership area at this time. 
8. The fence to the north, ·Phase II, at the bottom of the slope, is to be 

completed by_ June 1, 1976. 
9. The fence along the south line, Belvedere - Barcroft.. ,Hills and on the 

north side of Recreation Lane across the tennis courts is to be completed 
by October 15, 1975. 

(Clarification on Condition 69~76.a)Fence changes as noted on the plat 
initialed by the applicant and the Board. This includes all of them except 
the one to go from approximately where the cul-de-sac is to the angle point 
in the Belvedere Citizens Association property. That includes around 
Mr. Costello's and that is indicated on the plat. In the spirit of compromise 
there will be no increase in membership at this time. The fence to the north 
says Phase II, around the bottom of the slope, which is to be completed by 
June 1, 1976 and also the balance of the perimeter fence to the north. 

~~ ~ 
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LAKE BARCROFT (continued) 

On this plat, it says Phase I around Recreation Lane along the south line of 
Belvedere - Barcroft Hills and north aide of Recreation Lane across the 2 
tennis courts. This is to be completed by October 15, 1975. 

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Hobson and Mr. Finley to look at the plat. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

Mr. Smith asked if that included the revised tennis court location. 

Mr. Runyon stated that that will be addressed in the variance request. 

Both Mr. Smith and Mr. Hobson signed the plat for identification. 

The motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. Kelley voting No. 

II 

In application V-IBO-75 by Lake Barcroft Recreatlon Center, Inc. under Sect. 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 10' tennis court fence in front 
setback area (30' from right of way line) on property located at Whispering 
Lane) 61-3«14))A3) County bfFairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 16th day of.Sept.,1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13.67779 acres. 
4. That compl~ance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That the property is SUbject to Pro Rata Share for otf-site drainage. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of· law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical condit~ons exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the,userot 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. tha:>ttle subject application be and the same 1s 
hereby granted with the follOWing lim1tations: 

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started. 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. Kelley voting No. 
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. &MRS. HERMAN GODIN, appl. under Section 30-6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to 
appeal decision of Zoning Administrator approving carport and wall on property 
located at 3911 Moss Drive, Sleepy Hollow Woods Subd., 60-4«16»(F)5, Mason 
District, (R-12.5), (15,422 sq.ft.), V-123-75. (Deferred from July 22, 1975 
for decision only.)

I Gilbert R. Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, stated that the Board had asked 
Zoning Office on July 22 to have the subject property measured to determine 
exact setback of the carport and the retaining wall. The plat 1n front of 

the Board, drawn by an engineer in the Zoning Office, shows that the retaining 
all is 5.15' from the property line and the carport 1s 7.05 1 from the property 

line. There is no problem with the setback. With that resolved. the question 
efore the Board is concerning what is below the retaining wall. whether there 

is an interior room under the carport or not. 

I re. Helen Denton. owner of the subject property. stated that she did receive 
approved plans to build the carport and the storage room exactly as it is built 
At the time the amended plans were submitted. they were asked to cover up that 
opening. and they did. It has never been a room. There is no entrance to 
that dug-out area. In the original plan, that storage room was approved. 
After they were half finished building, the Zoning Office told them they were 
in violation because of the storage room. and they asked for a varianQe 
from this Board. This Board denied that variance request. She stated that 
she and her husband then covered the dug-out area's opening with plywood 
in accordance with the Zoning Administrator's instructions. It has cost 
$4.000 more than they had anticipated because of the confusion about What they 
could or could not do and they have done everything they had been asked to 
do by the Zoning Administrator's office. she stated. 

r. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, confirmed that that underground 
dug-out area has been sealed up and that one cannot get into that area. 

rs. Denton stated that there is a fireplace along that wall in the living 
room and there is no way they could cut from the main house into the dug-out 
area without first removing the fireplace and they certainly wouldn't do that. 

Mr. Smith stated that if it meets the Zoning Administrator's approval. he 
felt they could brick up and fill in that portion of the storage area that is 
within the setback area and still have a small storage room that meets the

I setback. That wall would then become a true retaining wall. 

Mrs. Denton stated that they would be happy to do that. 

Mr. Smith explained to Mr. Swetnam., the new member of the Board. that the 
problem came about because of a wall that was, supposedly constructed to 
support a carport. but underneath that carport slab is a.room that the owners 
have since closed up with plywood on Mr. Knowlton's instructions. 

Mr. Herman Godin brought up the point that he did not feel the Dentons' had 
a valid building permit because there was a violation notice which he felt 
rendered the building permit null and void. 

Mr. KnOWlton stated that he did not think the building permit was ever revoked. 
The building permit was amended to meet the requirements as he had outlined 
them; that is, to cut the construction of the carport back as it rested on 
the slab and the retaining wall. to meet the 7' requirement to the posts that 
supported the carport. 

Mr. Knowlton stated in answer to Mr. Godin's question, that a building permit 
could be amended. He stated that he personally is not involved in the actual 
building permit issuance and does not know the procedure of the Building 
Inspector's office. The zoning violation was cleared on this particular 
application and the building permit was amended to meet the setback requiremen 

I Mr. Godin stated that the slab extends to even less than 5' to the property 
line because it overlaps the wall by a couple of inches. 

Mr. Covington stated that one could put a concrete slab on his entire yard 
right up to the property line if he wished to. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that it is standard practicetb'put a lip on the concrete 
slab to give a water stop. It is generally 1 1/2 inches. 

I 
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. Godin stated that this construction has caused a drainage problem on his 
land. 

r. Smith stated that that problem comes under the jurisdiction of the Dept. 
f Public Works. 

r. Runyon stated that even if they constructed the carport 12' from the 
roperty line, they would have had to build up the same wall to the same 
levation. The property drops on in that area. 

r. Smith stated that they must have had to dig out some dirt underneath the 
arport. 

r. Runyon moved that in Application V-l23-75 to appeal the Fa1rtax"Cotint~2 
oning Administrator's decision approving the carport's being within 7' of 
he property line, he would move that the Board resolve that the decision of 
he Zoning Administrator be upheld. 

Barnes seconded the motion. 

here was no discussion. 

e motion failed with Messrs Runyon and Barnes voting Aye; Messrs. Smith and 
wetnam voting No, Mr. Kelley abstaining. 

Kelley stated that he had misunderstood the motion. 

Swetnam stated that he would have to abstain since he was not present for 
original hearing. 

r. Kelley stated that he would vote for the motion since he misunderstood it. 
f the structures now meet the County requirements. 

r. Runyon stated that he would add to the motion if the Board desires that 
use made of that space. 

r. Smith stated that he felt in order to comply with what Mr. Knowlton has 
aid that there would have to be included in the motion that there could be 
o use made of the space underneath the carport unless they-build a wall 12' 

off the property line. He stated that as it now stands, there~is a majority 
for the motion. He stated that he is going to abstain. 

Runyon moved that in this application the Board confirm the decision of 
Zoning Administrator and support that decision contingent on the fact that 
the carport supports are located 7 feet from the property line and 

(2) the area under the carport not be used for any living or storage purposes 
nless a wall is built 12 feet from the side property line bringing that 
rea into conformance with the Ordinance. That is to say, that we are inter
reting that wall on the outside not necessarily as a retaining wall, but a 
upport wall that had to be built because of the topography of the land. 

Barnes asked if the hole between the two walls would have to be closed up. 

Runyon stated that that was correct. 

Barnes seconded the motion. 

e motion carried with Messrs. Runyon. Barnes and Kelley voting Aye. 
essrs Smith and Swetnam abstaining. 

rs. Godin asked for an explanation and asked if the carport would stay. 

r. Smith answered that it would as long as the resolution is complied with, 
the structures could remain. He stated that if the Godins do not agree with 
this decision, they have the courts as a recourse. 

I 
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ANSION HOUSE CLUB, INC. S-75-75 and V-76-75. 

r. Kenneth W. Smith, attorney for the opposition. as he stated he would do 
at the previous meeting on this case, had submitted a list of conditions that 
he applicant had agreed to. that his clients would like added to any 
esolution made to grant the application. 

r. Kelley inquired if the Board has the right to say ·that the applicants must 
ave a bonded security guard. 

r. Smith stated that the Board does have that right as long as it is an 
agreement between the residents and the Permittee. The applicants have 
agreed to these conditions. 

In application 8-75-75 by Mansion House Club, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 
f the Zoning Ordinance to permit increase 1n membership to 400 and to permit 

lights on tennis courts, 9423 Old Mt. Vernon Road. 110-4 ( (1) )part of 7, Mt. v
ernon District. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 

following resolution: 

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

EREAS, folloWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
ewspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 

owners and a public hearing by this Board held on the 28th day of May, 1975 
and deferred to subsequent. dates. This decision being made this 16th day 
of September, 1975. 

EREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the ,area of the lot is 5.0435 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That the applicant operates, pursuant to SUP S-17l-65, granted October 

12, 1965. a swimming pool and other recreational facilities on property. 
6. This application seeks revision of S-171-65 to allow increase in number 

of family memberships from 300 to 400, addition of a third tennis court 
and lighting for the tennis courts, a snack bar not limited to vending 
machines only, limited use memberships over and above regUlar memberships 
and a reduction in number of required parking spaces. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standa 

for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 30-7.1.1 
of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE! BE I~ RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same i 
hereby granted ~i~firthe following limitations: 

1. This app~oval is granted to the applicant'only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for ~he 1ocation indicated in the 
application and is not transferable to other land. 

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the pIa 
submittedw1th this application. An~ additional structures of any kind. chang 
in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Board (other 
thanm!nor engineering details) whether CE".,:not these additional uses require a 
Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this Board. It shall be the 
duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval. Any changes 
(other than minor engineering details) without this Board's approval, ahall 
constitute a violation ·of the conditions of this, Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of .this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these requir 
ments. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit is 
obtained.. 

5. Mansion House ClUb, Inc. will maintain a bonded security guard over the 
age of 18 years to be on duty at the swinuning pool and tennis court ',facilities 
seven (7) days a week from 9 o'clock p.m. to daylight during the period the 
Club is operable. 

6,., The above-mentioned guard will police said facilities and will have acce 
to a telephone for receiving and transmitting calls. 

s 
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MANSION HOUSE CLUB, INC., 3-75-75 (continued) 

7. If a guard 1s not on duty at the facilities -or any social event held at 
the Club, the club facilities shall not be used after 9 o'clock p.m. 

8. In no event shall any of the facilities be used after dark unless there 
is a designated person 1n charge to turn lights off and to clear and lock the 
tennis courts, not later than 10 o'clock p.m. 

9. Any sound system 1n use at the Club will not be operated at a volume ex-
ceeding 55 decibels. Any test conducted in conjunction with this condition 
shall measure the decibel level from any point on the applicant's property lin 

10. Lights on tennis courts are not to exceed approximately 15 feet 1n heigh 
11. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 

SHALL BE POSTED in aconspicuoUB place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of thqhse and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

12. The maximum number of family memberships shall be 350, and 50- special 
memberships. 

13. The hours of operation shall be from 9:0,0 a.m. to 9 :00 p.m. for the 
pool and from 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. for the: tennis courts. 

14. All lights shall be directed onto the site and noise from loudspeakers, 
etc. shall be confined to said site, inclUding the new Noise Ordinance. 

15. Landscaping and/or screening is to be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Environmental Management. 

16. The Agreements between Mansion House ClUb, Inc., Lavington and Gennerio 
are to be made a part of the file in this case. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam abstained as he was not on the Board at 
the time of the public hearing on the case. 

II 

In application V-76-75 by Mansion Housa'Ciub, Inc. under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ord. to permit waiver of normal setback requirement for aecess through 
property belonging to generally the same membership as that of the property 
which the access road serves, Old Mt. Ve'rhon Road and Robertson Blvd., 110-4 
((l))part of 7, Mt. Vernon,District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed 'in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes, and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the 9airfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 28th day of May, 1975, 
and; deferred to subsequent dates. This decision being made the 9th day of 
September, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE~O.5. 

3. That the area of, the lot is 5.0435 acres. 
4. That the request is for tennis court fence and lights within 5'; paddle 

tennis court within 30';"and parking within 46' of centerline of common 
access road. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty' or unnecessary'nardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use ofth~ land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

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

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

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.
FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that this granting does not oonsti
tute exemption from the requirements of this County and he shall be responsible 
for obtaining building permits and the like through the established procedures 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam 
abstained. 
II 
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MANSION HOUSE YACHT CLUB, INC. 

In application 3-74-75 by Mansion House Yacht Club. Inc. under Sect. 30-7.2.6. 
1.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit revision and renewal of SUP 8-8-71 to 
allow addition of lots 1 and 2 and to permit relocation of club house and 
service building, on property located at Potomac River off Old Mt. Vernon Rd. 
and Robertson Blvd' l 110-4 « 8l),)1'J:;:2J.l3aAcir.",'M.e,.. ~jr.r:toa"D1l!1t'~, County of Fairfax 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a l~al 

newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 28th day of May, 1975 
and deferred to subsequent dates. This decision being made this 16th day of 
September, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Mansion House Yacht Club, Inc. 

and Coker, et al. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 4.3880 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That the applicant operates, pursuant to SUP S-8-71 granted April 20. 

1971, a private club marina on property located in Belle Rive SUbd., 
Mt. Vernon Dist., with frontage on the Potomac Rive' and access from Old 
Mt. Vernon Rd. via easement across the n.w. adjoining property of Mansio 
House Club, Inc. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in 'use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or hot these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the'coonditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. 

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

6. The maximum number of family memberships shall be350. 
7. The hours of operation for the Club House shall be from 9:00 a.m. to 

1:00 a.m. 
8. All lights shall be directed onto site and noise-·from loudspeakers etc. 

shall be confined to said site, including the new n~ise ordinance. 
9. Landscaping and/or screening is to be provided to the satisfaction of 

the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam abstained because he was not present 
at the original hearin~ of· the case. 

II 
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12:20  (Began at 5:00 P.M.) 
P.M. KENNETH STREETER & SUPER SERVICE, INC. appl. under Sect. 30-6.6.5.4 

of the Zoning Ord. to permit temporary structure closer to side line 
than allowed by Ord. and to perm~t 6' fence in front yard to remain, 
3201 Ox Road,,35«(1)53B,C...G,,- C31,546 sq.ft.), Centreville District, 
v-142-75. (Deferred from Sept. 4, 1975 to allow applicant to amend 
application to the name of the owner of the property and to get a 
Certificate of Good Standing on the corporation). 

The Certificate was in the file and the application had been amended to reflec 
the name of the owner of theproperty. 

Mr.3reeteD confirmed that this would be a temporary structure and he only 
needed it to remain on the property for two years. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-142-75 by Kenneth C. Streeter and Super Service, Inc. under 
Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, 3201 Ox Road, Centreville Dist., 
35((1))53B, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement iri a local new 
paper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 4th day of September, 
1975 and deferred to the 16th day of September. 1975. -

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Kenneth C. and Beverly B. 

Streeter. 
2. That the present zoning is C-G. 
3. That the area of the lot is 31,546 sq. ft, 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of-law: 
That the applicant has ·satisfied the Board that the non-Qompliancewas the 

result of an honest error and will not impair the intent and purpose of the 
Zoning Ordinance. nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of 
other property in the immediate vicinity. 

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

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

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

3. The fence is to be remj?,Xed at the owners expense at such time as 
West Ox Road is widened and/~~mporary structure is to be removed within a 
two year period. -

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

This request was to allow a temporary structure to remain closer to residentia 
zoned land than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance and to allow 6' fence to 
remain II' from property line in front setback. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained as his firm prepared the 
plats. 
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JOHN H. NICHOLSON appl V-127-75 (Deferred from July 22, 1975 for new plats) 
Decision Only. 

The new plats had been received reflecting the change in the location of the 
building. The new plats showed the building up against the City of Falls 
Church property yard's building along the length of the building. The 
building was set off the C-G property 25' to match the existing bUilding 
on the adjacent lot. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-127-75 by John H. Nicholson under Section 30-6.6 of the Zon!n 
Ordinance to permit building to be constructed closer to side and rear propert 
line than allowed by Ordinance (2' from boundary line,of C-G and residential 
property), on property located at Gordon Road approximately 400' from Leesburg 
Pike, 40-3«12))88, Providence District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 22nd day of July, 1975 
and deferre~ to September 16, 1975, and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is I-L. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11.137 sq.ft. 
4. That the property is SUbject to Pro-Rata Share for off-site drainage. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applic~t has satisfied the Board that the following physical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally narrow lot. 

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

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and 
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 
(Building to be 2' from Falls Church line and 25' from C-G line to match 
existing building on adjacent lot) 

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam abstained because he was not present 
at the original hearing. 

LESTER L. STRIBLING, V-138-75 

The Board had not yet received a report from the Zoning Administrator re
garding the violations that the Board members had noticed on the subject 
property. 

The Board deferred this case until September 24. 1975 for that report. 

II 
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CECIL PRUITT, JR. appl. S-146-75. Deferred from Sept. 9, 1975 for decision 
only and for clarification.) 

A letter had been received from J. H. Liedl, Director, Office of Waste 
Management, dated September 10, 1975 regarding the existing sewer line. 
The letter stated that the requirement for an additional 10' restriction out
side the existing easement is not essential to the operation and maintenance 
of this sewer line and they would recommend that the comments with reference 
to the sewer line location be eliminated from the September 3, 1975 memo. 

Mr. Kelley stated that this clears up the questions he had. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-146-75 by Cecil Pruitt, Jr. under Section 30-7.2.10.5.6 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit indoor tennis facility on the southeast corner 
Ravensworth Road and Little River Turnpike, 71-1«I))part 83 and all of 84, 
Annandale District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that'the::Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 9th day of september, 
1975 and deferred to September 16, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Howard M. Lowry. 
2. That the present zoning is C-G. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.23930 acres. 
4. That compli,anc~with the Site Plan Ordinance is required~ 

5. That the property is subject to Pro Rata Share for off-site drainage. 
6. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 

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

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

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

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use~e~t 
is obtained. 

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

6. Landscaping and/or screening is to be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM: 

OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST - SIDEBURN CIVIC ASSOCIATION, INC., 3-204-75. 

The Board stated that it did not feel that application should be before it. 
This 1s an old nonconforming use that has been 1n operation for 20 years. It 
may have been moved slightly, but it is under the same civic association's 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. Covington stated that they had had some complaints last year and the 
Sideburn Civic Association had moved it to clear up the complaints. They 
did not have to move it. 

The Board asked the Zoning Administrator to hold this case 1n abeyance until 
something could be worked out on this. 

II 

Mr. Barnes moved that the minutes for September 4. 1975 be approved. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

The Board meeting adjourned at 5:30 P.M. 

II 

J;}t!'"iel§; 4~ 
Clerk 
Board of Zoning Appeals 

Submitted to the Board on September 30, 1975 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held September 24 J 1975J in the Board Room of 
the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith J 
Chairman; Loy KelleYJ Vice-Chairman; Charles Runyon; 
George Barnes; and Tyler Swetnam. Harvey Mitchell 
and Wallace Covington were present from the Staff. 

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

10:00 - GEORGE E. & RUTH F. DEAL appl. under Sect. 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit 
a.m. construction of two level J subterranean garage closer to side and 

front lines than allowed by Ord. (30' from front J 50' required; 7' 
from side J 20' required)J 6245 Park Road J 31-3((1))61 & 61A J (.716 ac. 
Dranesville District J (RE-O.5)J V-151-75. 

Mr. Deal represented himself before the Board. Notices to property owners 
were in order. The contiguous owners were Mr. and Mrs. Claude Hodges J 6251 
Park Road and Mrs. Rhinehart J 6241 Park Road J McLean. 

Mr. Deal stated that he has a very peculiar topography problem. When the 
road was put throughJ it was cut lower than his property. Therefore J they 
are sitting on a clift about la' to 12' above the road. He stated that he 
had owned the house since 1969. The house was built in 1948. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question J Mr. Deal stated that this house did 
originally have a carport J but he enclosedi~?,,:~"~,.\t1:meago. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the applicant is a.k~~~:.\$6,-varianceon the side 
property line. " , 

Mr. Deal stated that he originally had,:-]'I,Qf'~"~;"~/l...r variance to the 
front property l1ne and a smaller v&r~~\~ieOlli,\o>.::,~~,',-b-utthe Zoning Office 
staff felt that this request would'be::'~:':f'I!~.'i 

Mr. Smith stated that under this, sect1on::~~·i-:~':~I:,Ordinan\!!eJ the Board 
has to consider a minimum varianc:e J not ".''''$litual.' !he Board has not allowed 
any construction for anything other thart.',ea:rp:ortsin the front setback area. 
He stated. that he did notteel there is j:Ustifioation for the room on the 
top of the garage. He stated that the applicant has an unusually odd shaped 
lot. He stated that he did not think the embankment in the front has any 
bearing on this request. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that,,'he:woQi~db,elnterestedin seeing how the entrance work 
and what kind of slte'eDAiI1'~'.$Wf",a:reonthe lot. He stated that he would 
also like to see hoW' ~;'gpU,o.1intplan8 to back out into that road. 

Mr. Deal st:ated that'b..;:rf'~~,,:~~,l,)Ulldan access lane from his present 
driveway -so- he' a0U-l4-;:~i'''''':.''.:,::.t:b:.a-o,oess lane without being in the road. 

Mr. Smith inQuire~ft ;~;;~%~,~~'£be garage closer to the house. 

Mr. Deal statetS:~.~" cak trees in that location and he didn't 
want to cut theil-,,~ he would rather have the trees than 
the garage. H. neighbors are agreeable to this request, 
other than Mrs'. ted a Petition indicating their support 
for the record. 

Mr. John Carlton;. firm of F1t~gerald and Smith, 
represented Evel$l\', in opposition to this application. 
His main points ot, t thi8 varianoe would adversely affect 
tfue property valu~. be house had been added to several 
times since itsQr '}'J:" felt this request was unreasonabl 
He stated that the \theaets ,Of the applicant in enclosin 
the previous carpC');;t'~ 'I.th~nl5.7' of the side property
line. When Mr. Defieri'o: ,.-b.¢~e a violation to the Zoning 
Ordinance. The c~t .., ." .",~ft~+958.and enclosed in the early 60's 

;:,i,:,:,,:,~:&:,;,?::;}:,) 

In answer to Mr. smithI5qq..tt~,~;\~.1'.~atedthat he got a building 
permi t to enclose tha,t ~ort;;-&t)·~t.. of 196,9. 

Mr. Mitchell stated that he eouldnot find such a building permit in the file. 

In rebuttal J Mr. Deal stateG!· that he dId not feel his plans would adversely 
affect the Rhinehart property. He stated that he had seen plans ~f the way 
they would like to develop their p~operty and the rear of the houses would be 
adjacent to his property. He stated that Mr. RhineharC now has a lot of junk 

37° 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Page 371, September 24, 1975 
DEAL (continued) 

cars or cars that he 1s repairing. There are about one-half dozen cars and 
trucks in there now in various stages of repair. He stated that he had not 
complained about this previously, but he did not see how his addition 
would adversely impact the Rhinehart property 1n its present condition with 
all these used cars and trucks there. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has a policy of allowing underground parking 
for commercial use as long as there 1s no above ground structures. 

Mr. Swetnam asked if Mr. Deal would consider-coming back 1n with a revised 
plan showing underground garage. 

Mr. Deal stated that the only problem he would have 15 the connection of the 
garage to the house. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not know how he could do that. When the carport 
was enclosed it caused a violation to the Zoning Ordinance becauae it is only 
15.7' from the side property line. The house is now 110' long and 75' deep. 
He stated that he felt this is maximum development on this lot already unless 
Mr. Deal can meet the Ordinance requirements. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-151-75 by George E. and Ruth F. Deal under Section 30-6.6 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of two level subterranean garage 
with a room above it closer to side and front property lines than allowed by 
the Ordinance, (30' from front, 50' required; 7' from side, 20' required), 
6245 Park Road, 31-3((1»61 & 61A, Dranesville District, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: . 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 24th day of Sept., 1975, 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-a. 5.• 
3. That the area of the lot is .7160 acre. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusion of law: 
That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that conditions exist which 

under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practi
cal difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the 
reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

There was no discussion. 

The motion passed 4 to a. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived. 

10: 15 - JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON, D.C., INC. appl. under Sect. 30-6.6.5.4 
a.m. of the Ord. to permit garage to remain closer to side prop. line than 

allowed by Ord. (20' required, 19.4'from line), 110-3((3))(K)267 & 
268, (15,000 sq.ft.), Mt. Vernon Dist., (RE-0.5), V-158-75 

Began at 10:53 - (Middle of Tape 2) 

Mr. Ted Borgna, attorney for the applicant, submitted notices to the Board 
which were in order. The contiguous property owners were Mr. and Mrs. 
Robert F. Williams, 9227 Craig Avenue; Mr. and Mrs. Millard L. Ledbetter, 
9223 Craig Avenue; Mr. and-Mrs. Harry Alvin Heiney, 4203 Robertson Blvd.; 
Daniel J. Appel, 9312 Boothe Street; Mr. Rappuchi, 9316 Boothe Street. 

6fl. 
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JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON, D. C. INC •• (continued). V-158-75 

Mr. Borgna stated that the original builder and owner had obtained a building 
permit from the County in order to construct this home. The builder then 
constructed a garage within 19.4' of the side property line. The building 
permit and accompanying plats indicated a -carport on this house. Subsequent 
to the building the original owner and builder defaulted on the loan and 
the applicant 1n lieu of foreclosure accepted ownership of the premises. 
The error that was made was a direct result of a mistake in the construction 
of the home and garage by the original owner and builder and was not the 
fault of the present owner and applicant for this variance. This setback 
variance will not be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other properties 
in the immediate vicinity. nor will it create an unsafe condition with respect 
to both other property and public streets. To force the applicant to comply 
with the setback requirements would impose an unreasonable hardship on the 
applicant. 

Mr. Bill Cooper. construction superintendent for the James T. Barnes Company 
of Washington. D. C. Inc .• stated that he was employed by the original owner 
and builder at the time the error was made. He stated that the house with 
the garage was completed at the time the applicant took over the property. 
He stated that the original owner must not have taken the zoning into con
sideration when he changed the carports to garages and just went ahead with 
them. 

The Vice-President of James T. Barnes of Washington. D. C. Inc. submitted for 
the record a copy of the deed between the original owner and builder and his 
company. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-158-75 by the James T. Barnes of Washington, D.C., Inc. 
under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit garage to remain 
closer to side property line than allowed by the Ordinance, (19.4' from line), 
9312 Henry Street, 110-3«3))(K), Lots 267 & 268, Dranesville District, 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the folloWing: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on September 24. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the folloWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O;5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 15.000 sq. ft. 
4. That the request is for a variance of .6 feet. 
5. That the present owner and applicant obtained this property when the 

original owner and builder defaulted on the loan secured by these properties. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the folloWing conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error 

in the location of the building SUbsequent to the issuance of a building 
permit. and I 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpos 
of the Zoning Ordinance. nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment 
of other properties in the immediate vicinity. 

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

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

FURTHERMORE. the applicant 5hould be aware that granting of this variance does 
not constitute exemption from the requirements of this County. The applicant 
shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits. 
residential use permit and the like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived. 
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10:15 - GUY & CAROL SCHANTZ and JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON, D. C., INC. appl 
.m. under SectIon 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit garage to 

remain closer to side property line than allowed by Ord. (18.5' from 
side, 20' required). 9317 Henry Street, 110-3«3}){I)225 and pt. 222, 
223 & 224, (15.000 sq.ft.), Mt. Vernon District, (RE-D.5), V-159-75. 

(Began at 11:15, beginning of tape 3) 

r. Ted Horgna, attorney for the applicant, submitted notices to the Board 
hleh were 1n order. The contiguous owners were Daniel Appel. 9312 Boothe 
treet; Mr. Rappuchl, 9316 Boothe Street; Jerry Leniham. 4200 Scotland Road, 
illard Ledbetter, 9223 Craig Avenue; and Robert Williams, 9227 Craig Avenue. 

r. Borgna~ attorney for the applicant, stated that the original builder and 
wner had obtained a building permit from the County to construct this house. 

e builder then constructed a garage within 18.5' of the side property line 
nstead of a carport as origi~planned and approved on the building permits. 
ubsequent to the building, the original owner and builder defaulted on the 10 

and the applicant in lieu of foreclosure accepted ownership Of the property. 
he error that was made was a direct result of a mistake in the construction 
f the home and garage by the original owner and builder and was not the 

fault of the present owner and applicant for this variance. This setback 
ariance will not be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other properties

in the immediate vicinity, nor will it create an unsafe condition with respect 
o other property and public streets. To force the applicant to comply with 

the setback requirements would impose an unreasonable hardship on the applican 

e

the 

r. Bill Cooper, construction superintendent for th~,_applicant, stated that 
had been employed by the original owner and builder at the time the error 

as made. He stated that the house with the garage was complete at the time 
applicant took over the property. The original owner must not have taken 

the zoning into consideration when he changed the carport to a garage and just 
ent ahead with it. 

e Vice-President of the James T. Barnes of Washington, D. C. Inc. company 
ho had earlier submitted for the record a deed transferring the ownership 

of this property from the original owner and builder to his company, stated 
that he had no knowledge of the error at the time it was done. His company 
took the property in lieu of foreclosure. It was constructed prior to his 
company's taking the property. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-159-75 by JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON. D.C., INC. applQUMllls 
SAROL<~SCHANTZ appl. under Section 30-6.6.5.# of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
arage to remain closer to side property line than allowed by the Zoning Ord. 

(18.5' from side, 20' required), 9317 Henry Street~ 110-3((3))(I)225 _and, 
art of 222, 223 & 224~ (15,000 sq.ft.) County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. 

Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

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

HEREAS~ following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
ewspaper, posting of the property~ letters to contiguous and nearby property 

owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on September 24, 1975, and 

EREAS~ the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant, Guy and Carol Schantz. 
2. Thattbhe~James T. Barnes of Washington, D. C., Inc. company obtained thi 

property when the original owner and builder defaulted on the loan 
secured by this property. The house has now been sold to Guy and 
Carol Schantz. 

3. That the area of the lot is 15~OOO sq. ft. 
4. The present zoning is RE-O.5. 
5. That the request is for a variance of 1.5 feet. 

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

1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the- result of an error 
in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a bUilding permi 
Md 

2. That the granting of this variance w+ll not impair the intent and purpos 
of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment 
of other property in the immedBte Vicinity. 
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age 374, September 24, 1975 
AMES T. BARNES OF WASH., D.C., INC. & GUY & CAROL SCHANTZ (continued) 
-159-75. 

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT.RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 1 
ereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated 1n the plats included with this application only J and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this 
county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation to 
obtain building permits, residential use permit and the 11k~ through the 
established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived. 

10 :15 - RICHARD & MARY MERCER and JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON, D. C., INC. 
a.m. appl. under Sec. 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ord. to permit garage to 

remain closer to side property line than allowed by Ord., (18.6'
from side, 20' required), 9304 Henry St., 110-3((3)(K)263 & 264, 
(15,000 sq.ft.), Mt. Vernon Dist., (RE-D.5), v-160-75 

Mr. Ted Borgna, attorney for the applicant, submitted notices to the Board 
which were in order. The nearor.'.c";;,3 owners were Daniel Appel, 9312 Boothe 
Street; Mr. Rappuchi, 9316 Boothe Street; Jerry Leniham, 4200 Scotland Road; 
Mr. Naleid, 9304 Boothe Street; Mr. Poor. 9308 Boothe Street. The contiguous 
owners were Mr. Ediin, 9301 Craig Avenue; Mr. Ledbetter, 9223 Craig Avenue; 
Mr. Jurich, 9219 Craig Avenue; Mr. Cloud, 4207 Robertson Blvd.; Mr. Heiney, 
4203 Robertson Blvd. 

Mr. Borgna stated that the original builder and owner had obtained a building 
permit from the County to construct this house. The builder then constructed 
a garage within 18.6 1 of the side property line instead of a carport as 
originally planned and approved on the building permits. Subsequent to the 
building of this house and garage, the original owner and builder defaulted 
on the loan and the applicant in lieu of foreclosure accepted ownership of 
the property. The error that was made was a direot result of a mistake in 
the construction of the home and garage by the original owner and builder and 
was not the fault of the present owner and applicant for this variance. This 
setback variance will not be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other 
properties in the immediate vicinity, nor will it create an unsafe condition 
with respect to other property and public streets. To 
to comply with the setback requirements would impose an 
on the applicant. 

Mr. Bill Cooper, construction superintendent fOr James 
Htc., stated that he had been employed by the original 

force the applicant 
unreasonable hardship 

T. Barnes of Wash.,D.C. 
owner and builder at 

the time the error wa8~ade. He stated that the house with the garage was 
complete at· the time the James T. Barnes corporation took over the property. 
The original owner must not have taken the zoning into consideration when he 
changed the carport to a garage and just went ahead with it. 

The Vice-President of the James T. Barnes corporation who had earlier submitte 
for the record a copy of the deed transferring the ownership of this property 
from the original owner and builder to his company, stated that he had no 
knowledge of the error at the time it was made. His company took the property 
in lieu of foreclosure. It was constructed prior to his company's taking the 
property. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

----------------------------------------------~------------------------------RESOLUTION 
In application V-l60-75 by Richard and Mary Mercer and James T. Barnes of 
Washington, D. C., Inc. under Seotion 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ord. to permit 
garage to remain closer ~o side property line than allowed by Ord., (18.6' 
from side, 20 1 required), 9304 Hen~y Street, 110-3((3)(K)263 & 264, (15,000 
sq. ft.) ,-'County of Fairfax, Virginia Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 
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Page 375, September 24, 1975 
RICHARD &MARY MERCER & JAMES T. BARNES OF WASH.) D.C.,INC.(contlnued)V-160-75 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on the 24th day of Sept .• 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property 1s Richard and Mary Mercer. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-D.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is lS~OOO sq.ft.
4. That the variance request is for 1.4 feet. 
5. That the James T. Barnes of Wash.,D.C.~Inc. company obtained this pro

perty when the original owner and builder defaulted on the loan secured 
by this property. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error 

in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a bUilding 
permit, and 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and pur
pose of the Zoning Ordinance~ nor will it be detrimental to the use and en
joyment of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived. 

10:lS - JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON, D.C., INC. appl. under Section 30-6.6.s 
a.m. .4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit garage to remain closer to side 

property line than allowed by the Ord., (19' from side, 20 1 required), 
9309 Henry Street, 110-3((3))(1)228 & 229, (lS,OOO sq.ft.), Mt.Vernon 
Dist., (RE-O.S), V-161-7S. 

Mr. Ted Borgna, attorney for the applicant, submitted notices to the Board 
which were in order. The contiguous property owners were Mr. Leniham, 4200 
Scotland Road; Mr. Rappuchi, 9316 Boothe Street; Mr. Appel, 9312 Boothe Street 
Mr. Naleid, 9304 Boothe Streetj and Mr. Poor, 9308 Boothe Street. 

Mr. Borgna stated that the original builder and owner had obtained a building 
permit from the County to construct this house. The builder then constructed 
a garage within 19' of the side property line instead of a carport as ori
ginally planned and approved on the building permits. SUbsequent, to the 
building of this house and garage, the original owner and builder defaulted 
on the loan and the applicant in lieu of foreclosure accepted ownership of 
the property. The error that was made was a direct result of a mistake in 
the construction of the home and garage by the original owner and builder and 
was not the fault of the present owner and applicant for this variance. This 
setback variance will not be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other 
properties in the immediate vicinity, nor will it create an unsafe condition 
with respect to other property and to public streets. To force the applicant 
to comply with the setback requirements would impose an-unreasonable hardship 
on the applicant. 

Mr. Bill Cooper, construction superintendent for James T. Barnes of Wash.,n.C. 
Inc., stated that he had been employed by the original owner and builder at th 
time the error was made. He stated that the house with the garage was complet 
at the time this company took over the property. The original owner must not 
have taken into consideration the zoning requirements when he changed the 
carport to a garage. 

The Vice-President of this company testified that this house was constructed 
prior to his company's taking the property. He submitted a copy of the 
property transfer for the record. 
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age 376, JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON, D. C., INC. (continued) Sept.24. 1975 
-161-75 

here was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
n application by JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON, D. C., INC. under Section 

30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit garage to remain. closer to side 
roperty line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, (19' from line, 20'requlre 
309 Henry Street, 110-3«3)){I), Lots 228 & 229. Mt. Vernon District, County 

of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

EREAS~ following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
ewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 

owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on September2~, 1975, and 

EREAS, the Board has made the Sollowing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject properties is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 15,000 sq.ft. 
4. That the request is for a variance of 1 foot. 
5. That the present owner and applicant obtained this property when the 

riginal owner and builder defaulted on the loan secured by this property. 

D, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error 

n the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a bUilding 
ermit, and 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and pur
ose of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and 
njoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

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

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

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

Mr. Barnes seconded th~ motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived. 

10:15 - JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON, D.C., INC. appl. under Section 30-6.6. 
a.m. 5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to 'permit garage to remain closer to side 

property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, (18.6' from side, 
20' required),9308 Henry Street~ 110-3«3»(K)265 and 266, (15,000 
s,q,.ft.), Mt. Vernon District, (RE-0.5), v-162-75. 

Mr. Ted Borgna~ attorney for the applicant, submitted notices to the Board 
which were in order. The contiguous property owners were Mr. Robert Williams, 
9227 Craig Avenue; Mr. Leniham, 4200 Scotland Road; Mr. Rappuchi, 9316 Boothe 
Street; Mr. Ledbetter, 9223 Craig Avenue; and Mr. Anthony Jurich, 9219 Craig 
Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia. 

Mr. Borgna stated that the original builder and owner had obtained a building 
permit from the County to construct this house. The builder then constructed 
a garage within 18.6' from the side property line instead of a carport as 
originally planned and approved on the building permit. Subsequent to the 
building of this house and garage, the original owner and builder defaulted 
on the loan and the applicant in lieu of foreclosure accepted ownership of 
the property. The error that was made was a direct result of a mistake in 
the construction of the home and garage by the original owner and builder and 
was not the fault of the present owner and applicant for this variance. This 
setback variance will not be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other 
p~operties in the immediate vicinity, nor will it create an unsafe condition 
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Page 377. September 24, 1975 
JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON. D.C.JINC. (continued) 

with respect to other property and to pUblic streets. To force the applicant 
to comply with the setback requirements would impose an unreasonable hardship 
on the applicant. 

Mr. 8111 Cooper. construction superintendent for James T. Barnes of Washington 
D. Co. Inc., stated that he had been employed by the original owner and bul1de 
at the time the error was made. He stated that the house with the garage was 
complete at the· time this company took over the property. The original owner 
must not have taken into consideration the zoning requirements when he changed 
the carport to a garage. 

The Vice-President of JameS T. Barnes of Washington, D. C.,Inc. testified 
that this house was constructed prior to his company's taking the property. 
He submitted a copy of the property transfer deed for the record. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

RESOLUTION 

In application by JAMES T. BARNES OF WASHINGTON, D.C., INC. under Section 
30-6.6.5.4 of the Ordinance to permit garage to remain closer to side property 
line than allowed by the ordinance, (18.6' from side, 20' required), 9308 
Henry Street, 110-3((3»)(K), Lots 265 & 266, Mt. Vernon District, County 
of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nea~by property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on September 24, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the area or the lot is 15,000 sq.tt. 
4. That the request is for a 1.4' variance. 
5. That the present owner and applicant obtained this property when the 

original owner and builder defaulted on the loan secured by this property. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error 

in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a building permi 
2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and pur

pose of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoy-
ment of other property in the immediate vicinity. ' 

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

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

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting-of this acttDn by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various reqUirements of 
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits, residential uaepermit and the like through the 
established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to 0. Mr. Runton had not yet arrived. 
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Page 378, September 24, 1975 

10: 45 - A. ROBERT LOWRY appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit addition 
a.m. of garage closer to front and side property line than allowed by Ord., 

(44.4' from front, 50' required; 15.5' from side, 20' required), 
5001 Dodson Drive, 71-4(13)14, (20,016 sq.ft.), Annandale District, 
(HE-O.5), Tall Oaks SUbd., Section 2, v-165-75. 

Mr. Don Bowman, attorney for the applicant, stated that the applicant had to 
be out of town this week and asked him to present the case for him. However, 
Mr. Lowry did not send out certified notices. He did notify all the owners 
of the neighboring properties 'and had them sign a statement to that effect. 
However, the State Code requirement has not bee met and they would ask 
deferral to the earliest possible date. 

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

The Board deferred this application until October 14, 1975. at 11:45 a.m. 

II 

11:00 - MT. VERNON MASONIC LODGE #219 (owner) and NINA D. BROLIN (contract 
a.m. purchaser). app1. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to permit 

variance to requirement of three acre minimum open apace for cluster 
development, 225'± south of intersection of Mt.Vernon Hwy. &Sunny 
View Drive, 101-4«1»)Parcel 27 & 27A (115.870 sq.ft.). Mt.Vernon 
District, (R-12.5). V-166-75 

Ray Crist, 6434 Brandon Avenue, Springfield, Virginia, represented the 
applicants. He submitted notices which were in order. The conttguous owners 
were Roger L. Sanford. 8221 Mt. Vernon Hig~way; R. L. Lockhart, 7006 Colgate 
Drive; Ellroy Allen. 8205 Mt. Vernon Highway; and Ted Borgna, 3406 Ayers 
Drive, Alexandria, Virginia. 

Mr. Crist stated that this property is adjacent to the Sunny View Subdivision. 

The Mt. Vernon Masonic Lodge originally had a Special Use Permit to construct 
a lodge at this location. However, they did not construct and the Special 
Use Permit expired. Thereafter, several of the Lions Clubs in the Mt. Vernon 
area applied for a Special Use Permit for a conununity center at this location. 
There was a great deal of controversy over that application and the applicatio 
was withdrawn. This applicant wishes to subdivide",'1thls property under the 
cluster provisions of the Ordinance. The provisions of that Ordinance require 
that a minimum of 3 acves of open space be provided before such a subdivision 
can be considered for app,roval. The applicant's entire property is less than 
3 acres and the applicant proposes to set aside 37,750 sq. ft. of open space. 

The Preliminary Engineering Branch comments stated: 
liAs stated by the office of the Zoning Administrator, 'The basic concept 
of "cluster" has been that certain benefits were granted to a developer 
who provided 30% or more of his land in common open space, provided that 
the open space thus attained was of a size and configuration as to pro
vide certain minimum standards. The lot width requirement is eliminated; 
the lot size is reduced; the general setbacks are lessened; and the total 
number of lots per acre is generally increased. In exchange for the 
lesser restrictions, the developer is required to provide no less than an 
unbroken tract of 'three acres for common open space, and an accepta~le 

plan of subdivision. Under Column 9 of the RE-2 District, and thus 
through all of the single-family residential zones to and including 
R-12.5, the "Director" is charged with the decision of whether or not 
"cluster" or "alternate density" is ,approved. Among the criteria 
necessary for that approval is the requirement for a minimum of three 
acres of open space. The applicant has, in this case, requested a 
variance to permit less than three acres tobe considered by the Director. 
Approval of this request would allow the Director to consider this as a 
" c l us ter development", but would not assure his approval of the plan.' 

This office is responsible for the approval of preliminary subdivision 
plans. Concurrent with the review of this plan, the decision is made 
to approve or not approve the proposed subdivision for alternate density 
development. The decision is based upon the adequacy of the proposed 
open space and the acceptability of the general layout of the proposed 
subdivision in accordance with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance in 
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Page 379. September 24. 1975 
V-166-75 (continued) 

allowing development under the alternate density method. 

The sUbject application 1s substandard since the minimum three acres of 
open space 1s not being provided. The use of pipestem lots in an alter
nate density subdivision should be secondary to the primary use of lots 
with average frontage on a pUblic street. The applicant will be requesting 
the Director ,to approve a subdivision in which over 60% of the lots will 
be pipestems. 

The Department of Environmental Management strongly discourages the use 
of pipestem lots with their privately owned and maintained streets 
where a public street, pUblicly owned and maintained, may be built. The 
construction of a public street would relieve the prospective homeowners 
of the responsibility of maintaining their own street and would also 
relieve the County of the increasing problem of homeowners desiring the 
County to maintain the street after the homeowner realizes the cost of 
maintenance. 

It should be noted that, under subdivision control, the owner will be 
required to dedicate approximately 7,800 sq.ft. of the subject property 
along the full frontage of the property on Mt. Vernon Highway. Route 235, 
for future road widening. This dedication would reduce the usable park
land to approximately 30,000 sq.ft. 

Therefore, this office would very strongly recommend against and would 
not approve the subject proposed subdivision for alternate density 
development. II 

Mr. Crist stated that this concept has been approved by the Board of Superviso 
in the new Zoning Ordinance. The new Zoning Ordinance does not require a 
minimum park size. He· atated that he had the choice of requesting the varianc 
now or waiting until the Zoning Ordinance goes into effect since it has only 
been approved in principal. He stated that he feels that what is good for a 
larger piece of property is good for a smaller property. It was his opinion 
that this 3 acre minimum was initially instituted when it was thought that 
these small parks would be controlled by the Park Authority. However, the 
Park Authority does not maintain these parks and this requirement should no 
longer be applicable. In many cases the County has approved parks smaller 
than 3 acres. Townhouses have tot lots that are nothing more than small 
parks. What is good for townhouses should be good for other people, he stated 
The reason fora park is to create reasonable recreational area. mbe 
property that he is proposing, he stated, will accomodate 12 tennis courts, 
or an .olympic size pool and its parking, or many other recreational activities 
This park will be owned by the 8 homeowners that bUy these proposed homes. 
This will also allow the developer to save the trees on the site. 

Mr. Crist then submitted some slides showing the trees -that he wishes to save. 

Mr. Smith told him that in the Zoning Ordinance there is no reference to 
trees as a reason for this Board to grant a variance. 

Mr. Crist stated that if they develop in the standard approach, they would 
have to place a house where the trees are. 

Mr. Crist then compared this request to that of a man who wishes to place a 
carport on his home closer to the property line than allowed by the Ordinance. 
That hardship is not that that man will not be able to use his property at 
all if the variance is not granted, it doesn't mean that he would not have a 
job or that he might loose his property. A hardship exis-tswhen a person 
cannot use the land in a reasonable manner. The cluster approach is more 
reasonable, he stated, than the conventional type of development. The 
percentage of park as to developed area does comply in all other respects. 

Mr. Smith stated that there are other approaches a developer can use, such 
as the condominium approach. The Ordinance says that the Board should elim1na 
all other possibilities before granting a variance. In addition, under Sectio 
30-6.6.1 the Ordinance says, "No variance shall be authorized that would permi 
the establishment of any use not otherwise permitted in the district under the 
specific provisions of this chapter." One of the specific requirements is 
the 3 acre requirement. The question here is whether the applic~t and owner 
can get the reasonable use of the property without a variance. 

Mr. Crist stated that this portion of land is zoned differently from the ad
Jacent subdivision and he did not know if it could be incorporated into it. 
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Page 380, September 24, 1975 
V-166-75 (c'Oritinued) 

Mr. Crist stated that he could develop 7 lots with the 8th lot being the 
park area which would be left vacant. The subdivision would be designed 
somewhat the same except the lot 1n the upper right hand corner would be 
eliminated and the lot in the upper left hand corner of the plat before the 
Board would be moved. This would still allow him to save the trees. but he 
would lose' 1 lot. This would meet the Code, with the exception of a small 
variance for lot frontage. 
Mr. Crist stated that he had met with the citizens association at Sunny View 
and they have expressed their support for this concept. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not see how the Board could act on this. 

Mr. Smith stated that this second approach would have to be in the form of 
a new request. a new a.pplica.tion and rescheduled. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question as to why he could not run a street from 
Ayers Drive to Old Mount Vernon Road. Mr. Crist stated that he could if he 
wanted to trade pavement for the park area. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he was not sure it could be developed that way without 
variances for the corner lots. 

Mr. Allen. 8205 Old Mount Vernon Highway. spoke 1n opposition. He stated 
that he was in favor of a single family development of this land. but five 
of these houses that are proposed will back up to his property and one house 
will go in front of his house. That house would be about 162' back from the 
road and his house is 192' back. He stated that it seemed to him that one 
house could be eliminated or moved to the lower side of the property. 

Mr. Runyon told Mr. Allen that if Mr. Crist develops under the normal density 
requirement. there would be another house even further toward Old Mount Vernon 
Road than this one is. If the Board does not grant this variance. Mr. Crist 
will have to move the houses closer to Old Mount Vernon Road. 

Mr. Allen stated that if the Board grants this request. it should require the 
developer to place a permanent fence along the property line. 

Mr. Robert A. Swet. former President of Riverside Estates ,and on the Board 
of Directors of Mount Vernon Counsel. spoke in opposition to this application. 
He stated that if the developer would take one house off the plan be would be 
in compliance. He wants to make a little more money. Taking this one house 
away would take care of Mr. Allen's problem and his association and the 
Mt. Vernon Counsel could go along with it. 

Mr. Runyon asked him if he understood that if Mr. Crist developes this propert 
as a straight subdivision. Mr. Allen would still be looking at 8 Units except 
he would not be looking at the open space. 

Mr. Swet stated that he appreciated the need for open space. but he felt that 
seven lots would be sufficient for this small piece of property. 

In rebuttal. Mr. Crist stated that without a variance there is no possibUity 
of his being able to cluster this dev~lopment. He stated that he felt this 
variance is within the power of this Board to grant. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this proposal does not exceed the 70% of the gross 
acreage for the lots. He can't meet the requirement for the 3 acres of open 
space and he has stated that the new Zoning Ordinance does allow this which 
would add more quality to each individual parcel. It doesn't change the 
density. He suggested that perhaps Mr. Crist should discuss this with the 
opposi tion " 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has to decide whether Mr. Crist would have a 
reasonable use of the land without .the variance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he was not sure he would. He stated that under R·12.5 
zoning. he could look for 3 units per acre and he is not exceeding that. 
He stated that he would like to see the applicant present the Board with a 
plan for straight density and he felt the case would be better stated that way 
That-plan might show that he would be considerably constrained with the 
straight subdivision. 

Mr. Ke~le, stated that he agreed that if this parcel of land can be developed 
under the Ordinance then it should be. 
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Page 381, September 24, 1975, V-166-75 (continued) 

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred until October 14, 1975, for 
decision only and he stated that he would like to see an optional plan showln 
what the stra~ght density development would be like. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he was interested in seeing what the number of units 
would be under straight subdivision. If 6 lots can be developed then he 
would agree with Mr. Kelley that the applicant can make reasonable use of 
his land without a variance, but if only 4 lots can be developed, then 
the lots will be too narrow up on Old Mount Vernon Road. 

Mr. Smith stated again that the Board has no authority to grant a variance 
to a specific requirement of the Ordinance. He stated that the State and 
county Code addresses itself to this. Economic factors are not to be a 
factDr in any request for a variance. It can be considered in a minor way, 
but it is not the greatest economical return from a parcel of land that this 
Board must consider. He read the section of the State Code which pertains 
to this question. 

The motion to defer passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Kelley and Smith voting No. 

II The Board recessed ror lunch at 1:15 P.M. and returned ,at 2:15 P.M. 

11:15 - RONALD L. & DIANA A. DAVIS appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
a.m. Ordinance to permit extension of garage to be constructed closer to 

the side property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, 
(8' total of 24' required, 8.7' total of 18.6' requested), 8508 
Browning Court, V-167-75. 

Mr. Davis represented himself. Notices to property owners were in order. The 
contiguous property owners were Kenneth Donelly. 8510 Browning Court and 
Lamar Kelsoe, 8506 Browning Court. 

Mr. Davis stated that the present house has a single~car garage. The founda
tion of the house and attached garage was constructed 6 foot wider than the 
garage and along side the garage there is a poured concrete extension that 
is not under the roof. The lot .is on a slight slope and the garage founda
tion is partially above grade and is constructed of red brick. Rain run-off 
from the unprotected 6 feet concrete extension has been running down the 
face of the garage foundation and is damaging the brick work. This has been 
particularly severe under freeZing conditions when many entire brick facings 
have popped off and bricks have cracked. In addition, this excess water has 
caused the mortar joints to deteriorate and many bricks are becoming loose. 
Water collecting on the 6 foot' extension is also seeping under the existing 
garage wall which is beginning to rot at the base. He stated that he had 
been advised by several contractors that the solution to this problem is 
to enlarge the existing garage by 6 feet to enclose the 6 foot concrete 
extension. This will eliminate the collection of any water on this presently 
unprotected area as roof gutters and down spouts would direct water away 
from the brick foundation and also eliminate any leakage into the garage. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Davis stated that there are no other 
houses in the subdivision with similar conditions. He submitted photographs 
showing the steep slope and the corner of the garage slab that is exposed. 

There was no one to speak in favor Or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application v-167-75 by RONALD & DIANA DAVIS under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit extension of garage to be constructed closer to 
side property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (8.7' total of 18.6' 
requested. 8' and total of 24' required). 8508 Browning Court, 59-3«15)) 
129. Providence District, County of Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, followiQg proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held September 24, 1975, and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
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1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17 Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 10,540 sq.ft. 

D, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

hich under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
ractical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
he reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 
-- exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

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

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

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

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the proposed additon. 

URTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by this 

e

r.

oard does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this 
ounty. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation to 
btain building permits. residential use permit and the like through the es
abllshed procedures. 

Barnes seconded the motion. 

motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam had left the meeting. at lunch. 

EFERRED CASE: 

ADIH F. HAWIE. JR. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to permit 
pen deck within 15.4' of rear property line (25' required). 3940 Lincolnshire 
treet, V~136-75 (Deferred from August 1. 1975 for applicant to rework his 
lans to hopefully avoid the need for a variance.) 

Hawie stated that the Board had suggested that ~e put this deok on the side 
f the house. but there are no exits from that side of the house. He stated 
hat he could not cut the size of the deck down without making it too narrow. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-136-75 by Wadih F. Hawie. Jr. under Sect. 30-6.6 of the Ord. 
to permit deck to be constructed closer to rear property line than allowed by 
Ord •• (15.4' from rear prop. line. 25' required). 3940 Lincolnshire Street. 
Annandale District. 60-3«28»78. County of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution: 

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

WHBREAS. follOWing proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local new 
paper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing held by the Board on August 1. 1975. and deferred 
until Sept. 24. for applicant to reconsider request to see if deck could be 
placed on the lot without need for a variance. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-10. 
3. That the area of the lot is 9,121 sq.ft.' 
4. That the prop. is subject to Pro Rata Share for off-site drainage. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exis 

I 

I 

I 

Iwhich under a strict interpretatioh of the Zoning Ord. would result in practic 1 
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reason-
able use of the land and/or buildings involved. 
NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application is hereby denied. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. 
Mr. Covington stated that he could build 10' into the setback as long as the 
deck is no wider than 10'. 
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DEFERRED CASE: 
PLATAR. INC. appl. to permit nursery school change of ownership. 1703 Collin- 3 ~ 

D 
~ 

wood Road, l02-4({l))30A. R-12.5, Mt; Vernon Dist., (Deferred from 8-1-75.to 
allow applicant additional time to make necessary repairs and obtain Non-
Residential Use Permit). 

The Staff informed the Board that the applicant now had obtained the Non
Residential Use Permit. 

~---------------------------------------------------------------------------RESOLUTION 
In application 8-102-75 by Platar, Inc. under Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Ord. 
to permit change of ownership of nursery school to a corporation. 1703 
Collingwood Road, l02-4({1))30A. Mt. Vernon District, County of Fairfax~ 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resoluti n: 

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

WHEREAS~ following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper~ posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners~ and a public hearing by the Board on June 25~ 1975 and deferred to 
September 24~ 1975, and 

WHEREAS~ the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.0 acre. 
4. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 
5. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
6. That SUP S-170-74 was granted to Barbara T. Devine and Diane M. Rauch 

on Nov. 20, 1974 for a nursery school for a maximum of 50 students on this pr 

AND, WHEREAS~ the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30~1.l.l of the Zoning Ordinance~ and 

NOW~ THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application is hereby grante 
with the following limitations: 

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

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

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with thl~ application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes other than minor engineering details) without this 
Boardls approval~ shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does. not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and Soate. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. 

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

6. All terms and conditions of SUP S-110-14 shall remain in effect with 
the exception of the number of stUdents, which shall be reduced to a maximum 
of 43, 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam had left the meeting. 
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LTC. DONALD J. DELANDRO, appl. under Sec. 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to permit 
construction of pool within 2 1 of side and 45' of front, 7401 Windmill Court, 
93-3«11»41, (18,878 sq.ft.), V-155-75 (Deferred from Sept. 16, 1975 for 
input from Public Works regarding the close proximity of the pool to the sani-
tary sewer easement.) 

The Department of Public Works had been contacted and they were to have had 
a memo indicating how this would affect that sewer easement should work have 
to be done on the sewer line. The memo was not yet available but a repre-
sentative from that Department indicated that there might be a prOblem should 
work have to be done on the sewer line because of its close proximity to the 
proposed pool. 

Mr. Runyon suggested that the applicant execute a hold-harmless agreement. 

The applicant agreed to this. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-155-75 by LTC. Donald J. Delandro under Section 30-6.6 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of pool closer to front and side 
lot lines than allowed by the Zoning Ord., (2' from side, 20' required; 45' 
from front, 50' required), 7401 Windmill Court, 93-9«27)}41, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 16th day of Sept. and 
deferred to September 24, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-D.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 18,878 sq.ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisifed the Board that the following physical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficUlty or unnecessary hardship that would de
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

a. exceptionally irregUlar shape of the lot, 
b. exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
is h&reby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. The applicant shall execute a Hold-Harmless Agreement with Public 
Works regarding the proximity of the existing sewer line and house lateral 
in the event maintenance of the sewer 1s required. This agreement is to be 
executed as per the memo from Public Works and shall conform thereto. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam had left the meeting. 

The memo from Public Works will be made a part of the file on this case 
and a copy will be attached to the motion granting this variance. 

~ ~ ~ 
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CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER, 3-228-71 (Re-Evaluation decision deferred 
for further information re: Board of Supervisors granting sewer hookup 
extension, etc. Deferred from September 4, 1975.) 

The Board read a copy of a Resolution adopted by the Board of Supervisors on 
September 22, 1975 whereby the Board of Supervisors agreed to execute an 
amended Agreement which should contain certain provisions as listed in that 
Resolution. The amended agreement 1s to be executed no later than October 17 
1975. 

Mr. Runyon moved to defer this case until that Agreement has been executed. 
He stated that if Centreville Hospital MedIcal Center can meet the requirement 
of that Agreement, he would see no problems and that would take care of this 
matter. 

Mr. Smith asked that he amend his motion to asked to applicant to submit in 
writing within 10 days an answer to each of the 10 provisions listed in the 
Board of Supervisors' resolution. He stated that the Board will need the 
other half of the agreement indicating that the Centreville Hospital Medical 
Center has agreed to the provisions of the extension as set forth in the 
Board of Supervisors' resolution. 
Mr. Runyon agreed. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to O. 
The Board deferred the case until October ~ 1975 for further consideration . 

.:l~ ;fJntw...:i ~utZZf'" .»t~~ pr..... d'd 
II 
DEFERRED CASE: September 24, 1975 
JAMES R. AUTEN, appl. under Sec. 30-6.6 to permit construction of single 
family dwelling within 25' from center line of ingress-egress easement, 
(75' required), 8422 Electric Avenue, 39-3«1»54, (32,115 sq.ft.), Providence 
District, (RE-I), V-153-75. (Deferred to allow applicant to stUdy whether 
or not he could move the house back toward the street to reduce amount of 
variance request. The applicant has submitted a letter stating that he has 
now studied this and remeasured the distance between the proposed house and 
the stream and he cannot move the house back 15' or he will be in the stream.) 

The Board read the letter into the record. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he had understood that this road would be abandoned 
eventually anyway, but it would be a long time. Then this outlet road 
would no longer be necessary. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-153-75 by James R. Auten under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit construction of single family dwelling closer to center 
line of ingress-egress easement than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, (25' 
from center line, 75 1 required), 8422 Electric Avenue, 39-3«1»)54, Providence 
District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of the Fairfax County Code and the State Code and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on September 16, 1975 and 
deferred to September 24, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the Jot is 32 1 115 sq. ft. 
4. That the request is for a minimum variance. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

a. exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 

/??,:J-
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indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of ex
piration. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thi 
Board does not constitute exemption from the various reqUirements of this 
County. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his 
obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like 
through the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam had 
left the meeting earlier. 

DEFERRED CASE: 
GUY V. BENNETT, V-134-75 (Deferred from August I, 1975 for decision only). 
The applicant submitted a request for withdrawal of the application. 

Mr. Barnes so moved that the case be withdrawn without prejudice. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam 
had left the meeting earlier. 

Mr. Covington stated that1he applicant got his land rezoned and no longer 
needed the variance. 
II 

LESTER L. STRIBLING, V-138-75 for 2 story addition closer to zoning boundary 
line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, 8143 Richmond Highway, 101-2 
«1)26, deferred from 9-4-15, 9-9-15, 9-16-15 for viewing and report on 
violations. 

The Zoning Administrator had addressed a letter to the Board stating that 
violations had been issued to this applicant because of the storage of oil 
trucks on the residential portion of this property. 

The Board defer~ed this case until October 28. 1915. to see if the violation 
had been cleared. 

II 

RKO-STANLEY WARNER THEATRES, INC., S-144-15, (Deferred from 9-4~15 for appli
cant to determine whether or not they could reduce the number of seats in 
their proposed theatres in order to reduce the amount of parking needed.) 

There was a letter in the file that had been received from the applicant 
stating that they could reduce the number of seats in the existing Cinema 
7 theatre in that shopping center by closing the balcony of that theatre. 
They did not propose to reduce the number of seats in the proposed theatres. 

After checking with Preliminary Engineering. it was determined that the 
maximum seating that would be permitted for the Royal Hawaiaan Restaurant 
that will open soon whe~e Giant used to be, would 52~. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is a specific requirement of the Ordinance. The 
applicant still needs a variance which this Board does not have the authority 
to grant. 

The Board agreed that the applicant should come back in with a plan whereby 
they can meet the requirements for parking and the Board will consider the 
Special Use Permit. 

The case was deferred for a period not to exceed 30 days. 

II 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM: 
MONTESSORI SCHOOL OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA (Request to change hours) The original 
SUP granted April 25. 1967 after considerable testimony. (See Minutes) 
Granted for 150 children. 3 to 6 and 6 to 9. 9:15 until 12:15 with remaining 
students on property until after public school bU8 traffic ends. 

The Board determined that this would require a new application. There was 
a considerable amount of opposition at the time of the original hearing. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM: 
OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST FOR SUMMIT MANOR, INC. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant request this hearing because they 
already have their Shows scheduled and this will cause them great incon
venience. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is no reason for an out of turn hearing. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he knew that they have had a lot of problems with their 
plans with the Building Inspector's Office. They had to rearrange the 
addition and move it which caused them to need the variance. 

The Board then granted the Out of Turn Hearing for October 28. 1975. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM: BOARD POLICY ON BEAUTY SHOPS IN HOMES. 

The Board discussed this problem at length and deferred decision until 
October 7. 1975. 

II 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR SEPTEMBER 4. 1975. 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Minutes for September 4. 1975. be approved with 
corrections. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam had left the meeting earlier. 

II 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held 
on the 7th day of October, 1975 in the Board Room of the 
Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy 
Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George Barnes, Tyler Swetnam and 
Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell and Wallace S. Covington 
were present from the Staff. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes. 

10:00 - COLUMBIA BAPTIST CHURCH AT BREN MAR appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit day care center for 27 children, 
ages 2 1/2 to 6 years. Monday through Friday, 81-1«(1)}9B. Mason 
District, (5 acres), (R-IO), s-168-75. 

James A. Dawkins, Minister of Administration, represented the applicant. 
Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were James 
Bruce, 6225 Bren Mar Drive, Alexandria; James Petty, 6215 Bren Mar Drive; 
Charlie Clyde and Sadie M. Lawrence, 6217 Bren Mar Drive; Virginia R. Whistle
man, 6221 Bren Mar Drive; Marvin and Stella Ward, 6211 Bren Mar Drive; Joseph 
Shifflett. 6312 Indian Run Parkway; LeHigh Portland Cement Co., 718 Hamilton 
Street, Allentown. Pa.; James Hughes, 6219 Bren Mar Drive; George and Betty 
Grove. 6223 Bren Mar Drive; Bren Mar Land Development Co .• Inc., 962 Wayne 
Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryhnd. 

Rev. Dawkins stated that they have operated a day care center in Falls Church 
for eight years. They would like to have 27 children at this location. 
from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. They will not bus the children at this time. 
They hope to draw their enrollment from the Bren Mar area and the Bren Mar 
people will have first prior~ty. They will take anyone from other areas 
however if there are vacancies. They hope to be in operation by January. 

This day care center has the complete backing of the congregation of the 
Columbia Baptist Church at Bren Mar. They have also been. in contact with 
the Bren Mar Civic Association and they have the support of that Association. 

Mr. Smith stated that just prlor to this meeting, Mrs. Neuless called to indi
cate her opposition to _this case since she said she was unable to attend the 
hearing. She asked several questions, which Mr. Smith then asked Rev. Dawkins 

In answer to these questions, Rev. Dawkins stated that Bren Mar Baptist Church 
had financial troubles and in May Columbia Baptist Church merged with Bren 
Mar Baptist Church in order to alleviate the financial problems. The property 
was owned by the Mount Vernon Baptist Association. It is now owned by 
Columbia Baptist Church. He stated that this day care center will be under 
the same administration as the one in Falls Church. This is a non-profit 
organization and the papers are on file as such with Internal Revenue. 

Mr. Wheeler who lives on Shelton Drive and is the Past President of the 
Bren Mar Civic Association spoke in support of this application. He stated 
that he came before the Board last spring to speak in opposition to a day 
care center that proposed to go into a house. This applicant has met one of 
the three alternatives that they formerly proposed to the other applicant last 
spring. 

There was no one else to speak in favor and no one to speak in opposition. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-168-75 by Columbia Baptist Church at Bren Mar under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit day care center for 27 children 
on property located at 6200 Indian Run Parkway. 8l-l((l}}9B, Mason District, 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on October 7, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the 60ard has m&de the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Columbia Baptist Church. 
2. That the present zoning is· R-IO • 
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3. That the area of the lot is 5.0 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes 1s required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained 1n Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the sUbject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable 
without further action of this Board. and 1s for the location indicated in thi 
application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to 
date of expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additio 
al uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of 
the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply 
tQ this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

'5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. The maximum number of children shall be 27. 
7. The hours of operation shall be from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday 

through Friday. 
8. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection report, 

the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Dept. and the State Department 
of Welfare and Institutions. 

9. Any necessary landscaping or screening shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Environmental Management.

10. Should the, applicant decide to transport the children by busses in the 
l'ut~e.,;,aa.ld3I:l8SE!:tldorl1~ef:l.telee.used to transport the children to and from 
school shall eonform to the requirements of the State and County Code as to* 
Mr. Smith stated that the parking lot is non-conforming as to setbacks from 
property lines. The church can continue to use that parking lot as they have 
done previously. However, the eight parking spaces that will be required by 
the day care center will have to conform to the setback requirements. The 
school will not be able to park except i.p, that designated area. 

Rev. Dawkins stated that he understood this. 

The motion passed 5 to O• 
• lighting and color of the bus. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

AND PAR CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION 
10:20 - RICHARD J. BERGHOLZ lapp1. under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ord. 

to permit back porch to remain closer to rear property line than 
allowed by the Ordinance (25 1 required, 18.9 1 from rear), 8711 
Mercedes Court, 111-1((18))18, Plantation Estates, (10,991 sq.ft.), 
Mt. Vernon District, (R-12.5), V-171-75. 

Mr. Gary Rappaport l Vice-President of Par Construction Corporation, submitted 
notices to the Board. The contiguous property owners were Kintz, 8710 
Mercedes Court; Fairfax County Park Authority, 4030 Hummer Road; Slatten, 
8709 Mercedes Court; and Robinson l 8708 Mercedes Court. 

Mr. Rappaport stated that Par Construction Corporation started in 1974. This 
was their first subdivision for both he and his partner. Of the 23 bQW~§ 

they constructed, there were 7 homes of this design. They receives!~'tb"''Ofll~~Q 
the setback on 4 of the homes from 40 I to 32' because tlteytac~ State road* 
Their engineers, Ross and France, advised them as to whether €hey could put 
this porch on this style house. They thought the engineer told them that they 
*and that road was determined to be the rear yard. 
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could put this porch on all the houses of this design. They misinterpreted 
what Ross & France had said and never realized until the houses were complete 
and checked by the County that lots 8, 17 & 18 were in violation. They had 
no intention of violating the County regulations and zoning requirements. 
None of the houses had been sold at the time they put these porches on. 
All the surrounding landowners do not object to the porches remaining as they 
were built. He stated that the reason these porches are in violation is 
because they are too wide. This deck is 18' wide according to the Ordinance 
as the Zoning Administrator sees it. 
Mr. Covington stated that he felt there is some room for misinterpretatio~ 

here because the Ordinance says that a deck can be no more than 10 1 wide to 
extend 10 1 into the rear setback. It: is the Zoning Administrator's inter
pretation that the width of the deck is measured with the width of the lot. 
However. everyone might not interpret this wording in this way. 

Mr. Runyon stated that that section of the Ordinance could be read both ways; 
the width might mean parallel to the house or perpendicular to the house. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that he certainly could understand how this could be mis
interpreted. Ross and France gave the builder a list of houses that this 
porch would be all right on and these gentlemen figured that every house with 
this plan would be all right. 

The case was recessed until the Staff could obtain a copy of the building 
permit on this case. 

The Staff submitted a copy of the building permit for the file. 
II The Board reconvened and Mr. Runyon made the following motion. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-171-75 by Richard J. Bergholz and Par Construction Corporatio 
under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit back porch to re
main closer to rear property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (18.9' 
from rear. 25' required). 8711 Mercedes Court. 111-1((18))18. County of 
Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on October 7. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Richard J. BergholZ. 
2. Par Construction Corporation was the builder and made the error involved 

in this case. 
3. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
4. That the area of the lot is 10.991 sq. ft. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error 

in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a bUilding 
permit. and 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and pur
pose of the Zoning Ordinance. nor will it be detrimental to the use and 
enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application is hereby granted 
with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only. and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that this granting does not con
stitute exemption from the requirements of this County. The applicant shall b 
responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits. resident 
use permit and the like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 
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10:35 - PAR CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION AND WALLACE & RUTH SLOTTEN under Section 
30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit back porch to remain 
closer to rear property I1ne than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, 
(21.5' from rear, 25' required), 870gMercedea Court, 111-1«18»17. 
County of Fairfax, Mt:. ,Vtt~b:on,'Tlnta-tr1ct·J.:(R~3.2.5()';'··V-a.12;;:''l5-:',':'' .. -
'-'" ,. '-"" '", "';~ Y'C;,J" >'.c,,~ ~ 

Mr. Gary Rapport, Vice-President of Par}: Construction Corporation. submitted 
notices to the Board which were in order. The property owners were 
Bergholz, 8711 Mercedes Court; Kintz, 8710 Merbedes Court; Fairfax County 
Park Authority, 4030 Hummer Road; Robinson. 8708 Mercedes Court; and 
easier, 2022 Hoover Lane,Alexandria, Virginia. 

Mr. Rappaport stated that Par Construction Corporation started in 1974. This 
was the first subdivision for both he and his partner. Of the 23 homes they 
constructed, there were 7 homes of this design. They received permission to 
change the setback on 4 of the 7 homes from 40' to 32' because it was 
backing onto a State road. Their engineers, Ross and France, advised them 
as to whether they could put this porch on this style house. They thought 
the engineers told them that they could put this porch on all the houses of 
this design. They misunderstood what Ross and France meant and never realize 
until the houses were complete and checked by the County that lots 8, 17 and 
18 were in violation. They had no intention of violating the County regula
tions. None of the houses had been sold at the time they put these porches 
on. All the surrounding landowners do not object to the porches remaining 
as they were built. This porch or deck is 19' wide according to the Ordinance 
as Mr. covington interprets it. It is only 8' out from the house, however. 

Mr. COVington stated that he felt there is some room for misinterpretation 
here because the Ordinance says that a deck can be no more than la' wide to 
extend 10' into the rear setback. It is the Zoning Administrator's inter
pretation that the width of the deck is measured with the width of the lot. 
However, everyone might not interpret "this wording in. this way. 

Mr. Runyon stated that that section of the Ordinance could be read both waysj 
the width might mean parallel to the house or perpendicular to the house. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that he certainly could understand how this could be mis
interpreted. Ross and France gave the builder a list of houses that this 
porch would be allowed on and these gentlemen figured that every house with 
this plan would be all right too. 

The case was recessed until the Staff could obtain a copy of the building 
permit for this house. 

When the Staff had obtained this, the Board reconvened and Mr. Swetnam made 
the following motion. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-172-75 by Wallace and Ruth Slotten and Par Construction Corp. 
under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit back porch to 
remain closer to rear property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, 
(21.5' from rear, 25' required), 8709 Mercedes Court, 111-1«18))17, County 
of Fairfax, Mr. Swetnam moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-law 
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October 7, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Wallace A. & Ruth E. Slotten. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11,964 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error 

in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a building 
permit, and, 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpo 
of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment 
of other property in the immediate vicinity. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application is hereby granted 
with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in th'e plats, Includedwith" this application only. and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits. residential use permit and the like through the 
established procedures. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:50 - RE-EVALUATION HEARING ON SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR RIDING STABLE. S-182-7 
BERNARD C. COX. 3801 Skyview Lane, 58-4((1))54, 8 acres. Providence 
District, (HE-I). Granted November 14, 1973. 

Mr. Blaine Friedlander, attorney for the applicant. represented the applicant
~ermittee before the Board. 

Mr. Smith stated that this re-evaluation hearing was brought about by a series 
of complaints on the Permittee, Bernard C. Cox. 

Mr. Lenn Koneczny. Senior Zoning Inspector. stated that his office received a 
number of complaints about this Special Use Permit property involVing eqUip
ment going into and off of the property, parking on the street by employees 
of the Permittee, the hours of operation of the use, the sto~~g of amusement 
equipment on the property and the repairing of that equipmen!i~the traffic 
in and out of the property which causes this use to impact on the resldenttal 
community that surrounds it. Mr. Koneczny gave the list of violations and 
inspections that were made by the Zoning Inspectors. He stated that 
according to Inspector Atlee. these violations have been cleared. He stated 
that he and Mr. Atlee inspected the property on July 1 and issued a violation 
notice for storing amusement equipment, junk vehicles and allowing off-site 
parking. _,Mr. Atlee returned to the property on September 13 and found no 
violations. Mr. Atlee is in Court this morning and could not be present. 

Mr. Carpenter inspected on September 27 and was unable to get on the property. 
The gate was locked. There was one car on the street. 

Mr. Furnisen inspected on October 4 and was also unable to get on the property 
There was one car in the cul-de-sac which was an International station-','wagJ)n 
with Florida tags. 

There was one other violation notice issued to Mr. Cox and that was for fillin 
and grading that he was doing without a permit. He has now applied for that 
permit and the County is in the process of reviewing it. 

The Board limited the opposition and the Permittee to 10 minutes each. 

Mr. Friedlander spoke to the jurisdictional question and stated that he wonder 
whether the Board has the right to have this hearing. He stated that he could 
find no such authority in the Code and commented that the Board had not 
followed its own rules. 

Mr. Edwin C. Woodburn, 3804 Skyview Lane. whose lot abuts Mr. Cox's property, 
asked the Board to withdraw Mr. Cox's Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Smith explained that this is not a revocation hearing, but are-evaluation 
hearing to see if the conditions of the Special Use Permit have been violated 
or if hazardous conditions exist on this property. 

Mr. Woodburn stated that there were several of the conditions of the Special 
Use Permit that Mr. Cox has violated. One was the hours of operation that 
are limited to 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. The second 
is the parking that must be on site for all visitors and employees. The 
third is the storage and repair of vehicles or amusement equipment on the 
property. He read a log from June 28J~975 showing the incoming and outgoing 
traffic to and from this property which included not only trucks with horses 
in them. but amusement rides also. 
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In answer to Mr. Barnes I s question, Mr. Woodburn stated that he knows that 
these cars belong to employees of Mr. Cox, or at least they are cars that 
belong to people who visit Mr. Cox's property. Mr. Woodburn submlttedphoto~ 

graphs of Mr. Cox's property and the trucks and amusement equipment on the str 
Mr. Stanley LeRoy, 3826 Skyview Lane, five houses up from Mr. Cox. stated 
that he had advised the Board by letter dated April 12, 1975 that Mr. Cox 
was allowing his horses to trample his yard. This occurred on Saturday. 
April 5. 1975. when Mr. Cox's employees were unloading horses from a van 
which was parked across the street. There were from 6 to 10 horses as he 
recalled. However. he stated that his letter gives all the particulars. 
He stated that he lives at the top of the hill and can testify that the 
vans and trucks from Mr. Cox's operation speed on that road. The trucks 
also frequently break down and the employees repair them on the road. 
He stated that it is his opinion that these vehicles are operated in a 
hazardous manner. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. LeRoy stated that he had not called the 
police and he had not discussed this with Mr. Cox. 

There was no one to sp~ak in opposition: to this use. 

Mr. Smith told Mr. Friendlander that in answer to his question on the Board's 
authority to hold a He-Evaluation Hearing. he would refer him to Condition 
No. 3 of the Sp~cial Use Permit which states: 

"This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats 
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind. 
changes in use or additional uses. whether or not these additional uses 
require a use permit shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated 
by this Board. These changes include. but are not limited to. changes 
of ownership. changes of the operator. changes in signs. and changes in 
screening or fencing.1! 

Mr. Friedlander stated that he was not satisfied that under the conditions 
that this condition is a proper condition. He stated that he was speaking 
strictly from a legal sense. 

Mr. Smith stated that he wasn't going to argue the legal point with him. The 
Board will abide by the rules and regulations that have been checked by the 
county Attorney as far as the procedures are concerned. The applicant was 
notified and he has an opportunity to appear here and hear the violations 
as indicated by the inspectors and alleg,d to by the neighbors. He stated 
that this is a very democratic procedure. 

Mr. Friedlande~r stated that he would take issue with the statement regarding 
the democratic aspect of this hearins. He referred the Board to the 14th 
Amendment of the Constitution and the other amendement that concerns them
selves with the due process of law which the Chairman had alluded to. 
The letter notifying Mr. Cox of this hearing was non-commital and did not 
speak to the specific complaints and violations that Mr. Cox could answer. 

Mr. Smith agreed that perhaps the letter should have indicated the dates and 
times of the violations. complaints. etc, but Mr. Cox had been previously 
issued a violation notice. He stated that all Special Use Permits: are revobabl 
if the conditions have not been or are not being met. 

Mr. Friedlander stated that he had not seen the photographs; the conditions 
of the Special Use Permit were vague; 'and'; the Special Use Permit did not 
state any prohibitions as to the type of vehicles that could go in and. out of 
the Permittee's propertZ~he automobiles that allegedly belonged to Mr. Cox 
that were being parked iri'the cuI de sac were not identified. He stated that 
he felt the Board should itit'J:l him exactly what the questions are that they 
are to answer. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is the purpose of this hearing. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt it is fair enough to call a He-Evaluation 
Hearing before starting the revocation proceedings. He stated that it was 
hard for him to understand why that should be questioned. 

Mr. Friedlander stated that hed1sagreed with the Board on this point because 
of the way the Code is worded. Mr. Friedlander di,d agree r ' that this Board 
has the right to place conditions on Special Use Permits. He asked for a 
deferral of this Re-Evaluation .. Hearing until the first meeting in November. 

3 ?3 
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Mr. Smith asked Mr. Koneczny if he would prepare a list of the inspection 
dates, inspector's names and make available to Mr. Friedlander at a mutually 
agreed time all of the inspectors involved so that they can exchange informa
tion on this. 

Mr. Woodburn requested that the citizens be given a copy of the information 
that Mr. Koneczny provides Mr. Friedlander. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Koneczny to provide Mr. WoodbUrn with a copy of this 
report so that everyone would be aprised of what is taking place before final 
decision in this matter. He requested that Mr. Friedlander answer the 
questions raised in writing so that the Board would have an opportunity to 
study them prior to November 6. He stated that unless it becomes evident 
that the Board needs additional testimony, only written testimony will be 
taken. He told Mr. Friedlander that any questions of a legal nature that he 
might have should be addressed to the Chairman and he would discuss them 
with the County Attorney. 
In accordance with Mr. Kelley's motion, Mr. Barnes' second and a unanimous vot 
the case was deferred until November 6, 1975. at 2:00 P.M. 

11:20 - MAYO S. STUNTZ AND CONSTANCE P.' STUNTZ appl. under Section 30-7.2.9.1. 
Of The Zoning Ordinance to permit antique shop in home. 2596 Chain 
Bridge Road. 38-3(1))37. (4.83a5 acres). Centreville District. 
(RE-1), 3-173-75. 

Mr. Stuntz submitted notices which were in order. The contiguous owners were 
Wessel. Chilli cot. MarIan. Woods and Mallon. 

Mr. Stuntz stated that he has owned the land totally since 1959. This haa 
been his home since 1917. He stated that he had moved there when he was 2 
years old. This was originally a 5 acre tract of land. The Highway Dept. 
condemned a portion of his land in 1971 for road widening. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that he could confirm that this piece of land has been 
owned by one 'family. the Stuntz family. since 1917. A Special Use Permit 
would not run with the property and if that property were disposed of. the 
Use Permit would no longer be valid. This is a home occupation and is more 
of a collection type thing rather than a sales store. He stated that he did 
not feel this would damage the neighborhood. 

Mr. Smith stated that the only problem he could see is that this property 
doesn't meet the 5 acre requirement of the Ordinanc~ The Boa~'also has 
to consider the comprehensive land use to a great degree and an~ other pro
visions of the section of the Ordinance relating to Special ,Use Permits. 

Mr. Kelley stated that what bothers him is that the memo the Board received 
from Carolyn Manchester. Area II'P~an Manager. Office of Comprehen8ive Plannin 
stating that this use would appear to violate the spirit of the plan. 
He stated that in the past. the Board haa denied a Use Permit for an antique 
shop in this area. That application was made by Mr. Ramey. This will set 
a precedent and does violate the spirit of the Area Plan. 

There was no one to speak in favor or 1n opposition t-o this appll'cation. 

Mr. Smith concurred with Mr. Kelley's statements. He stated that the Specific 
Requirement is also being violated. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-173-75 by Mayo S. &, Constance P. Stuntz under Section 
30-7.2.9.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinanoe to permit antique shop in home, 2596 
Chain Bridge Road. 38-3((1))37. 'County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby p~operty 
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owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on October 7. 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s HE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 4.8385 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the apPlicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Speoial Use Permit Uses inrR Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance J and 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject applioation be and the same 
1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board. and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date, unless construction or 
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date 
of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind. 
changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering detai~s) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various ·leg.al and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. 

5. The resO,lution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non~Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. Hours of operation are from 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m., Tuesday through 
Saturday for, Pub,lic visits and sales. 

7. No signs or outside display will be permitted. , 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Kelley and Smith voting No. 

11:40 - B. ROBERT ROTHENHOEFER. JR. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance 
to permit construction of addition closer to rear property line than 
allowed by Ord. (19.95' from rear, 25' required), 7407 Lisle Ave .• 
30-3«8»26, V-'76-75. 

Mr. Rothenhoefir'.',aubmitted notices to the Board which were in order. The 
contiguous owners were Conover. 7409 Lisle Avenue. Falls Church; Preston, 
1830 Olmstead Drive. Falls Church; Garlock, 7405 Lisle Avenue, Falls Church; 
and Adams, 7402 Storm Court, Falls Church. The other nearby property owner 
was Bottomly, 7410 Lisle Avenue, Falls Church. 

Mr. Rothenhoefer stated that he wishes to build an addition to the rear of 
his residence. His property is zoned R~lO an'd the lots should be at least 
10.000 square feet. However. his is only 8.873 square feet. This deficiency 
in the lot size accounts for an 11 foot loss off the rear line, making the 
lot too shallow to pulld the proposed addition. Due to the small and Shallow 
lot, he stated that he felt he is being deprived of the reasonable use of 
his land. To build the addition in any other area would be out of configura
tion with the rest of the development since all utility sheds are in the back. 
Many of the other prop,erty owners in th'i,sarea have already built additions by 
right, he stated. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 
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RESOLUTION 
In application V-176-75 by B. Robert Rothenhoefer,Jr. under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit constr~otion of addition closer to rear 
property ~ine than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance. (19.95' from rear, 25' 
required), 7407 Lisle Avenue, 30-3«(8))26, County of Fairfax, Mr. Swetnam 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accord
ance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County-Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October 7. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-IO. 
3. That the area of the lot is 8.873 sq.ft. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follOWing conclusion 
of law: 

That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally shallow lot. 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific struct~e in
dicated in the plats inclUded with this application only •.and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless cOnstruction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like through the 
established procedures. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. but asked that a number. 3 be added·to the 
conditions. that is: Architectural detail shall conform to that of the 
existing structure. 

Mr. Swetnam agreed. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM: October 7. 1975 

OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST - R. O. WELANDER, V-222-75 

Mr. We lander by letter addressed to the Board dated September 30. 1975 stated 
that he wished to have an out of turn hearing because the outdoor construction 
season is very short and he has been assured by t~e pool contractor that all 
work can be completed if started by the first week in November. 

Mr. Runyon stated that there is no way the Board can hear the case by the firs 
of November. Therefore, he did not thinll: there would be an advantage to 
granting an out of turn hearing for November 12 or 19. 

Mr. Smith stated that this hardship request is similar to all the other 
applications that also wiSh to be heard as soon as p06sible. The Board haa 
had an extra meeting in September and October to try to keep the schedule 
as current as possible. 

Mr. Runyon moved that based on the evidence presented that the request be 
denied. 
Mr. Kelley seconded the motion since the Board has many such applications. 
The motion passed 5 to O. 
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Page 397, October 7, 1975 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: 

BOARD POLICY ON BEAUTy SHOPS AS HOME OCCUPATIONS 

At this time, the Board discussed whether or not it should adopt a formal 
policy on beauty shop applications as a home occupation. This is a question 
the Board had been discussing at previous meetings at the request of the 
Zoning Administrator in his memo to the Board dated September 15. 1975. 

The Board informally agreed that it did not have a policy or rule in this 
regard, and while proximity to commercial beauty shops 15 a valid factor 1n 
its considerations. it should not be the sale determining factor 1n such 
applications. . 

II 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Kelley moved that the Minutes of the Board of Zoning Appeals for 
September 9. 1975 be approved with the correction relating to the hours 
of operation for Dr. Gagon's Special Use Permi~ He asked the Clerk to 
check the file to see what Dr. Gagon had proposed in his statement he 
submitted with his application. 

Clerk to the Board of Zoning Appeals 

Submitted to the Board on 

October 14, 1975 
bate ~APPROVED~F 

Submitted to other Boards and Commissions 
on 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held 
on the 14th day of October, 1975·' in the Board Room of the 
Massey BUilding. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy 
Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes, Tyler Swetnam and 
Charles Runyon. Harvey Mitchell and Wallace S. Covington 
were present from the Staff. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes. 

10:00 - OLIVET EPISCOPAL CHURCH TRUSTEES appl. under Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.11 of th 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of retaining wall and addition 
to church, 6107 Franconia Road, 3-174-75. 

10:00 - OLIVET EPISCOPAL CHURCH TRUSTEES appl. under Sect. 30-6.6 of the Zonin 
Ordinance to permit construction of retaining wall and addition on 
front property line (45' front setback required), V-175-75. 

Ray Steiger, 6004 Ravina Drive, Springfield, Virginia submitted notices to 
the Board which were in order. 

r. Steiger stated that about five years ago they began planning this addition 
to their church. When the Highway Department began the Widening process of 
Franconia and Beulah Roads, they began to try to think of how they could 
retain this church as~historical landmark that it has been. Their alternati 

as to find another site for their Church, but they were unable to do this. 
They feel the plan they are bring~ng to the Board will retain the character 
of the site and preserve the historical-'character as well. This is the only 
original site in the Franconia area. They have tried to i1ntegrate their 
plans with the plans of the Highway Department. They have tried to design 
their addition to alleviate as much road noise as- is possie'le. Their plans 
ill not adversely affect anyone. 

r. David R08enXha~~, architect with offices in Alexandria, Virginia, explained 
hy they need the variance to place the addition at this location. He stated 

that this variance request is to,permit 23 2/3 linear feet of wall to be 
laced on' the ,property:, line, .16 _~/3 linear feet would be set back 3' and the 

final 82/3 linear ,teet would beset back 6' from the front property line 
for a total distance of 48'. The- average wall height would be 14' .for th!e' 

r'oposed -addition. He stated that the request is based on the unusual 
conditions of the location of the existing building as a result of the St~te 

ighway Department's taking of a depth of 30'. That will place the chapel 
111/2 feet from the new right of way. The existing ,church bUilding will be 
42 1/2 feet from the new right of way line as a result of the taking. The 
idening of Franconia Road will accomodate 6 lanes of traffic. In order to 

combat the devasta'tion accompanying thb "taking" they devised a plan which 
ill attempt to protect and enhance what remained of the Church's property 
hile at the same time providing a scheme for an addition to the building for 
orship which would .include a more adequate space fem'the rector. a secretary, 

and a small meeting rOom. They feel that by parking on the south end of 
the site with automobile access well clear of the intersection of Franconia 
and Beulah Roads.' by landsoaping the areas adjacent to and enolosed on the 
est by the existing building and on the north by the chapel, they will provid 

a green oasis inSUlated from the surrounding gallop of development. This 
lan:will also provide safety for the chlldren. The proposed addition will be 

148' from the intersection and in no way will intrude on the vision ,for that 
intersection. 
r. Steiger Bubmitted letters from the Franconia Volunteer Fire Department 

and Maude E. Simms supporting the applications. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the applications. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Steiger stated that the highest point 
of the retaining wall will be 4'. 

In answer to Mr.sm1th's question, Mr. Steiger stated that the chapel was con~ 

structed around the late 1890's and the other building was constructed about 
1955. 

r. Rosenthal stated that the chapel is a registered Fairfax County Historical 
Landmark. 
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Page 399. October 14, 1975 

RESOLUTION 
In apPlication No. 3-174-75 by Olivet Episcopal Church Trustees under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of retaining wall 
and addition to church, 6107 Franconia Road, 81-3«5))22, Lee District, Mr. 
Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, folloWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October 14. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is 'R-17 and RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is L 83 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the folloWing limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board. and is for the location indicated in the 
application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structureaof, any 
kind, changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plane approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without th1a Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions; 
of this' Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this 
County and State,; The Permittee shall be responsible for complying w'ith these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-ResIdential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

Mr. B~es seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

VARIANCE RESOLUTION 
In application V-175-75 by Olivet Episcopal Church Trustees, under Section 
30-6.0 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of retaining wall and 
addition to church on front property line (45' required). 6107 Franconia Road. 
81-3«5))22, Lee District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with th~ by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newsp~per, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on the 14th day of Oct .• 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17 and RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 1.83 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 

3 t:r q
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OLIVET EPISCOPAL CHURCH TRUSTEES (continued) 

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical 
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zonins Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and buildings involved: 

(a) The taking by the State Highway Department of a m~jor portion of the 
frontage for road widening. 

(b) Preservation of a historical building. 
(e) Unusual condition of the location of the existing building on the 

property. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only. and 
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unlesa construction 
has started or ~less renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. The retaining wall shall not exceed the County requirements for sight 
distance. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain bUilding permits. non-residential use permit and the like through
the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:20 - WASHINGTON FARM METHODIST CHURCH appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of church' building for 
offices and church school. 3921 Old Mill Road. 110-2«l»)9B. 33. 39 
and ((9))118. (1.838 acres). Mt. Vernon District. (RE-O.5), S-177-75 

Col. Robinson, East Curtis' Avenue. Alexandria. Chairman of the Building 
Committee for the church, submitted notices to property owners which were 
in order. 

Col. Robinson explained that they had notified Hosely Memorial who was identi
fied in the land recor~as the record owner of the cemetary that is contiguous 
to the dhurch property and from whose property line, they need a variance. 
However. the letter to Hosely Memorial was returned. They then notified 
Mrs. Mann in Waterville. Vermont who would be the acting Trustee for the Hosel 
Memorial. The church does maintain that cemetary. even though it is not part 
of the church property. 

Col. Robinson stated that this addition will be used for church education pur
poses. They have an old inadequate frame house on the property now that is 
used for Sunday School classes and they also hold some of the classes in 
the minister's home. They feel they are not providing adequate services for 
their congregation. therefore, they propose tobu1i~this addition to their 
original church building. The original church structure has been there since 
1882. It has been refurbished. The proposed structure will be architecturall 
in keeping with the existing structure. The seating capacity is about 144. 
The material they will use for the addition will be primarily block with 
frame or aluminum siding. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question Mr. G. T. Ward with Ward &Hall Architects 
showed the Board the architectural drawinssof the proposed addition. He 
stated that they do not wish to have a lqng bowling alley type structure. 
The proposed structure will be an L shaped building 26' by 76' and 22' x 28 1 

• 

The facade will be the same as the exi&tlng structure. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the applications. 
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Page 401, October 14, 1975 

RESOLUTION 
In application 8-177-75 by Washington Farm Methodist Church under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of church build!n 
for offices and church school, 3921 Old Mill Road, 110-2«1»98, 33, 39 & «9) 
lIB, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, folloWing proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on october:14, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the sUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.838 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning APpeals has reached the following conclusion 
of law: 

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT 'RESOLVED, that the su~ject application be and the same 
15 hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of ex
piration.

3. This approval i3 granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the pIa 
sUb$!tted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, chang 
in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans appr~ved by this Board (other 
than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional uses or change 
require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this Board. It shall 
be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval. Any 
changes (other than minor enginee-rlng detailS) without Board of Zoning Appeals
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use 
Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constllute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of this Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of/operation of the permitted use. 

6. Thirty (30) parking spaces are to be provided. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

VARIANCE RESOLUTION 
In application V-l78-75 by Washington Farm Methodist Church under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit building closer to side property line 
than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (within 6' of line, 20' required), 
on property located at 3921 Old Mill Road, 1l0-2(1»9B, 33, 39 & «9»llB, 
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the follOWing resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the- pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October 14, 1975, and 
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WASHINGTON FARM METHODIST CHURCH (continued) 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact~ 

1. That the owner of the property is Washington Farm Methodist Church. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 1.838 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS J the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved. 

NOW J THEREFORE J BE IT RESOLVED J that the sUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application onlYJ and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligatto 
to obtain bUilding permits, non-residential use permit and the like through 
the established procedures. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:40 - COMMUNITY CHURCH OF GOD appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the 
a.m. Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to church 2438 Gallows Road, 

39-4((1»)28, (24,000 sq.ft.) Centreville District (RE-l), S-182-75. 

Rev. James B. Wood submitted notices to the Board which were in order. He 
also submitted a Petition from twenty-five property owners in the immediate 
vicinity stating that they do not oppose this proposed addition. He 
submit ten a letter from Mary Anne LecoB J Chairman of the Fairfax County 
School BoarO J giving the church permission to use the parking facilities at 
Dunn Loring Elementary School. He stated that theY .also have permission 
from Mr. Dunn, Trustee of the Dunn Loring Park, for them to use the park 
for overflow parking from the church. He stated that they use busses to 
bring a number of people to the church and a number of people live close 
enough to walk. They do not park on the street at any time. They propose 
to use the same type wood siding for the additbn as is in the existing 
structure. 

In answer to Mr. Swetnam's question. Rev. Wood stated that they have not had 
any architectural work done yet except Tor a general outline of what they 
propose to do. 

Mr. Runyon asked how they were going to make these additions onto the 
existing structure without making them look tacked on. 

Rev. Wood stated that that is one of the reasons they are anxious to put this 
addition onto the existing building. The back area of this building was 
constructed after the first part of the church was constructed and it is 
constructed on an off-set and the present planned addition will eliminate 
that off-set and make it appear more balanced and better looking to the 
community. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, Rev. Wood stated that the church is 
sensitive to the fact that they will have to be concerned about the archi
tectural facade of the addition as it relates to the existing building and 
they are conscious of their presence in the community and want to do a good 
j~. . 

Mr. Joseph F. Miller, contiguous property owner, stated that this addition 
will back up to his garden. That area of land will never and can.·never be 
used for anything but a garden. Therefore, this addition will certainly have 
no adverse impact on his land. 
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Page 403, October 14, 1975 
COMMUNITY CHURCH OF GOD (continued) 

Mr. Oscar Dunn spoke in support of the application. He stated that he had 
lived In this area for 46 years. His brother Is the Trustee of the park 
there. That land was dedicated to the people of Dunn Loring to use as a park 
forever. He stated that he supported this application because he felt it 
would make the present building more attractive. He explained the background 
of this church building. He stated that it was built in 1889. The last 
addition was put on in 1955. At that time the Methodist Church occupied the 
building. That addition was put up hurriedly and was an odd size and shape. 
It was the best they could do with the funds that they had, however. This 
roposed addition will make the building look like one whole building instead 

of looking like it has a shed tacked on as it does nOW. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the applications. 

Mr. Smith read letters from Supervisor Pennino from the Centreville District 
and Supervisor Magazine from the Mason District in support of these 
applications. 

10:40 - COMMUNITY CHURCH OF GOD, request to permit addition to church closer 
to rear property line than allowed by the zoning Ordinance (l9' from 
rear. 25' reqUired), V-183-75. 

Rev. Wood stated that the extension would be difficult to build anyplace 
else because of the existing building development on the land. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-182-75 by Community Church of God under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to church 2438 Gallows Road. 39-4 
{{1))28, County of Fairfax. Mr. Swetnam moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

HEREAS. the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
ith the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

HEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on October 14. 1975. and 

HEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Trs. of Community Church of God. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 24.000 sq. ft. 
4. That the property is subject to pro rata share for off-site drainage. 
5. That compliance with the Site Plan OXlnance is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning ordinance. and 

OW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations, 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
ithout further action of this Board. and is for the location indicated in the 

application and is not transferable to other land. 
2. This permit shall·expire one year from this date unless construction has 

started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration. 
3. This approval is granted for the buildtngs and uses indicate~ on the pIa 

submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, chang 
in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Board (other 
than minor engirieering details) whether or not these additional uses or change 
require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this Board. It shall 

e the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval. Any 
changes (other than minor engineering details) without Board of Zoning Appeals 
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use 
ermit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re-
uirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 

is obtained. 
5. The resolution pertaining to this granting SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicu 
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COMMUNITY CHURCH OF GOD (continued) 

place along with the Non-Residential Use Permit on the property of the use and 
be made available to all Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours 
of operation of the permitted use. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

VARIANCE RESOLUTION 

In application v-183-75 by Community Church of God under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to church closer to rear property line 
than allowed by the Ordinance (19' from rear, 25' required), on property 
located at 2438 Gallows Road, 39-4«1))28, county of Fairfax, Mr. Swetnam 
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October 14, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the folloWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Trs. of Community Church of God. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 24,000 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the rea&onable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) unusual condition of the location of the existing buildings. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations: _ 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and 
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of ex
piration. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall ,be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits) non-residential use permit and the like through 
the established procedures. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motio? passed 5 to O. 

11:00 - AMOCO OIL COMPANY appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit change of name on Special Use Permit for service 
station, 5863 Leesburg Pike, 61-2«(l7})(B)lA, 2 & 3A, (27,582 sq.ft.) 
Mason District, (CD & CO), S-18~~75. 

Donald C. Stevens, attorney for the appl1cant.,:ilJubmitted notices to property 
owners which were in order. Mr. Stevens Bt~~e4that he also represents the 
owner of the property, ~otomac Oil Company, that previously operated a Phillip 
66 station at this location. Amoco proposes to lease this station and operate 
it with minor refurbishing and clean-up. They do not contemplate any rental 
of trucks. trailers, recreational vehicles, etc. at this location. They do 
propose to keep the free standing sign that is presently there. The new sign 
for Amoco will be lower than the present sign. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Phillips 66 Station has been there for 15 years. 
There were very unusual circumstances concerning that Special Use Permit 
because part of the property is zoned C-D and part C-O. He stated that he 
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Page 405, October 14. 1975 
AMOCO (continued) 

fe,lt Amoco should be able to keep the free standing sign as long as they do 
not increase the sign space or height of the sign. 

Mr. Covington stated that if they do not have 200' of frontage. it would make 
them non-conforming and the sign could continue as it is as long as it 
doesn't change and they use the same sign area. 

Mr. Runyon stated that they have 200' of frontage because the property has a 
curve return with a tangent of 10 I. making the 200' of frontage. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question. Mr. Stevens stated that Amoco does not 
plan any major remodeling and the plats do reflect what they are going to do. 

There was no one to speak 1n favor or 1n opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 

In application S-184-75 by Amoco Oil Company under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of th 
Zoning Ordinance to permit change of name on Special Use Permit for service 
station, 5863 Leesburg Pike, 61-2«17»(B)lA, Mason District, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followin 
resolution~ 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable state and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on October 14, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Potomac Oil, Inc. 
2. That the present zoning is C-D and c-O. 
3. That the area of the lot is 27,582 square feet. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required. 
5. That Special Use Permit No. 3020 was granted to Potomac Oil Company 

on June 21, 1961. 
6. That compliance with all applicable state and county Codes is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the folloWing conclusions of law~ 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, "that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated 1n 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or 
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior.to date 
of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes ih use, addit1onaluses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approv 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
qUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permi 
is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. There shall not be any display, selling, storing, rental, or leasing of 
automobiles, trucks, trailers, or recreational vehicles on said property. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 
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11:15 - MOUNT VERNON PARK ASSOCIATION appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of a new bath house) 8042 
Fairfax Road. 102-2«1))4, (8.311 acres), Mt.Vernon District. (R-12.5) 
8-185-75. 

r. John Harris. 1500 Belle View Blvd., Alexandria. Vlrg~mia. attorney for 
the applicant. submitted notices to property owners which were in order. 

r. Harris explained that the Health Department has told them that their 
present bath house 1s inadequate for the number of people they now have in 
their association. They are proposing to build a new bath house and use the 
Id one for storage. They have a membership of 600 families. They do not 

anticipate any new membership. There will be no change in the facilities 
other than this additional structure. Since the architect drew these plats, 
they have purchased 2 1/2 acres of land. They have no immediate plans for the 
se of this additional land. 

Smith stated that some of the parking spaces on the plats before the Board 
in the setback area. They will have to be deleted. 

Kelley stated that if those spaces are deleted, the organization might 
have enough spaces to accomodate the cars. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

The hearing on this case was recessed until October 28, 1975 in order for the 
applicant to verify the land area to include the two new parcels of land they 
had just purchased. In addition, the plats must show the parking layout in 
accordance with the zoning Ordinance. The parking cannot be in any required 
setback, nor within 25' of any other property line. 

II 

11:30 - HOWARD J. PFEFFER appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit construction of carport closer to side property line than 
allowed by the Ord. (6' from side, 15' required), 8705 Millbrook Place 
110-1«14))(1)29, (20,927 sq.ft.), Mt. Vernon Distrl'ct, (RE:-0.5), 
V-187-75. 

Mrs. Pfeffer submitted notices to the Board which were in order. 

rs. Pfeffer stated that they have limited use of the land due to a 30 degree 
lope at the rear of the lot covering 31% of the total area. In addition, 

the lot lines angle in toward the rear of the lot causing them to need a 
larger variance on the rear of the carport. The width of the carport is 16'. 
At the back of the carport is a brick shed, 8' in width. 

Mr. Runyon stated that there is a 4' areaway between the proposed carport and 
the house that goes down to the basement. That would make the carport 12' 
wide. 

Mr. Smith stated that the proposed shed is 8'. The Board policy has been to 
alloW a 4' shed at the end of the carports but not anything any larger. 
Actually, in this case the shed needs the largest variance. The front portion 
of the carport only needs a 4' variance because the lot is larger and wider 
at that point. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
r. Swetnam moved that the application be amended to include the shed 8' in 
idth. 
r. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Smith 

and Ke lley voting No. 

In application V-l87-75 by Howard J. Pfeffer under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit carport and 8' shed to be constructed closer to 
side property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (6' from side, 15' 
equired) 8705 Millbrook Place. 110-1«14)){l)29. County of Fairfax, Mr. Swetn 
oved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

HEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicaole State and County Codes and in accordance 
lth the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals,. and 

LI 0 /
I ~ 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



------------------------------------------------------------------------------

age 407. October 14. 1975 
FEFFER (continued) 

HEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local news 
aper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property owner 

d a public hearing by the Board held on October 14, 1975. and 

I EREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 20.927 sq.ft. 

NO, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 

I 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical oon

itions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
esult 1n practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the 
ser of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot, 
(b) exceptional topographic problems of the land, 
(c) unusual condition of the location of existing buildings. 

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, thatthe SUbject application be and the Bame is 
ereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or 
tructures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is 
at transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
as started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
xpiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing house. 

URTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like through the 
stablished procedures. 

Runyonmseconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs Smith 
Kelley voting No. 

I Kelley stated that the only reason he could not support the resolution 
as baoauseof the fact that it is granting a 60 percent variance from the 

requirement of the Ordinance and the other lots in that area are smaller 
than this one. He stated that he realized that this particular lot has 
topography problems, but he felt the Board is setting a precedent and he 
also feels that ~his is not a minimum variance. 

Mr. Smith stated that he concurred with Mr. Kelley's statements. 

11:45 - A. ROBERT LOWRY appl. under SeC. 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to per 
mit addition of garage closer to front and side property line than 
allowed by the zoning Ordinance (44.4' from front, 50' requiredj 
15.5' from side, 20' required), 5001 Dodson Drive, 71-4{(13»14,
(20,016 sq.ft.), Annandale District, (RE-D.5), Tall Oaks SUbd., 
Section 2, V-165-75 (Deferred from Sept. 24, 1975 for full hearing 
and for proper notices). 

Mr. Don Bowman, 40&5 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia, attorney for the 
applicant, submitted notices to property owners which were in order. 

Mr. Bowman stated that Mr. Lowry had to be out of town and was not present 
for this hearing, but MrS. Lowry was present. 

I Mr. Bowman stated that the necessary setback cannot be met because of the 
angle and position of the existing house on the lot. He stated that if the 
house had been placed straight across the lot, the variance would not have 
been necessary. 

The proposed garage will be of brick to match the existing house and will be 
aesthetically pleasing and compatible with the neighborhood. There is an 
existing carport on the property now, they are just going to add to it and 

I make a two car garage. 

In answer to one of the Board members questions, Mr. Bowman stated that the 
applicant will agree to cut the garage down some. The applicants plan to 
continue to live at this location and this addition is for their own use and 
not for resale purposes. 

4tJf 
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LOWRY (continued) 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition ,to the appl!catbn. 

RESOLUTION 
n application v-165-75 bY A. Robert Lowry under Section 30~6.6 of the Zoning 
rdinance to permit garage addition closer to front and side property line 
han allowed by the Ordinance (44.4' from front requested, 50' required; 
5.5' from side requested, 20' required), 5001 Dodson Drive, 71-4((13))14, 
ounty of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
dopt the following resolution: 

EREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
he requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
ith the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

EREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
ewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
wners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October 14, 1975, and 

HEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-0.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 20,016 square feet. 

0, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the folloWing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

hich under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would result in 
ractical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
he reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 
-- unusual condition of the location of the existing building. 

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
s hereby granted in part with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
r structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and 
s not ,transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
as started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
xpiration. 

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure .• 

4. The width of the garage along the building face shall not exceed 23 feet. 

URTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
his Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this 
ounty. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation to 
btain building permits, residential use permit and the like through the 
stablished procedures. 

r. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

he motion passed 5 toO. 

2:00 - MT. VERNON MASONIC LODGE #219 AND NINA D. BROLIN, application under 
oon Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit variance to require

ment of 3 acre minimum open space for cluster development, 225': 
South of intersection of Mt. Vernon Hwy. and Sunny View Drive, 101-4 
((l))Parcel 27 & 27A, (115,870 eq.ft.), Mt. Vernon District, (R-12.5), 
V-166-75. (Deferred from 9-24-75 for meeting with citizens and 
for a revised showing how many lots could be obtained without cluster 
type development) 

r. Ray Crist, representing the applicant~ had submitted a sketch of how many 
ots could be obtained without cluster development. He could get seven lots. 
owever, he stated that if he developed in this way. the trees would have to 
e removed. He stated that they had had a meeting with the citizens in the 
ea and the basic modification on the original plan was to remove one lot. 
erefore, they would have seven lots with either type development, but with 

he cluster type development, they could eave the trees and have some open spac 
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MT. VERNON MASONIC LanOE #219 &NINA D. BROLIN (continued) 

Mr. Crist stated that it amounts to confiscation of the land. if they have to 
cut down the trees 1n order to develop this property. 

Mr. Smith stated that Preliminary Engineering Department took the time to 
make some suggestions as to how this property could be developed with six 
lots and still save the trees without clustering. 

Mr. Elroy Allen, contiguous property owner,. at-ated that he preferred the 
cluster concept being used at this location as long as Mr. Crist promises to 
remove the 8th lot as he has shown on the drawing before the Board. 

Mr. Ted Borgna, another contiguous property owner, stated that he would also 
prefer the cluster concept for development of this property if the proposed 
driveway for the house with a separate entrance onto Ayers Dr.1veJt~inear 

where it would be fOr the development according to the straight zoning. 

Mr. Crist stated that it would be,about the same location. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he favored the cluster layout, but he did not know how 
or if the request complies with the requirements of the hardship section. 
Mr. Smith stated that if there is an alternative method of developing this 
or any parcel of land without a variance, then the Board has no power to 
grant that variance. The cluster might be a better plan, but the Board has 
to consider the Ordinance. The applicant has not presented a hardship under 
the Ordinance. 
Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred until the next meeting, October 
22, 1975. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he would not be present next week. 

Mr. Barnes stated that he would second the motion only if there would be a 
full Board. 

The motion died for lack of a second since Mr. Kelley would be absent next 
week, October 22, 1975. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-l66-75 by Mt. Vernon Masonic Lodge #219 and Nina Brolin 
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit variance to reqUired 3 
acre minimum open space for cluster development, 225 1 ± of intersection of 
Mt. Vernon Hwy. & Sunny View Drive, 101-4(1»27 & 27A, Mt. Vernon District, 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the' Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local new 
paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on October 14, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Mt. Vernon Masonic Lodge 

#219. Nina Brolin is the contract purchaser. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 115,870 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the 
user of the reasonable use of the land involved. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby denied. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: 

Mr. Kelley moved that the Minutes of the Board for September 16 and September 
24, 1975 be approved with c'orrectiona. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM - OCTOBER 14, 1975- OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST 
BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB 

Mr. Robert Lawrence, attorney for the applicant, stated that if they could not 
get the cover constructed for their tennis courts before the winter months, 
they would lapse a considerable amount of money. The Club is trying to go 
ahead with their plans to construct additional parking facilities and an 
addition to their Club house. The reason they have taken so long to come 
before the Board with this request is because all this work is done by 
volunteers of the Club. These volunteers are not familiar with all the work 
that must be done to prepare a case to be heard before the Board and it, 
therefore, takes them much longer to get the application, plats, etc. readYT 

The Board granted the out of turn hearing for November 12, 1975, since there 
were only variances scheduled for that date and variances usually do not take 
as long as Special Use Permits do to be heard. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 1:40 P.M. 

II 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
Was Held in the Board Room of the Massey BUilding, 
wednesday. October 22, 1975. MemQers present: 
Daniel Smith, Chalrmanj'Ty.)ai?:S:wejqadJJl; and Charles 
Runyon. Harvey Mitchell and Wallace Covington were 
present from the Staff. Loy Kelley and George Barnes 
were absent. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Covington. 

10:00 - PEARL M. VIA, T/A PEARL VIA'S BEAUTY SALONLappl. under Sect.30-7.2.6.1 
a.m. .5 of the Ord. to permit one chair beauty salon in home. 6416 Virginia 

Hills Avenue, 92-2«2))(11)24, (lO,003 sq.ft.), Lee Dist., (R-IO). 
3-188-75. 

Mr. Jim Moore. 103 South St. Asaph Street, Alexandria, attorney for the appli
cant, submitted notices to property owners to the Board. The notices were in 
order. He had notified all contiguous and all property owners a,ross the 
street. 

Mr. Moore stated that Mrs. Via wishes to have a one-chair beauty shop operatio 
She would like to have four customers per day, no more than one at a time. 
There is room in the driveway for one car to leave and one come in at the same 
time. Mrs. Via has Just finished beauty school. However, she worked with a 
licensed beautician as part of her training. She is a housewife who would 
like to earn a little extra money and help meet the need for thia use in this 
neighborhood. It is about three miles to the closest established commercial 
area. 

There was no one to speak in favor of the application. 

Mr. Ray France who lives directly behind the Vias stated that he is not in 
opposition, but he would like several questions answered. 

In answer to his questions, Mr. Smith stated that the applicant could never 
have more than a one chair operation. This is a limitation of the Zoning 
Ordinance. If this Special Use Permit is granted, it is not transferable to 
anyone else for any reason without that applicant first coming to this Board 
with an application Just as Mrs. Via has. Should Mrs. Via sell the property, 
the new tenant could hot automatically have a beauty shop just because Mrs. Vi 
had one. That tenant would have to file a new application and go through the 
same pUblic hearing process. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-188-75 by Pearl M. Via T/A Pearl Via's Beauty Salon under 
Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit one chair beauty shop 
in home, 6416 Virginia Hills Avenue, 92-2((2»(11)24, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board ·of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held October 22, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Ralph E. Via, husband of the 

applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-10. 
3. That the area of the lot is 10,003 sq.ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the application 1s hereby granted with 
the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board,and is for·the location indicated in the 
application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation has 
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VIA (continued) 

started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration. 
3. This approval is granted for the building and uses indicated on the 

plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additio 
al uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of thi 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
qUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. The hours of operation are 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m .• Monday through Satur
day.

7. The number of patrons is not to exceed an average of four (4) per day. 
8. All parking shall be on site in the existing driveway with no parking 

in the street. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Kelley and Barnes were absent. 

10:20 - MT. VERNON PLAZA ASSOC •• A JOINT VENTURE. V-189-75 
a.m. 
Mr. Bernard Fagelson. attorney for the application, submitted notices to the 
Board which were in order. 

Mr. Smith stated that there was not a full Board present and he could request 
a deferral for a full Board if he desired. 

Mr. Fagelson stated that he did desire a deferral for a full Board. 

The Board set the deferral time to 11:45 a.m .• November 6. 1975. 

- DONALD J. BLAKESLEE appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to"0'35 
a.m. permit enclosure of carport closer to side property line than allowed, 

6515 Lily Dhu Lane, V-190-75. 

Mr. Blakeslee submitted notices to the Board which were in order. 

He stated that his existing carport already extends 4.9' into the side yard
setback. He wishes·to enclose one end of that carport. The lot is very 
narrow and there is no room on the lot for additional construction. He 
stated that he intends to leave the front of the carport open. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-190-75 by Donald J. Blakeslee under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit side yard of 15.3' for enclosure of carport, 6515 
Lily Dhu Lane, 6l-1{(8))27, County of Fairfax. Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State-and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on October 22, 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 21,808 sq.ft. 
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BLAKESLEE (continued)
AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 
exist which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would result 
1n practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally narrow lot. 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated 1n the plats included with this application only, and 1s not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 

FURTHERMORE) the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits and the like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Kelley and BarneS absent. 

10:50- TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB) INC., S-191-75 
a.m. 
Mr. Ken Echols stated that he had not notified property owners in accordance 
with the new law. He apologized and stated that if the Board would defer 
this case until a later date) he would notify the property owners by 
certified mail, return receipt requested) in accordance with the new state 
l~. 

The Board set the new hearing date for 12:00 NOON) November 12, 1975. 

II 

11:00 _ HAYFIELD ANIMAL HOSPITAL appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.2.6 of the 
a.m. Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of small animal hospital) 

3-192-75. 

Mr. Richard Chess, attorney for the applicant, submitted notices to property 
owners which were in order. 

Mr. Chess stated that this property is under contract to purchase. A copy 
of that contract is in the file. He stated that he also represents the 
landowner and both parties are treating this contract as a binding contract 
contingent upon the issuance of the Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Chess stated that it is anticipated that this small animal hospital will 
have two doctors and three staff people. The hours are proposed to be from 
8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. They will) of course. open up for emergencies during 
off hours. The proposed building will be soundproofed and odor proofed. 
There will be no outside kennels. The building will be constructed with 
brick and it will be a one story building. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application for 
the Special Use Permit. 

11:00 - TEXSTORE PROPERTIES) CORP. AND HAYFIELD ANIMAL HOSPITAL appl. under 
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit waiver of screening 
requirements relating to alignment and location. V-193-75. 

Mr. Riohard Chess) attorney for the applicants) submitted notices which were 
in order. He stated that h; is not certain if they need a variance. The 
property contiguous with th!s property on the nOrtheast is the Southland 
Corporation which has constructed a 7-11 Store there. There is existing 
Fairfax county Standard Screening along the rear of the property. They 
propose to allow that to remain intact.Th~request that along the south 
property line that they would not have to put in the Standard Screening. 
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Mr. Smith stated that this is a requirement set forth in the Site Plan Ordi
nance and he stated that he had some question whether this Board has the 
authority to grant such a waiver. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Standard Screening requirements have been changed. 
He recommended that, the Board defer this variance request until the applicant 
has been through the Site Plan Department. 

Mr. Clarence Bahr, 7732 Telegraph Road, contiguous property owner to the south 
arrived and stated that he wished to oppose the variance request. 

Mr. Smith explained that that variance request would not be granted until the 
applicant has gone through the Site Plan Department. It will come back to 
this Board only if that Department canhot resolve the problem. He told 
Mr. Bahr that he would have to be contacted prior to any waiver of this 
requirement. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-192-75 by Hayfield Animal Hospital Under Section 30-7.2.10.2. 
6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of a small animal hospital, 
7724 Telegraph Road, 100-2«(l})1, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, folloWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held October 22, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Texstore Properties, Corp. 

The applicant is the contract purahaser. 
2. That the present zoning is C-N. 
3. Th~:the area of the lot is 15,033 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:, 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant onlY and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior 'to date of 
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses~ or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Speoial Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Boar~ for such approval. Any changes (other.than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not con5tit~te an exemption 
from the various legal and established ,procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all DeparLfuents 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of oper~ion of the permitted use. 

6. The hours of operation are to be from 8:00 r.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to Noon on Saturday.

7. Parking and screening shall be in conformance with the requirements of 
the Dept. of Environmental Management.

8. All odor and noise shall be confined to the site and shall be within an 
enclosed building which is adequately soundproofed and constructed so that 
there will be no emission of odor or noise detrimental to other property. 
Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Kelley 
and Barnes absent. 
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,The~Bo.ard recessed because the Board of Supervisors needed the Board Room for 
Bond Sales. 

The Board reconvened at 1:40 P.M. to continued with the scheduled Agenda. 

1:20 - STEPHEN W. POURNARAS appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
p.m. to permit building closer to residential zoning boundary line than 

1s allowed by the Ordinance. V-205-75. OTH. 

Mr. Pournaras. 6142 Tompkins Drive, McLean, Virginia. submitted notices to 
the Board which were 1n order. 

Mr. Pournarasstated that this parcel of land was zoned C~OL about ten years 
ago. He worked 1n conjunction with the McLean Planning Committee and the 
adjoining property owners to arrive at what they felt was the best location 
for the building on the property. He had originally planned to place the 
bUilding on the other side of the property next to Dolly Madison Blvd. 

owever, the citizens and the Planning Committee suggested he move the 
bUilding to the other side facing Chain Bridge Road in order to facilitate 
the extension of Fleetwood Road into Elm Street. This Board granted a varianc 
to allow this change on January 22, 1974. After much discussion with the 
adjoining property owners and contract purChaser, it wasn't until September 
1974 that they were able to effect the swap of land necessary for this 
road extension. At that time, the interest rates were so high that he wasn't 
financially able to build the building. He therefore delayed a few months. 
After that, he ran into the problem of getting a sewer tap. That is why 
the variance expired and he is again before the Board fo~ the same variance. 
There liaIle not been any changes in the plat that was approved by the Board 
previously. The site plan has been approved. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has a neuo from Carolyn Manchester, Area II 
Plan Manager, stating that the subject parcel is sandwiched between two 
current rezoning applications, C-503 for C-OL in conformance with the 
Area II plan, and C-530 for C-RMH or 40 residential units per acre. The 
plan calls for PDH, 20 units per acre ~ortthat _parcel. Ms. Manchester 
suggested that the Board take these rezoning cases into account in considering 
the application. 

Mr. Covington stated that under PDR, there could be a higher bUilding than 
the building Mr._ Pournaras is proposing. 

Mr. Pournaras stated that his proposed bUilding will be 30 feet high. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this is a narrow lot and it has a road on the other 
side. If Mr. Pournarasmoves the building to the other side, he would have 
to set baok from the road. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition. 

Mr. Smith stated that no mat-ter where Mr. Pournaras moves the building, it 
would require a variance. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-205-75 by Stephen W. pournaras under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance, to permit building to be constructed on residential 
boundary _11ne, 6870 Elm Street, 30-2((1))1 & ((10))(6)1, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance With 
the req~irements of all applicable State. and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeal,s, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a ~ublic hearing by the Board held October 22, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following. findings' of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is C~OL. 

3. That the area of the lot is 13,499 sq.ft.
4. That a previous variance was granted to allow this construction on 

January 22, 1974, which variance will expire on this date. 

41:J 
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ND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant haa satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

hleh under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
rae tical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
he reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 
-- exceptionally narrow lot. 

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
5 hereby granted with the folloWing limitations: 

1. This approval Is granted for the location and the specific structure 
ndicated in the plats included with this application only, and Is not 
ransferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire upon whichever of the following shall last occ 
a. Twelve months from this date unless construction has started or 

nless renewed by action of this Board~ 

b. Three months after Fairfax County permits connection with the 
xisting sewerage facilities thereon. 

c. Six months after Fairfax County permits a Site Plan to be filed 
hereon. 

URTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action does 
ot constitute exemption from the various requirements of this County. The 
pplicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation to obtain building 
erml ts'. non-residential use permit and the like through the established 
rocedures. 

r. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

e motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Kelley and Barnes were absent. 

EFERRED CASE: 
:40 - CALVARY CHRISTIAN CHURCH~ S-121-75 (Deferred from August 1. 1975 at the 
.m. request of the applicant.) 
r. Smith read a letter requesting withdrawal of this application. 
r. Swetnam moved that the Board in accordance with the applicant's request 
ithdraw this application. 

Runyon seconded the motion. 

e motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Kelley and Barnes were absent. 

I 

CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER, INC. S-228-71 (Deferred in order that 
the applicant could have an opportunity to comment on a list of items listed 
in the resolution by the Board of SuperVisors granting the extension to the 
.ewer hookup.) The applicant submitted answers to all those items. The 
applicant could not get the Agreement signed by all parties. The applicant 
signed the Agreement. but the shopping center refused to sign it. The 
County Executive's Office is now redrafting the Agreement whereby Centreville 
Hospital Center can execute an Agreement separately from the shopping 
center. 

Mr. Runyon moved that this decision be deferred until this Agreement 1s 
signed. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs. Kelley 
and Barnes absent. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM: KEY TO LIFE ASSEMBLY. REQUEST FOR OUT OF TURN HEARING. 

This church was previously granted a Special Use Permit for a term of two 
years to use an existing building on the property.until they could build a 
new bUilding. The two years w1l1 lap~e on November 21, 1975 and they have 
not built the new bUilding. They would like the Board to hear an application 
for renewal of this Special Use Permit on November 19, 1975. in order that 
they can continue to meet in the existing building until they get their 
new building constructed. 

Mr. Runyon so moved that this request be granted. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM~ MOBIL OIL CORP., S-85-71. granted January 25. 1972 '-if? 
Mobil sent a letter requesting that they be allowed to put a trash container 
on the property. They sent amended plats showing this trash container. 

After some discussion. Mr. Runyon moved that the request be granted. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to O. Messrs.Kelley and Barnes absent. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 2:00 P.M. 

II 
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An';:E~tra-'.' Meeting of the Board of Zoning APpeals 
Met on the 28th day of October, 1975, in the Board 
Room of the Massey BUilding. Present: Daniel 
smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; 
George Barnes; Tyler Swetnam; and Charles Runyon. 
Harvey Mitchell and Wallace Covington were present 
from the Staff. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes. 

10:00 - VULCAN QUARRY AND FAIRFAX QUARRIES, INC. -- ANNUAL REPORT. 
a.m. 
Mr. Jack Maize, Inspector Specialist 1n the Office of Zoning Enforcement. 
stated that the Restoration Board conducted its annual inspection of this 
quarry on October 9. 1975. Mr. Maize stated that generally during the past 
twelve months, Vulcan Quarry (Graham-Virginia Plant) has met all conditions 
prescribed under their special use permit. In his jUdgment, there are no 
additional requirements that need be considered at this time by the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. They plan to continue surveillance of all existing quarry 
limitations and will strive to improve air quality. A joint study of sus
pended particulates has been conducted during the paat twelve months in the 
Occoquan area in a joint study by Fairfax county and Vulcan Materials Co. 

Mr. Jimmy Nelson, Chief of Monitoring and Engineering, Air Pollutipn ContrOl, 
Fa~rfax County, had earlier submitted a ~eport to the Board on his studies 
and the results of those studies. He gave the Board the highlights of those 
studie-s.• - Hest-ated that his recommendation would be that he would like to 
see the large stockpile moved to a better location or an improvement be made 
in the movement activities. He stated that if the stockpile was left dormant, 
the particulate blowoff would decrease, but the company is continually adding 
to and taking away from it causing the blowoff to be greater. If the company 
could do something to help this problem, it would improve the dust conditions. 
The company does try to keep the surface of that pile damp which does help to 
some degree. 

Mr. Robert M. Stewart, project engineer for Vulcan with offices at #1 
Metroplex Drive, Birmingham, Alabama, submitted Vulcan's Occoquan Dust 
study dated October 24, 1975 to the Board. This report is in the file. 
He stated that the four test stations are identical to 1974's s~ations. 
The report showed that there has been a decrease in the dust.eince last year. 
The weekly average is 17.7% less than reported last year. He stated that 
this reduction is believed to be partially attributable to the use of water 
trucks on weekends as recommended last year. However, it is also believed 
that the majority of the reduction in the weekly' averages can be attributed 
to the increase in rainfall experienced during this test period as compared 
to the 1974 test period. He asked that Vulcan be allowed to wet down the 
blast area prior to setting off the charge. He stated that they 'could not 
spray the blast area during the blast. The Federal EPA did not include 
blasting in their standards as far as the amount of dust that would be 
allowing during a blast. 

Mr. Bob McCrary, General Manager, Northern Virginia Area for VUlcan, 4324 
Mariner Lane, Fairfax, Virginia, stated that the company is fairlY on 
schedule as far as being completed at this location within five years. 
However, production has slowed this year due to the economy. This is still 
the closest quarry operation to D. C. Vulcan still uses water transportation 
for deliveries in the D. C. area. 

Mr. Jack Maize submitted some photographs to the Board showing the quarry 
area with and without the use of water to control the dust. This experiment 
was done by the Company's engineer since there was quite a bit of diversion 
of opinion as to whether or not the industry should go to a bag-house 
operation versus water for dust control. He stated that the photographs 
speak for themselves in showing that the water method is controlling dust. 

Mr. Smith stated that if this operation were to continue for a number of years 
he would think the dust screen should be used. However, since this is only 
a five year temporary use, he felt the water method of controlling dust is 
satisfactory. 

Mr. Maize stated that Vulcan is making every effort to control their own 
problems through their operations. He stated that he has no additional 
recommendations to the Board for any additional limitations or conditions. 

Mr. Smith stated that anY time the crusher is in operation the water system 
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is also in operation. 

Mr. Covington stated that the Board does not have a report from the Restora
tion Board because the Acting Chairman, Carol Whitcomb, had a difference of 
opinion about the housekeeping of this quarry. He stated that he agreed that 
the company could have done a better job of cleaning up around the crusher. 
Carol Whitcomb was concerned about the safety of the workers and that safety 
had a bearing on the housekeeping practices of Vulcan. 

Mr. Smith stated that -the safety of the workers is something that is controll 
by the State and Federal agencies. 

Mr. Covington stated that there was a great deal of dust at the various focal 
points where the workers load and nnload. It is a spillage from the crusher 
and trucks. 

Mr. Maize confirmed this. He stated that he could suggest to the personnel 
that they keep those areas cleaner. It 1s not dust, but fine stone-and rock 
particles. This is something that will require action from the local 
management. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, Mr. McCrary stated that the run-off 
from the U$e of the water to control the dust goes into the pit where it 
settles out and is pumped into a storage tank which they use again in the 
watering trucks. In cases of excessive rainfall they do pump into the 
Occoquan from the water pit. They use a wetting addi,tive in order that they 
do not have to use so much water for the wetting down process. They keep 
the pump 6 or 8 feet from the bottom of the pit to keep the mud from going 
back into the storage tanks or into the Occoquan. . 

There were no comments from any of the people in the audience. 

The Board accepted the annual report on Vulcan Materials Company quarry 
located at Occoquan. 

II 

FAIRFAX QUARRY 

Mr. Maize stated that the Restoration Board conducted its annual inspection 
of this quarry on October 9, 1975 and concluded that: 

1. This quarry is operating in compliance with all the requirements 
of its special use permit. 

2. Roads in the area indicate that there is no appreciable spillage 
of material from trucks hauling stone from this quarry. 

3. Considerable grading and landscaping along Lee HighWay has been 
accomplished in the past year. The main entrance to the quarry is 
most attractive. 

4. Progress has been made in the achievement of their long range 
restoration plan. The entire quarry has been fenced and now provides 
a high degree of security and protection to the general public. 

5. The Restoration Board has no recommendations for additonal 
restrictions for the health, safety and welfare of the general 
public with respect to qu~rry operations. 

There were no other reports on this quarry. 

The Board accepted this annual report. 

II 

10:30 - FALLS CHURCH COMMUNITY SERVICE COUNCIL DAY CARE CENTER appl. under 
a.m. Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.3 to permit day care center, 6165 Leesburg Pike, 

8-194-75. 

The hearing began at 10:45 a.m. 

Mr. Alfred J. Burrows, Chairman of the Center, submitted certified notices 
to property owners to the Board. He had not asked for retu~n receipts as 
he misunderstood the letter of notification from the Board. 

Mr. Smith accepted the notices. 

Mr. Burrows stated that there is a copy of the agreement between the Center 
and the First Christian Church that allows the Center to use the church 
facilities. He submitted Articles of Incorporation for the Center to the 
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Board. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question. Mr. Bu~ows stated that they have one bus 
that transports the majority of the children to and from school. This bus 
is equippeB and lighted in accordance with the State standards. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question. he stated that there is no other day care 
facility in this church. 

Mr. Burrows stated that this Center has been in continuous operation at this 
location since its original authorization by state and county licensing and 
special use permit action by this Board on September 16. 1970. Until 
recently, the center has operated as a semi-autonomouS affiliate of the 
Annandale community for Christian Action (ACCA) under the general direction 
of an all-volunteer day care center committee. In October 1973. the Falls 
Church Community Service Council (FCCSC) became a formally constituted. 
functional, non-profit corporation with essentially the same purposes and 
objectives as those of ACCA, but with a different geographical service area 
within the county. 

Mr. Burrows stated that this Center proposes to have 60 children,2 1/2 years 
through 12 years of age, Monday through Friday. 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

Mary Lou Beatman, 3825 Oliver Avenue, Annandale, Virginia. Fairfax County's 
Day Care Coordinator. spoke in support of this application. She stated that 
this is a county subsidized Center. It has been in operation about five years 
and it was set up to serve low income families. 

There was no one else to speak on the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-194-75 by Falls Church Community service Council Day Care 
Center under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit day care 
center. 6165 Leesburg Pike, 51-3((1»)25. Mason District. County of Fairfax. 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accord
ance with the by-laws of the Fairfax C(:lUnty Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on October 28. 1975, 

WHEREAS. the Board of zoning Appeals has made'the following'findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is First Christian Church of Falls Church 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 6.825 acres. 
4. That compliance with Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 
6. That a day care center has been operating at this location pursuant to 

S-151-70, granted to ACCA on September 15. 1970. When inquiry was made about 
changing the affiliation to present applicant last June. it was discovered 
that S-151-70 had expired on ,September 15, 1973. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-
cilusions of law: . 

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation has 
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind. 
changes in use, additional uses j or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
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Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approvaL Any changes (other than -minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval. shall constiute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
uirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 

is obtained. 
5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 

SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use1'and be made available to all Departments of 
the county of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. That the maximum number of children shall be 60~ 2 1/2 to 12 years of ag 
7. That the hours of operation shall be 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday 

through Friday.
8. That the operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection 

report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the State 
Department of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non-Residential Use 
Permit. 

9. That landscaping and screening is to be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

10:50 - ANTHONY A. NASIF, D.D.S., appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.10 of the 
a.m. Zoning Ordinance to permit general practice of dentistry, 6528 

Braddock Road, 72-3((2))13, (.51 acres), Annandale District, (RE-O.5), 
8-195-75· 

The hearing began at 11:20 a.m. 

Mr. Russell Rosenberger, 9401 Lee Highway, Fairfax~ attorney for the applicant 
submitted notices to property owners which were in order. He stated that 
Mr. and Mrs. Nasif are the contract purchasers of this property. This 
property is located along Braddock Road wqich is a four lane highway. Access 
to the property is off Braddock Road. The property is immediately adjacent 
to an elementary school and is 100' from a church. This property has been 
on the market for about two or three years and has been vacant most of the 
time. He submitted a letter from Mr. G90dheart, the realtbr~ concerning the 
problems he has had trying to sell this property. 

Mr. Smith stated that that had no bearing on this request for a dentist office 
He did accept the letter for the record. 

Mr. Rosenberger stated that eight parking spaces have been proposed. Other 
than putting in those parking spaces and adding additional landscaping and 
screening, the property will remain in its natural state. There will be no 
exterior changes except for painting and the parking lot. Dr. Nasif proposes 
to add a carriage type residential yard light in the front of the property 
to which he would affix his identification sign in accordance with the 
Ordinance. This use will not create any traffic hazards. Braddock Road is 
a well traveled road. They will not use any subdivision streets for this 
use. The property at this time is serviced by public water and a septic field 
However~ the sanitary sewer taps have been paid for this property and 
Dr. Nasif intends to connect to the public sewer. The office hours will be 
in accordance with the Ordinance, 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. with no evening 
hours except for emergencies. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Rosenberger stated that Dr. Nasif pre
sently practices in Clinton, Maryland. He resides in Burke, Virginia. 

Dr. Nasif stated that in Maryland he is associated with another dentist in 
an office building. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Rosenberger stated that the closest 
office building to this property is an insurance building near Route 236 
behind Memco. He stated that Dr. Nasif does not plan to live in this building 
The building is not large enough for use as a dentist office and to live in 
also. He stated that the applicant would comply with Preliminary Engineering' 
request to put in the 22' wide travel lane. 

4~1. 
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NASIF (continued) 

Mary Ann sexton. 5201 Cherokee Avenue~ President of the Lincolnla Park Civic 
Association. spoke 1n opposition to this application because their association 
feels that this use will introduce commercialism into their residential area. 

In rebuttal. Mr. Rosenberger stated that the parking lot for this use 1s 
immediatelY adj acent to the parking lot- for the elementary school. In 
addition, they plan to landscap~~g the rear of the property in order that 
this use will be entirelY scree,neer' from the residential community. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question. Mr. Rosenberger stated that the reason 
they propose to have eight parking spaces even though they only will have 
two people there is should the practice increase~ he would add an additional 
employee as permitted under the Ordinance. 

Mr. Runyon stated that in reading the standards for Special Use Permit uses 
in residential zones~ he feels that this application does meet those standards 

Mr. Smith stated that it also has to meet the general standards such as 
safety. ae stated that he is concerned about the elementary school next door 
and the hazard this might create for the students. He also stated that there 
is medical office space in the area and that there is no real need for this 
dentist office in this residential area. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the standards doesn't say anything about establishing 
whether or not the use is needed. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is also a small lot for this use. He stated that 
he did not think this use is compatible with this residential area. This 
has been the Board's policy in the past. A similar type use has been denied 
by the Board previously on Braddock Road. Another factor is the applicant 
does not propose to live in the house and it will be left vacant in this 
residential area every night. This causes a hazard to this residential 
community. 

Mr. A. J. Goodheart~ realtor~ stated that there has not been a break-in 
type of vandalism to this house in the past 2 1/2 years that it has been on 
the market. They have tried to maintain a daily check on the property. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this property fronts on a· four lane major thoroughfare 
and is adjacent to a parking area for a school Which limits the amount of 
impact it would have on' a residential property. They are proposing to pro
vide buffering to the rear and there are some trees there already. They also 
propose to supplement the plantings around the parking area. He stated that 
he is hardpressed to see where this does not comply with the standards as 
set forth in the Zoning Ordinance. If this use is not to be permitted in a 
residential zone, then the Ordinance should say that. 

A lady in the audience came forward and asked if she could speak even thOUgh 
the opposition's testimony had been taken and the rebuttal made. She lived 
on Weyanoke Court. She questioned the need for eight parking spaces and 
stated that this area being paved will cause a lot of water run-off. She 
also questioned whether or not they would be able to buffer the rear of the 
property since that area is a storm drainage easement. 

Mr. Rosenberger in answer to one of the Board member's questions~ stated that 
Dr. Nasif will have approximately one patient per hour. 

Mr. Smith commented that his dentist schedules a patient every 20 minutes. 

Mr. Rosenberger stated that they would adjust the parking spaces to whatever 
the Board felt would be sufficient. They were trying to provide the maximum 
that might be needed sometime in the future. Dr. Nasir is not in a position 
to afford a apace in an office building and he did not wish to work in 
partnership or to associate with another dentist. He p~ferred to be his 
own master. He does live in the nearby area and does not wish to do anything 
that would be detrimental to the community. They expect to have between 8 
and 10 scheduled patients per day. However, since this is a new dental 
practice, it is probable that patient load will be considerably less during 
the first year of practice. 
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NASIF (continued) 

In application 3-195-75 by Anthony A. Nasir under Section 30-7.2.6.1.10 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit general practice of dentistry 6528 Braddock Raa 
72-3«2})13, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed In accordance With 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in aCCOrdance 
with the by-laws of the Board of Zoning Appeals for FaIrfax ,County, and 

WHEREAS. following pnoper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous property owners and 
property owners across the street, and a public hearing by the Board held 
on the 28th day of October, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is John T. and Jacqueline Cassidy. The 

applicant is the contract purchaser. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 0.471 acre. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion 
of law: 

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW,. THEREPORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without fUrther action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or 
operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date 
of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bUilding and use indicated on the plans 
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, chang 
in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Board (other 
than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional uses or 
changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this Board. 
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Boardls approval, shall constJute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
permi t on the ,property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. The hours of operation shall be from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday.

7. Landscaping and screening shall be provided around the parking area 
to the satisfaction of the Department of EnVironmental Management. 

8. Parking spaces shall be provided for Six (6) cars. 
9. This permit shall run for a period of Three (3) years with a 

re-evaluation to be held at that time. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3 to 2. Messrs. Smith and Kelley voting No. 

s 
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11: 10 - CLOVERDALE CORP. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
a.m. to permit building to be constructed closer to zoning boundary line 

than allowed by the Ordlnance(4.88' from boundary 11ne, 25' or 
distance equal to height of building required), 1013 Dranesvl11e 
Road, V-169-75. 

Mr. Daniel Stegall, GabsbyBul1dlng. Suite 506, Alexandria. Virginia, attorney 
for the applicant, submitted notices to property owners which were in order. 

Mr. Stegall stated that the applicant a~ter investigating a number of alter
native uses for the property in question entered into an Agreement of Lease 
with the Kinney Shoe Corporation to lease the property and for the constructio 
of a Kinney Shoe Store on the property. Most of the property is presently 
zoned C-G and is adjacent to land zoned HE-I which is also owned by the 
applicant. The lot is too narrow for the construction of a proto-type 
Kinney Shoe Store. In addition, a Special Permit has been obtained to permit 
commercial parking on a small portion of Cloverdale's adjacent residentially 
zoned land. That Special Permit that was granted by the Board of Supervisors 
is conditioned upon obtaining the variance from this Board. 

Mr. Stegall stated that all of Cloverdale's HE-I land, except for a very 
small portion, is in the flood plain of two streams. A small portion of 
land 1n the northeast quadrant is zoned C~G and presently contains a Shell 
Service Station immediately contiguous to this property. On the opposite 
s1de of Dranesville Road is a large shopping center. 

Mr. Stegall stated that the standard prototype Kinney Shoe Store RasIa width 
of 90 feet and depth of 60 feet. Only a small portion of approximately 20 
feet of the west wall of the shoe store and approximately 45 feet of its 
south wall will be located closer than 25 feet to the residential zoning
boundary. The height of the building will be less than 20 feet. It is a 
one story bu11ding~ 

Mr. Stegall stated that in the past they have not been able to lease this 
land for any use' because of the small amount of C-G land. He stated that 
he was prepared ,to go into the standards that must be met and that they 
have met if the Board wishes. He also submitted a 9 page justification
for the file. He stated that all the conditions and requirements for the 
authorization of a variance as required in Section 30-6.6 are satisfied in 
this case. Without this variance, the applicant will suffer unnecessary 
hardship in being deprived the reasonable use of the land because of the 
physically narrow characteristic and the physical conditions of the surroundin 
area. The variance sought is the minimal relief required to avoid this 
unnecessary hardship. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Stegall stated that he did not feel 
the Kenney Shoe Store Corporation could ·cut down on the size of the building. 
He stated that they have exhausted every effort to make use of the land with
out the variance. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application v-169-75 by Cloverdale Corporation under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit building to be constructed closer to rear propebty 
line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (4.88' from boundary 11ne,25' or 
distance equal to height of bldg. required) 1013 Dranesville Road,6(I)) 
13 & 14. County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning APpeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publiq by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous property owners and 
property owners across the street, and a public hearing by the Board held on 
October 28, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subje9t property is the applicant. 
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CLOVERDALE CORPORATION (continued) 

2. That the present zoning is C-G and RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 31,674 sq.ft. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would de
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land: 

(a) exceptionally narrow lot, 
(b) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, andis not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant· should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not consttute exemption from the various requirements of 
this oounty. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his 
obligation to obtain building permits, non-residential use permit and the 
like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:30 - McLEAN POST 8241 VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS, INC. to permit addition 
a.m. to post home, S-196-75. 

11:30 - McLEAN POST 8241 VETERAN OF FOREIGN WARS, INC. to permit addition 
a.m. closer to side property line than allowed bY the. Ordinance (5.9' 

from side, 20' required), V-197-75. 

Mr. Smith stated that this Special Use Permit application is being heard 
under the Group VI category in accordance with the Zoning Administrator's 
interpretation. 

Mr. Smith stated that he was under the impression that the use of the 
existing bUilding on the property was to be a temporary use~' 

Cmdr. Freese, 10713 Maple Street, Fairfax, atated that he had been the 
Poat Commander for two years and he did not know this was only a temporary 
use. 

Mr. Smith stated that the use was granted in 1969 and at that time the Post 
had indicated that it would be temporary. 
Cmdr. Freese stated that he was not a member at that time. 

Mr. Covington stated that this is a good location for this use. 

Cmdr. Freeaestated that they propose to add a building 80'x40'. They do 
not propose to increase the membership. They had hoped to continue to use 
the existing bUilding for smaller group meetings. The existing building is 
not large enough for gatherings that they have occasionally with the 
families. The Post is buying the property. Their membership is 120. 
They plan to construct this building with concrete block and steel Joists 
with brick facing on the outside. The hours of operation are from 6:00 p.m. 
to 11:00'p.m. in the evening. They have not had New Year's Eve parties in 
the past, but they might occasionally have a late night party. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Gmdr. Freese stated that automobiles can 
get back to the proposed parking lot without going over the septic field. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Cmdr. Freese stated that they do plan 
to conform to the requests of Preliminary Engineering Branch. 

Mr. Smith asked if they felt they had adequate parking for this use. 

Cmdr. Freese stated that they felt they would have adequate parking since 
they do not plan to increase their membership. They have had no problem with 
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parking in the past. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt they should give some though to removing the 
existing frame building. He stated that all parking would have to be on 
site and when this new building 1s constructed and they find that they cannot 
get all the parking on the site. this will have to be done. 

Cmrd. Freese and the two gentlemen who were with him indicated that they 
would consider this and commented that it would be easy to do should it be
come necessary. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-196-75 by McLean Post 8241 Veterans of Foreign wars, Inc. 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to 
post home. 1051 Springhill Road. 20-4«1))71, Dranesville District, County 
of Fairfax. Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous property owners and 
property owners across the street. and a public hearing by the Board held 
on the 28th day of October. 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the Post 8241. VFW of the U.S .• Inc. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 40.480 sq.ft. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is reqUired. 
5. That compliance with all State and County Codes is reqUired. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion 
of law: 

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board. and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind. changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether Or not these 
additonal uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require approval 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this 
Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without this Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. Thegrarttigg of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. That the maximum number of members shall be 120. 
7. That the hours of operation shall be from 6:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. 
8. Landscaping and/or screening is to be provided to the satisfaction of 

the Director of Environmental Management. 
9. That a minimum 22 t wide travel lane access from Springhill Road to 

the parking lot in the rear of the subject property is to be provided as 
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required by Section 30-11.7 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

In application V-197-75 by McLean Post 8241 Veterans of Foreign wars, Inc. 
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to post home 
closer to side property .11ne than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance. 1051 
Springhill Road. 20-4«1»71. Dranesville District. County of Fairfax. 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed 1n accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable state and County Codes and 1n accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October 28, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 40,480 sq.ft.
4. That the request is for a minimum variance. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance Would 
result in practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

-- exceptionally narrow lot. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the sUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structures 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same,land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the legal requirements of 
this county. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits, non-residential use permit and the like through 
the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

---------------------------------------------------------~-------------------

11: 50 - CHARLES HUDNALL & R.J.L. ASSOC., INC. appl. under Sect. 30-6.6.5.4 
a.m. of the Ord. to permit deck to remain closer to rear property line 

than allowed by the Ord., V-198-75. 

Notices to property owners were in order. 

Mr. William B. Flickinger represented the applicant before the Board. 
He did not have a copy of the building permit with him, nor was there one 1n 
the file. Therefore, the Board recessed this case until the applicant could 
obtain this. 
II 
The Board recessed fOr lunch at 12:50 and returned at 2:00 P.M. to continue 
with this case. 
II 

The applicant submitted a copy of the building permit. The building permit 
and plans did not show a deck. Mr. Flickinger stated that when they applied 
they stated that the houses would either have double carports or garages,
basements and/or decks. The paid the fee based on this. They constructed 
53 houses in this subdivision and required no variances other than the 
request that is now before the· Board. Mr. Flickinger stated that this was a 
judgment error. A deck was construed to mean an overhang or a ra1sed plat for 
and not part of the house structure itself. It was a mistake and that is 
why they are before the Board. 

4c.f. 
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HUDNALL AND R.J.L. ASSOCIATES (continued) 

Mr. Swetnam stated that there is a septic tank 1n the front of the house and 
for that reason, they probably pushed the house back on the lot. He stated 
that the applicant paid the maximum fee that would include a two car garage 
and a deck. He stated that he did not think this was done intentionally. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Flickinger stated that the deck was not 
shown on the grading plan that was originally submitted. 

There was no one to speak in favor or 1n opposition to this apPlication. 

Mr. Fliokinger stated that R.J.L. Associates, Inc. made an attempt to resub
divide the area immediately to the rear of the lot in order to achieve the 
25' setback ,restrictions and maintain identical square footage of the lot, 
but this was considered to be an unsatisfactory solution by the homeowner. 
The area immediately to the rear of this lot is designated on the approved 
preliminary plan as part of the homeowner park area. Therefore. the deck 
would not be an encroachment on a future house. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-198-75 by Charles Hudnall and R.J.L. Associates. Inc. under 
Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the. Zoning Ordinance to permit existing deck to remain 
14' from rear property 11ne, 11420 Meath Drive, 67((14))37. County of Fairfax. 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing 
resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October 28, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following finding~ of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property 1s C.W. and D. E. Hudnall. 
2. That the present zoning18 RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 21.693 square feet. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion 
of law: 

1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error 
in the location of the building subsequent to 'the issuance of a building 
permit. and 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and pur
pose of the Zoning Ordinance. nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoy
ment of other property in the immediate Vicinity. 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitation: 

This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure in
dicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not trans
ferab1eto other land or to other structures on the same land. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

12:10 _ GREAT FALLS BOARDING KENNEL, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.8.1.1 
a.m. of the Zoning Ordinance to permit renewal of SUP to continue operation 

of boardin~ kennel, 8920 Old Dominion Drive, 13-4((1))31. (2.123 acres 
Dranesville District. (RE-2), S-154-75. 

Mr. Eric Wyant. operator of the kennel. submitted notices which were in opder. 
He stated that he has been in business for fifteen years and haa tacilities 
for 115 animals. 

Mr. Covington. Zoning Administrator. stated that he haa had no; complaints 
about this operation. He stated that Mr. Wyant was on the Committee that 
worked on the new Animal Ordinance. He stated that the Animal Welfare League 
has not made comments on this application probably because there ,have been 
no problems with it. 
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GREAT FALLS BOARDLNG KENNEL. INC. (continued) 

Mr. Wyant stated that he boardadogs and cats for the Welfare League. 

Mr. Covington stated that he has been on the premises and it is modern and 
well kept. 

Mr. Smith read the letter in the file in opposition from Clay and Caroline 
Peters, 8g00 Old Dominion Drive, McLean. Virginia. Their main objection 
was to loud and often continuous noise eminating from the kennel due to the 
barking of the dogs. They stated that this noise is a daily routine and 
does seem to be much worse during the mmrnlng hours, although they hear it 
any time of the day. They stated that they felt this use creates an obnoxiou 
impact upon the local residential environment. They requested that should 
the Board grant a permit for continued operation, that it stipulate that 
certain measures be taken to reduce the sound now eminating from the kennel. 
They sugge-sted (1) increased enclosure, (2) reducing the present number of 
dogs, and (3) adjustments in the feeding schedule. or some combination 
of those three suggestions. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could not grant an expansion because the 
advertised request did not specify expansion. only continued operation. 

Mr. Smith stated that if' there are complaints about .the noise then they 
should be checked out by the Zoning Office in accordance with the Noise 
Ordinance. 
There was no one to speak regarding this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-15~-75 by Great Falls Boarding Kennel. Inc. under Section 
30-7.2.8.1.1 of the· Zoning Ordinance to permit renewal of SUP to continue 
operation of boarding kennel, 8920 Old Dominion Drive, 13-~((l»31. County 
of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following ,resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has ~een properly filed in accordance 
with the requ~rements of all applicable State and county Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. 
and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by, advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters .to contiguous andinearby 
property owners, and a public he'aring by the Board held on October 28. 1975, 

WHEREAS, the Board ha&made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner'of the property is Eric, H. Wyant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-2 •. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2.123 acres. 
4. That the site is presently operating under SUP S-131-69 granted July 

8', 1969. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board haa reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Speo!al Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: . 

1. This approval is granted to the 'applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application, and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This approval is granted for the buildings and use~ indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind 
changes. in use, add!tlonal uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for 
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without 
Board 'of Zoning Appeals' approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions ·of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED 1n a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. Application to permit a total animal population of 100. 
7. All other requirements of the eXisting SUP shall remain 1n effect. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

12:30 - RAYMOND C. & JUDITH R. COOK appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
P.M. Ordinance to permit addition closer to rear property line than allowed 

by the Ordinance (22.2' from rear. 25' r~quired)~ 8203 Gleaves Court~ 
101-3«16»53, (10~908 sq. ft.), Lee District, (R-12.5), Woodlawn 
Terrace Subdivision~ V-199-75. 

Mr. Cook submitted notices to property owners which were in order. 
He stated that the room addition would be 151 x 30'. The reason he needs 
the variance is because of the placement of the house on the lot. He 
stated that he had owned the property since November, 1970 and plans to 
continue to live there. This addition is for the use of his own family and 
is not for resale purposes. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-199-75 by Raymond and Judith Cook under Section 30-6.6 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition closer to rear property line than 
allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (22.2' from rear, 25' required), 8203 
Gleaves Court, 101-3«16»)53~ Lee District, Mr. Kelley moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the bylaws of the Fairfax County_Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper~ posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners~ and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on October 28~ 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5 
3. That the area of the lot is 10,908 sq.ft.
4. That the request is for a minimum variance of 2.8'. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or un~ssary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

-_ location of existing building on the lot. . 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. Architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall be 
compatible with existing dwelling. 

FURTHERMORE~ the applicant should be aware that this granting does not consti
tute exemption frpm the requirements of this County. The applicant shall be 
responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits~ resi
dential use permit and the like through the established procedures. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to o. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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12:45 - SUMMIT MANOR, INC. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
a.m. to permit addition closer to front property line than allowed by the 

Ordinanoe (26' from front, 50' required), 6320 Arlington Blvd., 
,51~3({1»3, Providence District, (.09031 acres), C-D zoning, V-126-75. 
OTB. 

Mr. Leroy Gravatte. III, with Professional Engineers. Inc., submitted notices 
to property owners to the Board which were 1n order. Mr. Gravatte stated 
that this restaurant has been under the management of Mr. Ray Gaiovannonl 
for the past seven years. Mr. Galovannonl would like to expand the space 1n 
the restaurant by means of the addition that is shown on the plats before 
the Board. However, this addition will go no closer to the front property 
line than the existing building. The State Highway Department condemned a 
portion of this property for the construction of the access road to Arlington 
Boulevard. This limits the reasonable development ·of this piece of land. 
This addition will not require a variance to any other property line. 

Mr. Smith stated that the addition will be in line with the existing entrance 
way. He stated that it would not be in line with the main portion of the 
bUilding. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that the entrance is part of the building. 

Mr. Smith stated that at the time the building was constructed, the entrance
way could gO in the setback area. 

Mr. COVington inquired if they would be able to meet the parking reqUirements. 

Mr. Gravatte stated that they would not be adding any seating capacity. 
It is a change in use. This addition will have a bar in one section and will 
cut down the seating capacity in that area. The present seating is 139. 

Mr. Smith stated that the plats do not show the outside seating area 'and 
this must be shown. The plats show parking spaces in that area and they 
must be removed, if the applicant plans to continue to use that space for 
eating in the summertime. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Site Plan Department would handle all that. 
He stated that when the Highway Department took the property owner'S land, 
it wasn't the property owner's doing. The entranceway requires a setback 
just as any other portion of the building. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the applicant is entitled to some consideration 
but he felt the addition should be moved back even with the main part of 
the present building. 

Mr. Gravatte stated that the adjacent property where the Giant Food Store 
is has a greater encroachment than this property does. 

Mr. Smith stated that it looked as though some of the parking for this use 
is on the property belonging to the Sate. He stated that this question 
should be cleared up and if there is parking on other property than that 
of the owner, then it should be removed. 

the Board 
Mr. Barnes stated that he remembereglgranting Howard Johnson a sign that was 
on State land. 

Mr. Kelley stated that a variance has to be granted to the owner of the 
property and Summit Manor, Inc. is not the owner according to the records 
provided by the staff. 

Mr. Gaiovannoni stated that the land is owned by Eakin Properties. Mr. 
Eakin has passed away and it is now owned by 13 different people. However. 
Mr. Roy Eakin represents those different owners. He stated that Mr. Eakin 
had given him permission to apply for this variance on his behalf. He 
stated that he did not have this in writing. 

Mr. Smith stated that this case wou-.1d.hav,e to be postponed. \,lrltil the Board 
could get revised plata and the properi," information on the application. 
He stated that he felt this was a convenience request rather than a hardShip 
under the Ordinance. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the application be deferred. for one week in order for 
the applicant to correct the plats and bring forward a request from the pro
perty owner to Join in the application. 
Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

LL ~ /
lr--J 
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DEFERRED CASE: LESTER STRIBLING app1. under Sec. 30-6.6 to permit two story 
office addition closer to residential zoning boundary line than 
allowed by the Ord' J V-138-75. (Deferred from 9-4-75 and successive 
dates for decision only.) 

~Zoning Administrator reported that Mr. Stribling still had not cleared the 
violations. 

It was the Board's decision that if the violations are not cleared by Novembe 
6, 1975, the Board would deny the application . 
• 
II 

MT. VERNON PARK ASSOCIATION (Deferred from October 14 J 1975 for new plats.) 

The plats had not been received. It was the Board's decision that if the 
plats and a representative from the association is not present on November 
12, 1975, the application would be denied. The Board then amended that 
decision to say that the plats must be in five days prior to November 12, 
1975, in order to give the applicant and the staff time to review these 
plats and make sure they are correct. 

II 

RKO-STANLEY WARNER THEATRES J INC., 3-144-75 -- Deferred from 9-4-75 and 
9-26-75 for applicant to reduce number of seats in theatre in order to meet 
the parking requirements.) 

Mr. Smith read a letter from the attorney for the applicant stating that they 
could not meet the requirement for therparkingJ therefore J they asked the 
Board to make a decision in this case. 

The Board discussed this case briefly. Mr. Covington read from the section 
in the Ordinance relating to thiB question, Section 30-6.6.2: 

"No variance shall be authorized with respect to any of the provisions 
of sections 30-3.10 and 30-3.11J which relates to the reqUired amount 
of off-street parking space ... " 

Mr. Smith stated that he didn't see how the Board could relate thiB use to 
that of a church or fraternal organization or the like. 
There was no one present to speak regarding this case. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V:-14~...75 by ~O-Stanley Warner TheatreB, Inc. ap!ilB.Ii'Joi::Saul 
REIT under Section :>30':'6.'6:8.:: .if of the Zoning Ordinance to permit reduction 
of the parking requ1red for the theatre'J 3513 Jefferson Street J 62-3( (1) )llJ 
county of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following re~olution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes an~ in accordance 
with the by-IawB of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals J and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper J pOBting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners J and a public hearing by the Board held on september 4, 1975, and 
deferred to subsequent dates and again on :tD-28-7S, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has <made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is B. F. Saul REIT. 
2. That the present zoning is C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 413,624 square feet. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals haB reached the follOWing conclusio 
of law: 

L That the appl'h:.arit ',has::not'.:&a:t,ts'f'lliod,·'the.;-!3oard that phYBical conditions 
exiBt which under a strict interpretati.on of the Zoninl' Ordinance would result 
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user 
of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED J that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby denied. 
r. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 

I 

I 

I 
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RESOLUTION 
In applicatidri 3-144-75 by RKO-Stanley Warner Theatres, Inc. under Section 
30-7.2.10.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit ;90ustdl.tnmo~le}1'th:eatrer:on 

property located at 3513 Jefferson Street, 62-3«(1))11, County of 'Fairfax, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, 
and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on September 4, 1974 and 
deferred to subsequent dates and then to this date of October 28, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is B. F. Saul REIT. 
2. That the present zoning is C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot is 413,624 square feet. 
4. That the site does not contain SUfficient parking to accomodate the 

proposed use. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the 
same is hereby denied. . 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

Question on deferral of MRS. ROBERT COLVILLE case coming up before the 
Board on November 12, 1975. Mr. Robert Kohlhaas in a letter to the Board 
requested that the case be deferred because Mrs. Colville would not be 
able to attend. However, the case had been advertised, posted, and was 
in the printed Agenda, therefore, the Board stated that the case would have 
to come up at the scheduled advertised time. The attorney for the 
applicant could request deferral then if he wished. The Board also stated 
that Mrs. Colville would not have to be present unless she wished to be. 

II 

The meeting adjourned at 3:45 P.M. 

Submitted to other Departments, 
Boards and Commissions 
onN6vembe~ 20, 1975 

APPROVED November 19. 1975 
DATE 

'-(33 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was 
Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey BUilding on 
November 6, 1975, Thursday. Present: Daniel Smith. 
Chairman; Loy Kelley. Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; 
Tyler Swetnam and Charles Runyon. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes. 

10:00 - RHODA B. RIMBOCK. 8-200-75. 
a.m. 
Mrs. Rimbock did not have notices to property owners. 

The Board deferred this case until November 19. 1975 for proper notices. 
There was no one In the room interested in this case other than the applicant. 

II 

10:15 - GEORGE K. ass appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Ord. to permit con
a.m. struction of addition to house closer to side prop. line than 

allowed by the ord. (4' from side. 12' required). 5207 Ferndale 
Street, 71-3((4))(36)2, (14,041 sq.ft.), Annandale District, (R-l2.5) 
N. Springfield Sec. 9, V-201-75. 

Notices to property owners were in order. 
Mr. Oss stated that the proposed additions will consist of an attached garage 
and enclosed (screened) breezeway. The breezeway will utilize the existing 
stone patio. The garage will be 26 1 x2l' and the breezeway will be 18'xI2'. 
The proposed addition will consist of brick and frame to match the existing 
structure. The existing garage which is in the lower level of this split 
level house will be used for additional living space to accomodate his 
growing family, as an alternative to relocation. The property is a corner 
lot and requires a substantial setback from both streets, leaving very little 
room on the sides of the house. There~e no rear setbacks since this is a 
corner lot. Because of the way the house is designed and because of the 
topography of the lot, expansion toward the North property line would result 
in practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship relative to the reasonable 
use of the property. The addition on that side would also require a variance 
and the slope of the property would necessitate excavation. The proposed 
additions at the proposed locations as shown on the plat consider: and 
utilize~ the existing topography of the land, incorporate~ the existing stone 
patio, avoid~ unnecessary excavation and provide; the most compatible 
architectural structure with the existing building and property. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated that he does have a ''for,-·salelr 

sign in front of his house because if he does not get this variance,he will 
have to relocate. 

Mr. Kelley stated that this is a 66 percent variance request and he did not 
feel it is a minimum variance. 

Mr. Smith stated that if he could bring the garage over another 6', he 
would only need a 2' variance. 

Mr. Oss stated that such an approach would make the breezeway unuseable. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board defer this case for a period of two weeks to 
give the applicant time to consider a lesser variance request. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

This case was set for November 19 for further consideration and decision. 

II 
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10:30 - CHURCH AT NORTHERN VIRGINIA appl. under Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Ord 
a.m. to permit classroom-assembly additbn to church, 10922 Vale Road, 37~1 

((1»)17 & 17A, 3-202-75. 

Rev. John Topping represented the applicant. Notices to property owners were 
in order. 

Rev. Topping stated that they plan to add a 30'x40' addition to the present 
structure. The addition will be compatible with the design of the eXisting 
church. They are using the same architect that designed the existing church. 
The original building was constructed in 1972. The church has a seating 
capacity of 167 and there are 57 parking spaces indicated on the plats. 
This church has a little more than 17 acres of land. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-202-75 by The Church of Northern Virginia under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit classrooms and assembly 
addition to church, 10922 Vale Road, 37-1«1})17 & 17A, County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Swetnam moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the fOllOWing 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in acoordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners and a public hearing by the Board held on November 6, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the ownem of the property are the Trustees of the Church of 

Northern Virginia. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-2. 
3. That the area of the lot is 17.9577 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subjeot application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to bther land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started ·or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax dur1ng the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. The seating capacity is 167 and 57 existing parking spaces. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 

I 
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10:50 - LORD OF LIFE LUTHERAN CHURCH appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the 
a.m. Ordinance to perrnlt' expansion of parking facilities (87 additional 

spaces), 5114 Twlnbrook Road, 69-3«1))17, {3.268 acres}, Springfield 
District, (RE-I), 8-203-75. 

Mr. Carl Opstad represented the church. Notices to property owners were 1n 
order. 

Mr. Opstad stated that there 1s seating capacity in the church for about 
200 people. However, because of the scheduling of the two church services 
on Sunday morning, the present parking lot for 52 cars is not sufficient 
and they ,would like to add 87 more spaces. 

There was no one to speak 1n favor or 1n opposition to the application. 

Mr. Runyon inquired if they could remove the last row of parking along the 
rear property line on the left side of the plat. This would allow some 
buffer to be left between the parking the the contiguous property. He 
stated that he didn't feel they would need this many spaces for 200 people. 

A representative for the church stated that they have made a study of pro
jected growth and they feel within 4 or 5 years they will need all these 
spaces. 

Mr. Opstad stated that the contiguous property owner. Mrs. Nash. was ex
tremely interested in seeing these additbnal parking spaces put in. 

Rev. Christian. 9813 Convent Court. stated that although their seating
capacity is around 200. they run around 200 people for each services. The 
people are coming in for the second service before all the people from the 
first service get out of the parking lot and this creates problems. If 
they had more than one exit. they would not need as many parking spaces. 
The back portion of the proposed parking lot will be the last to be developed. 
That is all trees in that area and they use that area regularly. However. 
they felt that as long as they were hiring an engineer to draw up these 
plans. they should look at the total picture. 

Rev. Christian stated that this additional parking will alleviate the hazard. 
He stated that he did not feel the ratio of 1 parking space for every 5 
seats is enough. He stated that sometimes they are running 1 to I and he 
was sure other churches have the same problem. 
Mr. Smith read a letter from Mrs. DooleY.5115 Twinbrook. expressing support. 

RESOLUTION 
In application 8-203-75 by Lord of Life Lutheran Church under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit expansion of parking 
facilities (87 additional spaces). 5114 Twinbrook Road. 69-3«1))17. 
Springfield District. County of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Kelley moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals. an 

WHEREAS. follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous a8~nearby property 
owners and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on November 6. 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Trustees of Lord of Life Lutheran 

Church. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 3.268 acreS. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is reqUired. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 
6. That the applicant has been operating under SUP S-55-73. since it was 

grarlted on April 25. 1973. 
AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in RDistricts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board. and is for the location- ~ 

40f 
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indicated in the application and 1s not transferable to other land. 
2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 

has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approv 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval~ shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this 
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
reqUirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. The seating capacity is 230. 
7. Landscaping and/or screening is to be provided to the satisfaction 

of the Director of Environmental Management. 
8. The total number of parking spaces is to be 139. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:10 - STANLEY R. KRAFT appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
a.m. to permit enclosure of porch closer to side property line than 

allowed by the Ordinance (4.83' from side. 20' required). 5218 Yuma 
Court, V-206-75. 

Mr. Kraft represented himself before the Board. Notices to property owners 
were in order. He had notified all contiguous property owners and property 
owners across the street. except the Highway Department or whoever owns the 
strip of land next to 1-95. 

The case was recessed until the Board could get an opinion from the County 
Attorney as to whether or not notification. to this landowner would be require 
It was the County Attorney's opinion that notification of the landowner of 
the strip of land next to 1-95 would not pe reqUired. 

Mr. Kraft stated that the Highway Department has already taken 100' off hia 
lot, about 11.000 square feet. He stated that he wished to enclose an 
existing porch closer than the required 20'. The reason he needs this 
variance is because the Highway Department took the 100'. He stated that 
he consulted with them at the time and they said they would leave the trees 
as a buffer between his house and the highWay. However. they removed the 
trees. There is a ramp that is within 23' from the porch. The porch was 
constructed before the HighWay Department took the property. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Kraft stated that no one else could see the porch because of the foliage 
that is behind the other houses. There are two vacant lots beside his house. 

Mr. Kraft stated that the architecture and materials that he ,would use for 
this enclosure would be compatible with the existing house. The roof of 
this porch is part of the general roof line of the rest of the house. The 
porch as it is now is unusable because of the noise level from 1-95. 
He stated that theoopography of the land is such that he cannot place an 
addition anyplace elae on the property. 

Lf3 ~ 
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Page 439, November 6, 1975 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-206-75 by Stanley R. Kraft under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit enclosure of porch-closer to side property 11ne than 
allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (4.83' from side. 20' required). 5218 Yuma 
Court, 72-3«11))79. County of Fairfax. Mr. Swetnam moved that the Board 
of Zoning APpeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on November 6, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-O.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 26,l~5 square feet. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
Thet the eppllcant has satisfied the Board that phYSical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance Would result 
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the 
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: 

(a) unusual condition of the location of eXisting building because of 
the right of way taking for the widening of 1-95. ~and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the 
same is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specif~c structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. ' 

3. The architectural detail shall conform to that of the eXisting 
structure. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action. by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the like through 
the established procedures. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

11:25 - FRANCOIS & MARIE HAERINGER appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
a.m. Ordinance to permit variance from Section 30-3.10.5 of the Ordinance 

to permit waiver of requirement for dustless surface as defined in 
the Ordinance, 332 Springvale Road, 3«1»)26A, (2 acres). 
Dranesv1l1e District, (cN). V-207-75. 

Mr. Charles Radigan. attorney for the applicant with offices in Arlington, 
Virginia, presented notices to property owners which were in order. 

Mr. Radigan submitted pictures oftthe site which showed the rural, pastoral 
nature of the site. He stated that there are no plans for any additional 
buildings. This is the only commercial land near this site. This property 
was zoned C-N when Mr. Haeringer purchased it about three years ago. He 
purchased it for the purpose of converting it into a restaurant. This 
property was originally a country store and gasoline station and had been 
used as such for many. many years in this rural area of the County. The 
site plan has been filed and building permits have been approved. The 
remodeling of this building is underway at the present time. There are many 
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Page 440, November 6. 1975 
HAERINGER (continued) 

beautiful old trees on this property.that they would like to keep. 'They have 
a letter from the Fairfax County Arborlst sUbstantiating the position that 
the gravel would help keep the trees alive and the bituminous asphalt would 
have a detrimental effect on them. In addition, the paving of this parking 
lot would create a severe run-off problem. Great Falls Swim and Tennis 
Club is nearby and their parking lot is not paved. They have a letter 
from Patricia Weisel, President of the Great Falls Civic Association. 1n 
support of this application. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he knew of another site that does not have all its 
roads paved in accordance with this Ordinance and the dust is terrible. 
He stated that he felt paving would be better and cheaper in the long run. 

Mr. Radigan stated that the area set aside for parking is relatively flat. 
The crushed stone would be impacted. If it does create problems, they 
would have no objection to the Board's making it a requirement that they 
then pave it. They are paving the entrance into the property in accordance 
with the requirements of the Highway Department. 

Mr. Smith stated that it is a use that has been in existence for a long period 
of time. He stated that the approach is certainly worth giving a try. He 
suggested that the motion to grant might include a time limit for a re
evaluation to determine whether or not the crushed stone is satisfactory. 

Mr. Kelley stated that they will have to maintain it as a dustless surface 
no matter what type of material they use. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-207-75 byHrancois and Marie Haeringer under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit waiver of requirement for dustless surface 
as defined in the Zoning Ordinance, 332 Springvale Road. 3«l}}26A, County 
of Fairfax. Virginia. Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the follOWing resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous property owners and 
property owners across the street. and a public hearing by the Board held 
November 6. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 

1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is C-N. 
3. That the area of the lot is 2 acres. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 

That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result 
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user 
of the reasonable use of the land involved: 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats inolude 
in this application only, and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. The surface shall be kept in a dust-free condition and maintained. 
4. A standard paved DE-5 shall be provided at each entrance. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant shall comply with all other applicable State and 
County requirements. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 
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Page 441. November 6, 1975 

DEFERRED CASE OF MT. VERNON PLAZA ASSOCIATES. V-189-75 (Deferred from October 
22, 1975 for a full Board.) 

Mr. Bernard Fagelson. 124-126 South Royal street, Alexandria, Virginia, 
submitted notices which were in order. The notices had been presented 
at the originally scheduled hearing date of October 22, 1975. 

Mr. Fagelson stated that this request for a variance from the sign ordinance 
is based on Section 30-16.8.3 of paragraph 4 of Chapter 30 of the Zoning 
Ordinance that permits a variance under certain conditions. He stated 
that at the time the shopping center known as Mt. Vernon Plaza was constructe 
off U.S. Route 1 and Fordson Road, through the failure of the developers 
of the property to realize the need for properly identifying the smaller 
shops, the eXisting pylon signs only identified the larger installations. 
The smaller stores cannot be seen from the intersection of Fordson Road and 
Route 1. He submitted several photographs showing this. He then requested 
the Board to allow them to reduce their existing 42 1/2 foot pylon structure 
to 25 feet and rearrange the advertising to designate;; the shopping center, 
Mount Vernon Plaza, and also have space for 24 individual tenants to be 
listed. 

The Board discussed this at length. 

Mr. Smith stated that at the time the shopping center was constructed the 
maximum sign area would have been 300 square feet. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-189-75 by Mt. Vernon Plaza AS$ociates under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit variance from the sign Ordinance based on 
Section 30-16.8.3 to permit redesigning of existing free standing sign, 
U. S. Route 1 and Fordson Road, 101-2({l))12A, Lee District, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zo~±ng Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

WHEREAS~ the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October 22, 1975 and 
continued to November 6, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Mt. Vernon Plaza Associates. 
2. That the present zoning is C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot is 24.690 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That at the time of construction of the center, a sign of 300 square 

feet would have been permitted. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical' difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) condition of the location of the existing buildings. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT lmSOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to expiration. 

3~ This variance is for an additional center identity sign.to be placed on 
the existing ZAYRE sign with an area not to exceed 100 8q~rt. additional. 
FURTHERMORE, the applicant shou1dbe aware that granting of this action does 
not constitute exemption from the requirements .of this County. The applicant 
shall be responsible for obtaining building permits, sign permits, etc. 
through the established procedures. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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2:00 _ BERNARD C. COX, 3-182-73, He-Evaluation Hearing on SUP for riding 
P.M. stable. (Deferred from 10-7-75 at the request of the applicant's 

attorney in order for the Zoning Inspector to provide the attorney 
with the history of inspections and violations.) 

Because of an earlier message that had-been received from Mr. Friedlander's 
office and the confusion that had arisen from that message, only part of the 
people interested in this case were present because they had been notified 
that this case would be deferred. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Friedlander stated that only part of 
the information that he had requested had' been made available to him. He 
had received that information in part on Friday. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Atlee, Zoning Inspector, stated that 
on July 1, 1975, there was a notice of violation issued for storing amusement 
equipment on the property and for having junk there. Mr. Koneczny, Senior 
Zoning Inspector, also issued a notice of violation for allowing off-site 
parking for this use. That violation was, cleared within the allotted time. 
There is a question about the off-site parking. There have been numerous 
inspections made to determine whether or not these cars belong to employees 
of Mr. Cox. 

Mr. Edwin Woodburn, 3804 Skyview Lane, questioned the Board on whether or not 
it should proceed with this hearing. He stated that they had received a 
telephone call at 11:30 a.m. this date stating that this hearing would be 
deferred because of an emergency that had arisen that would prevent the 
attorney from being present. Based on that information, he stated that he 
had called ten of his neighbors who had planned to be present. He stated 
that he did not think it would be fair to those neighbors to continue with 
this hearing. 

Mr. Friedlander explained that he had been in Court and had asked his office 
to notify the Board that he might or might not be out by 2:00 p.m. The 
Court would not release any of the attorneys. He agreed to a further deferral 
of this case. 

The Board deferred this case until 12:00 Noon, December 2, 1975. 

2:15 _ SUMMlm MANOR, V-216-75 (Deferred from October 28, 1~75 for new plats 
P.M. and letter from Eakin Properties, the owner of the property, giving 

Mr. Giovianno permission to act as Eakin Properties's agent in this 
request for a variance.) 

The letter and plats were in the file. 

The Board amended the application to read EAKIN PROPERTIES, INC. 
The new plats showed 69 parking spaces. The corporation papers were in the 
file. 

RESOLUTXON 

In application V-216-75 by Eakin properties, Inc. under Section 30-6.6 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition closer to front property line than 
allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, i.e. 26 feet, 6320 Arlington Boulevard, 
51-3«1))3, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to cDntiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 28th day of October, 
1975 and deferred to November 6, 1975 for decision and additional information. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Eakin Properties, Inc. 
2. That the present zoning is C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot is 39,322 square feet. 
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Page 443. November 6, 1975 
EAKIN PROPERTIES, INC. (continued) 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Boardthat physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result 1n 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated 1n the plats included with this application only. and 1s not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one _year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. The architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing bUilding. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits, non-residential use permit and the like through 
the established procedures. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

DEFERRED CASE: November 6, 1975 
LESTER L. STRIBLING, V-138-75 (Deferred from September 4, 1975 for viewing 
and again on subsequent dates to give applicant an opportunity to clear 
violations. ) 

The Board had a request for withdrawal from the applicant's attorney. 

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be withdrawn without prejudice. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS: November 6, 1975 

AMOCO OIL COMPANY, S-184-75, Granted October 14, 1975. 

The Board was in receipt of a request to allow a fourth underground storage 
tank which is necessary in order for Amoco to provide unleaded gasoline 
serVice, as they are required to do by Federal regulations. 

Mr. Runyon moved that their request be granted. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM - NOVEMBER 6, 1975 - LAKE BRADDOCK CHURCH, 8-158-74, 
Granted November 6, 1974. 

By letter dated October 31, 1975, the applicant requested an extension of 
time on the above-captioned Special Use Permit because site plan approval 
had not been granted because of three off-site sanitary sewer easements 
that had not been obtained from adjacent and nearby property owners. 

It was- the Board decision that Lake Braddock Church, Special Use Permit 
S-158-74 be granted a 180 day extension from November 6, 1975. 

II 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM - CENTREVILLE ASSEMBLY OF GOD, 3-194-75. 

By receipt of a letter dated October 30, 1975, the applicant requested an 
extension to their Special Use Permit. They had not been able to begin 
construction of the church because of a delay in finishing the site plan 
by the survey engineer and the processing of the same by the County Office. 

It was the Board's decision that their request be granted for a 180 day 
extension from December 18, 1975. 

II 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM - NOVEMBER 6, 1975. 
THE TIMBERS ASSOCIATION, S-146-75. Granted November 6, 1974. 

By receipt of a letter dated November 3, 1975, Stephen L. Best, attorney for 
the applicant, requested an extension to the Special Use Permit. The 
applicant had not been able to obtain a financing commitment. 

It was the Board's decision that the request be granted and the applicant 
be granted a 180 day extension from November 6, 1975. 

II 

CHANGE IN PERMITTEE OF SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

The Board was in receipt of a memo from the Zoning Administrator inquiring 
whether or not the Board felt that the Special Use Permit granted in 1969 
to Joseph Proven~ana could be transferred to Drs. Kessler and Pohl. 

The Board discussed this question briefly and concluded that Drs. Kessler 
and Pohl would have to apply for a Special use Permit. The Board pointed 
out that their action March 11. 1969. was to approve the applicant's use 
of the property for the offices of himself~ that this constituted a granting 
to Dr. Provenzano of a permit for only one doctor and that changes or 
additions of the type brought about by Drs. Kessler and Pohl were matters 
for further consideration b' the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

II 
NOVEMBER 19. 1975 
REQUESTS FOR OUT OF TURN HEARINGS FOR 

(1) CHILD CARE PROPERTIES APPLICATION FOR DAY CARE CENTER, 9600 Blake Lane. 
S-2QS-75 and 

(2) CHILD CARE PROPERTIES APPLICATION FOR DAY CARE CENTER. 6561 spring Valley 
Drive, S-249-75, and 

(3) ALBERT COHEN. V-~50-75, 2926-2966 Telestar Court 

These three requests were based on the fact that the financing for these 
rojects would expire the latter part of December. 

for 
The Board granted these requests for an out of turn hearin~December 17. 1975. 

(4) GOOD SHEPHERD CATHOLIC CHURCH. 3-251-75, Granted April 17, 1974. They 
were held up in the beginning of construction because of the sewer 
moritorium. They now have a site plan that is ready for approval. but 
their Special Use Permit expired as, of October 17. 1975. They did not 
realize the Site Plan would not be approved until after the deadline date. 
Now it cannot be approved because the Special Use Permit has expired. 
They have applied for a new Special Use permit and would like it heard 
as soon as possible in order that the Site Plan can be approved and they 
can begin construction. 

The Board granted the out of turn hearing for December 17. 1975. 

II 

AFTER AOENDA ITEM - NOVEMBER 6, 1975 - GREAT FALLS BOARDING KENNEL. 

e Board recently granted a Special Use Permit to continue the operation of 
this kennel. There was one letter in the file stating that the kennel was 
very noisv:; The Chairman requested the Zoning Inspector to check this out 
and report back. 

Zoning Inspector Maize checked this out with his noise analysis equipment 
and found the applicant to be within the County standards as far as noise 
levels are concerned. His report is in the file giving all th~ details of 
the inspection. 
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Page ~45. November 6, 1975 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Runyon moved that the minutes of the Board's meeting of October 7. 1975 
be approved as submitted. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

Mr. Kelley moved that the minutes of the Board's meeting of October 14, 1975 
be approved with minor correctbns. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motlo~ passed 5 to O. 

II 

ning Appeals 

Submitted to the Board of Zoning 
APpeals on ,November 19. 1975 

Submitted to the other Boards, 
Commission and County Departments APPROVED December 2, 1975 
on December 3, 1975 DA'rE 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was 
Held 1n the Board Room of the Massey BUilding on 
November 12, 1975. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; 
Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; Tyler Swetnam; 
and Charles Runyon. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes. 

10:00 - MRS. ROBERT COLVILLE appl. under Section 30-6.5 of the Zoning Ord. to 
a.m. appeal Zoning Administrator's interpretation of Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 

of the Zoning Ordinance, requirement of Special Use Permit for church, 
chapels, etc., 3704 Whispering Lane, 60-4-«13))269. (11,895 sq.ft.) 
Mason District. (R-17) J V-208-75. 

Mr. Gilbert R. KnOWlton. Zoning Administrator, presented his position to the 
Board. He stated that this appeal came about because of a series of complaint 
from the neighborhood dealing with the traffic that was generated by some acti 
vity that was going on at a residence in the area. The Zoning Inspector 
inspected the subject property three times and each time, he found relig10uB 
services going on in the home there. These services appeared to be weekly 
observances of some kind consisting of a planned progr.am and other things 
similar~·to activities carried on in a church. The Zoning Inspector issued 
a violation notice for the operation of a church in a residential zone 
without a Special Use Permit. The first complaint was on April 3, 1975. 
The first inspection was on that date. The following Monday the violation 
notice was issued. There was an inspection made on June 10 and June ,27. 
The complaints were predominately concerning the number of vehicles_ that 
were parking in the streets. The inspector did note some blocking of drive
ways there. There were many cars parked on the street. 

After the violation notice had been issued, Mr. Knowlton said that Mrs. 
Colville came into his office to discuss this,at which time she was unable 
to satisfy the staff from what she was able to tell the staff that the 
activity in that building at 3704 Whispering Lane was not a church. Thepefore 
the staff felt that an appeal before this Board for an interpretation was in 
order. The violation notice was not withdrawn. 

Mr. Robert Kohlhaas, attorney for the appellant, stated that he felt the 
Zoning Administrator's problem is the definition of a church and if the 
Zoning Administrator does not know what a church is, his client should not 
have been cited with a violation for using her residence -as a church. The 
home is not being used as a church. There is a great distinction between a 
formal church and what is considered a bible stUdy group, or a home prayer 
group. The appellant is requesting the Board to give an interpretation of 
the Zoning Ordinance. The violation should never have been issued. 

Mr. Kohlhaas also objected to the procedures for this appeal. 

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that the violation notice read " ••• fpr using or allOWing 
to be used property zoned residential for the purpose of conducting religious 
services without the benefit of a Special Use Permit for holding organizad 
religious services". In. the discussion with Mr. Knowlton. he felt that 
probably because of the vagueness of the Ordinance that he was not in a 
position to give a ruling. That position itself certainly supports his 
position' that if the Ordinance is that vague, there is no way Mrs. Colv.ille 
could be cited for a violation of an Ordinance that nobody knows what the 
exact definition should be. The Zoning Ordinance does not indicate that 
it was to be applied so as to require that a Use Permit be obtained by 
persons who want to associate periodically in a residential district for 
informal prayer group gathernings. The Zoning violation that was issued 
does not Btate with any partiCUlarity any legal or factual basis that. the 
Ordinance applies to the conduct of those meetings. It does not state any 
noise or traffic congestion that might have been caused by these meetinga. 
If the Zoning Ordinance is so construed by the Zoning Administrator as to 
apply to the facta of Mrs. Colville's aase, then such application is void 
because it prohibits the free exercise of religion and variegates with the 
First and Fourteenth Amendment of the- Constitution of the United States. 
The vagueness of the Ordinance is the part where it cites " ..• similar places 
of worship." That term should not apply to private home prayer groups, but 
to other places that are similar to organ1zed churches, chapels and synagogues 
To support his client's position, at the time of the hearing on the adoption 
of the Ordinance putting churches und~r a Special Use Permit, Mr. Mike Whitman 
asked the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors if the proposed Ordinance 
would pertain to bible study in homes. T,he Chairman asked Mr. Langhern Keith, 
then the County Attorney, for an interpretation. Mr. Keith said that meetings 
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Page 447, November 12, 1975 
COLVILLE (continued) 

in private homes would not be covered by this Ordinance. Therefore, the 
whole legislative intent was that it was not to affect meetings 1n private 
homes. 

Mr. Kohlhaas submitted to the Board a copy of a letter and affadavlt that 
Mrs. Colville received, dated October 31, 1975w %rom Robert F. Horan, Jr., 
Commonwealth Attorney. The affadavit Mr. Hora~

a
~iled under oath 1n the Feder 

al Court 1n Alexandria. Mr. Horan stated that 1n the nine years that he had 
been -a criminal prosecutor, there had never been a prosecution for prayer 
worship, bible worship, or any other form of religious gathering 1n a 
single family home, and that he had no intention of pursuing such a prosecu
tion inasmuch as it was his legal opinion that the County Ordinances do not 
applY. In addition, Mr. Horan also stated. that he did not think the 
Ordinance applied to prayer services such as Mrs. Colville holds in her home. 

Mr. Smith explained that the Zoning Administrator is charged 'with .the res
ponsibility of carrying out the Zoning Ordinance, as adopted by the legisla
tive body of this County. He does this in view of complaints, as he did in 
this case, from adjoining aggrieved property owners. Apparently~ someone 
in this community felt that the traffic hazard created by these regular 
weekly meetings was' not in the best interest of the general health and 
welfare of the community. 

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that that was not what the violation said and that is not 
wwny he and all the people in the audience were present.: The notice of 
violation does not state with any particularity any degree of traffic con
gestion, noise or other disruption caused by the cited meetings and does not 
state any legal and factual basis for the conclusion that the Ordinance 
applied to the conduct of these_meetings. 

Mr. KohIhaas stated that Mrs. Colville or anyone else who might have a social 
gathering or anything of that sort should not block someone's driveway. 
A lot of cars around on the street that some neighborhood people may not like 
is not sufficient reason for stopping these meetings. As a matter of fact, 
under the Federal Constituton the mere inconvenience or annoyance to other 
citizens is not sufficient reason for preventing the freedom of religion. 
There are specific court cases on this, he stated. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is not just a matter of inconvenience, but the 
safety and the general health and welfare of the people in that community. 
That is what the Zoning Ordinance was designed to protect. No one is trying 
to restrict religious meetings. 

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that the County must have certain definite guidelines for 
this then. He stated that he did not think the Zoning Administrator or the 
Zoning Inspector in the field or anybody else in the County government should 
have the arbitrary right in determining whether there is an infraction ot:.a 
rule for which there~e no definite standards. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would like to hear what use Mrs. Colville is 
actually making of the property and what this use is. 

Mr. Kohlhaas stated that these meetings are on a regUlar basis, but he did 
not think the regularity of the meetings has anything to do with either the 
violation cited or the traffic problems. Mrs. Colville is the owner of The 
Vine and The Fig Tree which is a religious book store at the Wills ton ~ 

Shopping eenter at 7 Corners. Because of her personal sentiments and her 
commitment in life· to her belief, she also holds her home open for private 
prayer groups. These private prayer groups consist of friends of hers who 
are interested in this belief also. ·They feel that they would get much more 
out of these meetings in somebody's home than they would in a church. 
Mrs. Colville has been offered churches to use in the past for this purpose. 
but this is not part of an organized church. Under the Constitution. she 1s 
entitled to use her own home for private purposes. She should not be forced 
into using other. Mr. Kohlhaas stated that it is the freedom of religion 
that is on trial before this Board. 

Mr. Smith disagreed with that statement. He stated that the use of resident! 
property is the question. 

Mr. Kohlhaas st~ted that this is a non-denominational prayer group and is 
ecumenical in ita formation with the individuals involved. There is no 
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minister. nO administrative bodY. and no organization. It 'is strictly a 
private prayer group invited by Mrs. Colville to come to her home. It may 
be that some people will come as guests of invited guests. This group is 
comprised of women from Northern Virginia and they do not have any formal or 
ritual type of service. They have none of the things that, are normally 
considered to be a church and what the Black's Law Dictionary. or Websters 
Dictionary considers a. church. If the strictest interpretation of the 
interpretation of the Ordinance would be to make the Ordinance apply. it 
would be g1ving regulations precedence over -common sense, both legally and 
morally. There are grave Constitutional issues involved. such as the right 
of free assembly, freedomof~communication. and separation of church and 
state. The Ordinance would also be discriminatory in that it only applies 
to religious groups. but not bridge clubs and other social gatherings. There 
are certain social aspects to this particular type o£ gathering. It is 
social in the sense that they bring pot-luck lunches and join in that type 
of activity as neighborhood women. It is certainly completely divorced 
from any indication that it is a normal or an organized church. either by 
description or in use. They do not have rules and regUlations to go by. 
They meet on Thursday morning from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 Noon and then break 
for lunch and everybody goes home afterward. There is no money collected 
to offset any cost of using this home. There are times when they may have 
a specific speaker and if the women so desire to leave a contribution to 
that speaker, then they could. The estimate for the number of people that 
would attend these meetings would be from 25 up to 50 people. 

In answer to Mr •.Smith's question. Mr. Kohlhaas stated that the structure 
had not been inspected to see if the County Would rule it safe for this 
purpose. but Mrs. Colville has been having these meetings for 6 or 7 years. 
She has lived at this location for about 10 years. 

There were several speakers in support of Mrs. Colville's appeal. They 
were: Lenn Orman. 4807 West Braddock Road. Apartment 201; Lea Bailey. 
1200 Chestnut Grove Square. Apartment 302. Reston, Virginia; Bennie Harris, 
6317 Kapela Avenue. Pastor of the Metropolitan Christian Cente~; 

Mrs. Robinson. 5054 North 57th Street. Arlington; wayne Thompson. 4129 
Buckman Road. Alexandriaj Elizabeth Reeves. 8213 Briarcreek Drive. Anp~ndale; 
Vera D. Fraler. Rogers Drive, Falls Church; William Wittman, 3625 Dove 
court. Alexandria. Virginia. 

Mrs. Moser. 3705 Whispering Lane. across the street from the property. spoke 
regarding the parking. She stated that it isa problem and a nuisance, but 
it hasn't been something that they haven't been able to live with. She 
pointed out that Whispering Lane 1s a steep hill and when cars are parked on 
the opposite side of the road from the driveway. the road is not wide enough 
to back out easily. She stated that she did not object to Mrs. Colville's 
group becaus~ they do worship Jesus. However. she stated that she felt this 
might open pandora's box 1n Fairfax County because everybody ,does not worship 
Jesus. Other people's religion is just as important to them as Mrs. Colville' 
is to her. There are people who worship poison snakes.' etc. You can't write 
a law that says one has to worShip only the Lord JeSUS. She stat~d that 
she is against a law that says that anybody can have any type of religious 
meeting in their home at any time. 

Mr. Flinn. Assistant county Attorney. ,in answer to some of the questions the 
speakers raised. stated that the County has never stated that this Ordinance 
is dealing with prayer-group meetings. This Board is here to determine 
whether the activity that is taking pace on the Colville property is a church. 
or not. If it is not. then it does not oome within the confines of this 
Ordinance. If it is. the Board will have to consid~r the traffic impact on 
the surrounding community to determine whether or not the Special Use Permit 
should or should not be issued. The decision the Board of Zoning Appeals is 
faced with is a factual one. It is unable to come up with a single criteria 
that will enable one to determine if this is a church. There is no single 
criteria. This decision will depend upon more than one fact. but a number 
of facts. 

Mrs. Colville testified on her own behalf giving the details of the Zoning 
Inspector's visit and the issuance of the violation notice. She explained 
her meet1ngs as Mr. Kohlhaas had explained earlier. 

The Board recessed to go into executive session to discuss legal matters. 

The Board reconvened after ten minutes. 

The hearing began at 10:15 a.m. and ended at 11:50 p.m. 
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In application No. v-208-75, application by Mrs. Robert Colville. under 
Section 30~6.5 of the Zoning Ordinance. to appeal the Zoning Administrator's 
interpretation of Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Ordinance requirement for 
Special Use Permits for churches, chapels. etc. J on property located at 
3704 Whispering Lane, Mason Diat-riot. also known as tax map 60-4«(13))269, 
county of Fairfax, Vlrginla,Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws or the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in ,a local 
newspaper. posting of the property) letters -to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 
12th day of November. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 

l. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11.895 square feet~ 
4. That on April 17. 1975. the Zoning Administrator issued a 

Notice of Violation finding that the subject property was being 
used as a church within the meaning of- Section 30-7.2.6.1.11. 

5. That Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance has been 
consistently applied to churches and similar places of worship 
as opposedtioo»rayer group meetings in private residences. and 

6. That the County' Attorney"sopinion on December 4. 1972 1 the date 
th~' subject ordinance was adopted. states that the ordinance would 
not apply to veligious meetings in private homes l and 

7. That the· express wording of Section 30-7.2.6.1.11. supports this 
v1i6w. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con
clusion of law: 

1. That the facts presented to this Board at the public hearing on 
November 12.' 1975 demonstrate that the activity in question on 
the property of this appellant is a prayer group meeting taking 
place in a private residence; and not a church within the meaning 
of Section '30-7.2.6.1.11. 

NOW. THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. that the decision of the Zoning Administrator 
be reversed. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 5 to,O. 

-----_.~---------------------------------------------------------------~----

10:20 - PETER A. KARCHER &HARVEY COUNCIL LEE appl. under Section 30-6.6.5.4 
a.m. of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 51' radio antenna to remain 

closer to side and rear property line than al'lowed by the Ord. 
(39 1 from side. 28' from rear; 51' from all property lines required). 
9750 Bruton Place. 38-1«22))89 1 V-209-75. 

Mr. Lee represented the applicants before the Board. Notices ,to property 
owners were in order. ¥r. Lee stated that Mr. Karcher, the owner ,of this 
property. agrees with this application. Mr. Lee stated that he has a lease 
for this property. It is a year to year lease. 

His Justification for the varianceh,:,s l:,'1e _t the irregular shape of 
the lot~ He stated that he placed the antenna at this location because 
it wn~)G h~ less noticeable at this location. The shape of the lot is such 
that an antenna of this height could not be installed within the Fairfax 
County setback requirement. The three owners of contiguous.property on 
which this antenna could possibly fall have agreed to the proposed antenna 
installation. He submitted a signed agreement to this effect. 
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Mr. Lee stated that he can crank the antenna down to 23 1 
1 but he could not 

rotate it at this height. 
In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, Mr. Lee stated that this antenna 1s used 
to develop technical proficiency and also for his personal interest. He 
also provides a service to under~eveloped coun~esJ ships at sea and supple
ments existing communications in times of natural disasters. or war. 

Mr. Kelley stated that this is 1/4 acre zoning. These antennas could cause 
an adverse impact on the surrounding residential area. 

Mr. Lee stated that this antenna in no way interfers with the neighbors. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question, he stated that this is not connected with 
his job at all. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he has listened to the facts in the case and the 
applicant has not established a firm hardship under the Zoning Ordinance. 
He sta.ted that he understands that the applicant does not want to cut the 
trees in the back of the property and he agreed that that would be bad. 
Howe.ver, the Ordinance doesn't list that as a hardship. In addition, even 
if he put the antenna in the back, he would still need a variance even though 
it would not be as great. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Staff rep~rt indicates that if the applicant 
brought the antenna down to 45' he would not need a variance. 

Mr. Smith stated that he thought it would have to be brought down to 23', 
or whatever the height of the antenna is, the setback must be the same. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he would find it difficult to support the application. 
The applicant does not have a hardship as defined in the Ordinance. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed with Mr. Runyon. He stated that there has 
been no hardship established here. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-209-75 by Peter A. Karcher and Harvey Council Lee under 
Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 51' radio antenna to 
remain closer to side and rear property lines than allowed by the Zoning 
Ordinance,(39 1 from side, 28 1 from rear. 51 1 from all property lines required) 
9750 Bruton Place, 38-1(12))89. Centreville District. County of Fairfax. 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning AppealS, and 

WHEREAS. follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Boa~dheld on the 12th day of November, 
1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Arthur P. Jr. and Shirley 

A. Karcher. Harvey Council Lee is the lessee. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 17.449 square feet. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions exis 

which under-a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical diffiCUlty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the uBerof 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 
NOW J THEREFORE J BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application 1s hereby denied. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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10:35 - RAYMOND J. McQUAID appl. under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ord. 
a.m. to permit 6' fence to remain in front setback area, (4' maximum in 

front setback), Sunnyside Subd' J V-210-75. 

Mr. McQuaid presented notices to property owners which were in order. 

Mr. McQuaid stated that they were notified this summer that the height of the 
ence on the north side of their prop,erty exceeds the height limits prescribe 

in ~ectlon 30-3.5.6.1 of the Code. The fence was installed sometime prior to 
the "purchase of the property 1n April of 1974. The fence as 'now constructed 
does not pose a safety or environmental eyesore to the neighborhood. In 
addition, verbal contact with all contiguous neighbors indicate that they 
would prefer the fence to remain at its present height. 

/A ,Petition supporting the application was presented to the Board. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-2l0-75 by Raymond J. McQuaid under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit 6' fence to remain in front setback area, 1633 
Great Falls Street, 30-3((7))1, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on November 12, 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findi~gs of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Raymond J.' and Joan McQuaid. 
2. That the present zoning is R-l2.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 21.821 square feet. 
4. That the Sight distance of the driveway is not impaired by the fence. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error 

in the location of the fence prior to; the ownership of the applicant, and 
2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and pur

pose of the Zoning Ordinance. nor will it be detrimental to the USe and 
enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

---------~-------~------------------------------------

10:50 - WILLIAM M. COWHERD appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
a.m. to permit construction of swimming pool closer to side and rear 

property lines than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (II' from side. 
12' required; 12' from rear, 25' required), 8501 Varsity Court, 
59-3«16))36, V-211-75. 

Mr. Cowherd presented notices Which were in order. He stated that there is 
no alternative location on his lot for this pool. The square footage of this 
lot is comparable with the other lata. However, the configuration of this 
lot is very irregular. The lot backs up to Pleasant Valley Cemetary. 

Ann Strange, representative from the pool company, testified that they cannot 
cut down on the size of this pool because the vinyl panels come in specific 
sizes and this 1s the smallest size. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in oppostion to this application. 

4:Jl 
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RESOLUTION 
In application V-211-75 by William M. Cowherd under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of pool closer to side and rear 
property lines than allowed by the Ordinance (11' from side, 12' required; 
12' from rear. 25' required), 8501 Varsity Court, 59-3((16))36, County of 
Fairfax, Virginia. Mr. SWetnam moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on November 12. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the apPlicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 12,299 square feet. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exist 

which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot. 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the fOllowing limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only. 
and is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same 
land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

FURTHERMORE. the application should be aware that granting of this action 
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this county; The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obli
gation to obtain building permits. a residential use permit and the like 
through the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley had left the meeting earlier. 

11:05 - BOBBY JOE GOLLAWAY appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. to 
a.m. permit construction of addition to dwelling closer to side property 

line than allowed by the Ord. (S:5'from side, 10' required), 2051 
Pimmit Drive. V-212-75. 

Hearing began at 2:30 p.m.
Mr. Gollaway presented notices which were in order. The main point of his 
justification was the' odd shaped lot. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in oppoation to the application. 

Mr. Gollaway stated that the architecture and materials would be compatible 
With the existing dwelling and this addition would not adversely impact 
the surrounding residential community. 
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RESOLUTION 
In application V-212-75 by Bobby Joe Gallaway under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of addition to dwelling closer to 
side line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (8.5 1 from side) 2051 Pimmit 
DriVe, 40-1«6))(8)16, County of Fairfax, Mr. :Runyon moved that the Board 
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned apPlication has been properly filed in accordance with 
the reqUirements of all applicable State and county Codes and 1n accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on November 12, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the fOllowing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Bobby Joe and Betty J. Gollaway. 
2. That the present zoning is R-10. 
3. That the area of the lot is 11,264 sq. ft. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical con

ditions exist which under a strict interpretation or the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the use~ of the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot, 
(b) exceptionally narrow lot. 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject apPlication be and the same 
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only. and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. The architectural detail of the addition shall conform to that of the 
existing structure. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirementsc of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligatio 
to obtain building permits. a residential use permit and the like through 
the established procedures. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley had left the meetin~ earlier. 

11:40 - BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB. INC. appl. under Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the 
a.m. Ord. to permit construction of cover for tennis court. 6023 Fort 

Hunt Road, 83-4((1})5. 6 & 13. S-207-75 OTH 

Mr. John T. Hazel. attorney for the applicant. submitted notices to property 
owners which were in order. 

Mr. Hazel stated that the Club has existing courts now and would like to 
erect a cover over two of those courts in order to allow the courts to be 
used year round. 

Mr. Hazel submitted additional photographs showing _~he proposed structure and 
a Petition signed by all but two of the property owners across the street. 
He stated that he did not believe the bubble would be visible from Fort Hunt 
Road. It is on the courts that are furtherest from the road. The bubble 
will be erected in the next 30 days and will be taken down in May in order 
for the courts to be used as outdoor courts during the summer; 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

Mr. Hazel stated that he wanted to advise the Board that the parking on Fort 
Hunt Road continues to be a problem. The Club is endeavoring to finance 
the improvements to the parking lot and entrance that will do a great deal 
to alleviate all parking problems. However, they have not been able to comme e 
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on schedule. The citizens who live across the road from the Club feel that 
it 1s Club members that are parking along Fort Hunt Road. He stated that 
he is not in a position to say if they are or not. He stated that he had 
advised the Board previously this year that the Club would ask their members 
not to park along Fort HUnt Road. The ClUb requested the Virginia Department 
of Highways to post "no parklngll signs there. However, the Virginia Depart-
ment of Highways 1n a letter to the Club stated that the people who were 
parking along Fort Hunt Road were commuters and declined to erect tho3e signs. 
If the citizens wish to investigate further and if they determine that those 
are not commuters and wish to raise the question again with the Virginia
Department of Highways, the Club will cooperate and will raise no objections 
to the "no parking" sign request. It is a problem that probably will be 
relieved when they do build the permanent facilities. Perhaps the Highway 
Department would consider placing "no parking II signs along the crest of the 
hill on Fort Hunt Road for at least eight or ten spaces. The Club would 
urge that this be done. 

Mr. Smith stated that he had inspected the site at least twice since this 
question came up earlier this year. There were available parking spaces on 
the site on both occasions. There was parking along Fort Hunt Road both 
times. He felt the Highway Department should be approached again on this. 

Mr. Hazel stated that the Special Use Permit the Club obtained last year 
for construction of the addition to the Club bUilding and the additional 
parking facilities needs to be extended by this Board since they have not 
begun construction/because of finances. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-207-75 by Belle Haven Country Club, Inc. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of cover for 
tennis court, 6023 Fort Hunt Road, 83-4((1))5, 6 & 13. Mt. Vernon District, 
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 
the following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board held on November 12, 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 156.6952 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 
5. That compliance with all applicable State and County Codes is reqUired. 
6. That the applicant operates a country c1ub,pursuant to Special Use 

Permit S-161-70 granted September 22, 1970, and amended by 3-145-75 granted 
December 4. 1974, to allow construction of an addition to the existing club 
house, on this property.

7. This application seeks to permit the addition of a seasonal enclosure 
of number 5 & 6 tennis courts on the existing facility. 

8. The applicant indicates that construc~n has not begun on the building 
authorized by S-145-74, and since that granting will otherwise expire on 
December 4, 1975, the applicant would like to have an extension of time on 
S-145-74 included as part of this applicatbn. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follOWing conclusion 
of law: 

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Sec~ion 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be granted with 
the following limitations: 

1. That this approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans~ 
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicate 
in the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

~ 5 L.J 
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3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this applioation. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require. a Special Use Permit, shall require 
approva~ of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board;for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This-permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permi t is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. Any necessary landscaping or screening to be provided to the satisfactio 
of the Director of Environmental Management. 

7. All applicable terms and conditions set forth in Special Use Permit 
S-145-75. granted December 4. 1975. shall remain in effect. excluding the 
start of construction. which is hereby extended 180 days -from December 4. 1975 

8. All parking pertaining to this use shall be on site. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley had left the meeting earlier. 

12:00 - TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB. INC •• appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of 
a.m. the Zoning Ordinance to permit change of hours to 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 

p.m •• 1814 Great Falls Street. 40-1 & 40-2«1))1 & 2. (7.19102 acres), 
8-191-75_ 

Mr. Ken Echols. General Manager for ~uckahoe Recreation Club. Inc •• submitted 
notices to property owners Which were in order. He stated that the 
limitation of the Special Use Permit hours of operation from 9:00 a.m. to 
9:00 p.m. were jus,t recently realized. They have activities that start in 
the summer at 8:00 a.m •• such as the swim team practice. They have installed 
$35.000 worth of tennis court lights and in the summer it doeSn't get dark 
until 9:00 p.m. The American Red Cross has requesterl the use Qf their pool 
to teach water safety courses. They permit this at no cost to the American 
Red Cross. They wish to extend the hours of operation in order to fUlly 
utilize the existing facilities. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUT:ION 
In application S-191-75 by Tuckahoe Recreation Club. Inc. under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit change of hours of operation 
for ClUb. 1814 Great Falls Street. 40-1 & 40-2((1))1 & 2. County of Fairfax. 
Mr, Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt ,the follOWing 
resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals. and 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on November 12. 1975. and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-l2.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 7.19102 acres. 
4. That the property is presently operating under SUP S-261-73 granted 

March 21.1974. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 

400 
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Page 456, November 12, 1975. TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB. INC. (continued) 

Tha~ the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses 1n R Districts as contained 1n Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same I 
1s hereby granted with the follOWing limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable 
Without further action of this Board. and 1s for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to 
date of expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any I 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additio al 
uses or changes require a SUP, shall require approval of this Board and it 
shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to. this Board for such approval. 
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) Without this Board's 
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use 
Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this 
county and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting, of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit 'on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. Hours of operation shall be from 8:00a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
7. All other requirements of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain 

in effect. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent. 

November 12, 1975 
DEFERRED CASE: MOUNT VERNON PARK ASSOCIATION, S-185-75, request to construct I 
a new bath house, 8042 Fairfax Road, l02-2{(l»)4. {Deferred from October 14, 
1975 at the request of the Board in order for the applicant to show proper 
parking with the proper setbacks. -- New plats 'are in the file showing the 
new parcel of land the applicant has purchased with additional parking 
spaces on that parcel~ 

Mr. Harris, attorney for the applicant. stated that they would.prefer not to 
place parking spaces on this new parcel of land. They had hoped to keep that 
land in its natural setting. They have never had any problems with parking. 
He stated that they would prefer to use the first plats that were submitted 
and keep the parking just as it has been for years. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he had viewed the site and neither of these plats are 
acceptable. This is a nice remote site. well hidden from most of the 
community. Actually there is no parking on the site at all except for one 
small gravel area Where they might be ablet6,park about 50 cars. If they
place parking where the second plat proposes to have it. it would ruin the 
site completely. 

Mr. Lewis Ballew. 8109 Winfield Street, Alexandria, spoke stating that he is 
against this new plat showing this new parking plan. 

Mr. James Hoyl, 8111 Winfield Street, next dOor to Mr. Ballew, spoke against 
the new plat and the proposed parking spaces. I 
Mrs. Wells, another property owner that is contiguous with the new parcel of 
land Where the parking spaces are proposed on the second plat, spoke in 
opposition to that plan. 

The Board discussed these parking requirements and needs of this Club at lengt 
The Board then deferred this case until December 2, 1975 for new plat showing 
at least 50 parking spaces within the proper setback area and with the I 
proper paving, or dustless surface in accordance with the Ordinance, and 
150 other spaces that can be used for overflow parking, if needed. They are 
to delete the parking and also the other parcel of land known as Lot 18. 

II 
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Page 457, November 12, 1975 

ST. LUKE SERBIAN EASTERN ORTHODOX CHURCH OF WASHINGTON, D. C., 8-86-75, apPl. 
to permit construction of church and community hall and rectory on property 
located at 1000 Douglass Drive, 21-4«1))13, HE-I, 4.92 acres, (Deferred 
from May 21. 1975 for a new site plan showing the items indicated as suggest! 
by Preliminary Engineering. That site plan is now 1n the file. Preliminary 
Engineering has reviewed it and it is ready to be approved pending approval 
of this Board.) 

The Board discussed the requirements as suggested by Preliminary Engineering. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board had adequate information on which to make 
a decision. They have an existing right of way now of 30'. He stated that 
he would assume that they are willing to dedicate. He suggested that the 
Board add a condition that requires the applicant to dedicate a 5' easement 
should the County need a sidewalk. There is an existing bike path there 
now. There was a service drive requirement, but that no longer is required 
since Georgetown Pike has been determined to be a scenic byway. 

RESOLUTION 
In application s-86-75 by St~ Luke Serbian Eastern Orthodox Church of Washing 
ton, D. C. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
construction of church, 1000 Douglas Drive, 21-~«I»13, County of Fairfax 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws ,of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, an 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
new~paper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on 
May 21, 1975 and continued to November 12, 1975. 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is ~.92 acres. 
~. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards ror Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby 'granted with the fOllowing limitations: 

1. Thiaapproval is granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable 
without further action of this Board" and is for the location indicated in 
the'aPPlication and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this' apPlication. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit. shall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Spe¢1al Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an 
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements 
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying 
with these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non
Residential U~e permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of this Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non~Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. A 5' easement along Georgetown Pike shall be provided for public 
street purposes in addition to the dedication to 30' from centerline of the 
road. 
Mr. Swetnam seconded'the motion. The motion passed ~ to O. Mr. Kelley absen 
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age 458, November 12, 1975 

CENTREVILLE HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER, INC., S-228-71 - RE-EVALUATION HEARING 
(Deferred for a signed sewer tap agreement. A copy of that agreement is in 
the file. Preliminary Engineering indicates that they are now ready to sign 
off on the Site Plan just as aoon as the Board makes a decision as to whether 
or not this Special Use Permit is valid.) 

Mr. Smith stated that it se~med to him that the Re-Evaluation Hearing should 
be concluded and the Special Use Permit should be considered valid if the 
applicant has fulfilled' the agreements as set forth in the documents of the 
sewer tap agreement with the Board of Supervisors, which has now been agreed 
to by both parties. The Board held the hearing to find out why it had 
taken so long to develop the site and if there was a bona fide Special Use 
Permit and if the applicant was diligently pursuing the construction of the 
Center. 

Mr. Runyon moved that in the case of Centreville Hospital Medical Center, Inc. 
that the applicant has given satisfactory evidence that he is pursuing his 
Special Use Permit and the Special Use Permit is valid. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley was absent. 

II 
November 12, 1975 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM: SHELL OIL COMPANY, S-168-74 and V~169-74, granted November 
13. 1974. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Hansbarger, attorney for the applicant, re
questing the Board grant an extension to the above cases since they have 
not been able to begin construction. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the request be granted for a 180 day extension from 
November 13, 1975. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley;;'absent 

II 

November 12, 1975 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM: KENA TEMPLE - The apPlicant wishes to remove some of the 
parking spaces across the Service Road which go into the buffer strip of the 
property. The original site plan approved 5500 square feet, but the building 
now is 3900 square feet. The original site plan shows 2500 members) but the 
amended site plan approved 1350 members. The original site plan calls for 
467 spaoes, but 481 spaces are shown which is 14- more than the required amount 
with the 5500 square foot building. They, therefore, ask for 52 parking 
spaces to be eliminated which will meet the requirement for 1350 members. 

Mr. Runyon stated that their site plan does conform to the existing Ordinance 
with regard to parking. He stated that he had looked at the plan and this 
is the only change that he saw. 

~. 5im.\tp.,ftt-a-1;-ed;otb:.:t~he_-r,questd.-lllned,,_thereduction from 2500 members and 
wondered where those-members went. He stated that a reduction was all right 
ith him as long as they have 467 spaces. 

ere was no vote taken. 

II 

November 12, 1975 

GUNSTON BAPTIST CHURCH, S-84-75, Special Use Permit to permit temporary class
rooms to be used on Sunday and Wednesday mornings. 

Mr. Douglas Leigh, Zoning Inspector, advised the Board that this church had 
been under violation since February 19, 1975. The church had never obtained 
a non-residential uae permit for the trailer the Board had permitted on the 
property for use as temporary classrooms. The church felt it Was too expensive 
to bring the trailer into conformity with the Fairfax County Building Code. 
Mr. Leigh told the Board ~hat the church was supposed to discontinue the use 
of the trailer and remove it from the property. However, the church baa not 
done this. 

I 
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Page 459, November 12, 1975 
GUNSTON BAPTIST CHURCH (continued) 

Mr. Smith stated that the church does not h~ve a Special Use Permit if they 
have not obtained the Non-Residential Use Permit. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt the Board should address a letter to Gunston 
Baptist Church and advise them that their actions in this regard 1s Jeopardlz1 g 
any other church's future use of a temporary trailer. He stated that all the 
Board members are very attoned to the necessity of this type use for churches 
on a temporary basis. However, actions, or inactions 1n this case, might 
cause the Zoning Ordinance to be amended to disallow these trailers altogethe 

The other Board members concurred 1n this. 

Mr. Smith asked the Clerk to write a letter to the Gunston Baptist Church 
promptly advising them of the Board's feelings on this. 

II 

COURT aOUSE COUNTRY CLUB -- S-255-73_ 

The Zoning Office was in receipt of a complaint on November 4, 1975 regarding 
the paving of the driveways at the club. Mr. Leigh, the inspector in this 
case, stated in his memo to the Board that an examination of the Special Use 
Permit reveals no mention of the Brookline Drive question. The variance 
applied for and heard JUly 9, 1975, 1n regard to fence height was den1ed. 
At that hearing, there was a discussion of the Brookline Drive question. 
However, there was no provision for it in the proposed variance condition. 
On November 10, 1975. the Zoning Administrator ruled that per the provisions 
of the Fairfax County Zoning Code. Section 30-3.10.5, Brookline Drive did 
not have to be paved. 

The Board held this question open until there is a full Board present. 

Mr. Smith stated that he had difficulty agreeing with Mr. Knowlton's inter
pretation based on the ordinance. 

II 

The Board adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 

II 

oning Appeals 

Submitted to BZA on 
December 10, 1975 

Submitted to other Depts., ~3i~~ 
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41iU 
The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, November 19, 1975, in the 
Board Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairmanj 
George Barnes and Charles Runyon. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes. 

10: 00 - E. CLAYTON WILLIAMS, MARY LOU JAMISON & CAROLINE ,'WESTHAEF_FER, appl. 
a.m. under Section 30-7.2.·6.1.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit school 

of special education, 25 pupilS, Sunday through Saturday, 19~OO a.m. 
ta 10:00 p.m.) 7414 Leesburg Pike, 40-3«1))79, (1.8556 acres), 
Dranesville District, (R'::ll) ,:.8-214-75. 

Mr. E. Clayton Williams. 7317 Stafford Road, Alexandria, Virginia, submitted 
notices to property owners of this hearing. Those notices were in order. 
He stated that they were presented with some information on Monday that they 
had not been previously given. This concerned the request that they dedicate 
and construct an access road and (dec!leration lane. This will cost around 
$10)000. They are not sure they will be able to go ahead with this project 
if this stipulationls imposed. He requested a deferral until he and his 
partners could study this problem. 

Mr. Smith stated ,that he would have to overrule the request. This is a 
Staff requirement) not a requirement 'of this Board. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board continue with the public hearing on this case 
because there are a lot of people in the room interested in thi5 application. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam was absent. 

Mr. Smith explained to Mr. Williams that this request that was made by the 
6frice of Preliminary Engineering is a situation that exists in most all of 
the private schools. They must provide access to'the property in a safe 
manner. 

Mr. Williams stated that this school will not be injurious to the quality of 
life in this neighborhood. There are at least four other Special Use Permit 
uses within a mile of this pro~ertYJ he stated. There will be no particular 
problem with traffic since they are on a major highway. During the d~y there 
will be no more than 6 people on the property. During the evenings there 
will be group meetings of about 20 to 25 people. Some of the people come 
together. The age group is over 20. There will be no outside activities. 
There is natural foliage on the property which separates their fac~lity from 
the other houses in the neighborhood. There are no proposed changes to the 
exterior of the housa. It will remain residential in character. There will 
be small interior ohanges. 

In answer to Mr. Smith1s quest10n J Mr. Williams stated that this will ,be a 
center for- teaching transcendental ,.Ilte4it~tlbm. The hours will be from 
10:00 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. 

In answer'to Mr. Kelley's questionJ Mr. Williams stated that this is a rton
pro£it organization. He and his partners are members of the International 
Medi.t'at1.bn: Sooiety. '!'hey are acting as representatives of the corporation 
which has headquarters in California. They are registered with tl)e State· 
of Virginia) hOwever. 

Mr. Kelley stated with regard to his sta-tement; that there were four otbe 
SpeolalUse Permit 'Uses in the area, that he did not recollect such uses 
being granted. 

Mr. Williams stated that two were schools, George Marshall and George Mason 
and- a couple of churches. 

Mr. Kelley stated that neither George Marshall or· George Mason are under a 
Special Use Permit and if the churohes were oonstructed prior to 1972) Novemb 
they would not be under Special Use Permit us'as either. 

Carolyn West, 3411 North George Mason Drive, Arlington, VirginiaJ one of the 
partners named in the application) spoke in support of the application 
expressing her feelings that.this service that will be performed will be 
profound to the citizens of Fairfax County. 

Th,re was no one else to speak in support of this application. 
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Page 461, November l~J 1975 
WILLIAMS, JAMISON &WESTHAEFFER (continued) 

Mr. James C. Allen, 7400 Leesburg Pike, next door to the subject property. 
spoke 1n opposition. He also represented Lemon Road Civic Association, Inc. 
He read a letter of opposition from that Association. The letter was made 
a part of the file. Their main points of opposition were based on the traffic 
impact to the residential community from this use. this commercial use becomin 
a wedge for future encroachment for commercial uses and the use being in
compatible with theresidentlal character of the area. 

Mrs. Richards representing the McLean Taak Force spoke 1n opposition. 
She read a letter from the Pimmit Hills Citizens Association signed by Mr. 
H. Joseph Turner, President; Their points of_ opposition covered the adverse 
impact of the traffic~ the parking lot and the impact of this commercial use 
to the residential character of this neighborhood. 

H. DUdley Paine, 1800 North Englewood Street, Arlington, friend of Mr. Allen's 
spoke in opposition. He_ stated that this school is now in operation without 
a Special Use Permit and has been in operation for some time. Thererav~ been 
as many as twenty cars there at one time in the evening. There are cars there 
during the day and night, seven days a week. He stated that he passed there 
Saturday morning of last week and there were seven cars there at 8:30 a.m. 
This is an international organization. He stated that he had heard about it 
on T.V. and felt this use is one of a growing organization. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Adminis
trator. stated that he was aware that there was aachool there at the present 
time. Originally they received a home professional occupancy letter whereby 
they could have 2 or 3 students at a time. He stated that he was under the 
impression that the person or persons who had0recelved the occupancy letter 
had since moved. The present operators are in violation. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Williams stated that they are now 
operating. He stated that they were notified in August that they were in 
violation and they begin the paperwork necessary to apply for this Special Use 
Permit. 

Mr. Dan Runyon, 7321 Reddfield Court, property owner behind the SUbject 
property, spoke in opposition. He stated that the proposed turn-around area 
comes within IS' of his property line. This turn-around area takes out m~st 

of the existing' foli~ge. That turn-around area would be within sa' of his 
back door. For that reasQn, he stated that he is opposed to this use of this 
property. He stated that he is also opposed to that much parking on the 
site for the same reasons that were _given earlier by the other speakers. 
He stated that this use 15 not in the best inter~ of the residential area 
and he felt that-it would open the door to additional commercial uses. The 
engineering plan before the Board does not take into account the grade level 
of the property. It would take a considerable change to the property to put 
this amount of parking and paving on it. The runoff from thie paving will 
cause additional drainage back toward hi~,property. 

Mr. Williams in rebuttal stated that this Special Use Permit would not caase 
the property to be rezoned. They do not want the property zoned commercial. 
From what they have been able to learn, this Special Use Permit would not 
lead toward commercial zoning. They will not be disruptive to the community. 
There will be no outside activities. The evening lectures only last until 
9:00 or 9:30 p.m. The turn-around area in the rear could be changes so that 
it does not take out the natural foliage. They do not want the trees removed 
either. There are over"a million people practicing TM in the world. This 
center would only provide a center for small lectures and "one to one" tutorin 
They rent schools and libraries for larger lectures. They have operated at 
this addresS for about a year. 

Mr. Runyon stated that it seems to him that the applicants would be better 
advised to put the parking in the front rather than the side or rear. He 
stated that he did not feel any Special Use Permit would open the door to 
commercial zoning in a neighborhood. It is a question of whether or not this 
use can be properly ~laced on the property and determining whether or not 
this use would have a detrimental effect on the surrounding community. 
He asked why they did not locate in an office building or"store front. 

Mr. Williams stated that they do need a fair amount of quiet to be able to 
conduct these classes. In the Alexandria office. they are zoned commercial, 
but the structure is a residence. They are using the two top floors. 

4bJ. 
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Page 462, November 19. 1975 
WILLIAMS, ET AL (continued) 

Mr. Kelley stated that he had viewed the site and the traffic at that location 
is very hazardous. It is a very dangerous place to try to turn left. 
He stated that he made two trips into the property and almost was hl.t both 
times. 

RESOLUTION 
In application 8-214-75 by E. Clayton Williams, Mary Lou Jamison and Caroline 
Westhaeffer under Sectlon30-7.2.6.1.3.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
school of special education, 25 pupils at anyone time, Sunday through 
Saturday, 10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., 7414 Leesburg Pike, 40-3«1»79. 
Dranesville District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accor8ance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals~ and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property~ letters to contiguous property owners and 
property owners across the street. and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning 
Appeals held on November 19~ 1975. 

WHEREAS~ the Board haa made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Ronald E. and Susan Jerro. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is L 8556 acres. 

AND. WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby denied. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he was not prepared to vote one way or the other be
cause he did not think the Board has thoroughly examined the parking and 
deceleration lane aspect of the case. He stated that he did not 'think the 
impact of this use is quite as .heavy as. in some cases. has been stated. 
A Special Use Permit is a way to control these transitional type uses. 
He stated that, Mr.~Kelley is correct. the turning situation is difficulty. 
However.OI'I'Oe the deceleration lane is put in. that would alleviate that 
problem. There is additional road work planned for that area. The Special 
Use Permit process has been shown in the past not to be a detriment to the 
residential character of a neighborhood. The traffic is a problem now. 
There awe two residences on this property now which would generate almost 
the same amount of traffic as this proposed use. 

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board has to deal with this problem today. not 
when Route 66 is completed in that area. 

Mr. Smith stated that the question is not on the merits of the proposed use 
because it is generally considered to be a good organization~ but the 
main factor is traffic. which is one of the things the Ordinance says the 
Board must consider. He stated that he felt there is some hazard involved 
here. It is a greater hazard than would normally be created by a residential 
use. It has been indicated that there would be 25 cars in and out of this 
property over a period of two hours in t~e evening, which would be 50 trips. 
This does create an impact. 

in favor of it. 
The vote on Mr. Kelley's motion was 3 to OJ Mr. Runyon abstained. 
Mr. Swetnam was absent. -

In answer to Mr. Williams' question as to how long they would have to find 
another location~ Mr. Smith stated that the 30 days notice of violation ~~-~ 
up. How long they could continue to operate there is up to the Zoning 
Administrator; however, he felt the operation should cease at once. 

Mr. COVington agreed. 

I 
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Page ~63~ November 19, 1975 

10:20 - FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH OF SPRINGFIELD. appl. under Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.11 
a.m. of the Zoning Ord. to permit increase in parking facilities,. 7300 

Gary Street·, 3':';'215-75. 

The hearing began at 11:15 a.m. 

Mr. Fox, Chairman of the Parking Lot Committee for the church. represented 
the applicant. He presented notices to property owners which were 1n order. 
He stated that this additional parking lot is needed to alleviate a sub
stantial share of the present parking on the public streets. They have 
five services on Sunday, 8:30 to 12:00 Noon and two services 1n the evening. 

Mr. Richard Whlttenberger J 7311 Gary Street, whose property adjoins the 
church property. presented a petition to the Board in objection to this 
application. The petition contained the names and signatures of all the 
homeowners and occupants of the four streets that surround the church 
property. He stated that there are 130 signatures on the p)etition. 
Out of 95 homes immediately surrounding the church, there were only five in 
favor of the use. He and the. petitioners felt this would lower their propert 
values, pollute the environment and constitute a noise. traffic & safety haza 
Mr. David Riel. 7305 Gary Street, directly opposite the front dOor of the 
church, spoke in opposition. He stated that the parking on the street 
occurs even when the parking lot is not full. He suggested the church 
rearrange their schedule, which he felt would alleviate the problem. 

Mrs. Dorothy Whittenberger. 7311 Gary Street, wife of the earlier speaker. 
spoke in opposition. She also spoke regarding the ~tition and the people
who opposed this application. ' '-.' ." t. ..~';r ~ _.,.~~-" 

Mr. Smith reminded the speakers that the Zoning Ordinance for Fairfax County 
requires that all parking be on the site of the use. The applicant is 
trying to comply with the Ordinance. The parking of cars on the street 
in connection with the church use is illegal and will have to cease. 

Sally Paske11. 5545 Rolling Road, member of the St. Christopherts Episcopal 
Church contiguous with this church, stated that this church had notified 
her church originally. They are not against the parking lot. They need 
it and her church wants them to have it. However. there is a hill art the 
property and it will be a good place for kids to ride their minibikes 
until there is a fence put up. They suggest this be done. 

Mr. Richard Wells, property owner directly behind the church. spoke in 
opposition. He suggested the proposed lot be closed with a chain. 

Mr. Fox spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that the grade level 
of the land where the parking lot is to go will be reduced. St. Christopher' 
Episcopal Church had requested that they set the parking lot backlO t , which 
they could not do. They compromised and set the parking lot back 9' from 
the Episcopal Church property. He stated that he would have gone to that 
Church and showed them the revised plats, etc., but he had not beeninvited. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the number of parking spaces that are shown is 117 
proposed. He inquired of Mr. Fox if there is a need for that number. He 
stated that t£~& £ot~RO percent of the lot will have to be landscaped. 
He asked if additional bUffering could be given the property owners along 
the residential side o1'tbhe church. 

Mr. Fox stated that on Sunday of this past week, they had 75 cars parked on 
Monticello Blvd. and Gary Street. They have had 122 automobiles that they 
could identify as belonging to people who were attending their church 
that were parked on these two streets. There will have to be a retaining 
wall adjacent to Lot 4 on Gary Street because of the grade level of the 
land. 

Mr. Runyon stated that they have made no provision for landscaping or 
screening on· the plats before the Board. The impact of the parking lot 
to the -residents inunediately surrounding this subject property will be fairly
large. He suggested they shift the spaces on the north side of the church in 
order to prOVide additional buffer. 
Pastor E. E. Wheeless stated that they have 1500 members in their church. 

Mr. Smith stated that in view of the number of members in this Church, he 
was surprised that they do not need more parking s~aces. 

on this case 
The heariq"a:7: cC'J,O;S.t'fIi' at 12:10 P.M. 
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FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH OF SPRINGFIELD (continued) 

Mr. Smith stated that the County and the Board of Zoning Appeals has been unde 
scrutiny by the Courts 1n recent weeks 1n this area of Special Use Permit as 
it pertains to churches as to whether the Board and the County is infringing 
on the First Amendment rights. He stated that it has never been the intent 
of the County. the Staff. Board of Supervisors. or the Board of Zoning Appeals 
to infringe on the First Amendment rights of the citizens of this County to 
worship. For that reason J when the Board hears these cases the baslccriterla 
is pertaining to site p'lan requirements and zoning requirements and nothing 
more /1 

RESOLUTION 
In application. 3... 215.;..75 by First Baptist -Church of Springfield under Section 
30-7.2.6.1.11" of the Zoning Ordinance to permit inorease of parking lot 
7300 Gary Street, 80-3«3))(39)3, Springfield District, Mr. Runyon moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 
19th day of November J 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board madecthe following findings of fact: 
1. That the" owner of the SUbject property is Trustees of the First Baptist 

Church of Springfield, Virginia. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 3.3366 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zohing Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board. and is for the location indicated in 
the applieation and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bUildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use,.additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approv 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without 
Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditio 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. Th~s permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. 

5. The nesolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE peSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments or 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. Compliance with the Parking Lot - Landscaping Ordinance will be require 
and buffering and screening along the residential uses shall be prOVided. Thi 
fiuffering and screening shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Environmental Management. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam was 
absent. 

The Board recessed from 12:10 p.m. to 12:15 p.m. 

I 

I 

I 

s 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Page 465, November 19. 1975 

10:40 - PAUL D. AUSTIN. D.V.M. appL under Sect. 30-1.2.10.5.2 of the Ord. 
a.m. to permit construction of addition to animal hospital (Granted 4-25-73 

but expired), 7323 Little River Turnpike, 71-1«1))19, (8,700 sq,.ft.) 
Annandale District. (O-G), 3-217-75. 

The hearing b,egan at 12:10 p.m. 
Mr. Charlie Shumate, attorney for the applicant, presented notices to property 
owners which were in order. 

Mr. Shumate stated that Dr. Austin operates a veterinary hospital at this 
location •. He was granted a Special Use Permit for this operation on August 
6, 1968. On April 25, 1973. he was granted an amendment to that original 
permit to build an addition to the existing building. The Board granted an 
extension to that permit because Dr. Austin had not been able to begin 
construction within the year. That permit expired. Dr. Austin is now in 
a position to begin construction and is again requesting an amendment to 
the existing Special Use Permit. This addition will be a one-story brick 
addition compatible with the existing structure. This application conforms 
in all aspects to the previous request. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-217-75 by Paul D. Austin, D.V.M. under Section 30-7.2.10.5.2 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit an addition to an existing animal hospital 
7323 Lit'tle River Turnpike~ 7l-1{(l))19~ County of Fairfax~ Mr. Runyon moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS~ the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of the applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals~ and 

WHEREAS~ following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper~ posting of the property~ letters to contiguous property owners and 
property owners across the street from the subject property, and a public 
hearing by the Board held on November 19, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is Paul D. Austin. 
2. That the present zoning is C-G. 
3. That the area of the lot is 8~700 sq. ft. 
4. That the site is presently operating under S.U.P. S-890-68 granted 

August 6, 1968. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 

That the applicant haa presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance~ and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED~ that the subject apPlication is hereby grante
with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the- application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction has 
started Or unless renewed by this Board prior to date of expiration. 

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with":this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use~ additional uses~ or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineer1ngidetails) whether or not these additional 
usea or changes reqUire a Special Uae Permit, ahall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without thi~ 
Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this,/ 
Special Use Pe~it. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. The hours of operation shall be from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday 
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AUSTIN (continued) 

through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 3;00 p.m. on Saturday. 

7. All other provisions of -the previous Special Use Permit shall remain in 
effect. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. 

The hearing ended at 12:30 p.m. 

11: 00  CROWN CENTRAL PETROLEUM CORP. appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 and 
a.m. 30-7.2.10.3.5 of the Zoning Ord. to permit gasoline dispensing station 

and auto laundry, NE intersection of Edsall Road and Mitchell Street, 
80-2(0»2311: pt. of 22,.. (34,239 sq.ft.) Annandale District, (C-N)I 
(previously granted to Bell, 12-15-70), 8-218-75. 

The hearing began at 12:30 p.m. 

Mr. Charlie Shumate, attorney for the applicant, submitted notices to property 
owners which were in order. 

Mr. Shumate stated that he had learned that there is some opposition to this 
case. He stated that he had not had the opportunity to meet with these people 
and he felt they misht be misadvised concerning this request. He stated 
that he would be happy to meet with them and explain to them the nature of 
this application~ the type of construction to be used, materials,etc. 

Norma Wilson, 6732 Voswick Drive, Springfield, representing the Edsall Park 
Citizens Association, stated that they do understand the application and their 
association has taken a stand and she did not believe a deferral would change 
anything. 

William Turpin, 5248 Mitchell Street. five houses down from this SUbject 
property, from the Indian Springs Civic Association, stated that deferral of 
this case is not in the best interest of his group because those items 
mentioned by Crown's representative are not the prim~ry ones they object to. 
They would like to speak further on the other concerns relating to this 
proposed station. 

Mr. Scarborough, 5533 Backlick Road, member of the Gasoline Retailers 
Association, stated that there is no need for a deferral because they are 
aware of the type of building and structure Crown proposes. 

Dave Lowry. 6458 Edsall R~ad. spoke in opposition to the deferral. 

Robert E. Herr, 6550 Edsall Road, located on the northwest corner of Edsall 
Road and Mitchell Street, owner of the Exxon.station across the street from 
the subject location,'spoke in opposition to the deferral. 

Mr. Smith stated that for the record the Board only has four members present. 
and Mr. Runyon has informed the Board that he will not be able to vote on 
this case. 

Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator. stated that Mr. Swetnam is in 
the hospital with his back and could possiblf be there for two weeks. 

Mr. Barnes moved that this case be deferred for a full voting Board. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. He stated that he felt it would not be fair 
to have this hearing without a full voting Board. 

Mr. Runyon apologized to the Board because he could not vote on this case 
since he has worked with Crown in the past. He stated that he is on the Board 
because he represents the engineering community and occasionally he finds that 
he works on one of these projects that comes before this Board. 

Mr. Smith stated that there would have to be an affirmative decision by the 
three members in order to resolve the issue. 

The motion passed unanimously 3 to O. Mr. Runyon abstained. The case was 
set for January 8, 1976, at 10:00 a.m, if there is a full Board at that time. 

Mr. Shumate stated that if any of the citizens have questions. he wo~ld be 
happy to talk with him. He gave his phone number, 591-8500. 
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11:20 - LARRY O. HEINER. D.D.S. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 of the Zonln 
a.m. Ord. to permit dental office in home. 3904 Plcardy Court, 110-4«7»3. 

(21,040 sq.ft.), Mt. Vernon District, (RE-D.5). 8-220-75. 

Mr. Genuarl0, builder of the house where Br. Heiner wishes to put his dentist 
office and reside. testified for Dr. Heiner and presented notices to the 
property owners which were in order. 

Mr. Genuario stated that Dr. Heiner's office hours will be from 8:00 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m., five days a week. Dr. Heiner and his family will live in this 
house. They have provided enough parking spaces for about six cars just 
in front of the two car garage and to the end of the driveway. Dr. Heiner 
will have one assistant. 

Mr. Smith stated that the vlats that are before the Board are not SUfficient. 
The parking spaces have not been delineated and he questioned if there was 
enough room within the proper setback to have six parking spaces. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until the applicant can get correct 
plats showing the parking spaces delineated. There should be enough parking 
spaces for any number of people who will be on the property at anyone time. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. 

Mr. Genuario argued that Dr. Heiner has two spaces in the garage where he can 
park his two cars. That leaves 5 spaces for his assistant and patients. 
They plan to have about 24 patients per day, or 3 per hour. He stated that 
there is a letter in the file from one of the property owners across the 
street stating that they have no objection to this use. 

Mr. Smith stated that 24 patients is a lot of patients in a residential area. 

The case was set for December 2, 1975, at 11:30 a.m. 

II 

11:40 _ RQBERT O. WELANDER appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 
a.m. to permit construction of pool closer to side and rear property lines 

than allowed by the Ord., (side:ll' total of 23.8', 10' total of 30' 
required; rear: 22', 25' required), V-223-75. 

Mr. We lander submitted notices which were in order. His main justification 
was the odd configuEatlbnrl of the lot. There ~ also two. Fairfax County 
easements on the property, a storm sewer easement and sanitary sewer easement. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-223-75 by Robert O. We lander under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of pool closer to side property line 
than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (side: ll'total of 23.8' requested, 
10' total of 30' required; rear: 22' requested, 25' required). 8806 Four 
Seasons Court, Wessynton Subd., 110-2«14))140, County of Fairfax, Virginia
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requ1rements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Falrfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, fo+lowing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous property own~r$ aOQ 
property owners acr03S the street from the SUbject property, and a publiC:,' 
hearing by the Board held on November 19, .1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of-the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-O.S Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 19,386 square feet. 
4. That a sanitary sewer easement and storm sewer easement is locatil:d,;to 

the side and rear of this lot. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
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WELANDER (continued) 

That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical 
conditions exist which under a ~trict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

a. exceptionally irregular shape of the lot J 
b. unusual condition of the location of existing buildings. 

NOW J THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED J that the subject application is hereby granted 
with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application onlYJ and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

FURTHERMORE J the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thi 
Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this 
County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits J a residential use permit and the like through 
the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to. O. Mr. Swetnam was 
absent. 

12:00 - KEY TO LIFE ASSEMBLY OF GOD appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of 
Noon the Zoning Ord. to permit church, S-234-75 OTR. 

Rev.James Wolf J Pastor of the church, submitted notices to property owners 
which were in order. 

Rev. Wolf stated that they have been meeting in thesexiatthg structure that 
is on this property since 1973. They obtained a Special Use Permit on 
November 21 J 1973 which was granted for two years. They would like to 
continue to use the existing structure until they can complete their proposed 
building. The proposed church would contain 198 seats. They are proposing 
to provide 43 parking spaces. When the new church is complete, they would 
remove the old st~ucture. They hope to begin construction within 4 or 5 
months. The new church will be constructed of brick. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-234-75 by Key To Life Assembly of God under Section 30-7.2.6. 

1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit church to be constructed and eXisting 
house to be used in, the interim, on property located at 10[8 Balls Hill Road, 
21-3((1))51 & 52, County of Fairfax J Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement ina local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous property owners 
and property owners across the street frmm~the subject property, and a public 
hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on November 19 J 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the SUbject property 1s owned by Trustees of Key to L1fe Assembly 

of God. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-I & HE-0.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 3.274 acres. 
4. That the church is presently operating under SUP S-185-73 in an existing 

structure on the property. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion 
of law: 
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KEY TO LIFE ASSEMBLY OF GOD (continued) 

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses 1n R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject applicatlpn be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated 1n 
the application and 1s not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) shall require approval of 
this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes -( other than. minor engineering details) 
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of 
the conditions r£ this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not const~te an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. The permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use aitd"be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. All other provisions of the existing SUP shall remain in effect. 
7. The existing house is to be used as the church until the new bUilding 

is constructed. 
8. Landscaping and screening shall be provided. to the satisfaction 

of the County of Fairfax's Department of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam was 
absent. 

RHODA RIMBOCK, S-200-75, Request to permit change of ownership for beauty 
shop, Fairmont Gardens Apartments, RM-2, appl. under Section 30-2.2.2 Col. 
2, RM-2 Uses, 4212 Wadsworth Court. 

Mr. Ernest P. Jones, co-partner with Ms. Rimbock, his step-daughter, represen 
her before the Board. She was unable to attend the hearing due to illness. 

Notices to property owners were in order. 

Mr. Jones stated that Ms. Rimbock would continue to operate this beauty shop 
as the previous owner has operated it in the past. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-200-75 by Rhoda B., Rimbock, under Section 30-2.2.2, Col 2 
RM-2; to permit change of Permitteei for beauty shop, 4212 Wadsworth Court, 
Fairmont Garden Apartments, 71-l( (3'))2, County of Fairfax, Virginia, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning. Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properlY filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, an 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners and a public hearing by the Bbard held on November 6, 1975 and con
tinued to December 19, 1975 for proper notices. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
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RIMBOCK (continued) 

1. That the owner of the subject property is the Fairmont A886ciat.~5~ U 7 tJ 
2. That the present zoning 1s RM-2.1 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 21.0546 acres. 
4. That compliance with all applicable 'State and County Codes is required. 
5. That a beauty shop has been operating in this apartment complex pursuant I 

to Special Use Permit S-15-72 granted March 15 J 1972 to Christine L. Jurca and 
Joyce B. Koval. This application seeks to amend 8-15-72 to make the current 
applicant the permittee. 

NOW, THEREFORE) BE IT RESOLVED; that the subject apPlication be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board. and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. I 

2. This permit shall expire one year, from this date unless operation has 
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use. additional uses. or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without this Board's approval. shall constitute a violation of the conditions 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. TITis permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. - , 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special USe Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with. the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. All other provis:Ldns, of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain 
in effect. 

They were: 
Hours of operation shall be from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m •• 5 days per I 
week and 10:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. on Thursdays only. 
There shall be no Signs. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to O. Mr. Kelley 
abstained. Mr. Swetnam Was absent. 

GEORGE K. OSS. V-201-75. to permit addition to house closer to side property 
line than allowed by the Ordinance (within 4'). 5207 Ferndale Street. 
71-3((4))(36)2. V-201-75 (Deferred from 11-6-75 for the applicant to consider 
a reduction in the amount of the varianQe request). 

Mr. Smith read a letter from Mr. ass dated November II. 1975 setting forth 
the reasons why he felt he should be granted the variance as originally 
requested without a reduction. (Letter in file). 

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not feel the applicant had made a strenuous 
effort to reduce this variance. He stated that he felt the applicant is 
overbuilding on this lot. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-201-75 by George K. Oss under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to permit construction of an addition to house closer to side 
property line than allowed by the Zonin~ Ordinance (4' from side. 12' required 
5207 Ferndale Street, 71-3((4))(36)2, Annandale District. County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: •
WHEREAS. the captioned application has been properly filed in aCcordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS. folloWing proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on November 6, 1975 and • 
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ass (continued) 

deferred to November 19, 1975 for decision, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning- is R... 12. 5. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 14,041 square feet. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant haa not satisfied the Board that physical conditions 

exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would 
reault in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardShip that would depr~ve 

the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby denied. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Swetnam 
was absent. 

i--auNsToN-sAPTIsr-cHuRcH-{S;;-bottom-or-page)-------------------------------
STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD ON COLVILLE CASE FROM NOVEMBER 12. 1975. 

Mr. Runyon stated that for the record. he wanted to say with regard to the 
first item on the Agenda last week. the Colville case, that he would like 
to amplify his vote regarding the prayer meeting in the home. He stated that 
at the time he didn't say anything because of the frame of mind that he was 
in. However. at this time. he wished to make a brief and to the point 
statement. 

Mr. Runyon's statement was to say to the Zoning Inspectors and Zoning 
Administrator that in his vote, he. in no way. felt that they had done an 
improper act nor had they done anything more than bring to a head a question 
regarding where'to draw the line between a church and a meeting. The 
statements made by the members of the audience impl~~ng that the Board did 
not know what the question was. merely served to point out more directly 
the fact that the Board was in fact trying. for the record. to place certain 
information in the record in order to clarify for the Staff what was a 
church and what. in the Board's estimation. would be merely a meeting. He 
stated that he wanted to commend the Staff for their diligent pursuit of 
this application for one thing and for having the nerve to take the stand 
knowing that the question had to be resolved. He stated that he did. 
somewhat, personally. resent the implication that the Board of Supervisors 
in some instances referred the case to the Board of Zoning Appeals insisting 
that it .was a Board of Zoning Appeals matter. "The whole question of churches 
and Special Use Permits was reduced to a Use Permit level by the Board of 
Supervisors and it was then left up to this Board to then interpret the 
Ordinance. So to say that the Board of Zoning Appeals and the Zoning Office 
was at fault was an overstatement. He stated that he felt the Board of 
Zoning Appeals is pursuing the Special Use Permits in a timely fashion and 
the staff is doing a good job of chasing after them ,-- witness the last case 
of the Gunston Baptist Church. the trailer is moved. The Staff should be 
commended and certainly not feel that any "slap of the wrist" type action 
was taken. but merely a resolutbn of a rather important question. 

Mr. Kelley stated that at that time there was a lot of conversatlon regarding 
parking on the street from that use. He stated that he did not feel it was 
the duty of the Zoning Administrator to cite violations for this. This\ls 
the duty of the Police Department. The Board or the Zoning Office has no 
control over the public streets. 

Mr. Covington stated that he agreed unless the Board has granted a Special 
Use Permit which causes the need for extra parking facilities and. all parking 
for the use under Special Use Permit must be on the site. 

Mr. Smith stated that land use questions must be referred to the Zoning Admin 
istrator. He stated that he felt the Zoning Administrator acted properly 
in that case because of the size and intensity of that land use. He stated 
that he questions whether it is a proper use when you have 25 or more people 
meeting in a residential area. If the Board had ruled that the Colville's 
were actually a church they would have had to provide off street parking. 

II GUNSTON BAPTIST CHURCH -- The Board at its meeting November 12. 1975. 
requested a letter be written to the church regarding the trailer that they 
have on the site in violation /Df the Zoning Ordinance and Building Codes. 
That letter was written and is in the file. The Zoning Inspector reported 
that the trailer has now been removed and therefore, the violation is cleared 
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REQUEST FOR INTERPRETATION 

Mr. Gilbert R. Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, came before the Board with a 
request for guidance to help him determine whether or nota particular 
restaurant should be allowed within the Highway CorrldorDlstrlct. The 
criteria that haa been used 1n the past 1s whether or not the restaurant's 
primary food sales 15 from the drive-in or window aalesor whether it is 
primarily from the sit-down sales. If the drive-in or window sales exceed 
50 percent, the restaurant 1s not allowed in the HighWay Corridor District. 
He stated that there always is some question as to which side ta~ restaurant 
falls on. The particular restaurant in question is called Windy's which 
would like to locate on the east side of Route 1 in the Hybla Valley area. 
Win4Y~B has a counter for the pick-Up of food; however, the interior of the 
restaurant has the Bame features as a regular sit-down type restaurant. 
The restaurant also has a certain amount of sales through a drive~up windOW. 
In trying to ascertainWbether they do or do not exceed 50 percent food sales 
through the window and counter, they aaked the Company to give some statistic 
for several of their other restaurants intthe eastern United States that 
are located in a similar situation as theprop.osed restaurant in Fairfax 
County. They received information that the sales at the Buford Highway (US 
23) in Atlanta was 40.1 percent; Peachtree Street, N.E., in Atlanta, 37.9 
percent; North Ridgewood Highway (US 1) Daytona Beach, Florida, 42.5 percent; 
Telegraph Road, Detroit, Michigan, 40.0 percent; and Kingston Pike, Knoxville 
Tennessee, 34.0 percent. This stUdy indicates that the sales for food 
consumption is less than the primary part of their business for the drive-in 
sales and therefore, they should be considered other than a drive-in 
restaurant. He asked for the comments of the Board. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt that the Board of Zoning Appeals should not 
get involved in this as long as the Zoning Administrator felt that he had 
met the intent of the Zoning Ordinance as defined by the Board of Supervisors. 

Mr. Knowlton asked the Board if it had any objection to his interpretation. 

Mr. Covington stated that Mr. Knowlton did not have his concurrence. He 
stated that this restaurant has as a primary feature, the attraction to 
people who eat in their, car. 

Mr. Knowlton stated that the Ordinarrce says, "primary use of the establishmen 

Mr. Runyon stated tIlatithe was surprised that any of these uses are allowed: in 
the Highway Corridor District. He stated that he thought~t was McDonaldls 
and restaurants like that that the Board of Supervisors was concerned with 
when they adopted this Ordinance. He stated that all of the uses in Fairfax 
County are automobile oriented. That is why he felt Metro will not work. 

Mr. Smith stated that if Metro had to pay its own way, it wouldn't work. 
It will work, because the taxpayers are paying for it. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he was glad to hear that some of these uses are per
mitted and that it is a question of how it is developed. 

Mr. Knowlton stated that his question is more general than this specific 
location. He stated that he is asking for an interpretation of some specific 
words that are found 1n the Highway Corridor District Ordinance where it 
says, "(1) gasoline service stations) (2) automobile laundries, (J) drive-in 
restaurants" which they do not define but he statedtbat he does pick up 
a definition in another section which says II ....aut'tmiQb11e service stations, 
automobile laundries and drive~in restaurants that are designed primarily 
for serving of food or drink for ,consumption in cars or off premises. II That 
is where the 50 percent or greater aomes in. 

Mr. Barnes inquired what the outlook would be if it becomes primarily a 
drive-in restaurant later on. 

Mr. Knowlton stated that he has to have some assurances that what he is 
approving is not a drive-in restaurant, and if it changes, it is a change 1n 
use. 

Mr. Covington stated that when he worked for the ABC Board, they went to the 
restaurants and counted the number of dinners served. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt Mr. Knowlton'sclnterpretation on this is 
correct now that he has read that seotion of the Ordinance. 
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Page 473, November 19, 1975 
DRIVE-IN RESTAURANTS (continued) 

Mr. Smith stated that with this interpretation, he did not know what type of U t-? 3 
restaurant could be excluded. I " 
Mr. Runyon stated that perhaps the concept has changed. A lot of the 
restaurants are changing from drive-in and carry-out types to family type 
restaurants. He stated that he would like to see the Board take the poaltl0
that Mr. Knowlton's position is correct since this restaurant chain has 
shown that less than fifty (50) percent of their food sales 1s from the 
drive-in sales. 

Mr. Kelley agreed that he felt Mr. Knowlton was right. 

Mr. Barnes stated that he also felt Mr. Knowlton was right. 

Mr. Swetnam was absent. 

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Knowlton has the agreement of the majority of the 
Board members. He stated that he felt it would be a good idea to run this 
by the Board of Supervisors because just as soon as this is built someone 
is going to question it. This restaurant is coming in with a drive-in 
window feature. 

II 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Kelley moved that the minutes for October 28, 1975 be approved as 
corrected. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

II 

The hearing adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
was held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Building 
on Tuesday. December 2, 1975. Present: Daniel 
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; 
George Barnes; Tyler Swetnam; and Charles Runyon. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes. 
The meeting, began at 10:10 a.m. 
10:00 - PLEASURELAND TRAVEL CENTER, INC. 5-221-75 and V-222-75; 

(Had been withdrawn and rescheduled for January 14, 1975)~ 
10:30 - HENRY COUNTS, JR., appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance 

to permit construction of enclosed porch closer to rear property 
I1ne than allowed by the Ordinance, (13.6' of rear, 25' required).
V-224-75. 

Mr. Counts submitted notices to the Board which were in order. 

Mr. Counts' main justification was the shape of the lot and also the house 
was constructed at an angle on the lot. The proposed porch would not be 
seen by any neighbors from their houses. The proposed porch is 16' wide 
and 20' deep. The bottom of the porch would be brick similar to the brick 
on the house;[ 1 the aluminum siding on the upper portion will be identlcal 
to the aluminum siding on the house. The rest will be thermopane glass. 
The porch will be used only as a porch and additional play space for the 
children and will not be used for bedrooms or living space. 

Mr. Kelley asked if he didn't realize when he purchased this house that he 
would have a pDoblem if he wanted to enclose the porch. 

Mr. Counts stated that he had incorrectly assumed 
build the porch without any great diffioult~,~ 

the house 14 months ago. He stated that he. 
the house that he would need additional spac~'~J~ 

Mr. Smith stated that this variance is almost 50 percent of the required 
setback. 

Mr. Counts stated that to build a parch any smaller would nat be adequate 
for the children. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in apposition to the application. 

In answer to Mr. Runyan's question'as to why he could not make the porch 
wider aut to the right of the house, Mr. Counts stated that he would run 
into two large pine trees that are 30 years old and the cost of remOVing 
them would be substantial and to build an the other side would put the 
parch right in the neighbor's window. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt the porch was being located in the right place 
but it is a large variance request. 

--------------------------------------------,--------------------------------RESOLUTION 
In application V-224-75 by Henry Counts, Jr. under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of porch within 13.6' of rear property 
line (25' required)~ 7130 Old Dominion Drive~ 30-1((1))8l~ County of Fairfax, 
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following 
resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Pairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals~ an 

• 
WHEREAS~ following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property~ letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on December 2, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property l' the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning 1s R-l2.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 12,536 square feet. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion 
of law: 

That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical con-
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Page 475. December 2, 1975 
COUNTS (continued) 

ditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result 1n practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally narrow lot, 
(b) unusual condition of the location of existing building. 

NOW) THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted in part with the following limitations: 

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structure 
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only. and 
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or- unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 
4. The rear setback shall be 17.0 feet. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that this granting does not con
stitute exemption from the various reqUirements of this County. The applicant 
shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits, 
a residential use permit and the like through the established procedures. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to D. 

Mr. Runyon stated that having looked at this, he felt that the same area for 
the porch could be obtained by extending the sideline back and not have to 
go as deep in the rear yard as requested. The house is already built closer 
to the pine trees ~han the proposed porch would be. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt this is a reasonable solution to the problem. 
Even a 16' x 16' porch is rather substantial even if he has to keep the dis
tance from the trees. The Board is limited in its jurisdiction as to the 
extent it can grant a variance. 

II 

10:40 - MR. &MRS. HAMILTON CAROTHERS, appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the 
a.m. Zoning Ordinance to permit addition closer to front and side property 

lines than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, (3D' from front, 45' 
required; 16' from side, 17' required), 7312 Rebecca Drive, 93-3«4)) 
171, (18,415 sq.ft.), Mt. Vernon District, (R-17), V-225-75. 

The hearing began at 10:53 a.m. 

Mr. Carothers sUb~itted notices to property owners which were in order. 

Mr. Carothers main justification for this proposed addition was the extreme 
slope of the lot. He stated that the lot drops one entire floor from the 
front to the back of the house. He has an 18' retaining wall on the property. 
The only flat land on the lot 'is where the existing deck is. He wants to 
replace the deck with this room which will be used for the dining room for 
his family. He had assumed that all he would have to do would be to enclose 
the deck, but he learned that the act of enclosing it would require a 
variance. The house was constructed before there were zoning restrictions, 
and the deck probably has been there for 20 years. The house was not set 
square on the lot so that the corner of thi8~~rbposed addition is creating 
the problem. It is not the whole side of the deck that needs the variance. 
At the time he purchased the property in early August of this year, he had 
no knowledge that there would be a zoning issue involved. The deck was 
already there. Because of the landscaping that is on the property. one 
will not be able to see this addition at all. The existing house is 41 1 

from the front property line. 

Mr. Smith stated that by today's Code, the requirement is 45 1 for the house. 

Mr. Carothers stated that he might be able to squeeze 2' off the corner of 
the proposed addition. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 
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CAROTHERS (continued) 

------------------------------------RESOLUTION-------------------------------
In applioation V=2t5-75 by Mr. and Mrs. Hamilton Carothers under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition closer to front property 
line than allowed by the Ordinance (within 30') 7312 Rebecca Drive, 93-3«4)) 
171, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

EREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 

arb 

the
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

HEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the propertY3 letters to contiguous property owners and 
property owners across the street. and a pUblic hearing held by the Board on 
December 2. 1975. and 

HEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owners of the SUbject property are the applicants. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 18.415 sq.ft. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical con

ditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance woul 
result in practical difficulty" or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the 
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land. 
(b) unusual condition of the 10catiatFof existing building. 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED that the subject app~ication be and the same is 
ereby granted in part with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only. and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to that of the existing structure. 
4. The front setback shall be 32 feet. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits. a residential use permit and the like through the 
established procedures. 

r. Barnes seconded the motion. 

he motion passed 5 to O. 

10:50 - FOX HUNT SWIM CLUB3 INC. appl. under Section 30~7.2.6.1.1 of the 
a.m. Zoning Ordinance to permit installation of lights on existing tennis 

courts. end of Spaniel Road. Orange Hunt Estates. Section 7. 
3-226-75 

Began at 11:08 a.m. 

r. Tom West. representing the applicant, submitted notices to property owners 
hich were in order. 

r. West stated that they propose to light two existing tennis courtB which 
ave been in existence for four years. They propose to use Devoe low 
ounted linear. source lighting,. These lights are on 15 1 posts running 
arallel along each side of the courts. The lights are directed to the 

courts. not the residential area. This 1s much different from the tall poles 
that are used in some lighting systems. The lights are set at 45 degree 
angles with the lights directed to the courts. 

A brochure showing the type lights they planned to use was in the file. 

r. West stated that there are woods and also some low shrubs between the 
courts and the residences nearby. 
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Page 411, December 2, 1915 
FOX HUNT SWIM CLUB, INC. (continued) 

Mr. Gregory Harnie, 6944 Spaniel Road, spoke in favor of the application. 
He stated that it cost $200,000 to build these recreational facilities and 
they have very limited use of the courts since it gets dark so early in the 
winter months. These lights will enable them to get full use from the 
courts and will al10wethe people who work to use the courts too. 

Mr. Smith stated that there is a limitation on the hours of operation. 

Mr. Harnie stated that he knew there was for the swimming pool. 

Mr. Smith stated that the hours of operation include the entire facility. 
It is, a condition of the SpeCial Use Permit. The hours are from 9:00 a.m. 
to 9:00 p.m. There is no application before the Board· for a change in those 
hours. 

Mr. James Kelley, Lot 188, the closest lot to the tenniS';courts J spOke in 
oppoSition. He, 8ubmltted photographs that' wli!'reLtak.&.tl~ifrom tha:-'toubtla.tlon of 
ti1S'chbllhensr.iow1n@:hthit',exf.ltt1:nlil ctluk!ts. r:,- His house 1s under construction. 
He purchased the house in September and was aware of the tennis courts and 
also aware that they were not lighted. He stated that he feels this 
proposed lighting will cause him grief and an invasion of his privacy. 

Mr. Kelley stated that surely he was aware of these courts and this recreatl0 
facl11t~ at the tlmehe purchased the property and even though there might not 
:..hee.rl:i 'lights on the courts at that time J it is usually be.cause of the lack 
of funds and it 1s always a possibility in the future. 

Mr. Barnes agreed that Mr. Kelley should have been aware of these circum
stances at the time he purchased his house. He felt the hours should remain 
as they are now. 
Mr. Swetnam stated that he agreed that the hours of operation should not 
change. 

Mr. Smith stated that the applicants will have to abide by the Noise Ordinanc 
and by the limitations of their Special Use Permit. If they do not, the 
neighbors should notify the Zoning Office. 

of 
Mr. Kelley stated that the Board has encouraged t~ ty~-ftennis court lights. 

There was no one else to speak on this case. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-226-15 by Fox Hunt Swim ClUb, Inc. under Section 30-1.2.6.1. 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit installation of lights on existing tennis 
courts, 'end of Spaniel Road, Orange Hunt Estates, Section 1, S.B-4({2))D, 
Springfield District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has· been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accord
ance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper n9tice to the public by advertisemeat in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on December 2, 1915, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-11 Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 3.0114 acres. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is,required. 
5. That comp!+~ce with all applicable State and County Codes is required. 
6. That the applicant operates a community swim and tennis club, pursuant 

to Special Use Permit S-110-12, granted July 12, 1912. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-1.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and, the, same 
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FOX HUNT SWIM CLUB, INC. (continued) 

1s hereby granted with the following limitations: 
1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 

without fUrther action· of this Board, and 1s for the location indicated in 
the application and 1s not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, ahall constitute a violation of 
the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the var10us legal and established procedural requirements of this 
County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with 
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential 
Use Permit is obtained-. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the grant~ng0f the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. All terms and conditions set forth in Special Use Permit 5-110-72 
shall remain in effect. 

They were: 
Maximum number of memberships shall be 350 which shall be residents 
within a two (2) mile radius of the pool itself. 

The hours of operation shall be from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.
There shall be a minimum of 90 parking spaces provided and a minimum 

of 30 parking spaces for bicycles. 
The entire area shall be enclosed with a chain link fence as approved 

by the Director of Environmental Management. 
Landscaping, planting and screening shall be asapproved by the 

DirectlbI'~' of Environmental Management. 
All lights and noise ahall be dire9ted onto site and must be confined 

to said site. 
Should the members desire an after hours party, permission must first 

be granted by the Zoning Administrator and shall be limited to 6 
per year. 

7. All necessary landscaping and/or screening shall be provided and this 
shall be to the satisfaction of the Director of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:00 - STEVE R. ELI appl. under Section 30-6.5 of _the Zoning Ordinance to 
a.m. appeal Zoning Administrator's decision not to allow palm reading 

as a permitted use in a C-O zone, 6700 Arlington Blvd.-, 50-4«(13)) 
(2)14, City Park Homes SUbd., (7,200 sq.ft.), Annandale District, 
(C-O). V-213-75. 

Mr. Donald Stevens, attorney for the appltcant, 4084 University Drive, 
represented Mr. Eli before the Board. Notices to property owners were 
aubmitted to the Chairman and were in order. 

Mr. Stevens stated that the subject property is in a C-O (Commercial Office) 
zone. One of the permitted uses in that zone is business and professional 
offices. This property was previously used by a tax consultant. He~d not 
live there. There is a small neighborhood shopping center nearby. There 
are four or five houses similar to this house in this City Park Subdivision 
which were constructed 25 years ago. One of these houses has been used tor 
an office and storage area for a construction company. There is at least 
one real estate office in this subdivision along Ar~ington Boulevard. There 
is a plant store. It is Mr. Eli's position that the requested use of palm 
reading in a portion of this house will have much less effect on the 
appearance of the outside of these premises than any of these other uses, 
such as the real estate office and certain the storage yard. There are a 
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ELI (continued) 

larger number of employees for those uses than this use. A lawyer'S office 
forlnstance would generate mucn::-.more traffic than this use. The only 
employee for this use will be Miss Eli. Her business 1s no different than 
other personal service buslnessest-doctors, consultants, etc. Business 1s 
defined as any trade or occupation in which one engages for personal support 
or gain. Mias Eli practices palm reading as her means of support. It 1s 
not up to this Board or any other'Board to determine if this is a good office 
use Dr bad office use. If it 1s such a use that 1s contemplated by the 
Zoning Ordinance to support the person engaged in that business, then it is 
permitted in the C-QOdistrict. Nobody puts a gun at the head of a person 
who goes to Miss Eli to get their p~lm read. She sometimes calls herself a 
cheap paychUltrist since she does more listening than anY,thing else. Mr. 
Eli has made considerable improvements to this property and this property 
is now a positive addition to the neighborhood. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's questions, Mr. Stevens stated that Miss Eli's training 
is from her mother.- Palm reading expertise is handed down from generation to 
generation. They are gypsies~ He stated that as far as he knew, all palm 
readers are gypsies. They are citizens of the United States. This business 
does, require a business license from the State and County. This has not been 
obtained because the business license cannot be issued until the non-residentia 
use permit has been issued and the Zoning Administrator would not issue it. 
The Elis purchased the property in this C-O zone on the advice of counsel. 
Mr. Stevens stated that he told Mr. Eli that he thought this was a permitted 
use in that C-O district. They continued to operate there because it is 
their position that it is a permitted use by right in this zone. The 
Zoning Administrator, Mr. Knowlton, responded to his initial inquiry and 
that letter is in the file on this case. His response indicated that he was 
not certain whether it would be allowed or not. 

Mr. Smith stated that that didn't give Mr. Eli permission to operate this 
business and to put up a sign. There is a free standing sign and there is 
also a sign in the window indicating that Miss Eli is an adVisor. 

Mr. Stevens stated that this sign is a preexisting Sign. They changed the 
name on the existing sign pole. 

Mr. Kelley stated that that doesn't give them the right to use it. He stated 
that he did not think Exxon could automatically use Amoco's sign should Exxon 
take over Amoco's gas station. He stated that he didn!t believe that the 
sign should go up until the sign permit'has been issued. He stated that 
they had no right to put that sign up or to change the name on it. He asked 
Mr. Stevens, "Are you saying that it goes with the land use?" 

Mr. Stevens: "In my view, it does." 

Mr. Smith: "To change that sign they have to get a new sign permit number." 

Mr. Stevens stated that he was well aware that any modifications required a 
permit. 

Mr. Covington stated that apparently Mr. Stevens has changed his position on 
this sign. He was on the Sign Code Committee and knows that the former sign 
was a non-conforming sign and any change in the sign would negate the sign and 
wouldn't be permitted. 

Mr. Covington stated that they also need an occupancy permit. 

Mr. Stevens stated that this is why they are before this Board. 

Mr. Smith stated that, "You are operating without first obtaining a State 
business license or meeting the County requirement for an occupancy permit. 
This has no bearing on the interpretation but it gives the Board some insight 
into how Mr. and Mrs. Eli treat the laws of the County." 

Mr. Stevens stated that Mr. and Mrs. Eli haVe done everything they could 
possibly do to obtain the business license. They have requested it both 
verbally and in writing. There is nothing in the Ordinance that says that as 
a prerequisite to obtaining a business license one must obtain a non
residential use permit. The Zoning Administrator even indicated that he 
was not certain it was not a permitted U5e and welcomed this appeal from 
the Board in order to get an interpretation. 

'{ 7 '1 



Page 480) December 2) 1975 
LI (continued) 

Smith stated that Mr. Stevens related this use to that of doctors and 
do require cert~in professional training before they can open an 

r. Stevens stated that that is correct but there are other kiNds of such uses 
ade by people that are not commonly known as professionals • 

. Smith asked for a clarification regarding the fact that the sign reads 
'advisor", and/What the difference/between a palm reader and fortW1e teller. 

-,..asked 7i5 
rs. Eli, mother of t1lhss,:;Julie, thepalmreader, stated that !be did not 
now of any difference between a palm reader and a fortune teller. The 
nly way she could explain the word nadvisor" is when a person comes in to hav 
heir palm read, she might ask the question) "Do you think I should apply 
or this particular job?" This is a job that the client is interested in 
nd the palm reader would answer the question. She stated that she bases this 
dvice on what she sees in the palm of the individual. There is no training 
or palm reading. It isa gift that is given from God to all her people. 
he stated. 

lady in the audience came forward to dispute this. She stated that she is 
pposed and she felt these people are teaching falsehoods. 

r. Smith stated that there is a letter of opposition in the file from Mr. 
tanley W. Laird, 6716 Arlington Blvd., stating that he owns lots 9, 10. 27 

d 30 in City Park Homes and he felt the Board should uphold the Zoning 
dministrator's decision. 

r. Smith asked the Clerk to place in the record, verbatim) the memo from 
he Zoning Administrator tothe Board of Zoning Appeals dated December 2) 1975. 
ubjectj appeal"of decision regarding fortune-tellers, palm readers, etc. 
"I do not pretend to know the business of fortW1e-telling) palm reading, 
crystal gazing, or similar activities. I do know that these do con
stitute "uses of land and buildings, and that they are not listed among· 
the uses permitted within any of the zoning districts. They do not 
seem to fall within any of the broad headings of uses listed in the 
Zoning Ordinance. Indeed. they constitute an activity so W1ique as 
to be separately treated in both State ~d COW1ty revenue legi51ation. 

It is recognized that when a land use comes along Which is not 
treated within the Zoning Ordinance there are two possible ways of 
applying zoning categories to it: (1) the applicant may apply through 
the Office of the County Executive for an appropriate amendment to 
the Ordinance. or (2) the use may be considered as permitted (if not 
otherwise disallowed) W1der Column-I of the I-G District which permits 
"All uses not otherwise prohibited by law .•• ". In this case, the 
applicant has chosen a third method by appealing the interpretation 
of the existing Ordinance words. 

The history of this case is one in which the business was established 
on land zoned for commercial office, a violation notice was issued. 
and the B.Z.A. application was instituted appealing the interpretation 
which resulted in the violation notice. If this appeal is supported 
by the B.Z.A.) then these establishments would be permitted in all 
zones which pBrmit offices (COL. CO, COR) CN. CD, CG. II) IS, IP, IL) 
• j 10). If the B.Z.A. determines them to be professional offices, 
then they would" be "permitted by Special Permit as a "Home Professional 
Office" in most of the residential districts. I personally cannot 
believe that the authors of our Cades had this in mind. 

It is the interpre·tation of· your Zoning Administrator that the business 
of a fortune-teller, palm reader, crystal gazer and similar land uses 
are not a professional office. a business office, a retain establish
ment, or any of the specific uses listed in the.Zoning Ordinance, and 
therefore. are only permitted in the I-G zoning District. where they 
are permitted aa a use by right." 

Smith stated that Mr. KnOWlton could not be present for this hearingr.

r.

ecaU5e he is in Court. 

Swetnam moved that the decision of the Zoning Administrator be upheld and 
letter of December, 2, 1975 be incorporated in the minutes of this meeting. 

Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Barnes 
abstained. 
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11:20 - RESTON READING CENTER, INC. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.. 1.3.4 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit reading center) 2151 Chain Bridge Road, 
8-228-75. 

Mr. Pete Cerick. attorney for the applicant, 714 Pine Street, Herndon, repre
sented the applicant before the Board. Notices to property owners were in 
order. 

Mr. Cerick stated ~hat this property '1s owned by Mr. and Mrs. Hines. Mrs. 
Hines is the President of this corporation. 

Mr. Smith stated that there will have to be a lease in the file. 

Mr. Cerick stated that he would supply the lease for the file. 

Mr. Cerick stated that this school falls within the category of school of 
special eq.ucatlon. The primary luse:,t of the property is for individual 
testing and tutoring for children with reading and/or learning problems. 
This is the only full service reading clinic in Northern Virginia. The 
tutoring is done on a one to one basis in the homes of the tutors. This 
will not be a day care center or a private school. The only ~xterior cha~ge 

that will be made to this property will be the parking lot as indicated on 
the plan. They do intend to hook up to public water and sewer. 

Mr. Cerick stated that this school would not change the residential character 
o£ this neighborhood. They will be happy to screen the parking area from 
the next door neighbor. The property owner to the right would like to have 
a fence. He requested that the requirement for the site plan be waived. 
He stated that the Staff indicates that a 22' travel lane would be .required. 
He stated that his clients do not feel this would be necessary for the 
slight use that will be made of this property. This would be quite burden
some financially. 

Mr. Smith stated that this question is not before this Board. This Board 
has no authority to waive the Site Plan requirements. He stated that he 
felt the property should be screened from the adjacent residences. The 
Board usually follows the suggestions of Preliminary Engineering for 
Special Permit Uses such as this. 

Mr., Oerick stated that no more than 5 children would be on the premises in 
anyone day. The Director and/or Assistant Director will work in the 
building daily from approximately 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

Mr. Frank Tipton, 1030 Maple Avenue, East, across the street from the SUbject 
property, spoke to say that he was not nec~ssarily in opposition) but he 
is concerned about the future of this property) its possible expansion or 
failure. 

Mr. Smith explained that a Special Use Permit is restricted to the specific 
number of children that the Board might specify. The Permit is granted to 
the applicant only. If the applicant fails to coutinue with this use) the 
use will revert back to a residential use. The applicant will be restricted 
also by the plat that is in the file. 

Mr. Tipton stated that in view of these facts, he would have no objection. 

Mr. Milton RObertson, 2141 Chain Bridge Road) Lot 22, spoke on behalf of 
Mr. Horace Payne, Lot 20 and Mr. Waters, Lot 19, in opposition to this 
application. He spoke to the concerns they have about the increased dust 
from the traffic) the screening and fencing for this use and the drainage 
problems that already exist on this prope~ty without the additional paving 
that will have to be done for the driv!way and parking areas. 

Ms. Rita Cole, 1987 Horseshoe Drive, spoke concerning the drainage problems. 

Mr. Smith explained that the drainage problems is something that is handled 
under the Site Plan. 

Mr. Anofreo, 1026 E. Maple Avenue) stated that he was not completely in 
opposition now that he understands the restrictions. 

Mrs. Hines explained that even if this. center should expand) it does not 
create a greater use for the main center because the tutoring is done by 
the tutors in their homes or in the homes of the children. They sometimes go 
to the schools. They will not use the facility evenings and weekends. 
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RESTON READING CENTER, INC. (continued) 

Mr. Horace Payne, Lot 20, contiguous with the subject property, spoke to say 
that he did not want a stockade fence. 

Mr. Smith told him that this is something he will have to work out with the 
Site Plan Office. The normal requirement is for a stockade fence to prevent 
any lights from cars in the parking lot from shining in the residence's 
windows. 

Mr. Payne stated that he would not be opposed to this use based on the 
evidence that haa been presented if they would consider putting up a fence, 
such as a chain link fence to keep the cars off his property. 

There was no one else to speak either in favor or in opposition to this 
application. 

Mr. Runyon stated that based on the evidence presented, he believed the 
questions have been answered and he also believed that this application 
conforms to the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 

RESOLUTION 

In application 8-228-75 by RESTON READING CENTER under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.4 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit reading center in existing bUilding, 2151 
Chain Bridge Road, 39-1((3))21, County of Fair~ax, Mr. Runyon moved that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals -adopt ,the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on December 2, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the fallowing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Howard M. and Bonnie B. Hines. 
2. That the present zoning is HE-I. 
3. That the area of the lot is 42,860 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Speoial Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not'-transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior 
to date of expirafion. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) Whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require appro
val of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this 
Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitute a violation of 
the conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemptio 
from the various legal and ,established procedural requirements_ of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complyin~ ~lth these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non~~s1dential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to -~1J. Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. Number of children shall not exceed five (5) per day.
7. The' hours of operation shall be from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday 

th~ough Friday. 
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RESTON READING CENTER, INC. (continued)

is 
8. Landscaping and screenlng/l'eq1l1rea and'Jsnafl be .to the satisfaction 

of the Department of Environmental Management. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion carried 5 to O. 

Mr. Smith ,stated- that before this Special Use Permit would be valid. the 
applicant needs to provide for the file a copy of the lease between the 
property owner and the applicant. 

II 

The Boardadj,Qurned for lunch at 1:03 to return at 2:15 p.m. 

II 

12:00 - RE-EVALUATION HEARING ON SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR RIDING STABLE. 
Noon 3-182-75, BERNARD C. COX. 3801 Skyview Lane. 58-4«1»54. 8 acres. 

Providence District. (RE-I). Granted November 14, 1973. 
(Deferred from October 7. 1975 to give attorney for applicant
additional time to prepare answers to questions raised by the 
surrounding property owners and Zoning In$pectors and deferred 
again on November 6, 1975 because of confusion as to whether or 
not the case would again be deferred.) 

Mr. Blaine Friedlander, at~orney for the ippmitbee, 10370 Main Street, Fairfax 
Virginia, submitted a statement to the Board. He stated that he had read 
the Code and found that it allows a non-conforming use as a matter of right. 
Mr. Cox purchased this property in 196~. It was a horse farm. 

Mr. Smith stated that this does riot make the operation that Mr. Cox has now 
non-conforming. Mr. Cox could stable horses as long as he owns them and 
keeps them for his own use without a Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Friedlander stated that there have been"no complaints about the stable 
operation being in violation. He stated that he did not know why Mr. Cox 
was required to get a Special Use Permit since the use was preexisting. 
Mr. Cox made application for a riding stable. He had been issued violations 
by Mr. KonecznY,the zoning Inspector. If the use of renting horses has 
been continued: eincethe 30 1 s, then it is a.preexisting use, Mr. Friedlander 
stated. Mr. Koneczny felt that if Mr. Cox would apply for a Special Use 
Permit, it would.olve the problems. Instead, it has made the problems 
worse. In Aprili>Mr. Cox began filling in flood plain and was issued a 
violation. That has now been cleared. The second violation was for storing 
amusement eqUipment on the premises. That violation has now been cleared. 
The main problem is a dispute with the neighbors and the purpose of the 
complalnts'~y the neighbors is to deprive Mr. Cox of the use of his land. 
Mr. Cox was ,there before the neighbors were there. Mr. Woodburn, one of the 
complaln&~. stated in his letter of complaint that Mr. Cox had a stable 
and repplr shop in 1967 when Mr. Woodburn moved into his home. 

Mr. Smith stated tbat Mr. Cox had no right to have a riding stable and 
a repair shop. 

Mr. Friedlander stated that he did not know this because this has always been 
a working farm. 

Mr. Smith asked if this work shop or re~air shop was farm related or if it 
has something to do with the mechanical rides that Mr. Cox was issued a 
violation fo~atoring. He stated that the main question is regarding the 
transportatiQn of mechanical devices and the storing of mechanical devices 
in connection with his amusement business that is prohibited under his 
Special Use' Permit and is not allowed in a re'sidential area. 

Mr. Friedlander stated that on September 25. 1974 or in that vicinity, the 
Board considered the question of allowing Mr. Cox to pickup animals from 
his farm and transport them someplace else. The Board said, according to 
the minutes, that this~s not covered under the Special Use Permit. This 
was in answer to a question Mr. Koneczny raised. The. minutes did not reflect 
the actual question Mr. Koneczny raised. He stated that he whadd read the 
minutes that were on filedh the Board. He stated that as he understood 
those minutes, the Board was separating the riding stable operation from 
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COX (continued) 

the other activities. The only other activities are the taking of the horses 
in and out of the property by truck and the amusement equipment 1s behind 
the trucks. He stated that Mr. Cox is not storing amusement equipment on 
the property that he knows of. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question if Mr. Cox has stored any other mechanical 
devices on the premises, Mr. Cox answered "No'!. 

Mr. Jack Ash, Zoning Inspector, testified that on November2~1 1975 at 
approximately 10: 35 am, he inspected the premises and at 10 :'Lf5 a.m. J he 
issued Mr. Cox a written notice of violation of his Special Use Permit 
for storing twenty amusement machines on the property. These were pin ball 
machines and jukeboxes. 

Mr. Smith stated that he is not only in violation of the Special Use Permit 
but he is in violation of the residential zoning catagory thatrheiis in. 

Mr. Ash stated that Mr'. Cox explained that he was an antique collector. 
However. most of the machines were not that old. . 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Friedlander stated that he had not 
seen the violation notice because it had not been supplied to him. He 
stated that he could not. therefore. comment on it. However. a man is 
presumed to be innocent until he is proven gUilty. 

Mr. Woodburn. 3804 Skyview Lane. testified regarding the violations that 
Mr. Cox had had and the problems the neigpbors have had with the noise; 
the horses trampling their yards. the amusement equipment that has been kept 
on the property. He stated that there are eight people present in opposition 
to this use who can ,also testify to these Violations. He read the Board a 
portion of an ad from the Washington Post advertising the sale of pinball 
machines and jukebox machines and the ad gave the te-lephone number as 
323-1521. He stated that that telephone number was Mr. Cox's number at the 
time that ad was in the paper on November 9. 1975. 

After consultation with his Client. and 
~ Friedlander stated that Mr. Cox put the ad in the newspaper!, that is 
Mr. Cox's telephone number. However. he stated that he had no-idea if 
the machines advertised were the same machines Mr. Ash saw When he issued 
the violation notice. 

Mr'. Woodburn stated that he and his neighbors have observed trucks delivering 
cartons to Mr. Cox's residence. Mr. Woodburn stated that he did not com~ 
plain about Mr. Cox's use of the property when he first moved in.b",Hawever. 
when the use continued to expand so that it changed the residential character 
of the neighborhood. he did complain. He read the portion of the Ordinance 
relating to Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in Residential Zones. 

Mrs. Janie Smith. 3811 Skyview Lane, stated that she had no objection to the 
riding stable. However. she did Object to the damage the horses do to her 
property and the danger this use is to the children in the neighborhood. 
She stated that the transporting of horses in and out of the property causes 
a traffic hazard in their neighborhood and the storing of amusement rides 
causes a hazard to the children of the neighborhood. She stated that 
1n July. 1974lihe lost her son. When she found him, he was on one of Mr. Cox's 
Merry-Go-Rounds. On October 17. 1975 a dr1v~of a truck (semi-trailer) 
stopped at her house and asked directions to Bernie's Amusements. The 
driver said he had a delivery to make. They delivered large packages to 
Mr. Cox's property. 

Mr. Stanley LeRoy. 3820 Skyview Lane. submitted photographs shbwing hoof marks 
on his lawn. He stated 'that these horses belonged to Mr. Cox. He saw them 
come out of a van at 6:30 a.m. and they were being led across the front 
yard. Then they went down the street toward Mr. Cox's farm and disappeared 
from view. 

After consultation with his client. Mr. Friedlander stated that he was not 
pleased to advise the Board that Mr. Cox has on occasions had these entertain
ment devices on his premises. He has had them there because it is his hobby 
and on occasion he has sold them from the premises. This. he stated. is not 
an admission of guilt. but a statement of facts in order that the Board will 
have all the details. Mr. Cox has been told by him and Mr. Cox has agreed 
that these machines will be off the property immediately. He stated that 
with regard to the charge that the drivers of the trucks speed down this 
street. there might be some distortion in the testimony. 
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COX (continued) 

In answer to Mr~ Smith's question, Mr. Friedlander stated that Mr. Cox 1.s 
attempting to fill in an area on his property in order to provide adequate 
off-street parking. This will alleviate the muddy condition or the parking 
lot and perhaps encourage the employees to park there. 

Mr. Smith stated that the parking lot should have been provided with a dustles 
surface prior to beginning the operation. This 1s a requirement of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

Mr. Friedlander questioned the Boardhauthorlty to hear this as a He-Evaluation 
hearing. 

Mr. Smith stated that the conditions of the Special Use Permit have been 
violated and one of the specific conditions states that "any additional 
structures, changes in use or additional uses shall require approval of this 
Board.1! On the question of non-conforming use, Mr. Smith stated that he was 
fully prepared to state that Mr. Cox does not have a non-conforming use 
in Fairfax County at that location. He has only lived there since 1964.Mr~eSm 
stated that he was sure this is the position the Zoning Administrator has 
taken in the past. If he had a non-conforming use as outlined and defined 
in the Zoning Ordinance, Mr. Cox would not have been required to obtain a 
Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Friedlander stated in reference to the off-street parking requirements 
that Mr. Cox had requested all of his employees to park on his property and 
not along the.street. How~ver, Mr. Cox does not have control over the 
visitors to the site. ' 

Mr. Smith stated that if the visitors want to be arbitrary, then they are 
jeopardizing the use itself. If the visitors do not park where Mr. Cox 
requests them to park, then Mr. Cox should deny them the use of the property. 

Mr. Friedlander stated that Mr. Cox will do his utmost to comply and he will 
do his utmost to see that the Ordinance is complied with. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Ash to continue to check this property and see what 
happens as far aa the statements as to compliance with the Special Use 
Permit and Zoning Ordinance. This .Special Use permit has another year to 
run and the Board is very concerned,but unless Mr. Cox can .abide by the 
conditions of that permit, the Board will have no alternative but to ask 
him to come in and show cause why the p~rmit should not be "revoked. 

One of the members of the audience came forward and presented photographs 
showing the amusement rides that were on the property at the time he took 
the photographs. 

Mr. Smith and Mr. Kelley stated that the Board is trying to be fair, but 
Mr. Cox is going to have to comply with the Zoning Ordinance and Use Permit. 
Mr. Smith stated that the Board allowed Mr. Cox to bring amusement rides in 
as long as they were on the trucks that pick up the horses. If this is an 
impact on the reside~tial neighborhood, the Board will have to reconsider 
this. Mr. Friedlander has agreed that the violations will be cleared and 
if it doesn't work and the people feel that he is not complying in all 
respects, they should so indicate and the Board will have no alternative 
but to have a revocation hearing. It may be that the Board will have to 
reatrict these vehicles coming in and out of the property. 

Mr. Covington stated that he had a great deal of respect for Mr. Friedlander 
but Mr. Friedlander had not gone back far enough in searching the records 
on this case. The Zoning Officels records will show that Mr. Cox operated 
a similar operation on Annandale Road. The ZoningOff~e caused Mr. Cox to 
cease that operation. Tt°·wasn't until the compa.ints started coming in that 
the Zoning Office was aware of the present operation on Skyview Lane. He 
stated that one of the reasons he wanted to bring this fact out is because 
Mr. Friedlander stated that these problema that Mr. Cox has is caused by a 
dispute in the neighborhood. The· eit1Zensof the previous neighborhood 
took the same attitude toward Mr. Cox's operation. He stated that he wanted 
to make sure that the Board knew that Mr. Cox knew what the laws of Fairfax 
County were when he moved to the Skyview Lane add~eSB in 1964. He had been 
made aware of those laws by the Zoning Offic~. 

Mr. Smith stated that the record will be left open on this case. There will 
be no additional testimony taken, but the Board w~ll accept new information 
in writing prior to the decision on this ease. He suggested the c~se be 
deferred for 30 days; 
Mr. Swetnam moved that the hearing be held open tor 30 days, no additional 
testimony' to be taken, additional information in writing would be accepted. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and themotion passed 5 to O. 
II 
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DEFERRED CASE: 
MT. VERNON PARK ASSOCIATION, INC., app1. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of bathhouse to replace eXisting 
bathhouse which no longer meets County reqUirements, 8042 Fairfax Road, 
s-185-75j (Deferred from October 14, 1975j October 28, 1975( and November 
12, 1975 for new plats showing revised parking layout to show a deletion of 
Lot 18, 50 parking spaces with a dustless surface and 150 other spaces that 
can be used for overflow parking that do not have to be paved.) 

Mr. John Harris representing the applicant, stated that he had not had an 
opportunity to meet the people who live nearby who are interested in this 
case, but he had given them a copy of the plan. 

Mr. Ballew, 8109 Winfield Street~and Mrs. Wells, two of the contiguous propert 
owners, came forward to look at the plats and suggest the location where 
a chain or gate could be best placed to help keep teenagers from driving 
their cars in and having parties after hours. 

It wal;l suggested that the association put up a "no trespassing"sign on the 
property. 

RESOLUTION 

In application s-185-75 by Mount Vernon Community Park & Playground Assoc. 
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to _permit construction 
of a new bath house and parking area on property located at 8042 Fairfax 
Road, 102-2((1»4, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax county Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on October_14, 1975 and 
deferred to subsequent dates for additional informatiort and new plats, this 
decision being made on the lnd~·'_day of December, 1975. and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 8.311 acres. 
4. That the site is presently operating under SUPS-25-7l granted 3-9-71. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented .testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance,and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the follOWing limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the_applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application'and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings _and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved 
by this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes reqUire a Special Use Permit, ahall require 
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the -Permittee to apply to 
this Board for such approval. Any changes (other than mInor engineering 
details) without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the 
conditions of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting Qf this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Pepmlttee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use Permit 
is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
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of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 
6. All other provisions of the existing Special Use Permit shall remain 

in effect. 
7. The parking areas .indicated a5 paved shall be paved. The parking shown 

as "graBslI shall be for overflow parking only and not for continual parking. 
8. A 6' fence and gate shall be provided along Layfatte Drive from the 

ditch thence turning the corner and running back to the ditch as shown on the 
plat signed by the Chairman. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

DEFERRED CASE: December 2, 1975 
LARRY O. HEINER) D.D.S. appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 of the Ord. to 
permit dental office in home, 3904 Picardy Court. 110-4{(7))3, 3-220-75. 
(Deferred from November 19, 1975 for new plats showing exact number of 
parking spaces within the proper setback area to take care of all patients 
and employees who might be on the property at anyone time.) 

Mr. Charles Shumate, attorney for the applicant, stated that he had submitted 
new plats showing the requested parking spaces. Dr. Heiner will have no more 
than two scheduled patients per hour. He envisions he and his assistant 
parking in the garage. His wife will occupy space number 7 for her car and 
there will be 4 additional parking spaces to accomodate the patients. He 
only needs two spaces each hour. There is sufficient space on the property 
for these parking spaces. 

Mr. Runyon inquired if there is a need for as much turn-around space as is 
shown on the plats. He stated that there is 'a communication from the lady 
that is purchasing the property across the street from the subject property 
and she is concerned about the amount of paving that might be done to this 
property that would detract from the residential character of the neighborhood 

Mr. Smith stated that he was concerned about whether or not the applicant 
is providing enough parking. If he is and some of the turn-around space 
can be removed, it might be worth a try. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-220-75 by Larry O. Heiner, DiD.S. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 
or the Zoning Ordinance to permit dental.office in the home, 3904 Picardy 
Court, 110-4((7))3, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
~lng Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS,_ the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to .the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by this Board held· on November 19, 1975 and 
deferred to December 2, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1 •. That the owner of the property is L.V. Genuario Assoc .• Inc. The 

apPl1cant is the contract purchaser.
2; That the present zoning is REO.5. 
3. 'That the area of the lot is 21,040 sq.ft. 

AND. WHEREAS. the Board has reaohed the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action af this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the applicatianand is' not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation has 
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
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HEINER (continued) 

plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any 
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or Changes in the plans approved by 
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these 
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva 
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board 
for such approval. Any Changes (other than minor engineering details) 
without this Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions 
of this Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these re
quirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit is obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special USe Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residentia~_Uae 

Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of 
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

6. This permtt shall run for three (3) years with the Zoning Administrator 
bef.ng empowered to extend the permit for two additional years; if no oomplaints 
have been raised and if the request for extension is received 30 days prior to 
expiration. 

7. The parking area shown on the plat may be modified to a smalle~rarea to 
provide "stacked" parking for two (2) vehicles. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS - DECEMBER 2, 1975 

JAMES II AUTO SALES, S-33-75j Violation of Special Use Permit 

Mr. Jack Ash, Zoning Inspector, reported that he had continuously found the 
Permittee in violation for having more than the specific number of ten (10) 
oars as per the Special Use Permit condition. He stated that he made an 
inspection just yesterday, December 1, 1975, and found 16 cars. It is hard 
for the Permittee to meet the setback requirements of the Ordinance because 
he fronts O'n two streets. 

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Boone had recognized this when he applied for the 
Special Use Permit and when he came before the Board at the hearing. 

Mr. Ash stated that the Non-Residential Use Permit has been issued. 

Mr. Barnes moved that the Board send Mr. Boone a letter that this violation 
is to be cleared immediately and kept in conformity with the existing Special 
Use Permit and the Zoning Ordinance or the Board will have no alternative 
but to cite the Permittee ~or revocation for continual disregard for the 
conditions set forth in the Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

Mr. Smith suggested that the Zoning Inspector make another inspection next 
Tuesday, December 16. 1975. 

Mr. Swetnam requested the Zoning Inspectors to be specific about the number 
of cars the Permittee has in cases such as this. If the inspection is done 
on a specific day, then the report should indicate the specific number of 
cars that the Permittee had on that day. He also suggested that the 
Inspector"take pictures and start building up a case. 

Mr. Covington stated that each "inspector does not have a camera. 

Mr. Smith stated that it seemed to him that if the County expects the inspecto 
particularly the nine Zoning Inspectors to enforce the laws of Fairfax County, 
they should be furnished with a camera. He asked Mr. Covington if he could 
furnish them with cameras ,to have at all times. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed with Mr. Swetnam's statement. 

Mr. Ash stated that he does take pictures for a court case. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board needs the same type of information that the 
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JAMES BOONE AUTO SALES (continued) 

Court needs ~i "" SO' that the decision that the Board makes Will be upheld 'ltlfj'·-~n 

it goes to·Court. 

II 
DECEMBER 2, 1975 - AFTER AGENDA ITEM 
COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, 8-255-73 

The Board considered a request from Stephen L. Best, attorney for the 
country Club of Fairfax, to have a rehearing on the request of the Club for 
a variance to allow a 6' fence along Brookline Drive. They have had several 
recent incidents of vandalism where people have driven their cars through 
the golf greens. 

Mr. Smith stated that if the Club had put up a 4' fence on the 4' bank, they 
could have possibly alleviated the _problem. More than 45 days have 
gone by without the Board taking action to rehear the case. It will now take 
a resolution by the Board to reopen the case for reconsideration. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the gates might have been left open and the cars 
came in that way. 

Mr. Covington 'stated that the gates haven't even been constructed. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Club is trying to place the responsibility 
on the Board when the responsibility lies with the Club itself. 

Mr. Swetnam moved that the request be denied. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Kelley abstained. 

II 

The Board was in receipt of a memo from Doug Leigh,. Zoning Inspector, 
regarding the dustless surface requirement and whether or not the Country 
Club of Fairfax would be required to have a dustless surface on the access 
road to the Club from Brookline Drive. 

Mr. Smith stated that perhaps the BOard should wait until next summer and 
take a look at the road if the dust conditions create a hazardous condition. 

II 
KENA TEMPLE (Clarification on parking). The applicant had requested that the 
be allowed to reduce parking spaces by 52. At the Board's previous meeting, 
Mr. Runyon agreed that this would be permissible as long as .they complied wit 
the Site Plan requirements. Mr. Smith stated that he felt they should have 
467. There was no vote. The Site Plan requirements are not specific on 
the number of parking spaces for this particular use. The only requirement 
is that the Board of Zoning AppealS sets the number of parking spaces. 
Assuming that Kena Temple will have 1350 seats,since that 1s the munber of 
members that is indicated on the plats, the Site Plan requirement, if this 
was a theatre for instance, would be only 270. By the Board's "rule of thumb" 
(I parking space for every three members') the requirement would be 450. 
Since there 1s a considerable difference between the two figures, the 
Board decided that they could reduce the number of spaces as long as the tota 
does not go below 428. The Board asked Mr. Runyon to check the plats and 
make the final determination. 

II 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Kelley moved that the minutes for November 6, 1975, be approved with 
minor corrections. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

II 

The m~nutag for October 22, 1975, had not yet been read by all the members. 

II 
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The Board meeting adjourned at 4:53 P.M. 

II 

Submitted to the Board of zoning 
Appeals on Pll ~ 19 W 

Submitted to othe)1~epts., Boards. 
and Commissions ;r....C Y" /4/?'A6~ 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals for 
Fairfax County was held 1n the Board Room of the Massey 
Building on Wednesday~ December 10, 1975. Present: 
Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; 
George Barnesj Tyler Swetnam'}'"and Chartes Runyon. 

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes. 

10:00 - PETER KIMBALL & ELIZABETH MANOIS WHITEHILL appl. under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit screened porch to be constructed 
closer to rear property line than allowed by Ord.) (16.5' from rear) 
25 1 required), 6801 Trefor Court, 89-1«9»158, (10,648 sq.ft.), 
Springfield District, (R-12.5 Cluster), V-229-75. 

Notices to property owners were 1n order. 

The main justification waS the shape of the lot. Mr. Kimball stated that the 
house is situated in the center of the lot and the distance between the 
rear of the house and the property line is short because of the pie shape 
Of the lot. There now exil;its an elevated deck on the rear of the house which 
was constructed at the same time as the house. The deck measures 13' wide 
and 13' deep. They propose to lengthen the deck to 30' long and not to change 
the depth. This will be screened in and will measure 13' deep by 30' wide 
upon completion. They have lived at this location for 2 1/2 years. One of 
the other houses in the SUbdivision has about the same irregular shape, but 
the other two lots that are beside theirs has a deeper back yard. These 
are all 1/4 acre lots, but most of the lots have a large enough back yard 
so that they do not need a variance. 

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant must have one of the smaller lots in the 
subdivision. He stated that there couldn't be too many lots of that size 
or the builder could not have met the average requirement for lot size. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-229-75 by Peter K.and Elizabeth M. Whitehill under Section 
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit screened porch to be constructed 
closer to rear property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (16.5' 
from rear, 25' required), 6801 Trefor Court, 89-1«9))158, Springfield 
District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned apPlication has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by th'e· Board held on December 10, 1975, and 

WHEREI3, the Board has made the foIldWtng findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5 Cluster. 
3. That the area of the lot is 10,648 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the follOWing physical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would 
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregUlar shape of the lot. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not trans
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to expiration. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that this granting does not con
stitute exemption from the requirements of this County and he shall be , 
responsible for fulfilling his obligation to obtain building permits and the 
like through the established procedures.
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had 
not yet arrived. 
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10:15 - THOMAS JOHN MILLS, JR. appl. under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ord. 
to permit construction of screened porch and open deck closer to rear 
property line than-allowed by the Ordinance (18.8' from rear (porch) 
and 14' from rear-- (deck», V-230l::75. 

Mr. Mills submitted notices to property owners which were in order. He also 
submitted a -Petition from five neighbors 1n support of this application. 

Mr. Mills' main justificat:1on;~e" the positioning of the house on the lot, 
the unusual shape of the lot and the limited amount of usable space on the 
lot due to the VEPCO easement running down one side of the lot. The 
existing metal stairway is unsafe in wet or icy weather and this deck will 
correct that hazardous situation t Mr. Mills added. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in 9PPosition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-230-75 by Thomas John Mills, Jr. under Section 30-6.6 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of screened porch and open deck 
closer to rear property line than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance (18.8' from 
rear (porch) and 14' from rear (deck), 25'~equired), 1726 Burning Tree Drive, 
29-3({ll))162, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Swetnam- moved that the Board 
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and county Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board on the 10th of December, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the sUbject is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5 Cluster. 
3. That the area of-the lot is' 10,777 square feet. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following phYSical 

conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
would result in -'practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv 
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bUildings involved: 

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot, 
Cb) location of the house on the lot, 
(c) VEPCO easement along one side of the house. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
or structures 'indicated bn the plats included with this application only, and 
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to expiration .

•
FURTHERMORE, the apPlicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant ahall be responsible for fUlfilling his Obligation 
to obtain building permits, a residential ~se permit and the like through the 
established procedures . 

• 3. That the construction be compatible with the present building. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon had not yet arrived. 

The Board recessed from 10:30 to 11:00 a.m. for an executive session to 
discuss several matters with the Staff. 
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10:30 - B. P. OIL, INC.) an Ohio Corp.) appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of Gas and Go station 
(no garage service), on. Old Keene Mill Road, near Backlick Road, 
80-4( (1) )pt. of 5, Springfield Plaza Shopping Center, (27,636 sq.ft. ),J 
Springfield Dist., (C-D), 3-231,75. 

Lee Fifer, 4085 University Drive, Fairfax, attorney for th~ applicant, 
submitted notices to property owners which were 1n order. He stated that he 
had notified all- contiguous property owners and property owners across the 
street, 25 1n all. 

Mr. Fifer read Section 30-6.7.1.1 to the Board stating that any use for which 
special permits are required and which complies with the specific requirements 
of this chapter shall be deemed to be a permitted use 1n the district in which 
it is permitted, sUbject only to conformity of the aforesaid standards. 

Mr. Fifer stated that he felt this is a use by right subject to the meeting 
of reasonable conditions. If the Board finds that the conditions have been 
met, the Code directs that the Board shall grant the Special Use Permit. 
He then read Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance regarding the standards 
for Special Permit uses. He stated that he felt this application meets those 
standards. He· asked Mr. Peterson, a traffic expert, to testify regarding 
the traffic this use will create and the traffic on the roads surrounding 
this location. He stated that Mr. Peterson will address the traffic standard 
and the harmony of this use to the commercial and industrial district, taking 
into account what is presently surrounding this site. This use will be 
similar to what is there now. There is a Scott I s. station on the other side 
of the road. It is also similar to a number of other uses in that area and 
is not out of character With the neighborhood. He stated that the second 
general standard for Special Use Permit uses is that the site layout location 
and nature be such that the' use will not hender the appropriate development 
or impair the value. He submitted letters from the contiguous property owners 
surrounding this site stating that they have no objection to this use. 
None of these owners have any interest in this property or this application 
to the best of his knowledge, he stated. The property is under contract to 
purchase from Garfield Associates. 

Mr. Fifer then spoke to the planning aspect of this use. He stated that one 
of the major problems with the Staff Report is that the people who do the 
planning don I t own the "land. The applicant feels this is a good use and 
that it is consistent with the outlines and purposes of the plans for that 
area. There are no nearby dwellings that would be affected by the noise 
and/or lights from this station. He again referred to the standards set 
forth in Section 30-3.1.1 regarding the location of the pump islands and 
stated that the applicant meets this requirement. He read a portion of 
Section 30-7.1.1 and 30-3.1.3 describing the Board of Zoning Appeals 11mitatio 
He stated that he felt the main consideration of this Board is to determine 
whether this use will be detrimental to the character of the neighborhood 
or if it will be in harmony with the purposes of the comprehensive plan of 
land use. 

Mr. Smith stated tha~.if Mr. Fifer feels this use is in harmony With the 
existing deVelOpl)'lent't\tH'bw many service stations are. necessary in a specific 
area and when is there too many in a specific area. He stated that he was 
not questioning need, but he was talking about the number of similar businesse 
in a particular area. This relates to land use. 

Mr. Fifer stated that he did not feel this is a proper consideration. This 
would be the only service station for three miles on this side of Keene Mill 
Road until you get to Rolling Road. This station would be the most con
venient for people coming off of 1-95. There are a number of service stations 
in this area. This is' the only B.P. station in this area. There is one in 
West Springfield, but,there is no location on Keene Mill Road. 

Mr. Stephen Petersen, traffic expert, testified that this use will not 
create a traffic problem or traffic hazard to the traveling public. This 
use will not create additional traffic, but will derive its business from 
the traffic that is already on this road. 

Mr. Smith felt that the more turns that there is in and out of a business 
during the peak flow of traffic does enhance the opportunity for accidents. 

Mr. Fifer testified that this station will have 28 filling positions. 
Scott's Gas has 14 filling positions. 
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BP OIL (continued) 

Mr. Jack Herrity, member of the Board of Supervisors representing the Spring
field District, resident within a couple of miles of this area at 6703 Portree 
court. spoke in opposition to this application based on the traffic hazard 
that this use will create. The backup of traffic into the intersection of 
Keene Mill Road and Backlick would also be a problem. This 1s a six lane 
divided highway and this will create two additional curbcuts. The comprehen
sive plan's intent was to promote development in such a way so as to utilize 
the existing access to Keene Mill Road so that the traffic will ,not create 
any additional hazards and will benefit the health, safety and welfare for 
the people who have to use this corridor every day. This is the second 
most dangerous location in Fairfax county. When the traffic stops for a 
car that might go into this station, the traffic would then block the inter
section. There is no place else for the traffic to go. When the restaurant 
nearby went in, no additional curb cuts were made. This use will also 
create additional movements across Keene Mill Road by people Wishing to 
go east on Keene Mill Road. These people will come out of the station on 
Amherst Street and cross Kenne Mill Road at that location. He stated that 
he felt this use is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan for Fairfax 
County. Traffic from the Scott's Gas station across the street backs up west 
and if you have the same problem on the other side of the street, there 1s 
no place for that traffic to go but into the interseciton. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon'S question, Mr. Herrity stated that in speaking of 
the. comprehensive plan he was referring to the prior master plan for bhat 
area of the county which is the only-legally adopted plan. He stated that 
he was aware that the Area IV plan places this area in a study area, but the 
existing comprehensive plan calls for consolidation and states that this 
land s~ould be developed in a unified way. He stated that he wasn't saying
that the owners of this property should not be allowed to develop their land. 
but that they shOUld develop consistent with the master plan and consistent 
with good traffic safety and good traffic circulation. He suggested that 
the Board visit this site during the rush hour in the morning or afternoon 
and see how the traffic backs up from the Scott station aCDOss the street. 
He stated that there are plans in the works now for a by-pass through that 
area. He explained the plan to the Board. He stated that there is no questio 
but that the entire Garfield parcel could be developed in a unitary way 
without any more curb cuts. 

Robert J. Richardson, 8410 Old Ford Drive, representative from the West 
Springfield Citizens Association, spoke -In objection to this application. 
He stated that his objections were similar to Mr. Herrity's. He stated that 
he felt one of the things that makes this location so dangerous is people 
come out of the shopping center and make left turns across Keene Mill Road. 

Mr. Harre~ 6428 Brenford Drive, from the Northern Virginia Gasoline Retailers 
Association, spoke in opposition to this application. He stated that there 
are twelve gasoline station within a four block radius of this particular 
site. He stated that this applicant is represented in the Springffeld area 
on Rolling Road which is one and one-half mil~on the right hand side of 
Keene Mill Road gOing west. 

Mr. Fifer in rebuttal stated that there is anticipated six employees for this 
station during peak periods. They anticipate that they could serve 50 to 60 
vehicles per hour. In answer to Mr. Smith's question, he stated that the 
canopy over the pump islands will be a plastic canopy with SP shields on parts 
of the canopy. These shields will be yellow. The canopy inserts will glow. 
This is a lighted canopy. He continued his rebuttal after the Staff Report. 

Mr. KnOWlton, Zoning Administrator, went over the Staff Report. He stated 
that this is zoned.C-D Which is a zoning category designated a~commerciallY 
designed shopping center. Less than 1/2 of the total portion of the Garfield 
tract is now in permanent use and this application appears to be a piece~meal 

development without coordinated plana. This is contrary to the title of the 
zoning category ,in which it is located. He ~irected the Board's attention 
to Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance which talks about the comprehensi 
plan in relation to a Special Use Permit. A tremendous amount of study went 
into these plans in order that they be adopted into policy, he stated. 

Mr. David W. Stroh, Chief, Comprehensive Plans Branoh, stated that the author 
of the memo to the Board from Comprehensive Planning was Charlie Lewis, 
Area Plan Manager. He was not able to be present to speak to the, Board. 
He stated that there is a plan in the works at the present time for a loop 
road as referred to by Mr. Herrity and a possible continuation of Amherst 
Street as a dedicated public Street to Keene Mill 'Road. 
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Mr. Stroh stated that a low-investment, interim nature, semi-public use of 
this ate would be supported by the plan. Possible interim uses would include 
such things as outdoor activities such as parks, flower stalls and other 
horticultural activities, seasonal displays. etc. and indoor activities of 
appropriate character which could uae temporary, modular structures. He 
stated that at such time as adequate long~range transportation improvements 
affecting the property are completed or firmly programmed, land in the north
west quadrant can be reevaluated for permanent land use recommendations. 

Mr. Bob Moore, Associate Planner, Office of Comprehensive Planning, spoke 
to the question- Mr. Runyon had concerning the extension of Amherst Street. 

In answer to Mr.Runyon's question, Mr. Stroh stated that the currently 
adopted and effective plan for this area of the County is the Area IV plan 
The Area IV plan identifies this area as an unresolved issue area. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question as to how long these property owners have 
to wait to know what the plans are for this area, Mr. Stroh stated that the 
circulation proposals are being studied now by the Department of HighWays 
and Transportation. He stated that the Area IV plan does not preclude the 
use of this property, but the use should be clearly interim in nature. 

Mr. Runyon asked if the Planning Staff felt there is a demand for this low
investment. interim use. such as is listed in the plan -- flower stalls. ~tc. 

Mr. Stroh stated that the Planning Staff is not making a judgment as to 
whether it is needed. but the plan does not intend to deprive the landowner 
of the reasonable use of his property .
• 
Mr. Knowlton stated that the Staff is trying to present to the Board several 
facts. This is a 40 acre plus tract to which this parcel is shown as the 
beginning a ~iec~eal development. This is contrary to the adopted com~ 

prehensive plan and contrary to the intent and purposes of the C-Dzone 
which is a designed commercial shopping center zone. The standards for 
Special Use Permit uses consider various relationShips to vehicular 
traffic), and, the studies that ar~ presently going on which relate to traffic 
are very important to this type~pplication. The Planning Commission did 
hear the application and recommended denial of this application for various 
reasons which are contained in the Planning Commission's lengthy report. 
He stated that certainly the Board has heard enough evidence to recognize 
the traffic conditions that exist in that particular area and to bring 
about additional high- intense spot uses that require additional curb cuts 
would create ;additional traffic hazards. 

Mr. Fifer-stated that the traffic expert that testified previously says that 
this use will not cause hazardous conditions. This site could accomodate 
all 50 cars on the site itself and not back the traffic up on Keene Mill Road 
as suggested by Mr. Herrity and the other speakers. They have designed the 
site in order that they might dedicate in case the County wanted to enlarge 
Amherst Street. He stated that he asked the Department of Highways fOr 
a copy of the plan that has been mentioned. He showed the Board what he 
received. He stated that it is a sketchy plan that he could do himself and 
this justifies his position that this land could sit around vacant for anothe 
several years. The C-D district does allow this use with a Special Use 
Permit and other similar uses without first requiring that they be in a 
designed shopping "center. This Board is not being asked to judge what will 
be put on the remaining acreage of the Garfield tract and this development 
on this portion does not dictate what will go on the remaining acreage. 
This is a much less intense use than many of the other uses that are permitte 
by right in a C-D district. This use will not generate additional traffic 
as attested to by the traffic expert. Mr. Petersen. This site is not consoli
dated with the remainder of the Garfield tract. he stated. 
Mr. Smith stated that he disagreed with Mr. Fifer's state"atepe!lpdiHgttaff 
t~~,..,,:; There are people who travel quite a distance because of the low cost 
this Gas and Go type operation can offer. 

Mr. Fifer stated that this application is in accord with the commercial zone 
that was reflected on the prior Springfield Plan. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he agreed with the Chairman. that this _use will gen
erate some traffic. What is wrong is this particular spot for this particula 
use. He stated that he had visited this site just this morning. He stated 
that he felt the County is right in taking toe position it has. on this case. 
He thanked Mr. Fifer for reminding the Board of the Board's duties and 
the standards on which the Board determines whether or not to grant these 

.Mr. Swetnam asked Mr. Stroh if they (CountY)haven't in fact taken a man's 
total use of the property and given him back some low uses that suit you 
(County Planning Staff) and not him. Mr. Stroh stated that he did not think 
60. 
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Special Use Permits. 

Mr. Smith read the recommendation from the Planning Commission to deny this 
application and asked that that recommendation be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Runyon moved that this case be deferred until December 17, 1975 in order 
for the Board to absorb all the information received today, particularly 
with regard to the comprehensive plan. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

Mr. Runyon stated that this would be for decision only. He stated that he 
had been to the site during the morning and evening rush hour, but there is 
some technical data that he has not reviewed. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the comprehensive plan is a factor in this 
decision, but he also felt that there are other factors that are very importan 
such as the relationship of vehicles moving in and out of these uses as it 
pertains to the present conditions. 

The motion to defer passed 5 to O. 

10:50 - JAMES A. GETSON, appl. under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ord. to 
permit shed to remain closer to side and rear property lines than 
allowed by the Ordinance (1.5' from side, 10' required; 5' from rear, 
20' required), 2138 Monaghan Drive, 16-1«11))116, V-232-75. 

(The hearing started at 2:30 P.M.) 
Patricia Getson represented the applicant. She submitted notices which were 
in order. 

Mrs. Getson stated that she and her husband contacted the builder and the 
builder gave them permission to build this shed. They were told thereafter 
that they had to get a bUilding permit, but when they applied, they were 
refused because they were too close to the line. The shed is 10.8'x16.8'. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that it appears that the Getsons might have been mislead 
by the letter from the builder. He asked Mrs. Getson to read the letter into 
the record. 

Mrs. Getson read a letter from the Architectural Control Committee of the 
Lake Homes Association signed by Chris Antigone, Chairman, dated October 25, 
1974. This letter stated that that committee had considered their reques't 
to change the fence and put a storage shed in the rear yard. The committee 
found the request satisfactory SUbject to several conditions regarding 
shrubbery, color of the fence and shed. 

In answer to Mr.Swetnam's question, Mrs. Getson stated that she and her hus
band had lived in Fairfax County prior to purchasing this home, but they 
lived in an apartment and were not familiar with all the rules and regulations 
that Fairfax County has. 

Mr. Barnes stated that the builder, A & A Homes, gave the people the wrong 
impression and they should be so advised. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he was convinced that this is an honest mistake. 
There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-232-75 by James A. Gatson under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the 
Zoning Ordinance' to permit shed to remain closer to side and rear property 
lines than allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, (1.5' from side, 10' required; 
5' from rear line, 20' required), 2138 Monaghan Drive, 16-1«11))116, County 
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accardaD~ee 

with the by-laws of the -Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appea1~, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a loc~l 

newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
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owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on December 10, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RT-IO. 
3. That the area of theJot 1s 2,310 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-complalnce was the result of an errOr 

in the location of the bUilding subsequent to the issuance of a bUilding per
mit, and 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and pur
pose of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and 
enjoyment of other property 1n the immediate vicinity. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same 
is hereby granted. 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only. and is not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action 
by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits, a residential use permit and the like through 
the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:05 - PAR CONSTRUCTION CORP. & LT. COL. & MRS. MOY O. CHIN appl. under 
Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit porch to remain 
within 18.5 1 of rear property line, 25' required, 8700 Triumph 
Court, 102-3«19))8, V-233-75. 

Mr. Gary Rappaport submitted notices which were in order. He stated that 
he is Vice-President of Par Construction. Par Construction constructed 
twenty-three homes. Seven were built by the plans for this house. The 
engineer told them that they could construct this model on all the lots. 
Since this particular lot was on the top of the cul-de-sac, the rear portion 
was more shallow than the rest of the lots and the porch that was constructed 
was in violation to the Zoning Ordinance. They did not know this until 
after the porch was constructed. 

Mr. Rappaport stated that since that time, he took the suggestion of the Board 
at the earlier hearing on the other two houses that were in violation. and 
every time they build ~a porch or extend a garage, they get written confirmatio 
that they can build the garage or that porch on that lot from Ross and France. 
their engineers. Par Construction is taking full responsibility for this 
error. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 

In application V-233-75 by Par Construction Corp. and Lt.Col. and Mrs. Moy O. 
Chin under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit porch to 
remain closer to rear property line than allowed by the Ordinance (18.5' 
of rear line). 8700 Triumph Court, 102-3«19))8, County of Fairfax, Mr. 
Swetnam moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the reqUirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Pairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. post_ing of the.property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a pUblic hearing by the Board held on December 10. 1975, and 

WHEREAS. the Board has made the following findings of fact: 

4'j{ 
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1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is R-12.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 13,272 sq.ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an 

error in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of a 
building permit, and, 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and pur
pose of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use "and 
enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not. 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits, a Residential Use Permit and the like through 
the established procedures. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

11:20 - LOUIS F. & JANET M. PATCH appL under Section 30-6 •.6 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit enclosure of carport closer to side property 
line than allowed by the Ordinance, (16.52' from side, 20' required), 
4127 Bruning Court, 58-3«7))(A)2I, V-235-75. 

Mr. Patch presented his notices to property owners which were in order. 

Mr. Patch wasn't sure what his justification for this variance was under the 
Ordinance. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that there 1s a well iocated on the ~roperty that might 
prevent Mr. Patch f~om locating a carport at that side of the house. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the frontage for this HE-I subdivision is 150'. 
He asked Mr. ~tch what the frontage for his lot is. 

Mr. Patch stated that it is 100'·. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question, if this presented a hardship under the 
Ordinance, Mr. Patch stated, "Yes". 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to this application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-235-75 by Louis F. and Janet M. Patch under Section 30-6.6 
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosure of carport such that a 16.5' 
side yard results on property located at 4127 Bruning Court, 58~3«7»(A) 
21, County of Fairfax, Virginia', Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning 
Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and.County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on December 10, 1975, and, 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the SUbject property is the applicant. 
2. That the present zoning is RE_l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 22,175 square feet. 
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions exis 

which under a strict interpretaion of the Zoning Ordinance would result 1n 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of 
the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved: 

ta} exceptionally narrow lot. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject application be and the same 
1s hereby granted-with the following limitations: 

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structure 
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and 1s not 
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land. 

2. This variance shall expire one year from. this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to, date of 
expiration. 

FURTHERMORE. the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by 
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of 
this County. The applicant shall be responsible for fUlfilling his obligation 
to obtain building permits. a residential use permit and the like through 
the established procedures'. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 4 toO. Mr. Kelley abstained. 

11:35 - KOK~SEAH LEE~,M.D •• P.C •• appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.14 of the 
Zonfng Drdi,nance t.o permit home, professional office for doctor. 2208 
Sherwood Hall Lane. 102-1((26))43, (18.175 sq.ft.), Mt. Vernon Dist •• 
Kirkside SUbd., (R-17). S-237-75. 

Mr. Frank Carter, attorney for the applicant. 4031 University Drive, Fairfax. 
Virginia, submittednoti,ces to property owners which were in order. 

Mr. Carter requested that the Board defer this case to a date certain because 
Dr. Lee had to go out of the country and could not be present today. He 
stated that he was notified on November 11 that this hearing would be today. 
On November 19, he was advised by the'Doctor that he could not be present. 
He stated that at that time he got in touch with the Staff to see whether 
this case could be deferred at staff level. The Clerk had already sent out 
the advertising notification and there was nothing else to do but go forward 
to this hearing today. The Clerk also felt that notices should be sent out. 
He stated that he had noted on the letters that he had sent out to the propert 
owners that he was going to ask for deferral .. He stated that he had not had 
the opportunity to go over with Dr. Lee all of the details concerning this 
operation. 

Mr. Smith stated that this hearing has been scheduled, the advertising has bee 
done and the people are present for this hearing. Normally, the Board does 
not defer these cases when there is a representative or agent present. 

Several members of the audience came forward to speak against a deferral. 
There were eight in the aUdience in opposition to the deferral. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board continue with the hearing today. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Mr. Carter stated that this is an application for a medical office in the 
home. This particular property is near the new location of the Fairfax 
County Hospital. He stated that he is advised that there are other home 
professional offices in this area along Sherwood Hall Lane. He stated that 
he didn't know if these offices are under Special Use Permit or if they went 
in by right. Dr. Lee does intend to m~ve into this home and make it his 
permanent residence. Prior to the time that Dr. Lee purchased the home, his 
wife made inquiry to the County and received an O.K. from the Zoning Office. 
He presented to the Board a card that said "0K FOR BPOL, Occupancy Applied 
For, Use Complies with Zoning Regulations, by JLMM 1 Mar. 18, 1975". That 
card was necessary for the business privilege license, That is Why he went 
ahead with the purchase of this --house. Now he can't use it for his office. 
In answ~r to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Carter stated that there is no lease 
agreement in the file. The applicant is a corporation and the property is 
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owned by two officers of the corporation. He stated that as far as he knew 
there were only two members of this corporation. Dr. Lee's wife 1s the only 
other officer. 

r. Carter stated that it 1s his position that Dr. Lee applied for the 
Occupancy Permit prior to the amendment to the Zoning Ordinance requiring 
a Special Use Permit for a doctor's office in his home. 

Mr. Carter stated that Dr. Lee only proposes to have two employees. One of 
these employees will be his wife and the other an Administrative Assistant. 
The office hours will not be in excess of 5 hours per day, 3 times a week. 
All hours will be within the 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. range as contemplated 
y the Ordinance. This will not be an intense use or the property and will 

not generate a lot of traffic or noise. The number of patients will not 
exceed 5 per day. There will only be one patient at a time seen by Dr. Lee. 
The plats show the parking which is on the site and will be adequate for the 
use. 

r. Covington said that the Zoning Ordinance says that the Board shall be 
concerned with the protection of the character of the neighborhood and be 
sure that the use will not create an impact on the residential neighborhood. 

r. Smith stated that there has been an impact already if there are 4 or 5 
dentists and doctors ther~ He stated that he assumed that this 

ad some bearing on the amendment to the Zoning Ordinance. 

Mr. Ned Moroney, Vice-President of the Sherwood Estates Citizens Association, 
residing at 7847 Midday Lane, submitted a Petition to the Board with 160 

ames requesting the Board deny this application based on several things: 
(I) impact to the residential neighborhood by way of 

(a) traffic 
(b) change in residential character, 
(c) overdevelopment of the land area, and 
(d) a violation of the spirit and intent of the Zoning Ordinanc~ 

r. Moroney submitted a prepared statement signed by R. L. Vittrup, President 
of the Sherwood Estates Citizens Association, David F. Barbour, Vice
President of the Hollin Meadows Elementary School P.T.A and the Sherwood 
Hall-Tumbling Brook Civic Association. 

Marilyn Ardery, 2209 Sherwood Hall Lane, spoke in opposition. She stated 
that the house in question has now been rented to someone else who has now 

oved in and is occupying the premises. She also stated that the other 
doctors that are now operating out of these homes in this residential area 
have caused a change in the residential character. There are cars parked all 
over the street, taxiS, ambulances, delivery trucks and laundry trucks. ~he' 
staffers that work for these doctors and dentists are inconsiderate With 
their cars. The appearance of the neighborhood is changing from one with 
green grass to one with blacktop. 

Hulda Russell, 1205 Cedardale Lane. spoke in opposition to this application. 
She spoke about the change in the residential character and the growing 
commercialism in this area. . 

Mr. William B. Kern, 7624 Midday Lane, spoke in opposition. He stated that 
the corner of this street at Sherwood Hall Lane and Kirkside Drive is the 
only decent entrance to this subdivision. He submitted pictures showing 
the parking problems that exist along that street caused by these doctors 
offices. He stated that he had verified the cars aswe1ng from the doctors' 
offices. 

Mr. Frances Dam.7723 Kirkside Drive, contiguous property owner, spoke in 
opposition. 

Mr. Carter stated that this is a Special Use Permit application·that.is,before 
the Board, not a rezoning. He stated that he felt special consideration 
should be given this applicant because he had applied before he purchased the 
house and now that he has purchased the houae, he cannot use it a~he was 
told he could. Most of Dr. Leels work will be done at the hospital. The 
parking spaces that are shown on the plats are the maximum that he might need 
at any time. If the Board feels there should be less, they will be glad to 
cut the number down. 

Mr. Runyon stated that the parking setback may meet the letter of the law, 
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but he did not think it meets the spirit of the law. 

Mr. Carter stated that he could have had more people present in support of 
this application, but he knew that he was going to request deferral. 
He stated that if the Board would defer decision on this case, he would 
appreciate it. 

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant has known about this hearing for some 
time. He entered into the- record the numerous letters 1n opposition. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt there 1s enough evidence on this case to 
show that this use is not 1n harmony with the standards for Special' Use 
Permit uses 1n a residential zone. 

Mr. Carter submitted for the record his statement that Dr. Atchison, one of 
the nearby property owners. is in favor of this application. 

RESOLUTION 

In application 3-237-75 by Kok-Seah Lee. M.D., P.C. under Section 30-7.2.6.1. 
of the Zoning Ordinance to perm~t home professional office for ~octor, 

2208 Sherwood Hall Lane, 102-1«26))43, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved 
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the fallowing resolution: 

WHEREAS. the captioned application has been Properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, an 

WHEREAS. following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper. posting of the property. letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by the Board held on December 10. 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Kok-Seah & Bee-Ling Lee. 
2. That the present zoning is R-17. 
3. That the area of the lot is 18,175 sq. ft. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusio 
of law: 

1. That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance 
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in 
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NGW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sUbject apPlication be and the same 
is hereby denied. 

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. 

Mr. Runyon stated to Mr. Carter that he felt that for a person who said he 
wasn't prepared for a case, he certainly did all. right, but the merits of 
the case just aren't there. He stated that that was his reason for voting 
No. Dr. Lee just doesn't have a site that would be the best site. 

Mr. Smith stated that he agreed that Mr. Carter did an outstanding job on 
presenting this case. 

The vote was 5 to 0 in support of the motion to deny. 

AFTER AGENDA ITEM - DECEMBER 10, 1975 

GREENBRIAR COMMUNITY CENTER,_ S-39-74 (Request for extension Clf hours of 
operation in order to more fully utilize the building. The uses planned 
are Boy Scouts. ~aycees, etc. The applicant needs the funds that would be 
obta1heu -from. renting the building for these community functions to pay 
the operating expenses of the bUilding.) 

The Board was in receipt of a letter explaining this request in detail. 
The Board also received a letter from several of the nearby property owners 
in objection to this extension. The neighbors do not object to extending 
the hours to 11:00 p.m. on a year's trial basis, but they do object to the 
1:00 a.m. extension. 
It was the Board's decision that a formal application for this change be 
made and scheduled as soon as possible. 
II 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM: 

OUT OF TURN HEARING REQUEST -- STUART MEDICAL ASSOCIATES, LTD. &WOODLAKE 
TOWERS, INC. for medical office under Section 30-2.2.2, Col. 2 RM-2M of the 
Zoning Ordinance. The applicant would like a hearing early in February. 
The normal scheduling is for February 3. An out-of-turn hearing would be 
January 28, 1975. 

It was the Board's decision that the applicant be granted an out-of-turn 
hearing for January 28, 1975. 

II 

KRISPY KREME - Request for out-of-turn hearing. The addition to the building 
is being required by the Health Department because of a lack of adequate 
public toilet facilities. They will be forced to close this- location unless 
work on the new toilet facilities is started immediately. This was con
firmed by a letter from Mr. Clevo Wheeling of the Consumer Services Section 
of the Division of Environmental Health, dated March 18, 1975. 

The Board granted the out-of-turn hearing for January 22, 1975. 

II 
WINDSOR PARK HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 'S-207-74. Special Use Permit 
for swimming pool granted-January 15, 1975. 

Shortly after this was granted one af the homeowners nearby wrote the Board 
stating that the pool as the Board granted was not Where it was on the layout 
of the subdivision that was shown to the prospective buyers of the houses 
in this subdivision. The Board sent the homeowner's request to the Permittee 
as a suggestion and said that if the bcation of the pool was changed, the 
Board should be sent some revised plats. 

The revised plats and the letter requesting the change wa:-e considered by the 
Board. The Board substituted the revised plats in the file as the approved 
plats. 

II 
JAMES H. BOONE, S-33-75. Last week the Zoning Inspector reported that Mr. 
Boone was continually violating his Special Use Permit by having more than 
ten vehicles on display at anyone time. The Board directed that a letter 
be sent to Mr. Boone telling him to clear the violation or the Board wo~ld 

have no alternative but to revoke his Special Use-Permit. 

The Zoning Inspector, Mr. Ash, reported that the violation had been cleare4._ 
The applicant had only ten vehicles as of hls inspection December 9, 1975. 

II 
MINUTES FOR OCTOBER 22, 1975 APPROVED. 
The minutes for October 22, 1975 were approved by a motion by Mr. Kelley, 
seconded by Mr. Runyon and passed unanimously. 

II 
The meeting adjourned at 4:35 P.M. 

Clerk to the Board of zoning Appeals 

su~ted to the BZA on 
. 9 \on\o "~; 

Submitted to other Departments, Approved ~002 /q 1h 
Board of Supervisors and Plann~n~ t1 E 
Commission on ~ 4'i/1'7{/ 
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
met on Wednesday, December 17, 1975 in the Board 
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Sml~h, 
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; 
Tyler Swetnam; and Charles Runyon. 

10:00 - JOHN & ATHENA JOANNOU & M. & B. CONSTRUCTION CO., INC.) appl. under 
Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit eXisting porch 
to remain closer to front property line than allowed by the Ord., 
(43.4 feet from front, 50' required), 2206 Lydia Place, 37-2«13))27, 
(40,338 sq.ft.), Centreville District, (RE-I), V-238-75. 

Mr. A. R. Minchew represented the applicants. He presented notices to the 
Board which were in order. 

Mr. Minchew stated that this house was staked by the surveyor for an alternat 
elevation without the front porch. Later during construction, the porch was 
added by the builder to enhance the house. The assumption was that the front 
setback was 30 feet as in a cluster development. This porch does not harm 
the adjoining property nor does it interfere with any adjoining property. 
The lot has an odd shape that makes it very shallow from the front to back. 

Mr. Minchew in answer to Mr. Smith's question stated that the County approved 
this house and gave an occupancy permit on it. The house has been occupied 
for over two years by the couple who purcha5ed it from him. He stated that 
he originally had constructed the house for himself. He stated that this is 
the first mistake such as this that his firm has made since they begin 
building houses years ago. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 
In application V-238-75 by John & Athena Joannou & M & B Construction Co., 
Inc. under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit existing 
porch to remain closer to front property line than allowed by the Ordinance, 
(43.4' from front, 50' required), 2206 Lydia Place, 37-2((13))27, Centreville 
District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeal 
adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the pUblic by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on December 17, 1975, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is John & Athena Joannou. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-l. 
3. That the area of the lot is 40,338 sq.ft. 
4. That the request is for a variance of 6.6 feet. 

AND, WHEREAS the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion 
of law: 

1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an error 
in the location of the building subsequent to the issuance of the building 
permit, and 

2. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and 
purpose of the Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and 
enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby granted. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to o. 

S~3 
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1~:15 - SPRINGFIELD CHRISTIAN CHURCH ,apPl. under Sect. 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of church addition, 5407 
Backlick Road, 80-2«1))4, (147,559.5 sq. ft. ), Annandale Dist., 
(RE-O.5J, 8-239-75. 

ev. Arthur Bishop, Pastor of the Church, represented the applicant. He sub
mitted notices to the Board which were in order. 

Rev. Bishop stated that this addition is for the offices and one large 
classroom. This addition will accomodate the staff in one central location. 

The staff report indicated that the seating capacity of the sanctuary is indi
cated as 250. which would require a minimum of 50 parking spaces. There are 
133 existing parking spaces. a number which is nonconforming as to the specifi 
requirements regarding setback of parking spaces for Group VI special permit. 

Rev. Bishop stated tha~ they have enough parking spaces already to meet their 
needs. 

There was no one to speak in favor or in opposition to the application. 

RESOLUTION 

In application S-239-75 by Springfield Christian Church under Section 30-7.2 
6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of church addition, 

5407 Backlick Road, 80-2((1))4. County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follOWing resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in aCCOrdance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on December 17, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fOllowing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant. 
2. That the p~esent zoning is HE-D.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 147,559.5 sq. ft. 
4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required. 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject apPlication be and the same 
is hereby granted with the following limitations: 

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable 
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in 
the application and is not transferable to other land. 

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction 
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of 
expiration. 

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the 
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, 
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this 
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional 
uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approval of this 
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such 
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this 
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this 
Special Use Permit. 

4. The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an exemption 
from the various legal and established procedural reqUirements of this County 
and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these 
requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residential Use 
Permit 1s obtained. 

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit 
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use 
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments 
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use. 

Mr. Swetnam seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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10:30 - AMOCO OIL CO. appl. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the Zoning Ord. 
to permit canopy addition over existing gas pumps) 6630 Richmond 
Highway, 93-1«1»part of lA, (22,500 sq.ft.), Lee District) (C-D),
8-240-75. 

Mr. Lawrence Hayward, attorney for the applicant, 1 North Charles Street, 
Baltimore, Maryland) represented AMOCO before the Board. He submitted 
notices to property owners which were 1n order. He also submitted letters 
from the adjoining property owners stating that they are 1n favor of the 
canopy location. 

Mr. Hayward stated that there has been a change in the marketing concept 
whereby the service stations are installing self-service facilities. They 
have done this at this particular station on the pump islands on South 
Gate Drive. They feel they can better serve the public if they have a canopy 
over the pump islands to protect the customers from the weather. This 
canopy will extend to 14.9' to the right-of-way line. 

Mr. Covington read the section of the Ordinance, 30-3.3.1 relating to canopies 
and stated that this canopy will require a variance in order to be located 
within 14.9' of the right-of-way line. If there was a travel lane on South 
Gate Drive there would be no problem, but there isn't. 

Mr. Hayward stated that they could not cut the canopy down any at all or 
it would not be effective in keeping the customers dry. 

Mr. Smith stated that this would take a formal application for a variance. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he would like to know What he is granting and there 
is no rendering in the file. 

Mr. Hayward stated that he would have that rendering by the time they come 
back in with the variance request. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board will reschedule this case and the variance 
for the 28th of January, 1976. 

Mr. Covington stated that he had a problem with American Oil statiomputting 
up excessive signs and he would like to take the opportunity at this time 
of asking American Oil to see that they are taken down. 

Mr. Smith stated that he had seen a lot of this throughout the County by 
all stations. 

Mr. Hayward stated that this is being don~ by the people who lease the station 
from AMOCO. It is not being down by AMOCO. He stated that AMOCO can't 
make them put up any signs other than the identification sign, nor can they 
set any prices for the independent stations leased by independent businessmen. 

Mr. Smith asked if the Special Use Permit for the stations in question were 
issued to the dealer's name. 

Mr. Covington stated that at the particular location he has in mind, it is 
issued to AMOCO. 

Mr. Smith told Mr. Hayward that if the Special Use Permit is issued to AMOCO, 
then AMOCO will have to enforce the laws. He stated that he felt Mr. Covingto 
is trY~ng to get AMOCO to take care of it so he doesn't have to take the 
dealer and AMOCO to Court. There is an awful lot of these violations 
throughout the County. The only sign that is necessary and mandatory by
the County Ordinance is the price sign on the pumps. 

Mr. Hayward stated that1f Mr. Covington would address a letter to him regardin 
this problem and the addresses of the stations involved, he would try to take 
some action within the company. 

This case was deferred until January 28, 1976, for the variance application
which would also be heard on January 28, 1976. 

II 

~o5 
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10:45 - DON SIDE~ COLIN DEVELOPMENT CORP •• V-241-75. 
10:55 - EDMUND VAN GILDER & COLIN DEVELOPMENT CORP., V-242-75. 
11:05 - SAUL A. JACOBS & COLIN DEVELOPMENT CORP., V-243-75. 

Mr. Smith read a letter from the agent of the applicants for these cases 
requesting that these cases be deferred because there was a miaup at his 
offices and the required notices did not get sent out according to the 
State requirements. 

There was no one in the audience interested in this case. 

The Board deferred thOOe cases until' February 10. 1976. for a full hearing. 

11:15 - CHILD CARE PROPERTIES. INC. & KINDER CARE LEARNING CENTER. INC. 
appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
construction of child care facility for 120 students. 9600 Blake 
Lane! 48-3«1}}45. (35.953 sq.ft.). Providence District. (RT-10). 
S-241:l-75. OTH, 

Mr. Don Morrow represented the applicant. He submitted notices to property 
owners to the Board which were in order. 

Mr. Morrow stated that the applicants are now operating 140 educational 
day care centers in Dallas. Texas, St. Louis. Mo .• Richmond. Virginia. 
Norfolk. Virginia. and a few other major cities in the South. They plan 
to begin centers in the Washington - Baltimore area soon. He stated that 
his job has been to provide research for the need for day care centers in 
these two areas. Kinder Care is similar to a quasi-~nt'sBaTi operation. 
The operation is different from a normal day care operation. Day care 
operations are very unsophisticated in the Northern Virginia area he has 
found from his studies. Northern Virginia does not have day care facilities 
where the facility is built and the staff is geared primarily for education 
in addition to day' care. He presented tpe Board w~th Exhibit No. 1 which 
was an analysis of his t'ft;3earch,,;on this subject in this area. He also 
showed photographs of other day care facilities that are available within 
a two mile radius of the proposed site. The land costs are so high in this 
area that the day care center rates are around $32.50 per week whereas they 
are $25.00 or $27.00 in other places. They have chosen this location 
because it is convenient to working mothers in that area. There are apart
ments across the street and numerous townhouse developments on Blake Lane. 
Within a 1 1/2 mile radius of this site. there are approximately 30,000 
people. There are only three day care centers with a capacity of 196. 
Twenty-five percent of the mothers Who have children in the age group of 
2 to 5 are working mothers. This figure was taken from a study that was 
done in Montgomery County. Maryland. 

Mr. Morrow stated that the proposed bUilding will be 92' x 55'. The piece of 
land on which they propose to place this building is larger than the size 
they normally use. The State laws govern the interior space requirements 
and in this particular instance they have substantially more area than they 
normally have. They plan to have 8 staff members. This center will operate 
five days a week. They have a small wading pool shown on the plan where 
swimming lessons are given. Two-thirds of the children will be dropped off 
at this facility by their parents between the hours of 7:30 and 9:00 a.m. 
and picked up between the hours of 4:30 and 5:30 p.m. The remainder are 
picked up by the center's staff at neighborhood elementary schools after 
school to remain at the center until their parents pick them up when they 
get off work. They have two mini-busses for this purpose. 

In answer to Mr. Runyon's question. Mr. Morrow stated that he feels this 
application does meet the criteria established by Fairfax County and the 
State for private schools. 

In answer to Mr. Kelley's question. Mr. Morrow stated that they are in a 
position to dedicate 40' from the center of the right-of-way of Blake Lane 
for road improvements. 

Mr. Kelley stated that that dedication would aut off about 6.000 square feet 
of the lot area. 

Mr. Morrow stated that that would still leave them with enough outside play 
space. The State requires 100 square feet per child that would be on the 
playground at anyone time. He stated that that is ridiculous. it should be 
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'$W'O:. aquare feet. 

r. Morrow stated that this use will create about 60 to 80 trips during the 
orning session and about the same in the afternoon session. He comparep

I this to about 60 to BOhouslng units. He estimated that most of these cars 
auld be using Blake Lane anyway to go to work. 

r. Kelley stated that there could not be 40, 60 or 80 housing units con
structed on 35.000 sq. ft. of land. This 1s about eight times as much 
traffic as would be generated if this land were developed in the zoning 
category that it 1s in, RT-IO. He stated that he had visited the site 
just yesterday and the traffic was tiad<ed up from Lee Highway all the way back 
to this property. There were two accidents at that location just this morning.

I Mr. COVington stated that this is n~t a primary highway. 

r. Smith stated that it then does not meet the criteria of the Ordinance. 
traffic 

r. Morrow suggested that ~light could be placed on Blake Lane with its 
intersection with Kingbridge which would eliminate lSome of the traffic 
problems. 

r. Kelley stated that he wasn't a traffic expert. but he did not agree that 
this would solve the problems. 

Mr. Dale E. Bellovich, President of the Linden Square Homes Association, 
contiguous property owner, spoke in opposition to this application. His 
ain reasons for Objection for both hims-e If! as a contiguous property owner, 

and the Association were: 
(1) The building would be 17 feet away from the property line on their 

property. ~ey will be exposed to constant noise both from children 
and from the excess additional vehicular traffic which is projected. 
This center is not in harmony with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations and will adversely affect the use of neighboring 
properties. 

I 
(2) The intensity of the operation and its layout and relation to the 

streets giving access to it shall be such that vehicular traffic to 
and from the use and the assembly of persons i~ connection with it 
will be hazardous and inconvenient to the predominant residential char
acter of the neighborhood. It will also conflict with the normal 
traffic in the residential streets. The exit from this property is 
planned to be from Lindenbrook Street which is a ~mall street leading 
into their small subdivision of about 80 townhouses. This will create 
such a back-up onto Blake Lane that the traffic problem will become 
unbearable. Within about 50 feet from this intersection is a pickup 
for school children from their development. The potential danger to 
these children caused by increasing the traffic flow is tremendous. 

(3) Due to the location and size of the proposed building and the purpose 
for which it is intended, the value of the properties in Linden Square 
will be impaired. 

Mr. Douglas Edger, a resident on Lindenbrook Street, with 102' of property 
contiguous with the subject property, spoke in opposition for the same reasons 

Mr. Bellovich mentioned. 

Mr. Robert E. Lee, 9685 Lindenbrook Street, across from Mr. Edger, closest 
property owner to the playground, spoke in opposition for the same reasons 

I 

previously mentioned. In addition, he stated that he is a full time st:uden 
going to school at night and sleeping during the day. This use will certainly 
affect the peace and quiet of their neighborhood waich will adversely affect 
him and his family. He stated that he is being transferred in May and will 
have to sell his home. If there is construction going on, he will have no 
choice but to tell prospective purchasers about the school. He has been told 
by realtors that he will loose one-half his prospective purchasers. 
The applicant has also said they would have 8 staff members. If they have 
a one to ten ratio, they would have to have 12 staff members. There is only 
parking for 8 staffers. 

I 
Mr. Robert Milton, 9525 Barcellona court, spoke for himself. Mr. Richard Bruce 
9515 Barcollona Court, and the Mission Square Homeowners Association, the 
contiguous subdivision on the other side of the subject site, in opposition 
to this application. He objected for the same reasons as previously mentioned 
and stated that all the factors would also affect adversely the Mission 
Square residents. He added that even though the County l s Site Plan Dept. is 
supposed to assure that there will be no additional runoff when uses such as 
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these are instituted, this site will be predominantly blacktopped and it will 
be difficult if not impossible to have all o~~site water retention. This 1& 
the highest land 1n the area and all the run-off comes down on the homes 
1n Mission Square. Most of these homes already have wet basements. The 
earth 1s red clay which has no ab~on capacity. He stated that the back 
of his yard never dries out, Add the traffic of 240 little feet and the 
property at the highest point will be completely mud, that small area that 
is not blacktopped, and this mud will be washed down on the property of the 
Mission Square residents every time it rains. He stated that the 
Mission Square Homeowners Association, also known as the Blakeview Homeowners 
Association, 13 on record as being in opposition to this use for the same 
reasons as Mr. Bellovich and the other speakers mentioned. The architectural 
plans that have been submitted by the applicant are very impressive on paper 
with the beautiful landscaping and the tall willowly trees. However, the 
County's requirement for landscaping does not call for tall willowly trees 
of that size and he doubted whether the applicant would go to the expense 
of putting in more landscaping than what is required of them. He also stated 
that he works in Washington, D. C. on Pennsylvania Avenue and he felt it 
would be safer to try to jay-walk across Pennsylvania Avenue than to try to 
cross Blake Lane. He asked the Board to deny this application. 

Mr. Smith stated that-the Board must take into consideration the size of 
the structure in relation to the residential property line and the traffic 
problems. He stated that the question of need is not a primary factor in 
this Board's deliberations. The basic factor for this Board's consideration 
is the impact on the community. 

Mr. Don Morrow spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that they 
are investing one-fourthAmillion dollars in this property and proposed buildi 
and they would not be doing that if they felt there wasn't a need. They 
anticipate that the large majority of the people using the facilities will 
live in the immediate community. They have no applications yet, but they 
are basing this opinion on their experience. 

Mr. Smith stated that he did not think this school would get that many 
children from the immediate vacinity. 

Mr. Morrow stated that it has been thel~ experience that a day care center 
does not devalue the properties surrounding it. He stated that they are 
putting a day care center 1n Reston and there are townhouses all around the 
site. 

Mr. Smith stated that the people who buy the homes are aware of the use in 
that case. 

Mr. Morrow stated that the only time the facility would be filled to capacity 
would be after school hours for 1 to 3rd graders. 

Mr. Smith stated that if they have children coming and going all the time, 
they might very well have 150 students in and out per day. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he had visited this site and looked at it from both 
sides of the road. He stated that he felt that the people Who purchased 
homes surrounding this site are entitled to consideration. The traffic 
on this street, Blake Lane, is terrible. This use will make it worse. 
This building is also too large for the piece of ground. 

RESOLUTION 
In application S-248-75 by Child Care Properties, Inc. and Kinder Care 
Learning Center, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to 
permit construction of child care facility for 120 students, 7:30 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m., 9600 Blake Lane, Providence District, 48-3«(1))45, County of 
Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the 
following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance 
with the requirements of all applioable State and County Codes and in 
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, an 

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 
owners. and a public hearing by this Board held on December 17, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the fOllowing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the property is Doerstler Development Corp. 
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2. That the present zoning 1s RT-10. 
3. That the area of the lot 1s 35,953 sq.ft. 

AND, WHEREAS. the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion 
of law: 

1. That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance 
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses 1n R Districts as contained 1~ 

Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. and 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the SUbject apPlication be and the 
same 1s hereby denied. . 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. He stated that he was seconding. the motion 
because it will have a very adverse impact on the surrounding neighborhood. 
He stated that he knew for a fact that the traffic 1s extremely bad already 
without this additional use. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt the traffic aspect is important, but it is not 
as big a determining factor as the size of the site. He stated that it 
seems that this site has two problems. (1) It is too small for the 
bUilding in area, and (2) the configuration of the piece of property puts 
the building in a position where it really affects the adjoining properties 
a little more than if it were a rectangular site. 

Mr. Smith stated that he agreed that the size of the building and the size 
and configuration of the lot has brought the building too close to the 
residential property lines. The traffic situation is very hazardous and 
anything other than the residential category for which this property is 
zoned that would create additional traffic would make the traffic more 
hazardous. 

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt the denial of this application wOU!d not 
deprive the owner of the reasonable use of his land. He could still get 
about six townhouses on this land under this zoning category. 

The vote was 5 to 0 to deny the application. 

11:35 - CHILD CARE PROPERTIES, INC. & KINDER CARE LEARNING CENTER, INC. 
appl. under Section' 30-7.2.6.1.3 of, the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
construction of child care facility for 120 students, 7:30 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m., 6561 Spring Valley Drive, 71-4«1))51, (35,822 sq.ft.) 
Annandale District, (RE-0.5), S-249-75 , OTH. 

Mr. Don Morrow represented the applicant. Notices to property owners were 
in order. 

Mr. Morrow stated that this property is under contract from a developer, 
Matthew Schwartz, who 1s developing the land around it into one-half acre 
home sites. The developer is well aware of the use that is proposed to be 
a day care center and is not bothered by the marketing aspect. In this 
particular case, the screening is much better than that on Blake Lane be
cause the rear property line has a lot of trees that will not be disturbed. 
This use will be served by Braddock Road which is a four lane, divided 
median with no backup on Braddock Road itself. The County has requested the 
developer to plan an access road parellel to Braddock. It is not shown on 
the plan before the Board. This would allow for a full circulation of traffic 
and only one curb-cut from Braddock Road. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Morrow stated that the actual owner 
of this property 1s Trustees of the Presbyterian Church and they have signed 
a contract of sale with Matthew Schwartz who in turn has signed a contract 
with Child Care Properties, Inc. The applicant tried to purchase frQrn the 
church, but the church did not want to sell off a portion without the 
remainder being sold at the same time. 

There was no one to speak in favor of this application. 

Mr. Ted Smith, 6551 Spring Valley Drive, spoke in opposition. His main 
points of justification for his opposition were (1) traffic would be 
increased on Spring Valley Drive making it more hazardous for the residents 
of the community who have to use this road, (2) there is no need for this 
school or day care center, (3) this use will adversely affect the property 
values in their area. 
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Mr. Ted Smith stated that he went down to Montgomery, Ala. and visited five 
of their sites. The care that was taken of these sites was not to the 
degree that Fairfax County would require. Mr. Morrow spoke of this day 
care facility being an educational facility as well. He stated that their 
schools were planned with education being a primary factor. Mr. Smith stated 
that in the schools that he visited the staffers were only earning the 
minimum wage and were considered domestic help. Mr. Smith stated that 
1n view of this he would question Mr. Morrow's statement calling this a 
learning c~~t~~i MIi~5m*tP ~tated that he was told by the Executive Vioe
Presldent/~bat It £ is 98'1168'1 was not wanted in a particular neighborhood, 
it would not go in. Their neighborhood does not want or need this school 
or day care facility whichever it might be. Local residents purchased homes 
in this area with the understanding that the empty lot, purchased by the 
Presbyterian Church as residential land, would remain residential one-half 
acre lots. 

Mr. Ted Smith stated that on behalf of the residents of the Spring Valley 
Forest and Indian Springs-Clearfield Civic Associations he would request that 
this apPlication be denied for the safety and well being of their strictly 
residential community. He submitted a copy of his statement to the Board. 

Mr. William Brannon, 5108 Colbrook Place, spoke in opposition to the applica
tion for the reasons that Mr. S~th, the previous speaker, had mentbned. 

Mr. Elliott Pemberton, 6586 Braddock Road, spoke ,in opposition. He stated 
that he lives across Braddock Road at the intersection of Braddock and 
Spring Valley Drive. He spoke about the dangerous intersection this is 
and the additional problems this school will cause with regard to the 
traffic and hazards of this interseotion. 

Mr. Roland K1Aua, Lot 54. directly across the street. told the Board that 
he had not been formally notified of this hearing. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had proceeded with the hearing. but he would 
note that for the record. 

Mr. Norman Laird. 6598 Braddock Road. on the hill directly across Braddock 
Road overlooking the property in question, spoke to say that he wholehearted 
agreed with the views of the previous speakers. He stated that as a past 
President of the Braddock Acres Civic Association and as a resident of the 
area for a number of years he had been in contact with the Highway Department 
concerning the traffic hazards on Braddock Road. The Highway Department 
agreed to put a caution light at the intersection of Braddock and Clifton 
Street at the location of a bad curve. The Highway Department also asked the 
Police Department for greater traffic control. He stated that he certainly 
did not want to see any more traffic added to an already congested area. 

Mrs. Joe Carlberg. 6547 spring Valley Drive. the second lot over from the 
subject site. spoke in opposition. Rhe spoke to the requirement of the Board 
that the applicant present the qualifications of the teachers and staff 
of this type use. She stated that she had reviewed the file and this had 
not been done. 

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has no control over that. The Board is 
more concerned with the impact this use will have on the community from the 
land use involved. 

Mr. Gerald Keene. 6601 Spring Valley Drive, at the corner of Spring Valley 
Drive and Braddock Road directly across from the site in question, spoke in 
opposition based on the points that the earlier speakers raised. He 
questioned what would happen to the bUilding if this business failed. 

Mr. Smith stated that it could not be used for anything but a residential 
use without first obtaining a Special Use Permit for the specific uses 
that are allowed in a residential zone by Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Robert Kidd. 6608 Spring Valley Drive. spoke in opposition based on the 
points raised by the previous speakers. He stated that he wanted to stress 
the point about the dangepOus intersection of Spring Valley Drive and 
Braddock Road. He stated that most people in this community will not make a 
left turn corning out of Spring Valley Drive onto Braddock Road from either 
direction. This is one of the reasons for the i>w traffic count on Spring 
Valley Drive now. The traffic therefore on Clinton and Monroe is very heavy. 
They become thro~gh streets in the morning and evening. If this were a safe 
intersection. the traffic count on Spring Valley Drive would be about twice 
as heavy as what it is now. It is not safe to add additional traffic. 
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Mr. William Turpin, 5248 Mitchell Street, the street that connects the Route 
95 access to the area where the school is proposed, spoke in opposition 
based on the points previously raised by the other speakers and stressed 
the importance of the traffic hazards that this additional use would cause 
to the residents that have to use these streets. 

Mr. Don Morrow spoke in rebuttal stating that there is a definite need for 
this school is this area. Every site 1s reviewed by seven executive 
directors; 4 from Child Care Properties and 3 from Kinder Care. In 
answer to one of the speakers questlom regarding what happens if this 
venture fails, this property is owned by Child Care Properties and is leased 
to Kinder Care for 30 years. This is an over-the-counter stock. Whether 
or not Kinder Care keeps operating, they must pay the rent. He stated 
that he felt they would be improving the traffic in the area because they 
are widening Spring Valley Drive to three lanes and providing curb and 
storm drainage. If there is an access road put in, it will substantially 
improve the traffic circulation. The access road will have to be installed 
because the County doesn't want any additional curb-cuts. - This lot does 
meet the minimum lot size of 25,000 ~quare feet which is what the State 
requires. This site is 10,000 square feet larger than the minimum. 

Mr. Kelley ,stated that it amazes him that these people have chosen this 
site. One of the speakers pointed out that there are already caution lights t 
have been installed because of this hazardous intersection. In addition, 
the access drive and the curb, etc. does not show on the plats. The Board 
grants these permits based on the plats that are before it. 

There were 43 people who stood to indicate their opposition to this applicatio 
who indicated that they lived in this neighborhood. 

Mr. Smith entered the letters that had been sent to the Board in opposition 
into the record. He also entered the 13 pages of signatures in opposition 
into the record. 
Mr. Kelley stated that it is the Board's responsibility to determine whether 
or not this use is compatible with the zoning that is around the site. 

Mr. Runyon stated that his grandfather developed most of the properties on whi 
these people who spoke live. He stated that the time has finally arrived 
when it is not feasible to do most of these operations because of the land 
cost. He said that the opposition probably represents a lot of the reasons 
why land costs have risen like they are now in Fa~rfax County, but that is 
a political issue. The facts of the case point up that there is too much 
use for too little land. He advised Mr. Morrow that for guidance he would 
say that he would need to have a larger site with less impact factors in 
order to get approval. 

RESOLUTION 

In application S-249-75 by Child Care Properties, Inc. & Kinder Care Learning 
Center, Inc. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
construction of child care facility for 120 students, 6561 Spring Valley 
Drive, 71-4«1»51, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of 
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance 
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

WHEREAS, follOWing proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on December 17, 1975. 

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Trustees of the Presbyterian 

Church. 
2. That the present zoning is RE-D.5. 
3. That the area of the lot is 35,822 sq. ft. 

l 

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with 

Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SUbject application be and the same 
is hereby denied. 
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to O. 
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11:55 - ALBERT COHEN app1. under Section 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit construction 
A.M. of warehouse closer to ingress-egress easements than allowed by the 

Ordinance, 2926-2966 Telestar Court, 49-4«(1»)44, (83,722 sq.ft.) 
Providence Dist., (I-L), V-250-75, OT~ 

Mr. Larry Roman, attorney for the applicant, 8320 Old Court House Road, Vienna 
Virginia. presented notices to the property owners to the Board. 

Mr. Smith stated that the notices were not in order because they had not been 
sent out until the 8th of December and that is not ten days. The Board 
has a letter from Mr. R. M. Wright bringing this to the Board's attention. 

Mr. Smith stated that in view of this. the Board has no alternative but to 
defer this case for proper notices. 

There were three people in the audience other than the applicant interested 
in this case. They were opposed to the deferral. They also indicated that 
they were in oppoSition to the application. 

Mr. Roman stated that approximately three years ago, they filed a site plan 
on this site and Mr. Wright has done nothing but attempt in every mannor 
to hold up the project. 

Mr. Smith stated that this is a State Code requirement. 

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board defer this case for proper notices until 
February 10, 1975 at 10:00 a.m. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to O. Mr. Runyon was 
out of the room. 

Mr. Smith stressed that these notices had to be out at least ten full 24 hour 
days in advance of this February 10 scheduling date. Mr. Smith told Mr. 
Roman that this would be his notification from the Board. He would receive 
no further notification from the Staff. 

12:10 - GOOD SHEPHERD CATHOLIC CHURCH appl. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of additions to existing 
church and to permit temporary use of single family dwelling for 
church offices, corner of Mt. Vernon Hwy. and Surrey Drive, 110-2 
«1»22A & «15»6, (11.278 acres), Mt. Vernon District, 
(RE-O.5 - 11.026 ac. & R-12.5 - .252 ac.), S-251-75. OTH. 

(The hearing began at 2:50 p.m.) 

Mr. Robert Kohyl. Chairman of the Building Committee for the Church, 8409 
Crown Place, Alexandria, represented the applicant before the Board. 

He submitted notices which were in order. 

Mr. Kohyl stated that the purpose of this application is to request renewal 
of their Special Use Permit which was previOUSly granted April 17, 1974 and 
to also request an amendment in order that they might use an adjacent single 
family residence for temporary use as the Church office. There will be no 
changes to the ~roperty where the Church office is to be. At the time the 
administrative offices are finished within the church building itself, they 
will either dispose of that house or use it as the rectory. This temporary 
use will be for ,no more than two years, probably no more than 18 months. 
The site plan has now been approved for the church addition and the bonding 
agreements have been sent to the Bishop for his approval. 

Mrs. Ames, 8715 Mount Vernon Highway, directly across from the church, 
spoke regarding the drainage problems that she has had since this church 
was constructed. She stated that what used to be a beautiful garden is now 
a stream of water the width of the Board Room every time it rains. This 
stream erodes the soil and distributes litter all over the yard. She stated 
that she had complained to the County, written letters to her Supervisors, 
and had received an answer from the County Executive to the effect that 
nothing could be done. She felt that something should be done. She 
submitted her statement to the Board with the request that the Board at least 
look into this matter and deny any additional construction that would add 
to the problem. 

Mr. David Gallagher, 116 North St. Asaph Street, Alexandria, architect for 
the church, stated that the site plan modifications have been reviewed and 
have now gone to bonding. The site engineer, Mr. V-ictor Ghent, has worked 
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closely with Public Works in handling the storm water for this site. There 
1s no additional parking being provided. All of the parking for the entire 
master plan for tha church was developed under the existing first phase 
of construction. As far as the roof drainage 1s concerned, a retaining 
system to defer the runoff of water has been installed to approximately a 
3" rainfall over a period of 9 hours. 

Mr. Smith asked what is being done about the existing conditions that the 
original constructlonaf the church caused where it floods the neighbor's 
yard so badly that it cannot be used. 

Mr. Gallagher stated that the area in question, Mrs. Ames' yard, is a 
natural 8wale for runoff for the large area around it. 

Mr. Smith stated that Mrs. Ames's statement was that she did not have the 
problem ~pri~r to the Church being built. He stated that the water fromj 

the construction of the church and the parking lot should be contained on 
the church site. He stated that some thought should be given to the situation 
that now exists as to how to alleviate the problem. 

Mr. Gallagher stated that it is the upstream development that has caused this 
increase in the flow of water which is causing the problem. 

Mr. Smith stated that it seemed to him that a little more attention should 
be given to this. The Board is asked to permit additional construction 
that might make the problem worse and the Board should be concerned about 
this problem. There should be something done. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that he felt the pipe should be continued down through 
Mrs. Ames's yard and taken past that property and Join where the two 
streams are beyond her property. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that Mr. Gallagher is the architect. The engineer 
should be present to answer these questions. 

A spokesman for the church stated that this church was built ten yeaTS ago. 
At this point it is Public Works1 problem. 

The Board deferred this case until January 14, 1975. with the request that 
Public Works be asked to. furnish the Board with information as to how the 
problem of flooding of Mrs. Ames's yard can be alleviated and 8tOO get a 
report from the Site Plan Office on this. 

II 

DEFERRED CASE - B. P. OIL, INC .• 3-231-75. Old Keene Mill Road. near 
Backl1ck Road, 80-4({l»pt. of 5. C-B. (Deferred from 
December 10, 1975 fOr additional stUdy by the Board members.) 

Mr. Runyon stated that at the time of the pUblic hearing he asked that this 
case be deferred in order for him to get some additional information. He 
stated that he had looked into this and as far as he is concerned, this is 
a borderline case from the Board's standpoint. He stated that he felt the 
C-D zoning is the one that really governs how the Board should address this. 
This site for this particular application actually detracts from the purpose 
of the C-D zone and the comprehensive plan. It is a diffiCUlt decision. but 
in this case a more complete plan. is necessary in order to really thoroughly 
analyze the impact this site will have. He stated that he did not think this 
site will have a large bearing on the traffic at this point, but if the 
Master Plan as envisioned does create the traffic patterns that are shown. 
then this site could be better located within a complete plan as the C-D 
District reqUires. There should be a complete site plan for that area 
rather than piecemeal. This is a very difficult item to address as a planne 
because it is difficult to assemble ground and then put together a compre
hensive plan with so many variables as there are at this site. At this 
point. it is difficult for this Board to Justify the criteria for Special 
Uses in the C District because of the Master Plan effect. He stated that he 
hoped that during the next few months this total c:quadrant can be addressed 
for the sake of people who have a large vested interest in these properties. 

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr.RHnyen stated that this land has been 
under the same ownership for a period of years. He further stated that he 
felt the Planning Commission and the Staff has thoroughly gone into this case. 
He stated that he wanted to encourage the Staff to get the job done for the 
sake of the property owners and so the County might derive some tax revenues 
from this~4aUdrant of land. The Planning Commission concerned themselves 
with the traffic' and not enough ';wi.thl the Master Plan. The traffic issue 
alone would make it difficult for him to turn an apPlication down. on that 
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issue alone, and that is not the reason in this case. 

Mr. Smith stated that there should be an overall development plan in order 
to channe~ traffic in and out of the shopping areas and not one Where we 
have separate businesses instituting several separate curb cuts. Having 
several separate curb cuts would impede traffic flow and would have a large 
impact as ~r as the additional traffic is concerned and would also be 
hazardous and would impede the flow of traffic in such a way that this 
would really be a hazardous intersection. The plan should bring the 
businesses away from the street and there should be a Viable traffic pattern 
that will provide ease entrance and exit from the businesses associated with 
the land use. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he agreed with Mr. Smith's statement. He stated that 
if this parcel was zoned C-N and this was the only parcel, it would be a 
different matter. This applicant 1s purchasing a piece of land from a larger 
tract which by zoning category is for a planned shopping development. This 
is the reason for the Master Plan, so that it would be all together and 
perhaps have one entrance and exit into this property. 

Mr. Smith stated that if this 1s not done, it will kill the downtown area 
of Springfield. 

ltJ;"~ Swetna.m.s.tat.e.cl that he d.1.dn 1·t f..e.e-l t-lW Boa-rd i·s justified in any way to 
say that this should be held up for further planning and stUdy. He stated 
that the question was asked, how long has this owner had this land without 
anything being built on it, and he felt the question should be aSked of the 
County, how long have the plans been studied for this area. He stated that 
'they been studied since 1969 and it seemed to him that within that time 
they should have come up with something more precise than what the Staft 
said the other day,~that the owner w~ulg aeoable to use this land for a 
flower shop. He stated that he did not feel those were good enough reasons 
to hold up this Special Use Permit. 

Mr. Smith stated that it is the owner's responsibility to come in with a com-• 
prehensive plan for his land. 

Mr. Swetnam stated that it has occurred to him that the planning staff may ~~ 
have lost sight of the fact that they are public servants Just as this Board 
is and to keep everybody waiting on them seems to convdnce him of that 
attitude. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt what the planning staff is doing is asking 
the landowner to come in with a comprehensive plan of development. 

RESOLUTION 
In applioation S-231-75 by B. P. OIL, INC. under Section 30-7.2.10.3.1 of the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of gas and go station, Old Keene 
Mill Road near Backlick Road, ,80-4{(I))pt.of 5, Mr. Runyon moved that the 
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: 

HEREAS, the captioned application hal$, been properly filed in accordance with 
the requirements of the applicable Sta~eand County Codes and in accordance 
ith the by-laws of the Fairfax' County Board of Zoning Appeals, and 

HEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local 
ewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property 

owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on December 10, 1975 and 
eferred }to December 17, 1915 for decision. 

EREAS, the Board has made the follOWing findings of fact: 
1. That the owner of the subject property is Garfield Associates. 
2. That the present zoning is C-D. 
3. That the area of the lot is 27,636 sq.ft. 

D, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the follOWing conclusions of law: 
That the applicant has not presented teSimony indicating compliance with 

tandards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in 
ection 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and 

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the application is hereby denied. 

r. Kelley seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to 2 with Messrs. Barnes 
d Swetnam voting No. 
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM -- BARCROFT INSTITUTE AMERICAN HEALTH SERVICES, INC. 
Special Use Permit No. 3-173-70, 51-3«(1»9A. 

The Board was in receipt of a letter trom Stephen Broyles, McDade Sign Co., 
requesting the Board to include on the sign for this facility the name, 
Dominion Psychiatric Treatment Center Barcroft Institute. This was to be 
a free standing sign, 3 1 x4 1 with a total area of 12 sq. ft. The sign would 
be 15' back from the property line. 

Mr. Smith stated that if this facility has changed its name, the Board hasn't 
been notified. The Board gave them permission earlier to have a sign, but 
not to that degree and not that name. 

It was the Board's decision to deny this additional slgn and request the 
applicant to furnish the Board with information regarding the change of name 
since the request for this addi~sign read, " •••Barcroft Institute has 
changed the name of their establishment to Dominion Psychiatric Treatment 
Center Barcroft Institute •.. ". It may be necessary for the.Permittee to 
come back to th~ Board for a change of ownership and/or operator of this 
facility that is under Special Use Permit from this Board. The Board should 
have copies of the Resolutions that brought about the change in corporate 

structure. 
II 
AFTER AGENDA ITEM -- Interpretation on screening. 

Mr. Phil Garman, Preliminary Engineering came before the Board for an inter~ 

pretation on whether or not a brick wall would constitute a landscape plan 
for those uses where a landscape plan is required. He stated that it was 
the Staff and the Zoning Administrator's feeling that this question should 
be brought to this Board under Section 30-3.5.8. That section reads in part, 
" .•• Board of Zoning Appeals is authorized to grant a variance for any of 
the foregoing requirements as it pertains to screening•.. n. 

Mr. Smith stated that he felt this was taking that section a little out of 
context. He stated that he felt this would take a formal application for 
a variance and a pUblic hearing if the Zoning Administrator felt the Board 
should make this interpretation. However, he questioned the need for the 
Board to make an interpretation in this case. 

Mr. Garman stated that the citizens in this particular case wish to have a 
brick wall since there is a brick wall on the two adjacent properties. 
In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Garman stated that no one has questione 
the Staff's power to make this decision. Mr. Knowlton has not made .a ruling 
on this. 

Mr. Smith stated that if this is not a variance from the Ordinance, it is 
something that the Staff can handle. In this particular case. it seems to be 
something that the Staff should determine. 

for 
Mr. Runyon stated that he felt the proper way to handle this is /the Staff 
make the decision and if a person feels it is incorrect, '.'he' (!aTI bring 
that decision of the Zoning Administrator to this Board on an appeal. 
He stated that otherwise. the Board would have to hold a public hearing 
everytime there is a decision such as this to be made. 

Messrs. Smith and Barnes indicated concurrence. 

Mr. Runyon stated that he felt the Ordinance means that Preliminary Engineerin 
should have more latitude to work with the engineer in the project and with 
the adjoining property owners to work something out. The decision should be 
made as promptly as possible. Preliminary Engineering is more familiar with 
the individual problems than this Board. 

Mr. Smith agreed and stated that as long as the wall or the landscape plan is 
compatible with the contiguous development there would be no problem. 

Mr. Kelley agreed. 

II 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Swetnam moved that the Minutes of November 12, 1975 be approved. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION - COLLEGE TOWN ASSOCIATES, 8-14-73 

The Board was in receipt of a letter from Donald Stevens, attorney for 
College Town Associates~ requesting the Board extend this Special Use Permit 
due to the fact that by the time the sewer moratorium ended, the Interim 
Development Ordinance had been adopted and therefore, the great majority of 
the delay in getting under construction was occasioned by factors imposed by 
the County, not the permit holder. 

Mr. Runyon moved that they be given a one year extension from June 17. 1975. 
This would be the la8t extension that the Board would grant. 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 

REQUEST FOR OUT OF TURN HEARING - BOONE, JAMES H. Special Use Permit and 
Variance, T/A James II Auto Sales. 

Because of economic problems, Mr. Boone needs an amendment to his Special 
Use Permit and he also needs a variance in order to have more than the ten 
cars that the Board originally granted. 

Mr. Kelley moved that this request be denied since the applicant said at the 
original hearing that he could live with ten cars. 

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5 to O. 

II 
LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CENTER, INC. 

The Board was in receipt of a copy of the executed bond as required under 
lliake Barcroft's Special Use Permit. 

II 
The Chairman reminded the members of the Board that they must file with the 
Clerk of the Court for Fairfax County before January 1, 1976 in accordance 
with Section 2.1-353.1 of the Code of Virginia a disclosure of all real 
estate interests held by each Board member. 

II 
The Board meeting adjourned at 4:00 P.M. 

a../~e DANIEL SMIT , tfA 

APPROVED 9'n" '1;1' I<{/?76 
ubmitted to the Board of Zoning DAT 
ppeals on January 8 I 1976 

to 
ubmitted/other Depts., Commission 

d oard of Supervisors on 
/.0 
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