The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zonfng Appeals was held in the Board
Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday, May 25, 1982, The Following
Board Members were present: Danfel Smith, Chairman; John DiGiulian
¥ice-Chairman; Gerald Hyland, John Yaremchuk, and Ann Day.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:15 A,M. &nd Mrs. Day led the prayer,
The Chairman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case of:

10:00 AM. DONALD M, & MARY L. SIMPSON, appl. under Sect, 18-406 of the Ord, to
allow carport to remain 4.5 ft, from side Jot 1ine (7 ft. min. side yard
req. by Sects, 3-307 & 2-412), Tocated 7902 Penn P1,, Hollin Hall Subd.,
102-2({2)}{17)30, Mt, Yernon Dist., R-3, 12,105 sq, ft., V-81-¥-146,
{DEFERRED FROM 11/3/81 FOR PRESENTATION BY APPLICANT OR AFFIDAVIT AND
FROM 11/24/81 TO ALLOW TIME FOR APPLICANT TQ CORRECT YIOLATION NOTICE.)

The Chairman stated that the Board was 1n receipt of a memorandum dated May 25, 1982
regarding the applicatfon from Kathy Parkins, the Senior Zoning Inspector for that
district. She made a site fnspection on May 6, 1982 and ft was verified that a seven foot
stde yard now exists between the carport on Mr, Simpsons’ property and the Hohein property
next deor {7904 Penn Place, Alexandria). This relocation of the carport cleared the
violations of the Zoning Ordinance,

Mr. DiGiulian made a motion that the application be dismissed. Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the
motion, The motion passed by unanimous vote.

Page 1, May 25, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:10 AM. SALYATORE & PONTIP GARGONE, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
allow subdfvisfon into two lots, with proposed 1ot 2 having width of
124.20 ft. (150 ft. wmin. lot width req, by Sect. 3-106), located 4811
0tley Ln., R-1, Annandale Dist., 69-4{(1)110, 2.3 acres, V-82-A-044,

David Counts, the agent for the applicants, presented testimony regarding this variance
applicatfon. He stated that this situation came about because of a building project he was
involved in that consists of twenty lots, As a part of that development, he needed to
obtaftn sanftary sewer easements from Mr. Gargone and another neighbor in the area. During
negotiations with Mr. Gargone, they had decided that the best solution would be for Mr.
Counts to buy half of this 2,3 acre parcel, the half that was needed for the easement, Mr,
Counts stated that he was the contract Eurchaser at that time. He stated that the
right-of-way for E1 James Street was taken from this parcel, and it was a rather unusual
configuration because it was taken fn an arc. He stated that the only other way to divide
this property would be a pipestem lot with a driveway coming from 0lley Lane, but Mr,
Gargone was not in favor of that.

Two speakers spoke in opposition; Art Smith, 4729 Briarpatch Lane, and Gerry Lujan, 9260 El
James Drive. They were concerned about the access to E1 James Drive because that access
only had a fifty-six foot width at the curb. Also, that access was at the most dangerous
section at E1 James Drive, right at the turn at the bottom of two hills, They stated that
E1 James Drive was a frequently used commuter short-cut to 0)ley Lane and several accidents
had already occurred.

During rebuttal, David Counts stated that to put an entrance onto 01ley Lane would be a
much more dangerous situation. He stated that he wanted to just build one house and it
would not create a great amount of traffic. He stated that 1f this variance was not
granted, he would attempt to get the property re-zoned and would build twe pipestem lots.

There was no one else to speak Tn support or opposition to the applfcation.

;;;;-1.-;;;-25. 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
SALVATOR & PONTIP GARGONE

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-A-044 by SALVATORE & PONTIP GARGONE under Section 18-40T of the
Zaning Ordinance to allow subdivision into two Yots, with proposed Yot 2 having width of
124.20 feet (150 ft. min. width req. by Sect. 3-106), on property located at 4811 §lley
Lane,tax map reference 69-4 ({1}} 10, County of Fafrfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
May 25, 1982; and
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Page 2, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
SALVATORE & PONTIP GARGONE
{continued)

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-1.

3. That the area of the 1ot is 2.3 acres,

4. That the applicant's property is long and narrow at E1 James Drive where it does not
meet the width requirements. There is reasonable use of the Tand; it is a two acre parcel
and the Master Plan calls for R-T and it exceeds that.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditicns as listed above exist
which under a strict {nterpretation 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 inveolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject applfcation is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire efghteen (18} months from this date unless this subdivision
has been recorded among the lawd records of rairfax County, A request for an extension
shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before the expiratfon date and the variance
shall remain valid until the extension s acted wpon by the BZA,

Mr. DiGjulian seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 {(Mr, Smith}.
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10:20 A.M. NARDETH W. & DORIS M, POOLEY, appl. under Sect. 18-40% of the Ord. to
allow construction of garage addition to dwelling to 3.9 ft. from side
tot 1ine (15 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), located 8703
Graystone P1., Sedgewick Forest Subd., R-2, Mt. Vernon Dist.,
110-2((8))(1}7, 22,965 sq. ft., V-82-¥-047,

The first speaker, Nardeth Pooley, 8703 Greystone Place, presented his application. He
stated that he needed a variance to bufld his garage because of the topographical problems
his property has, The house s located on a hill, which makes 1t hazardous fn the winter
to walk from the driveway to the house. The back of the property is hilly and slopes
toward the north, He stated that the south side of the house s where the proposed two-car
garage would be located. He stated that he had owned the property since 1963.

There was no one to speak in suppert and no one to speak in opposition.

Page 2, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
NARDETH W, & DORIS M. POOLEY

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V¥-82-A-047 by NARDETH W. & DORIS POOLEY under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to aliow construction of garage addition to dwelling to 3.9 ft. from side
lot 1ine (15 ft, min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), on property located at 8703 Greystone
Lane, tax map reference 110-2 ((8)) (1) 7, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr, Hyland moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeais adopt the following resolutfon:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
May 25, 1982; 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-2.

3. That the area of the 1ot is 22,965 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property has exceptional topographic problems particularly on the
side and the rear of the property where the grade is intense. There is an unusual
condition in the location of the existing buildings which preveants the applicants from
constructing a garage elsewhere,
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Page 3, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
NARDETH W. & DORIS M. POOLEY
{conti nued)

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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 1nvolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is 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 s not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shal) expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and s diligently pursuéd or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before
Ehe expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
y the BZA.

Mrs. Day seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 {Hr. Smith),

Page 3, May 25, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:30 A.M. JOYCE FORMAN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the 0rd. to allow construction
of addition to townhouse to 9.6 ft. from rear lot 1fne (20 ft. min. rear
yard req. by Sect. 3-507), located 1619 Park Overlook Dr., Bentana Woods
Subd., PRC, Centreville Dist,, 18-1{(5)}(3)34, 2,109 sq. ft., ¥-82-C-048,

Joyce Forman, 1619 Park Overlook Drive, presented her application. She stated that she
wanted to add a greenhouse addition to the rear of her townhouse. She stated that the rear
of her property faced a strip of about twenty feet of open cluster space. Directly behind
that was wooded parkland. There is a privacy fence separating the next door neighbor from
the greenhouse. She stated that the Architectural Review Board bad consulted the next door
nefghbor, Mr, Phillips, who is the only one affected by this addition. She stated that the
east wall of the greenhouse facing the woods is glass. This addition would probably help
with energy conservation in the house, since it heats itself with a passive solar collector,

There was no one to speak ¥n support and no one to speak fn opposition.
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JOYCE FORMAN

RESOLUTION

In Appiication No. V-82-C-048 by JOYCE FORMAN under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance
to allow construction of addition to townhouse to 9.6 ft. from rear Tot line (20 ft. min,
rear yard req. by Sect. 3-507), on property Jocated at 1619 Park Overlook Drive, tax map
reference 18-1((5))(3)34, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mrs. Day moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper natice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
May 25, 1582, 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 PRC.

3. That the area of the 1ot is 2,109 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is townhouse property, 2,109 sq. ft. The property s
narrow and has a wooded public park behind it and nc houses,

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict Interpretation of the Zoming Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
tand and/or buildings involved.




Page 4, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
JOYCE FORMAN
(continued)

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
limitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless construction has
started and is di1igently pursued or untess repewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the :xpiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 - 2 (Mr. Smith and Mr. Hyland}.

Page 4, May 25, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:40 A M, PRINCE OF PEACE LUTHERN CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 5-303 of the Ord. for
a nursery school, located 8304 01d Keene Mi13 Rd., PRC, Springfield
Dist., 79-3{(8))3, 3.998 acres, 5-82-5-023.

Mary Ann Latelle, 6406 Wyngate Drive, the schoo! director, presented the applicatfon. She
stated that the Prince of Peace Church had operated a community child care program since
1969. The church currently has an enrollment of 150 chitdren, about 100 children being
there at any one time. There are two groups of children, one fn the morning and one in the
afterncon. She stated that they had been under Special Use Permit, but due to an
oversight, 1t had expired 1n 1977,

There was no one to speak fn support and no one to speak in opposition.
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PRINCE OF PEACE LUTHERN CHURCH :

RESOLUTION
Mr, 0iGiulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No, 5-82-5-023 by PRINCE OF PEACE LUTHERAN CHURCH under Section 6-303
of the Fafrfax County Zoning Ordinance for & nursery school, located at 8304 (1d Keene Mill
Road, tax map reference 79-3 {(8)) 3, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed
in accordance with a1l applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on May 25, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the property s the applicant,

2. That the present zoning is PRC.

3. That the area of the Jot is 3.998 acres,

4. That compliance with the STte 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
Permit Uses in PRC Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with the following
1imitations:

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 on the application and is not
transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire elghteen {18) months from this date unless
construction {operation) has started and . is di11gently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty (30} days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extension is acted upon by the BZA.

3, This-approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plans submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use, additional
uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this Board {other than minor engineering details}
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require
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bage 5, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
PRINCE OF PEACE LUTHERN CHURCH
{continued)

approval of this Board., It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board of
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details without this Board's
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

§. A copy of this Special Perwmit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Articie 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The maximum number of students shall be 250 with a maximum of 175 at any one time.

8. The hours of operation shall be 8:30 A.M. to 3:30 P.M, Mcnday thru Friday from
September thru May.

9. This permit is granted as a continuing use with no time 1imit.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0,
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11:00 A.M. PETER & JOAN OBERHOFF, appl. under Sect. 18-40% of the Ord. to allow
construction of garage addition to dwelling to 15.0 ft, from side lot
1ine (20 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-107), located 1000 Spencer
¥d55 Saigon Subd., R-1, Dranesville Dist,., 21-3(({7))15, 35,754 sq. ft.,

~82-0-049.

Peter Oberhoff, 1000 Spencer Road, presented his application. He stated that in the
process of remodeling his home, he would 1ike to add a two-car garage, The only practical
place is to the north side of the house. The area in the back of the house has a storm
drainage easement, and to the south side of the house fs the Septic field and septic tank,
There are no objections from any of the neighbors that have been notified.

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
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PETER & JOAN OBERHOFF
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-A-049 by PETER & JOAN OBERHOFF under Sectfon 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of garage addition to dwelling to 15.0 ft. from side lot
_line {20 ft. min, side yard req. by Sect. 3-107), on property located at 1000 Spencer Road,

tax map reference 21-3 {(7)) 15, County of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
May 25, 1982; and

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

. That the owner of the subject property ¥s the applicant

. That the present zoning is R-1.

. That the area of the lot is 35,754 sq. ft.

. That the applicant's proqerty has an unusual condition in the location of the existing
buildings. It is not feasible to construct the garage on the south side of the home
because of the septic tank and septic field.

s R —

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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 invelved.

LD
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Page 6, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
PETER & JOAN OBERHOFF
(continued)

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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 varfance shall expire efghteen (18) months from this date unless constructien has
started and {s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A reguest for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension 15 acted upen
by the BZA.

Mr, Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 - 1 (Mr. Smith) (Mr. DiGiulian absent},

Page 6, May 25, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:10 AM. FREDERICK H, BOWEN, appl, under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of deck addition to townhouse to 10 ft, from rear lot 1ine
{14 ft. min. rear yard req. by Sects. 3-507 & 2-412), located 5456
Mersea Ct,, PDH-3, Lake Braddock Subd., Annandale Dist., 78-2{{8))74,
1,760 sq. ft., Y-82-A-050,

Frederick Bowen, 5466 Mersea Court, presented his application. He stated that the deck
would be a second story deck off of the main floor. To the immediate rear of his property
is Community Association property with a 200 foot expansion of trees blocking the view of
houses on the other side, He stated that the Community Association had received the plans
for the deck and has granted their approval, He stated there was a letter of support from
them 1n the file folder. He stated he had owned the property for nine years. His
immediate neighbors built a similar deck, but his house was situated n such a2 manner that
he didn't need to obtain a variance to build it.

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.

Page 6, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
FREDERICK H. BOWEN
RESOLUTION

In Application No, V-82-A-050 by FREDERICK H. BOWEN under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of deck addition to townhouse to 10 ft. from rear lot line
{14 ft. min. rear yard req., by Sects. 3-507 & 2-412), on property located at 5466 Mersea
Court, tax map reference 78-2 {{8)) 74, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Hyland moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publfc, a public hearing was held by the Board on
May 25, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property fs the applicant

2. That the present zoning is PDH-3,

3. That the area of the lot is 1,760 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant has presented evidence indicating that to his left there are two
property owners one of whom has a deck constructed and the second intends to construct a
deck, The Board has received evidence that the applicant's property 1s located some 8 feet
closer to the rear property 1ine whereas the two townhouse located to his left have been
placed fn such a way that the decks have been added as a matter of right, To the rear of
the property is an open area. The Board has received no objection from any abutting
property owner, to the contrary, the Board has received testimony indicating support for
the propesed construction of the deck addition, particularly by the closest neighbor. The
applicant has complied with the requirements within the townhouse community and has
processed his propased addition through the Architectural Review Board and has receive
approval for the proposal.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:
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Page 7, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
FREDERICK M, BOWEN
{continued)

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as Tisted above 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 1s GRANTED with the foTlowing
1imitations:

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 eighteen (18} months from this date unless construction has
started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the :xpiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA,

Mrs. Day seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr. Smith},

Page 7, May 25, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:15 AM, WILLIAM A, JEMWETT, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to &llow
construction of detached garage 3 ft. from side 1ot tine (15 ft. min,
side yard req. by Sects. 3-207 & 10-105}, located 1911 Kenbar Ct., R-2,
Dranesville dist., 41-1((24))14, 21,937 sq. ft., V-82-D-038. (DEFERRED
FROM 5/4/82 FOR NOTICES)

Timothy McGary, 6736 01d McLean Vitlage Drive, an attorney, represented the applicant. He
stated that Mr. Jewetts' lot was relatively narrow in relationship to the size of the house
currently on the lot. The side yard that the garage will be built directly behind has only
20.9 ft. The lot itself has a drop-off just into the lot. To build the garage in any
other locatfon, 1t would have to be placed In the middie of the backyard. Currently the
house has a one car garage attached to it. The contiguous nefghbors to the right and left
of the property have no objections to this addition. The lots across the back are shielded
by a wooded area. Mr. McGary stated that the lot would be graded and the necessary
arrangements would be made so that there would not be any water run-off from Mr. Jewetts'
property that would form a pond effect on anyone elses' lot,

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition,

Page 7, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
WILLIAM A, JEWETT

RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-D-038 by WILLIAM A, JEWETT, under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of detached garage 3 ft. from side lot Tine (15 ft. min.
side yard req. by Sects. 3-207 & 10-105), on property located at 191] Kenbar Court, tax map
reference 41-1 ((24)) 14, County of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mrs, Day moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, foi1owing proper notice to the publfc, a public hearing was held by the Board on
May 25, 1982; 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-2.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 21,937 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property has an unusual condition fn the location of the existing
buitdings on the subject property. The proposed location of the garage is the only
feasible one for this 1ot as a hill behind the house precludes any construction in that
position.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of law:
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Page 8, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
WILLIAM A, JEWETT
{continued)

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above 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 is GRANTED with the following
Timitatfons:

1. This appreval 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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and {5 diligently pursued or unTess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expfration, A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr. Smith},

Page 8, May 25, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:20 A.M. WILLIAM S, ERVIN, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of detached garage 5 ft, from side lot line (20 ft. min.
side yard req. by Sects. g-lﬂ? and 10-105), located 2867 Hi1l Rd.,
Oaggrest Subd,, R-1, Providence Dist., 47-2{(3)}A1, 22,890 sq. ft.,
v-82-P-051,

William Ervin, 2867 Hi11 Road, Viemna, Virginia, presented his application. He stated that
his Tot was irregular in shape with converging lot 11nes. The lot is also substandard 1in
area. The minimum lTot area for an R-1 lot 1s 36,000 sq. ft. His lot was 22,890 sq, ft.
The septic field on the 1ot prevents the location of any building anywhere else on the lot,

There was no one to speak 1n support and no one to speak in opposition,

Page B, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
WILLIAM S. ERVIN
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-P-051 by WILLIAM S. ERYIN, under Section 18-401 of the Zoning

Ordinance to alTlow construction of detached garage 5 ft, from side Tot 1ine (20 ft. min.
side yard req. by Sects. 3-107 & 10-105), on property located at 2867 Hi11 Read, tax map
reference 47-2 {{3)) A1, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, 2 public hearing was held by the Board on
May 25, 1982; 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-1.

3. That the area of the 1ot is 22,890 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property is excepticnally irregular in shape and has converging
Jot 1ines. The property also has an unusual condition in. the location of the existing
buildings.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1{isted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical

difficulty or unrecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
land and/or buildings involved.

00 %



Page 9, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
WILLIAM S. ERYIN
{continued)

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
limitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension 15 acted upon
by the BZA,

Mr, DiGiulian seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 {Mr. Smith},

Page 9, May 25, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:30 A.M. DUANE W, BECKHORN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of a 9,6 ft. high shed on a side Tot line (15 ft. min, side
yard req. by Sects. 3-107 & 10-105), Jocated 7411 Rebecca Dr., Hollin
Hills Subg., R-2, Mt. Vernon Dist., 93-3((4)}10, 25,066 sq. ft.,
¥-82-¥.060.

Bob Lawrence represented the applfcant. He presented an architectural drawing showing the
details of the shed to the Board Members, The adjoining property owners closest to the
Tocation of the shed had signed this drawing to show their concurrence with the design and
the tocation of the shed, He stated that there was a large drainage easement on the
northern portion of the property, The configuration of the property is irregular, and the
rear portion of the property slopes away from the house to tne property line making the
shed 1ccation about the only reasonable place it could be located,

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.

Page 9, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
DUANE W. BECKHORN
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-¥-060 by DUANE W. BECKHORM, under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of a 9.6 ft. high shed on a side lot line (15 ft. min. side
yard req. by Sects, 3-107 & 10-105), on property Tocated at 7411 Rebecca Drive, tax map
refarence 93-3 {(4)} 10, County of Fafrfax, Yirginia, Mr. DiGiulian moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a pubTic hearing was held by the Board on
May 25, 1982; 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-2.

3, That the area of the lot is 25,066 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape, including narrow or
shallow and has exceptional topographic problems.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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 is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure indicated in the
plats included with this application only, and {s not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the same land.
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Page 10, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
DUANE W. BECKHORN
{continued)

2. This variance shall expire efghteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expfration date and the varfance shall remain valfd until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 - 2 (Mr. Smith) (Mrs. Day).

Page 10, May 25, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:45 A M. RICHARD & MARIANNE BROWN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
resubdivision of 2 lots into 4 lots with proposed lots 52A & 52C having
width of 15 ft. and proposed lot 52 having width of 30 ft. (100 ft. win.
1ot width req. by Sects. 3-206}, located 7019 & 7021 Weodland Dr., R-2,
Annandale Dist., 80-1((4))52 & 52A, 2,14 acres, V-82-A-033. (DEFERRED
FROM MAY 11, 1982 FOR VIEWING OF PROPERTY AND FOR DECISION ONLY)

Russel Rosenberger, 9401 Lee Highway, Fairfax, the attorney for the appiicant, presented a
short review for the Board Members at their request, He stated that there are two existing
houses situated on the property. One of those houses is already right on the property 1ine
and would require a variance even if just considered by itself. The rational and the basis
for the hardship in regard to this property relates to the shape and the topography of the
property. The parcels are long and narrow, and the existing houses which have been
situated on the property for some period of time, were built in about the middle of the
property. To place a pipestem drive on the property is almost impossible without
substantially destroying the beauty of these houses and the trees which provide buffers for
these houses. There are currently two driveways on the property now, Each driveway will
be extended to serve two homes. Lot 52C backs up to adjoining open space and parkland.

In response to a question from Mr. Hyland, Nr. Rosenberger stated that this area could not
be developed without a variance. Mr. Rosenberger stated that in terms of the Zoning that
exists on the property, the existing use of the two homes does not recognize the density
that would be permitted under the existing zoning of the property. The proposed lots would
all be in conformance with the existing R-2 zonfng of the property.

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.

Page 10, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals

RICHARD & MARIANNE BROWN
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-A-033 by RICHARD & MARIANNE BROWN, under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow resubdivision of 2 lots into 4 lots with proposed Jots 527 & 52C
having width of 15 ft. and proposed lot 52 having width of 30 ft. (100 Ft. min. Tot width
req. by Sect. 3-206), om property located at 7019 and 7021 Woodland Drive, tax map ;
reference 80-1 ((4)) 52 & 52A, County of Falrfax, Yirginia, Mr. Hyland moved that the Soard
of Zoning Appeals adopt the followfng 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
May 25, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property {s the applicant

2. That the present zoning is R-2.

3. That the area of the 1ot is 2.14 acres.

4, The Board has received evidence from the applicant and alsc has recefved a staff report
with several attachments. Based upon the evidence and facts produced, I do not find the
requisite justification necessary to support the reguested variance. From the evidence and
the staff report received it 1s suggested that the proposed subdivision is unusual. Mr.
Stroh's March 26, 1982 memorandum to the Board suggests that there are some environmental
concerns with the property. Looking at the proposed plan it does appear to carve up the
property n questfon. I find no hardship as required by the Ordinance to justify the
application.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of Taw:
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Page 11, May 25, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
RICHARD & MARIANNE BROWN
{continued}

THAT the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above
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 is DENIED.

Mrs Day seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0,

Page 11, May 25, 1982, AFTER AGEMDA ITEMS
The Board approved the minutes, as presented, for September 23, 1980 and September 30, 1980,

Page 1T, May 25, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

BY-LAWS REVISION: At the meeting of May 18, 1982, the Board amended their by-laws to
include the increase to seven members, Mr. Hyland made a motion to effectively begin the
use of the by-laws at such time as the two extra members are appointed. He indicated that
the by-laws should be the subject of another review at that time by the complete Board to
make any changes considered necessary. Mr. Digfulian seconded the motion.

Page 11, May 25, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

KING OF KINGS LUTHERAN CHURCH: The Board was in receipt of a request for minor engineering
changes in the special use permit granted by the Board. They were in need of more parking
than what was shown on the plat. Mr. Hyland made a motion to accept this as a minor
engineering change. Mr, DiGTulian secended the motfon.

Page 11, May 25, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

ST. MARK'S CHURCH, $-81-C-081: The Board was in receipt of a letter from John M. Harris
requesting approval to construct the parking lot in phases and to relocate the building 10
ft. closer to the northern boundary line than what was originally approved. Mr. DiGiulian
made a motion that the Board approve the reorientation of the building as a minor
engineering change, approve the building of the parking lot in phases with a minimum of 250

arking spaces to be built with the inftial phase, and approve the additional parking to be
guilt at such time as needed. Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion, The motion passed by
unanimous vote.

Page 11, May 25, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

ST. LOUIS CATHOLIC CHURCH, $-82-¥-005: The Board was in receipt of a tetter asking the
Board to approve the increase in length of a previously granted special use permit for a
gymnasium as a minor engineering change.

The Chairman stated that 1t was his opinion that when a structure exceeds the sfze of the
structure originally granted, another public hearing would have to be held. He stated that
the Board had no authority to grant this as a minor engineering change.

Mr. Hyland made a motion that a ruling should be obtained from the County Attorney as to
whether the Board has the authority. Mrs. Day seconded the motfon. The vote was
unanimous.

GREENSBORO ASSOCIATES, V-80-C-039: The Board was in receipt of a request from Martin D,
walsh, dated May 21, 1982, for renewal of the above-referenced varfance application, which
had expired on Aprit 8, 1982. The request for an extension was denied, but Greensboro
Associates was granted an out-of-turn hearing for July 20, 1982 at 10:00 A M.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 12:40 PM.
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held

in the Board Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday, June 8,
1982. The following Board Members were present: John DiGiulian,
Acting Chairman; John Yaremchuk; Gerald Hyland and Ann Day.

{Mr. Danie¢l Smith was absent).

Chairman DiGiulian opened the meeting at 10:20 A.M. and Mrs. Day led the prayer.
Chairman DiGiulian called the scheduled 10 o'clock case of:

10:00 MARTIN EUGENE MORRIS, appl. under Sect. 3-E03 of the Ord. to permit a home
AM. professional office for attorney at Taw, located 901 Walker Rd., R-E, Dranesville
Dist., 13-1((1))10;. § acres, 5-82-D-026.

Mr. Morris of 901 Walker Road, P. 0. Box 559, Great Falls, Va., informed the Board that he
was his own representative. He had been a lawyer since 1959 but was interrupted 15 years ago
when he became a Fairfax County Judge. He stated that he had retired in 1980 from the bench
and desired to have a sole practice. He stated that he had a word processor which eliminated
the need for a secretary. He stated that he would be hooked in another system. Mr. Morris
stated that because of the decrease of space and by not haveing a suite of offices, he would
be saving energy and fuel. Mr. Morris stated that he had a large lot. The proposed use
would not have any impact on Walker Road. He stated that the most clients he would have at
any one time would be at settlements and then there would six people. Space was provided for
seven cars. Mr. Morris stated that he did not anticipate more than seven cars. He indicated
that his clients would cooperate with the hours and parking restrictions. The office entranc
was at the rear of the home and could not be seen. The rear of the home was 2,000 ft. from
the neighbors at the rear. Beiween his property and the neighbors to the rear were very thic
white pines trees. To the south of his property was another stand of trees and no other
house at present.

Mr. Morris informed the Board that he had a letter of support in the file. He was not aware
of any opposition. Mr. Hyland noted that the file contained one letter of opposition from
Mr. J. Martin Bailey. Mr. Morris stated that his office would be a very quiet use and not a
commercial use. The office space would be completely apart from his home. The space occupieé
for the office was 566 sq. ft. There was an area 18x32 ft. for the office and an unfinished
room for filing. Mr. Morris stated that there would not be any adverse effect to the area
if the use was granted. .

Mr. Yaremchuk inquired as to the proposed hours of operation. Mr.. Morris stated that the
hours would be 9 A.M. to 5 P.M., five days a week. Mr. Yaremchuk inquired if Mr. Morris
anticipated any hours on Saturday. He suggested that the hours be 9 to 5, six days a week.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 13, June 8, 1983 Board of Zoning Appeals
MARTIN EUGENE MORRIS

RESOLUTION

Mr. Yaremchuk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-D-026 by MARTIN EUGENE MORRIS under Section 3-£03 of the Fairfax
County Zoning Qrdinance to permit a home professional office for attorney at law, located at
901 Walker Road, tax map reference 13-1{(1))101, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has baen
properly filed in accordance with all appticable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on June 8, 1982; 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 zonig is R-E.

3. That the area of the lot is 5 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
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatfion 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 on the application and 15 not trans-
ferable to other land.




Page 14, June 8, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
MARTIN EUGENE MORRIS

{Continued)
RESOLUTION

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless con-
struction {(operation) has started and is diligently pursved or unless renewed by action of
this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing
thirty (30} days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the
request for extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 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 Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place onthe 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. There shall be additional associates allowed as deemed necessary.

8. The hours of operation shall be 9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., six days a week.

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 {Mr. Smith being absent).

Page 14, June 8, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:15 LINDA ANNE DELMONTE, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction

AM. of a detached garage, 16 ft. 2 in. high, 4 ft. from a side Tot line and 10 ft.
from the rear lot line {12 ft. min. side yard and 16'2" min. rear yard req. by
Sects. 3-307 & 10-105), lecated 8103 Bulleck Ln., R-3, Annandale Dist., 70—4((18))
(5)16, 11,616 sq. ft., V-B2-A-043.

Ms. Linda Anne Delmonte of 8103 Bullock Lane informed the Board that the reason she was
requesting to place the garage 10 ft. off of the side was that it would be impossible to
swing into the garage which would be useless and destroy the entire back yard. If the garage
were built in accordance with the setback requirements, she would not be able to have a
garden nor woyld there be space for the children to play. In addition, it would not help

the resale value of the home either.

Chairman. DiGiulian questioned whether Ms. Delmonte would have a hard time turning into the
garage if it was built to the line. Ms, Delmonte stated that she would. 5he informed the
Board that she was not aware of any opposition and she had talked to all of her neighbors.
She stated that she did not have a basement or an attic. Ms. Delmonte had three children.
The garage would be used for her car, Christmas decorations and other storage. Mr. Hyland
stated that there was an existing carport but Ms. Delmonte stated there was not any storage
space there either. Mr. Hyland questioned the length of the proposed garage as it was 32 ft.
He asked what purpose it would serve. Ms. Delmonte stated that she wanted to build a rec
room for the children to play in. She planned to make the carport a family room. She stated
that she could use the carport for that purpose if she had some place else to put the garage.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 14, June 8, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
LINDA ANNE DELMONTE

RESOLUTI]ION

In Application No. V-82-A-043 by LINDA ANN DELMONTE under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of a detached garage, 16.2 ft. high, 4 ft. from a side lot
Tine and 10 ft. from the rear lot Tine {12 ft. min. side yard and 16.2 ft. rear yard required
by Sects. 3-307 & 10-105), on property located at 8103 Bullock Lave, .tax map reference
70—4((18))(5)16 County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to. the public, a public.hearing was held by the Board on
June 8, 1982; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:
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Page 15, June 8, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
LINDA ANNE DELMONTE
{continued) RESOLUTION

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-3.

3. The area of the lot is 11,616 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the location of the existing
buildings on the subject property which prevents the garage being Tocated elsewhere. The Tot
is unusually configured because of converging lot lines and the Board has not received any
testimony indicating any opposition.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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 Tand or to other
structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before the
expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by the
BZA.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the mation.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Smith being absent).
Page 15, June 8, 1982, Scheduled case of

10: 30 PATRICK SINGLETARY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow resubdivision intd

A.M. 2 Tots with proposed lot 2B having width of 12 ft. (100 ft. min. lot width req. by
Sect. 3-206), located 4031 Guinea Rd., R-2, Annandale Dist., 58-4{(7))7E2, 41,474
sq. ft., V-B2-A-052. (THIS APPLICATION WAS ADMINISTRATIVELY WITHDRAWN AS IT DID NOT
MEET DENSITY REQUIREMENTS).

The Board was informed that the variance application of Patrick Singletary had been adminis-
tratively withdrawn as it did not meet density requirements.

7
Page 15, June 8, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:40 PORTER E. WARD, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow enclosure of carport

AM. to garage 10.1 ft. from side lot line (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-307),
located 1702 Clovelly Ct., Wexford East Subd., R-3, Centreville Dist., 28-4((23})11
15,791 sq. ft., v-82-C-053.

Mrs. Ward of 1702 Clovelly Court informed the Board that they appreciated the need for the
Ordinance as the dwellings shouTd not be too close together. However, they wished to enclose
their carport which was 10.1 ft. from the side lot line. She stated that the Tot was irregu-
larly shaped.. Not all of the proposed garage would bhe less than 12 ft. from the property
line. The garage would house their vehicles and shelter the odds and ends of the house. The
enclosure of the carport would make the structure more attractive. Mrs. Ward informed the
Board that her house was the only one with a carport at the present time. The garage would
be built in accordance with the building code.and would match the rast of the house. Since
the carport was already 10.1 ft. from the side lot line, enclosing it would not detract or
take away from the current side yard. She was unaware of any opposition.

There was no one &)se to speak in suppert and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 15, June 8, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
PORTER E. WARD

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-C-053 by PORTER E. WARD under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance
to allow enclosure of carport to garage 10.1 ft. from side Tot tine (12 ft. min. side yard
req. by Sect. 3-307), on property located at 1702 tax map reference 28~4{{23))11, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mrs. Day moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

|5
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Page 16, June 8, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
PORTER E. WARD
{continued) RESOLUTION

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
June 8, 1982; and

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

That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.

The present zoning is R-3.

The area of the Tot is 15,791 sq. ft.

That the applicant's pruperty i5 exceptionally irregular in shape with converging lot
hnes and has an unusual condition in the location of several storm sewer easements on the
property which makes it unfeasible to build elsewhere on the property.

-F-I'..JNL-

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as Tisted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is 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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before
the expiration date and the varfance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by
the BZA.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Smith being absent).

Page 16, June 8, 1982, After Agenda: Itenms

Approval of Minutes: The Board was in receipt of Minutes for Oétober 7, 1980 and October 21,
1980. Mr. Hyland moved that the Minutes be approved. Mrs. Day seconded the motion and it
passed by a vote of 4 to 0 {Mr. Smith being absent).

/
Page 16, June 8, 1982, After Agenda Items

Scheduling of Special BZA Hearing Dates: The Clerk informed the Board that it was necessary
to hold special meetings during the months of July and August in order to accommodate incom-
ing applications within 60 days of the filing date. A1l applications received by July I3th
had to be heard before the summer recess. Therefore, the Clerk reserved special meeting
dates of Thursday, July 15, 1982; Thursday, July 22, 1982; Thursday, July 29, 1982 and
Thursday, August 5, 1982. It was the consensus of the Board to schedule all of the special
meetings in July and August.’ Mr. Hyland informed the Clerk that he would be absent the last
two weeks in.July due to military reserve duty.

1
Page 16, June 8, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:50 JUBE B. SHIVER, SR., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow subdivision

AM. into 5 Tots with proposed lots 2, 3 & 4 each having width of 10 ft. (80 ft. min.
lot width req. by Sect. 3-306), located 8116 Holland Rd., R-3, Mt. Vernon Dist.,
102-1((1))21 & 21B, 84,938 sq. ft., V-82-v-054.

The Board was informed ¢f a discrepancy in the notice requirements. After an explanation by
the applicant and the Clerk, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the notices be accepted. Mr. Hyland
seconded the motien and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Smith being absent).

Mr. Jube Shiver informed the Board that he did not have anything new to add since his hearing
on January 12, 1982. He stated that he had submitted amended plats at the last hearing but
the advertisement did not reflect the changes in the plat. Therefore, he was going through
the procedure to have a five lot subdivision approved by the BZA in Tieu of the approval for
a four 1ot subdivision, He stated that he had a piece of land which was irregular in shape

|

016



Page 17, June B, 1982
JUBE B. SHIVER, SR.
{continued}

but contained approximately two acres. The zoning allowed 3 to 5 Tots per acre. Mr. Shiver
stated that the only way he could use the land to its best was to subdivide it into the five
lots. Mr. Shiver stated that the Gum Springs Plan had requested that the land remain in
single family dwellings.

Mr. Yaremchuk reviewed the mew plats. He inquired if by putting the street in whether there
would be any Tand left. Mr. Shiver stated there would not be enough land if he had to build
a street. Mr, Yaremchuk inquired as to who would maintain the access road. Mr. Shiver state1
that the owners would have to maintain it. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that Mr. Shiver was going to
have to let the property owners know that it was their responsibility to maintain the drive,
He stated that it would have to be recorded on the plat.

There was no one else to speak in support. Mr. Sonny B. Witliams of 8128 Holland Road in
Alexandria questioned the Board regarding the variance. He was concerned about the 10 ft.
pipestem and whether it would change his property. Mr. Williams stated that he owned lot 17.
There was a question over the boundary Vines according to Mr. Williams. Mr. Shiver stated
that he was unaware there was any question over the boundary lines. There was no one else to
speak in opposition. Mr. Shiver did not present any rebuttal.
page 17, June 8, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
JUBE B. SHIVER, SR.

RESOLUTLION

In Application No. V-82-V-054 by JUBE B. SHIVER, SR. under Section 18-481 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow subdivision into 5 lots with proposed lots 2, 3 & 4 each having width of
10 ft. {80 ft. min. lot width req. by Sect. 3-306) on property located at 8116 Holtand Road,
tax map reference 102-1((1))21 & 21B, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on Jung
8. 1982; and

WHEREAS , the Board has made the following findings of facf:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.

2.. The present zoning is R-3.

3. The area of the lot is 84,938 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape including Tong and
narrow and if a dedicated street were constructed, the applicant would lose all the lots.
The proposed subdivision is in conformance with the R-3 zoning district requirements.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that-the subject application is GRANTED with the folléwing
limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats included with th1s
application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless this subdivision
has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County. A request for an extension shall
be filed in writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the variance shall remain
valid unt{]l the extension is acted upon by the BIA.

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Smith being absent).

Page 17, June 8, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:00 EPIPHANY OF OUR LORD BYZANTINE CATHOLIC CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-203 of the

AM. Ord. to amend $-81-P-012 for church and related facilities to permit construction
of new rectory replacing the existing one, located 3410 Woodburn Rd., R-2,
Providence Dist., 59-1((1))21, 4.7809 acres, S-82-P-027.

Mr. Sheridan, an architect, represented the church. He stated that they were proposing to
build a new rectory to the left of the old one. Mr. Sheridan was unaware of any opposition.

D17



Page 18, June &, 1982
EPIPHANY OF OUR LORD BYZANTINE CATHOLIC CHURCH
{continued}

There were not any questions from the Beard. There was no one else to speak in support and
no one to speak in opposition.
Page 18, June 8, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
EPIPHANY OF OQUR LORD BYZANTINE CATHOLIC CHURCH

RESOLUTION

Mr. Hyland made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 5-82-P-027 by EPIPHANY OF OUR LORD BYZANTINE CATHOLIC CHURCH under
Section 3-203 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend 5-81-P-012 for church and
related facilities to permit construction of new rectory replacing the existing one Tocated
at 3410 Woodburn Road, tax map reference 59-1{{1))21, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been
properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoring
Appeals held oh June 8, 1982; 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-2.

3. That the area of the lot is 4.7809 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
Parmit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESQLVED that the subject 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 on the application and is not trans-
ferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless constructio
(operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for exten
sion is acted upon by the BZA.

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 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 Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL
USE PERMIT 15 OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. This special permit is subject all other conditions of S-81-P-012.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Smith befng absent).

Page 18, June 8, 1982, After Agenda. ltems

Flint Hi11 Driving Range: The Board was in receipt of a request from Mr. J. Morgan Tiller
for an out-of-turn hearing on the special permit application for the Flint Hill Driving
Range. It was the consensus of the Board to grant the request and schedule the hearing for
July 13, 1982 at 12:15 P.M.
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Page 19, June 8, 1982, After Agenda Items

Larry Blose, V-B0-P-216: The Board was in receipt of a letter from Mr. Larry Blose requestin%
an extension of the variance granged on January 6, 1981. Mr. Hyland moved that the Board
approve a six month extension. Mrs. Day seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 4 to
0 (Mr. Smith being absent).

I
Page 19, June 8, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:15 RONALD D. SILVERMAN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of

AM. garage addition to dwelling te 2 ft. from edge of flood plan {15 ft. min. distance
from edge of flood plan req. by Sect. 2-415), located 8207 Woodland Ave., Mill CreeJ
Park Subd., R-2, Mason Dist., 59-4((2})62A, 20,813 sq. ft., V-82-M-055.

Mr. Carl Kohler of Kohler Associates in Vienna represented Mr. Silverman. The $ilvermans
were requesting a variance of a distance to 2 ft. to build a garage and a basement 2 ft.

from the floodplain line. The Silvermans needed more bedrooms. There was a 100 year flood-
plain 1ine occupying the property. The 15 ft. restriction made it impossible to accommodate
any decent addition to the house other than where Mr. Kohler had shown it. Mr. Kohler in-
formed the Board that the 100 year floodplain limit was an estimated line. During the past
20 years, the site had never been flooded. Mr. Kohler stated that he lived next door and had
designed the house. He informed the Board that he had lived at the location since 1959. He
was still residing next door in 1977 when the line was estabTished. It was not done through
any scientific methods. Mr, Kohler stated that the floor line of the addition was above the
grade Tine and the floodplain Tine. The addition complied with all other requirements of the
zone.

Mrs. Day inquired about the type of footings for the addition. Mr. Kohler stated that the
addition had normal footings. It was good firm soil.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 19, June B, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
RONALD D. SILVERMAN

RESOQLUTION

In Application No. V-82-M-055 by RONALD D. SILVERMAN under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of garage addition to dwelling to 2 ft. from edge of flood-
plain (15 ft. min. distance from edge of floodplain req. by Sect. 2-415) on property located
at tax map reference 59-4((2))62A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mrs. Day moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the requirementgy
of all app]icab]e State and County Codes and with the by-Taws of the Fairfax County Board of
Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
June 8, 1982; and

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 R-2.

3. The area of the lot is 20,813 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has exceptional topographic problems due to floodplain
area and storm drainage easement which decreases the buildable area. Design Review has
stated that they me no drainage problem as a result of the propnsed construction being within
2 ft. of the edge of the floodplain.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practicaldiffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive- the user of the reasonable use of the tand
and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diTigently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by
the BZA.
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Page 20, June 8, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
RONALD D. SILVERMAN
{continued) RESCLUTION

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to O (Mr. Smith being absent).

Page 20, June 8, 1982, Recess

At 11:20 A:M., the Board recessed for a short break. The Board reconvened at 11:45 A.M. to
continue with the scheduled agenda.

/"
Page 20, June 8, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:30 GREAT FALLS SWIM & TENNIS CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to amend

AM, $-82-D-019 for community swim & tennis club to change hours of operation of tennis
courts from 7 A.M. - 3 P.M. to 7 AM. - 10 P.M., located 761 Walker Rd., R-1,
Dranesville Dist., 13-1{(1})27, 5.5244 acres, S-82-D-030.

Mr. Kurt Bradley represented the Great Falls Swim & Tennis Club. He informed the Board that
the club had been in existence since 1970. Since 1973, the club had four lighted tennis
courts. He stated that in seeking the 10 P.M. ¢losing for tennis, the club was trying to
provide for the interests of the club as well as the residents around the club. The club's
interest in extending the hours was to allow the working members a reasonable time to use the
tennis courts. Mr. Bradley stated that another point to consider was that if the hours were
extended, the majority time of use would depend on the time of year. He stated that his
third point for the extensfon was that there were a number of private clubs that had a 10 P.M
closing time for their lights. Majority of the private clubs were located in zoning district
that were denser than the R-1 zoning district. The County Park Authority operated its parks
until 11 P.M. and they were located in residential areas. Mr. Bradley informed the BZA that
the swim club was taking steps to minimize the impact on the neighbors. They had installed

a timer and had investigated means to contain the glare on thefr own property. They had
thought about shields but there were not any fixtures which would cut down on the glare.

Mr. Hyland inguired as to the reason for extending the time for one additional hour. Mr.
Bradley stated that the c¢lub had a Tot of working members. Me. Bradley did not get himself
until 7:30 P.M. The club members wanted the additional time to use the facilities without
burdening the citizens. Mr. Hyland stated that Mr. Bradley had mentioned the County parks
which were open uynt{il 11 P.M. He inquired if there were any close by. Mr. Bradley stated
that the nearest County Park was six miles from the club. The nearest private club was
Riverbend. Mr. Hyland inquired as to how late Riverbend operated and was informed 11 P.M.
Mr. Bradley stated that he had tried to use the tennis courts at the park but they were busy.
Mr. Hyland inquired if the county parks tennis courts which were 1ighted were in close proxi-
mity to citizens as was this situation. Mr. Bradley stated that it was hard to find any
houses closer than the ones to their tennfs club. He stated that the developer had fit the
homes in 1ike a glove. They were built right up against the club property. He stated that
the tennis courts at Cooper Intermediate were very close to neighboring homes 1ike the club's
courts.

Mr. Hyland stated that there was a suggestion that the club had been utilizing the courts
beyond the 9 P.M. closing time already. Mr. Bradley stated that had been fn the past until
the development came in. The club had been out in the country and had never received any
complaints. It was not until the development came in that the club was made aware of the
problem. Mr. Bradley stated the club was not made aware of any complaint until March 1982.
and then they had tried to correct the problem with a timer.

There was no one else to speak in support. Mr. Warren Geesegan of 9805 Thunderhill Court
spoke in opposition. He was against the extension of the 1ights. He explained to the Board
that the 1ighting involved 30 high intensity 1ights on poles 25 ft. high. There were not any|
surrounding trees or any dense foliage of any height for shielding the lights from Thunder-
hill Court, A sizeable area was illuminated by the 1ights.which Mr. Geesegan believed to be
at odds with the residential area. Thunderhill Court did not have street lights. Some
neighbors had stated that the Tights shone into their homes which created a potential jmpact

of saleability. It was true that the club had been existence before the houses were developed.

Mr. Geesegan was aware of the facility but understood the hours would conclude at 9 P.M, He
stated that earlier in the spring, the neighbors had called attention to the club that the
lights were operated behond the 9 P.M. closing. The club had taken action to take care of it
by installing a timer. Shortly thereafter, the neighbors became of the application to change
the hours. He urged the Board to reject the application to extend the hours. Mr. Geesegan
stated that for 14 years, the daily operation until 9 P.M. had been sufficient and he yrged
the Board to deny the request.

The next speaker in opposition was Harold Blevins of 9807 Thunderhill Court who also repre-
sented Mr. John Mahill of 9813 Thunderhi}l Court. Mr. Btevings was opposed to the lights.
Mr. Yaremchuk inquired about the noise factor., Mr. Geesegan stated that there was not any
noise problem. His main concern was the lights and the glare. Mr. Yaremchuk inquired if
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Page 21, June 8, 1982
GREAT FALLS SWIM & TENNIS CLUB, INC.

(continued)

whether the approval was given to 10 P.M. if the citizens felt that the time would drag on
even longer. Mr. Geesegan stated that he could not project whether the closing would be
adhered to.

Mr. Hyland inquired as .a point of information whether there was any restriction or contrel on
the amount of Tight which existed whether or not the hours were extended. Mr. Yaremchuk
stated that was a good point.

The next speaker {in opposition was Sarah Freelind, a resident at 9809 Thunderhill Court. She
presented the Board with a letter and photographs showing how close the 1ights were to the
homes. She informed the Board that she was a realtor with Long & Foster and represented

two of the builders there. She stated that the request to extend the hours of the tennis
courts was opposed by the homeowners association. The Tights were bright and shone into the

homes in the court. Mr. Hyland inquired if the glare affected the homes across the court. Mg

Freelind stated that they did net shine into her windows as there was a house that blocked
the Tights for her house. However, the light was bright. She stated that she was opposed to
the extension of hours and that Mr. Geesegan had covered most of the points. She informed
the Board that Tot 15 was recently sold who would be moving into the home soon. Another lot
had also sold and that family would be moving in. They were all affected by the Tights and
would affected by the extension of the hours. Mrs. Day inguired if Ms. Freelind heard the
noise of the tennis playing. Ms. Freelind stated that the noise was not objectionable. Mr.
Hyland inguired if the 1ights were contained in some manner whether the extension of the hourg
would still be objectionable. Ms. Freelind stated that she would have to see the plans to
correct the lighting. The 1ights were very high and very bright and there were not enough
trees. She did not know whether the situation could be corrected. Mr. Covington stated that
no one had checked the site. Mr. Myland inquired if the BZA had had another application withd
in the last six months with a similar problem of the 1i¢hts where the club had installed
lights and then corrected the problem. Chairman DiGiulian stated that in 1973, the BZA had
placed a condition no. 8 on the swim club that all Toud noises and 1ights be confined to the
site.

The next speaker in opposition was BiTl1 Barber. He stated that it was impossible to contain
the Tights because they were so high. If:.there was proper screeming, he stated that he would
not have a problem with the 1ights.until 10 P.M.

The next speaker in opposition was Tom Mitchell who owned lot 11 adjacent to the club property.

He stated that his home was almost the closest of all the houses to the club facilities.

He stated that he had Just closed on the house but had not moved in yet. However, prior to
signing the contract on the sale of the house, he had discussed what the County regulations
were about the tennis courts. He had been told that the Tights had to be off at 9 P.M. He
was very much oppesed to the extension of hours until 10 P.M. He stated that his rear corner
of the house was only 75 ft. from the tennis courts. All of the other houses were about

100 to 125 ft. from the lights. If the lights caused the other neighbers problems, he was
not looking forward to moving in. Mr. Mitchell stated that the County had permitted the
developer to come in and build the homes. Despite what the club said, Mr. Mitchell could not
fault the developer even though the swim & tennis club had been there for 12 years.

During rebuttal, Mr. Bradley stated that the club had put in 4 timer to correct any problems
with the lights being on. The timer was locked and controlled. The.club recognized that the
Tights had some off-property glare.but there had not been a problem up until now as there was
not anyone around them. There was & shield which could be placed on the 1ights but it would
cost $600 to do that. The club wanted to make sure that the improvements would meet the
needs of the neighbors first. It would cost $9,000 for new 1ights to reduce all glare. The
club was prepared to take that step 1f necessary. Mr, Bradley stated that the club had been
in existence for a long time. He stated that the people next to the courts had some respon-
sibility in that they could block out the lights the few hours that the lights would be on.

Mr. Yaremchuk inquired as to the number of memberships in the club and was informed there
were 400 families. Mr. Yaremchuk inquired as to what per centage of the 400 families
requested the extra hour for the tennis courts. Mr. Bradley stated that at least half the
club had requested it. The plan was initiated through the Board of Directors. There had not
been a request from the members. Mr. Hyland inquired as to prior to the time of the develop-
ment of the adjacent homes, how much were the tennis courts utilized. Mr, Bradley stated the
courts were utilized several evenings per week. Mr. Hyland stated that did not seem too
great.a demand. He asked why the ¢Tub wanted to extend the time until 10 P.M. Mr. Bradley
stated that the club had added a fifth court. They had tennis matches that took place several
nights a week.

Mr. Hyland stated that it appeared there were two problems involved in the application. One

problem was the glare from the 11ghts shining into the neighbors' homes no matter what hour.

Mr. Hyland stated that he felt very strongly that the existing lighting should be examined by
the County to determine whether the facility was complying with the conditions of the exist-

ing special permit. Secondly, if that problem was corrected, then Mr. Hyland stated that he

would not a problem with extending the hours until 10 P.M.
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Page 22, June 8, 1982
GREAT FALLS SWIM & TENNIS CLUB, INC.
{continued)

Accordingly, Mr. Hyland moved that the Board defer the application until such time as the
County inspector could Took at the facility and determine whether it was in..complidnce. At
that time, the situation wouldibe reviewed and the Board would make a final decision.

Mr. Geesegain informed the Board that he had no problem with any noise. His only concern
was the lights shining into the surrounding area. If the 1ights were contained ip the courts
he stated that he would not have a problem with the extension of hours until 10 P.M. Others
who had spoken in opposition indicated that they had young children and would prefer that

the extension of hours until 10 P.M, be during the weekend and not diring the week.

It was the consensus of the Board to defer the application until July 20, 1982 at 10:00 A.M.
for the report from the County inspector on the Tighting situation.

1
Page 22, June 8, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:45 TYSONS BRIAR, INC. T/A CARDINAL HILL SWIM & RACQUET CLUB, appl. under Sect. 2-103

A.M. of the Ord. to amend $-134-78 for community swimming & Tennis club to efiminate
parking lot on 1 acre parcel and to permit operation of all existing facilities
with existing 138 parking spaces, located 9117 Westerholme Way, R-1, Centreville
Dist., 28-4({1))47 & 45A, 6.696 acres, 5-B2-C-025. (DEFERRED FROM MAY 18, 1982
TO GET MORE INFORMATION FROM DESIGN REVIEW AND THE COUNTY ATTORNEY, AND TO GIVE
BOARD MEMBERS AN OPPORTUNITY TO VIEW THE PROPERTY.)

Mr. William Dennelly explained to the Board the progress made during the deferral and stated
that there was a letter in the file regarding the feasibility of the construction of the
access road and that the road could not be built without encroaching on the property Tine.
It was the consensus of the Board to defer the application until June 29, 1982 at 9:15 P.M.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 12:35 P.M.
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held in the Board
Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday, June 15, 1982. The Following
Board Members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; John DiGiulian
Yice-Chairman; Gerald Hyland, John Yaremchuk, and Ann Day.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:25 A.M. and Mrs, Day led the prayer.
The Chairman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case of:

10:00 AM, ELEANQR C. THOMPSON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the QOrd. to allow
subdivision into 4 lots, 3 of which would have width of 6 ft. each {80
ft. min, Tot width req. by Sect. 3-306), located 7537 ldylwood Rd., R-3,
Providence Dist., 40-3{(1))68, 7.3942 acres, Y-BZ-P-056.

Eleanor C. Thompson, 7537 ldylwood Road, presented the applfcation. She stated that the
Board of Zonfng Appeals had previously granted this variance, but that it had expired
because of the difficulty in securing a sewer easement. She stated that her engineer,
Charles Huntley, was tn the process of trying to secure an easement from Mary Howell, who
own the adjacent property. If that could not be accomplished, Mr. Huntley was going to try
to go through the cemetery which is alse an adjacent property. Mr. Hyland questioned
whether or not they would be able to subdivide the property if the variance was granted,
since they seemed to have so much difficulty in obtaining the sewer easement, Mrs,
Thompson stated that they were doing as much as possible to accomplish this.

The next speaker, Gladys E, Laf?, 4921 Seminary Road, Alexandria, Yirginia, spoke 1n
opposition. She stated that she was acting as Power of Attorney for Mrs. Elsie Ellmore of
100 Chenango Place, Binghamton, New York. Mrs. Ellmore did not desire a sewer run through
the Cemetery which was the resting site of her deceased ancestors, parents and other
relatives. Ms, Lail stated that the Cemetery was a part of the original plantation dating
back to 1745 and many people were interred there since that time and there was a provision
by a Will for any others of that line, for all time. She stated that the property was
surveyed and fenced, and the private cemetery was protected by a Will.

Mrs. Thompson stated that her engineer was having problems getting Mrs. Howell to allow an
easement through her property. She stated that there should be a way to sewer these lots
without going through the cemetery. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that it was up to Mrs. Thompson
and her engineer to find an alternative way to sewer this Property, and it was not the
responsibility of the County. He stated that if it couldn't be done, then she probably
shouldn't even ask for & variance. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the sewer probiem should have
been explored before trying to subdivide this property.

Nr. Yaremchuk made a motion to defer the application so the engineer could address the
Board and show them whether or not 1t was feasible to sewer the property. Mr, DiGiulian
seconded the motion. The variance application was deferred to September 14, 1962 at 10:00
AM.
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Page 23, June 15, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:15 AM. KNOLLWOOD BAPTIST CHURCH, appi. under Sect. 6-303 of the Ord. to amend
$5-133-77 for church and related facilities to permit classrooms addition
to existing church building, located 10000 Coffer Woods Rd., Knollwood
Subd., PRC, Springfield Dist., 78-3{(1))40, 5.00162 acres, 5-82-5-028.

Floyd Harris presented the application, He stated that the classrooms would be used for
Sunday school, to alleviate overcrowding in the existing structure. The proposed 28' by
36" structure would be structurally and architecturally compatible with the existing
structure. He stated that this is the only addition the church antfcipated in the near
future.

There was no ohe to speak in support and no one to Speak in opposition,
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Page 23, June 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
KNOLLWOOD BAPTIST CHURCH

RESOLUTION
Mr, Yaremchuyk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No, S-82-S-028 by KNOLLWOOD BAPTIST CHURCH under Section 6-303 of the

Fajrfax County Zoning Ordinance TO AMEND 5-133-77 for church & related facilities to permit
classrooms addition to existing church building, located at 1000 Coffer Woods Read, tax map
reference 78-3 ({1)) 40, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, has been properly filed in accordance
with a1l applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, foliowing proger notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on June 15, 1982; and
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Page 24, June 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
KNOLLWOOD BAPTIST CHURCH
(contfnued)

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 PRC.

3. That the area of the lot is 5.00162 acres.

4, That compliance with the $ite Plan Ordinance {s required.

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

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in PRC Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject 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 on the application and is not
transferable to other land. ’

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless
construction {(operation) has started and 15 diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board pricr to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty (30} days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extension 1s acted upon by the BZA.

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 Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board of
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details without this Board's
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

§. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made available to ail departments of
the County of Fairfax During the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management,

7. The hours shall be those of normal church hours.

8. There shall be 45 parking spaces.

9, Al conditions set forth in S-133-77 shall remain in effect.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 ~ 0O,

Page 24, June 15, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:30 ALM. FOX MILL WOODS SWIM CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-203 of the Ord, to
amend $-81-C-093 for commun{ty recreation facilities to permit change {n
hours of operation for swimmfng pool to 8:00 A.M. - 9:00 P.M., Tocated
2634 A Black Fir Ct., Fox Mi11 Woods Subd., R-2, Centreville Dist.,
26-3((10))F2, 5.116 acres, 5-82-C-029.

Richard Kotite, Mountain Laurel Place, Reston, ¥irginia, presented the application, He
spoke on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Fox Mill Woods Swim Club and its 240
member-families. He stated that he wished to correct misinformation the Board had received
from Mrs. Diana Cook of 2620 Black Fir Court. He stated that plans for the Club were begun
in 1973 by three nefghbors because there were no comnunity recreation facilities in the
area. MNo homes had yet been constructed when the sfte was chosen, therefore, the
purchasers knew about the Club's lTocation and drawings were available for review prior to
ptacing a deposit on the homes. The Club designed the facility to minfmize its impact on
future neighbors by placing the tennis courts at the northern end of the site and the pool
at the southern end, at least 400 feet from adjoining properties, He stated that it was
consi?erably more expensive to do this, because of the soil conditions at the pool end of
the site,

Mr. Kotite stated that policies were established for the Club which included: no permanent
public address system, parking restrictions, no members may use radios within the pool
enclosure without earphones, access to Club property is 1imited to the entry road and
certain specified paths to deter people from cutting through yards, a lawn maintenance
service 1s hired to service the entire area including cne acre that directly borders three
neighbnrin? properties, and the Club only holds one annual after-hours event every year
after obtaining County approval,
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Page 25, June 15, 1982
FOX MILL WOODS SWIM CLUB, INC
{continued)

Mr. Kotite stated that the swim team had already been practicing at 8:00 A.M., and the Club
was unaware they were in viclatfon of their special use permft. He stated that the pool
did not open to the general membership until 11:00 A.M, There are three Saturday morning
Northern Yirginia Swim League meets a year, It is a rule of that Teague that meets begin
at 9:00 A.M. Mr. Kotite distributed copies of a petition in support signed by 22 of 26
property owners adjacent to the Club,

Kate James of 12205 Lake Drive and Beth Jordan of 2630 Black Fir Court spoke in support of
the application. They stated they did not consider an organized activity a nuisance and
supported the change in hours of operation.

The next speaker, Dan Maurer, 11905 Blue Spruce Road, spoke 1n opposition, He stated that
this was a commercfal activity operating in a residential zone and it should ¢onform closer
to the surrounding area. He stated that this club was intruding on the resident's peace
and quiet. The club was operating in violation of it's special permit, and Mr. Maurer
suggested that the Board set the club operating hours starting at noon as punishment to
balance the three previous years of violation. Mr. Maurer asked that the Board put some
conditions on this permit which included a request that during morning practice no starting
pistol could be used and that the visiting swim teams should refrain from honking their
horns and yelling when they arrive.

During rebuttal, Mr, Kotite stated that members of the club and residents of the area
supported the swim team. He stated that the swim team season is from June 22 to August 1
this year. Every year is different because of weather conditfors. The starting gun is
only used on Saturday and never during the week.

Mr, Hyland inquired if Mr. Kotite would find it an unreasonable restriction to limit the
use of the facility to the swim team six days a week and the swimming fnstruction to
others, adults or youngsters, during the hours of 8 A.M. until the normal opening time
which 1s 17 ALM, Mr. Kotite stated that this would be a reasonable condition. Mr. Hyland
stated that he did not see a need to incTude this restriction in his motion if the club
agreed to follow it.

Page 25, June 2, 1982
FOX MILL WOODS SWIM CLUB, INC,
RESOLUTION

Mr. Hyland made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-5-029 by FOX MILL WOQODS SWIM CLUB, INC, under Section 3-203
of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend 5=106-76 and $5=81-C-093 for community
recreation facitities to permit change in hours of operation for swimming pool to 8:00 A.M.
- 9:00 P.M., located at 2634 A Black Fir Court, tax map reference 26-3 ({10)}) F2, County of
Fairfax, Yirginia, has been properly filed in accordance with al) applicable requirements;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on June 15, 1982; 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-2.

3. That the area of the Yot is 5.116 acres.

4, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

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

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating complfance with Standards for Specia)
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section B8-006 of the Zoning Qrdinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject appifcation 1s GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless
construction {operation) has started and {s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration, A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extension is acted upon by the BZA. ’

3. This approval is granted for the bullidings and uses indicated on the plans submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes Tn use, additional
uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Board {other than minor engineering details)
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Page 26, June 15, 1982
FOX MILL WOODS SWIM CLUB, INC
{resolution continued}

whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board of
such approval. Any changes (cther than minor engineering details without this Board's
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

§. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicucus place on the property of the use and be made available to all departments of
the County of Falrfax During the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The provisions of special permit 5--81-C-093 are applicable to this application.

8, The special condition #9 which is contained in 5-106-77 as amended by 5-81-C-093 {s
amended as follows., Whereas it now reads from 10:00 A.M; to 9:00 P.M., 1t shall read as
follows. That the hours of operation for the pool shall be from 8:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M. six
days a week, Monday thru Saturday. Implicit {n that is that the normal opening hours of
the pool which 1s 11:00 A.M. would be applicable to Sunday.

9, Durfng the hours of 8:00 A.M. to 11:00 A, M.. six days a week, the use of the pool will
be restricted to the following activities: 1} The swim team which will conduct its
practice on those days and/or swim meets which normelly cccur on Saturdays; 2 The pool
will be utilized for the purpose of giving swimming fnstruction to both youngsters and
adults; 3) During the hours of 8:00 A.M. to 11:00 A.M. MOnday thru Friday a starting gun
will not be utilized in connection with the swiming team conducting its practices.

10. The period of operation of the pool shall be from May 15t to Octeber 15t of each year.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motien.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 = 1 (Mr. Smith Abstained)

Page 26, June 2, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:40 A.M. REBECCA M. MOSELEY, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to enclose
double carport for garage 5.8 ft. from side lot 1fne such that total
side yard would be 15,3 ff. {8 ft. min. & total of 20 ft, side yard req.,
by Sect. 3-307}, located 8929 Bald Hi11 P1., Signal Hi1l Subd., R-3{C),
Annandale Dist., 78-2{(14))186, 8,936 sq. ft., ¥-82-A-058.

Rebecca Moseley, the applicant, presented the application, She stated that she wanted to
enclose her carport into a double car garage. She stated that her Jot was irregular in
shape with converging 1ot Tines and & sloping rear yard, Also, the garage would protect
her cars from vandalism, Most of the homes {n the neighborhood were built with garages.

There was nc one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition,

Page 26, June 2, 1982
REBECCA M. MOSELEY
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-B82-A-058 by REBECCA MOSELEY under Section 18-401 of the Zoning -
Ordinance to enclose double carport for ?arage 5.8 ft. from side 1ot 1ine such that total
side yard would be 15.3 ft. (8 ft. min. 7 total of 20 ft. side yard req. by sect. 3307},
on property located at 8929 Bald Hi11 Place, tax map reference 78-2 ({14)} 186, County of
Fairfaxi Yirginia, Mrs. Day moved that the Board of Zonfng Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zonfng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
June 15, 1982; 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 s R-3 (Cluster),

3, That the area of the lot is 8,936 sq. ft,

4., That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape and narrows to the
rear of the praoperty. It has exceptional topographic problems as the yard slopes to a
narrow rear line. The proposed enclosure will encompass the existing area of the present
carport thus 1t will not extend closer to the sfde lot line. The carport enclosure is
located by the side Tot 1ine and not to the front yard or corner lot side. The enclosure
will be a safety factor as it's been stated the applicant's small child fell off the
carport due to a sharp drop in the rear yard.
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Page 27, June 15, 1982
REBECCA M. MOSELEY
{resclution continued)

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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 1s GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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 eighteen {18) months from this date unless this subdivision
has been recorded among the Tand records of Fairfax County, A request for an extension
shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before the expiration date and the variance
shall remain vaiid until the extensfon is acted upon by the BZA.

Mr, Yaremchuk seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr, Smith)

Page 27, June 2, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:50 AM. CAPT. GEORGE J, FENZL, JR., appi. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
allow enclosure of existing carport to a garage 7.2 ft. from side lot
line {12 ft. min, side yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 7823 Anson
Ct., West Spfd. Subd., R-3, Springfield Dist., 89-2((4))(8115, 17,274
sq. ft., ¥-82-$-059,

Mrs, Roxanna Fenzl presented her application. She stated that she wanted to enclose her
carport into a garage for security reasons and to protect her cars and maintenance
equipment from the elements. Her house 1s located at a dead end road with woods and &
stream behind it. She stated that the lot had a drainage easement and a converging lot
1ine that reduced the buildable area.

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition,

Page 27, June 15, 1982
CAPT. GEORGE J. FENZL, JR.
RESOLUTION

In Application No, ¥-82-A-059 by CAPT. GEQORGE J, FENZL, JR. under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow enclosure of existing carport to a garage 7.2 ft. from side lot
1ine { 12 ft. min, side yard req, by Sect. 3-307), on property located at 7823 Anson Court,
tax map reference 89-2 ((4)) (8) 15, County of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mr, DiGiulian moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a pubTic hearing was held by the Board on
June 15, 1982; 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 1s R-3.

3. That the area of the lot fs 17,274 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular ¥n shape and has an unusual
condition in the Jocation of the existing buildings on the subject property.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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
1and and/or buildings involved. :
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Page 28, June 15, 1982
CAPT. GEORGE J. FENZL, JR.
{resolution continued)

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the Tocation and the specific structure indicated fn 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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless this subdivision
has been recorded among the Yand records of Fairfax County. A request for an extension
shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the variance
shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by the BZA.

Mrs. Day seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr. Smith)

Page 28, June 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:00 A.M, JAG NOHAN SETHI, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of garage additfon to dwelling 10 ft. from side ot line
such that total side yards would be 22 ft, {B ft, min., 24 ft, total
min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), located 15301 Misty Meadow Way,
Pieassn§2H1156fubd.. R-2{C}, Springfield Dist., 53-4{(5)}77, 11047 sq.
ft., V-82-5-061.

Jag Sethi presented his application. He stated that his property was located on a
cul-de-sac and was unusually shaped. He stated that the lot had converging lot 1ines and
the house was located at an angle which reduced the lot's buildable area.

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition,

Page 28, June 15, 1982
JAG MOHAN SETHI
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-A-061 by JAG MOHAN SETHI under Sectfon 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of garage addition to dwelling 10 ft, from sfde lot line
such that total side yards would be 22 ft. (8 ft. min., 24 ft. total min side yard req, by
Sect. 3-207}, on property located at 15307 Misty Meadow Way, tax map reference 53-4 {(5))
77, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk 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 with the by-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
June 15, 1982; 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 is R-2 {Cluster),

3. That the area of the lot is 11,047 sq. ft,

4, That the applicant's property has converging lot lines. The house is Tocated at an
angie therefore reducing the buildable area,

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above 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 applfcation is GRANTED with the following
Hmitations:

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 varfance shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless this subdivision
has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County. A request for an extension
shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before the expiration date and the variance
shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by the BZA.

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 -~ 1 {(Mr. Smith}.

028



Page 29, June 15, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:10 A.M. MANHATTAN HOMES, INC., appl. under Sect. 18-406 of the Ord. to allow
dwelling to remafn 4.4 ft. from side Jot line such that total side yards
would be 43,7 ft. (8 ft. min., 24 ft. total min. side yard reg. by Sect.
3-207), located 13906 Poplar Tree Rd., Brookfield Subd., R-2{C),
Springfietd Dist., 44-4{{3))66, 11,200 sq. ft., V-82-5-062.

Charles Runyon, the agent for the applicant, presented the application, He stated that
this ot backs up to a natural gas pipeline., He stated that when the grading plan was
submitted, the house was turned and situated so that it would make a better appearance and
have a better driveway approach. Also, the buflders changed the style of houses, and used
different configurations then what was originaltly planned, The builders also found it
difficult to build on this 1ot because of the sanitary sewer easement on the front of the
property. Mr. Runyon stated that somehow communications between the engineer and the
builder had gotten mixed up, and he felt that this existing house fit {nto the category of
an error. He stated that there were 160 lots in the subdivision, and that this one was the
only one they had a problem with,

There was no one to speak in support an no one to speak in opposition,

Page 29, June 15, 1982
MANHATTAN HOMES, INC.
RESOQOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-A-062 by MANHATTAN HOMES, INC. under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow dwelling to remain 4.4 ft. from side lot line such that total side yards
would be 43.7 ft. {8 ft. min., 24 ft, total min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), on
property located at 13906 Poplar Tree Road, tax map reference 44-4 ({3)} 66, County of
Fairfax, ¥irginia, Mr. Hyland moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resclution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper potice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
June 15, 1982; and

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

1. That non-compliance was the result of an error in the location of the building
subsequent to the issuance of a building permit.

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

1. 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.

2. That the granting of this variance will not create an unsafe condition with respect to
both other properties and public streets and that to force compliance with setback
requirements would cause unreasonably hardship upon the cwner.

NOW, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
1imitations:

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

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0,

Page 29, June 15, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:20 A.M. ROBERT N. MACGOVERN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of garage addition to dwelling 25,7 ft, from street line on
corner 1ot (30 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 6529
01d Chesterbrook Rd,, Broyhil) Glen Gary Park Subd., R-é, Dranesville
Dist., 30-4{{34))2, 12,959 sq. ft., Y-82-p-063.

Robert MacGovern, the application, presented his application. He stated that his property
was a corner lot with a steep driveway leading to the house, He commented to the Board
that this was a moderate variance request, and that the garage wouTd be well screened.
There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition,
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Page 30, June 15, 1982
ROBERT M. MACGOYERN
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-A-063 by ROBERT N. MACGOYERN under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow constructionh of garage addition to dwelling 25.7 ft. from street 1ine on
corner lot {30 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-307), on property located at 6529 01d
Chesterbrook Road, tax map reference 30-4 ({34)) 2, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mrs, Day
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
June 15, 1982; and

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

. That the cwner of the subject property 15 the applicant.

. That the present zoning is R-E.

. That the area of the lot is 12,959 sq. ft.

. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the Jocation of the existing
buildings. Although he has a corner lot the proposed garage extended would be 25.7 ft,
from the side lot ?ine and that side on Dempsey would have another 10 ft. of grass before
the streat. At the side of the garage he would have trees that would screen it. Citing
conditions these days the applicant has had an abnormal amount of vandalism due to the
driveway being very steep and the cars running down to 01d Chesterbrook Road.

L o=

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the foflowing conclusions of Jaw:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difffculty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
land and/or buildings invelved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED ﬁith the following
1mitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure fndicated 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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless this subdivision
has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County. A request for an extension
shal) be filed n writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the variance
shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by the BZA.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 3 - 1 {Mr. Smith) (Mr. Hyland being absent),

— - —— _— P

Page 30, June 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:30 A.H, EDNA F. & ARNETTE C, ASHELY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
allow subdivision into 2 lots, one having width of 170,05 ft. and the
other 180,25 ft. (200 ft. min. lot width req. by Sect, 3-E07), located
8700 01d Dominion Dr., R-E, Dranesville Dist., 20-1{{1)}55, 218,513 sq.
ft., v-82-D-064.

George Korte, 7101 Shreve Road, Falls Church, acted as the agent for the applicant and
presented the application. He stated that the lot frontage was on 01d Deminion Drive. The
two proposed building sites would conform to the present zoning of R-E. The soil for the
use of a septic fleld is only available at the front of the property. Any other :
configuration used to provide building site would be impractical. Mr. Korte stated that
the Tot was narrow, and there was a fifteen foot bank towards the front of the property.

He stated that the two lots would share a common driveway.

There was no one to speak in support an no one to speak in opposition.
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Page 31, June 15, 1982
EDNA F. & ANNETTE C. ASHELY
RESOLUTION

In Application No, ¥-82-A-064 by EDNA F. & ANNETTE C. ASHELY under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning OQrdinance to allow subdivision into 2 Tots, one having width of 170.05 ft. and the
other 180.25 ft, {200 ft. min. 1ot width req. by Sect. 3-E07?, on property located at 8700
01d Dominfon Drive, tax map reference 20-1 ((1)) 55, County of Fairfax, virginia, Mr.
DGiulian moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, foilowing proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
dune 15, 1982; 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 1s R-E.

3. That the area of the lot is 218,513 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape, including narrow or
shallow and has exceptional topographic problems.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 11sted above 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 bufldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 15 GRANTED with the following
Vlimitations:

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 eighteen (18} months from this date unless this subdivision
has been recorded among the tand records of Fairfax County. A request for an extension
shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the variance
shall remain valid until the extensfon is acted upon by the BZA.

Mr, Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 - 1 (Mr. Smith) {Mr. Hyland being absent}.

Page 31, June 15, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:45 AN, PROVIDENCE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to
permit addition of parking 1ot to existing church and related
facilities, located 9019 Little River Trnpk., R-1, Aanandale Dist,,
58-4((1)1, 5.65 acres, 5-82-A-039,

Jim Forsberg, the agent for the applicant, presented the application, He stated that the
original church was constructed fn 1966 prior to the requirement for a special permit. The
church would 1ike to accommodate a much larger congregation, so they are asking for the
addition of 77 parking spaces. The facility will have a total of 167 parking spaces if
this application is granted. Mr, Forsberg stated that the church currently has a seating
capacity of 260 seats.

There was no ore to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.

‘Page 31, June 15, 1982
PROYIDENCE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
RESOLUTION

Mr. Yaremchuk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-5-039 by PROVIDENCE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH under Section 3-103
of the Fafrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit addition of parking lot to existing church
and related facilities, located at 9019 Little River Turnpike, tax map reference 58-4 ({1))
1, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with 211 applicable
requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proger notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on June 15, 1982; and
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Page 32, June 15, 1982
PROVIDENCE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
{resclution continued)

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

. That the owner of the property is the applicant.

. That the present zoning 1s R-1.

. That the area of the 1ot is 5.65 acres.

. That compliance with the $1te Plan Ordinance is required.

G B et

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

That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in PRC Districts as contained in Section B-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
1imitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless
construction {operation) has started and is di1fgently pursued or unless renewed by actfon
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 Specfal Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee %o apply to this Board of
such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details without this Board's
approval, shall constitute z violation of the conditions of this Special Permit,

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and $tate. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED,

§. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
cohspicuous place on the property of the use and be made available to #11 departments of
the County of Fairfax During the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 0 (Mr, Hyland being absent}.

12:00 NOON TRIANGLE DEVELOPMENT COMPANY/BARRY M. CASS {contract/owner), appl, under
Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of deck additfon to
dwelling to 2,76 ft, from side lot 1ine (6 ft. min. side yard req. by
Sects, 3-307 & 2-412), located 3994 Briarbush Way, Briars of Westchester
Subd,, R-3, Providence Dist., 58-4((33))20A, 10,970 sq. ft., V-82-P-066.

Rick Snyder of Triangle Development Company, presented the application. He stated that
Triangle Development Company was the current owner of the house in question. Mr. Snyder
stated that he was the builder and developer of the project. He stated that the Tot was a
corher lot with an frregular shape and a small rear yard, The side entry garage prohibits
normal backyard activities, so a deck {s being requested, A deck could be constructed, but
the size would only be six feet. This deck would make the rear yard more usable.

In response to a questfon from Mrs. Day, Mr. Snyder stated that Mr. Itam was the owner of

Tot 21A, directly next door to the property in questfon. He had been contacted and had no

objection to the proposed deck.

Mr. Snyder stated that this deck would be one floor above ground at the back. The view
from the deck would be the side of Mr. Itams house on lot 21A. 0n the left of the house is
a mature stand of trees, including pine and evergreen trees that are thirty to forty-five
feet high.

There was nho one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition,
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‘Page 33, June 15, 1982
TRIANGLE DEVELOPMENT COMPANY/BARRY M. CASS

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-A-066 by TRIANGLE DEVELOPMENT COMPANY/BARRY M. CASS
{contractor/owner) under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow censtruction of
deck’ addition to dwelling 2.76 ft. from side lot line (6 ft. min. side yard req. by Sects.
3-307 & 2-412}, on property located at 3394 Briarbush Way, tax map reference 58-4 {{33))
20A, County of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mrs, Day moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
June 15, 1982; and

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

. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.

. That the present zoning 15 R-3.

. That the area of the lot is 10,970 sq. ft.

. That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally frregular in shape and had an unusual
condition in the location of the existing building on the subject property. The proposed
deck would face the side of the house on 1ot 21. There are no windows on that side of the
house of lot 21, It is the only feasible place to have a deck and 1t 1s a logical one,
It's a two story house with sliding glass doors and this is for the most aesthetic reasons.

L P —

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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 {nvolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESDLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
1imitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure indicated in the
plats included with this application only, and i5 not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the same land,

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless this subdivision
has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County. A request for an extension
shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the variance
shall remain valid until the extension s acted upon by the BZA.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the mot16n.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 - 1 (Mr. Smith) (Mr. Hyland being absent).

Page 33, June 15, 1982, AFTER AGENDA 1TEMS

GERALD WALDMAN/Y-80-A-125: The Board was {n receipt of an extension request from Mr.
Waldman regarding variance application ¥-80-A-125. MHe indicated that he was having
problems installing sanitary Sewer, and he was trying to coordinate this with the Board of
Supervisors on an easement, It was the consensus of the Board to grant a six month
extension, They indicated that this was the last extension they intended to grant on this
variance application,

Page 33, June 15, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

YICTOR & RUTH LAZAROWITZ: The Board was in receipt of a letter requesting an out-of-turn
hearing for a variance application to build a greenmhouse. [t was the consensus of the
Board to deny the request, because the hearing was currently scheduled for July 22, 1982,

Page 33, June 15, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

MEADOWBROOK ASSOCIATES/S-306-78: The Board was in recefpt of an extensfon request for the
referenced special permit application. It was the consensus of the Board to grant a six
month extension.

3
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Page 34, June 15, 1962, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

VULCAN MATERIAL COMPANY 5-202-77: Mr. Gilbert Knowlton, the Deputy Zoning Administrator,
presented the quarry restoration plan for the quarry site. He wanted to present the Board
with up-to-date information on the quarry. He stated that the quarry was now complete and
they were no Tonger taking stone out of it. At the time of the special permit granting,
the BZA had required a bond be posted on the property for a total of $320,000. The owners
would now Tike to get the bond released. Mr. Knowlton stated that at the time of the
special permit granting, a restoration plan had been submitted showing how the project was
to be left when it was completed. This plan could not now be followed in that exact form,
and Mr. Knowlton wanted the Board approval of the revised restoration plan, He stated that
the Water Authority would not comment specifically on the plans.

Mr. Knowlton stated that the Board had approved a restoration plan in 1972, There had to
be some minor modifications to the plan because of some things that have happened over the
last ten years. There was a landslide in the quarry which changed the contour of the
land. Mr. Knowlton stated that he was not looking for an amendment to the plan. He was
Just Tooking for concurrence that the plan had not changed substantially. He stated that
he was prepared to show the Board the five areas that had changed.

The Chairman, Daniel Smith, commented that he would Jike to have everyone invelved present
at one of the BZA meetings to have an extensive discussion on the subject., He also
questioned as to whether the Board had the authority to release a bond. Mr. Smith
suggested that a change in any any permit would require a public hearing and

advertisement, He stated that i1f the County Attorpey and Mr. Knowlton felt that this new
plan met the general outline and criteria set forth in the orfginal plan, then they had the
right to release the bond.

Page 34, June 15, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

The Board approved the minutes for October 28, 1980, as presented.

/{There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 1:30 P.M.

anie m N rman

ng Appeals

Submitted to the Board on 777@;/ & 195 APPROVED: /5 /
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was

held in the Board Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday, -
June 2%, 1982. The following Board Members were present:
Daniel Smith, Chairman; John Yaremchuk; Ann Day and Pau?
Hammack. (Messrs. DiGiulian, Hyland and Ribble were absent).

The Chairman opened the meeting at 8:00 P.M. and Mrs. Day Ted the prayer.

The Chairman called the scheduled 8 o'clock case of:

8:00 CENTER FOR EARLY LEARNING, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to permit
P.#. a nhursery school in existing church, located 8922 Little River Turnpike, R-1,

Mason Dist., 58-4{(1})61, 3.835 acres, $-82-M-031.

Mr. Charles 0'Brien of 8004 pyracantha Court in Springfield represented the applicant. Chai
man Smith advised Mr. 0'Brien that there were only four Board members present. He exp1a1ned1
that it would take a unanimous vote of the four members to grant the application. Chairman
Smith explained that the Board had recently heen expanded tp seven members. Two members
were out of town and one of the new members had not been sworn in yet. Mr. 0'Brien asked to
continue with the hearing. He stated that he believed the information he had presented to
the Board in the application covered everything he had to say. The school was going to use
an existing facility in the Bethlehem Lutheran Church. There were two sessions a day, two
days a week on Tuesdays and Thursdays. The ages would be from 2 to 6 and 2 to 4. Mr. 0'Bri
informed the Board that the Director of the school was present at the hearing to answer any
questions,

Chairman Smith inquired as to the lease agreement with the church. Mr. Q'Brien explained
that the school had to be a non-profit organization. They were applying for that status at
the present time. In addition, the school had to pay a separate heating fee. Chairman
Smith inquired as to the time span of the lease. Mr. 0'Brien stated that the lease was for
one year. There were.$ix months to renegotiate each year.

Mr. Hammack stated that in the staff report, it mentioned that the church had housed another
organization under a different special permit. It was the Central Fairfax Services group.
Mr. Hammack asked what the size had been for that group. Mr. 0'Brien stated that Central
Fairfax Services had been removed from the church for some time. He stated that it was not
a big operation. Chairman Smith stated that Central Fairfax Services moved to another
location. It was a service for retarded adults, 18 years or older. Chairman Smith stated
that it.had worked out very successfully for a number of years and was now operating in

another location. Mr. Hammack inquired if it was comparable in size to the present applicant]

Chairman Smith stated that the maximum ailowed was 30 - 35 people at any one time.

There was no one else to speak fn support and no one -to speak in opposition.
Page 35, June 29, 1983 I Board of Zoning Appeals
CENTER FOR EARLY LEARNING, INC.

. RESOLUTION

Mr. Yaremchuk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-M-031 by CENTER FOR EARLY LEARNING, INC. under Section 3-103
of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit a nursery school in existing church,
located at 8922 tittle River Turnpike, tax map reference 58-4({1})61, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on June 29, 1982; and

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

1. That the applicant is the lessee.

2. That the present zoning is R-1.

3. That the area of the lot is 3.835 acres.

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

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without further
action of this Board, and is for the location indicated on the application and is not trans-
ferable to other land.
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Page 36, June 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
CENTER FOR EARLY LEARNING, INC.
RESOLUTION

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless con-
struction {operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of
this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing
thirty {30} days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the
request for extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to appiy to this Board for
such approval. Any changes {other than minor engfneering details) without this Board's
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural reguire-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL
USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit.and. the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 permitied use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The maximum number of chiidren shall be 55 per half-day session.

8. The hours of operation shall be Tuesdays and Thursdays from 9:15 A.M. to Neon and from
1:00 P.M, to 3:45 P.M, from September through June.

9. This special permit is granted to run concurrent with the lease with the Zoning
Administrator empowered to grant annual extensions upon written request thirty (30) days
prior to the expiration date aTong with presentation of renewed lease.

Mrs. Day seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian, Hyland and Ribble being absent}).

Page 36, June 29, 1982, After Agenda [tems

Approval of Minutes: The Board was in receipt of Minutes for November 4, 1980; November 11,
1980 and November 18, 1980. Mrs. Day moved that the Minutes be approved. Mr. Yaremchuk
seconded the motion and ft passed by a vote of 4 to 0.

/
page 36,June 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

8:15 .  DAISEY DAY CARE, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to amend 5-80-C-105

P.M. for child care center within church to change hours of operation from 7:30 A.M.
- 6:30 P.M., to 7:00 AM. - 6:30 P.M., Tocated 12604 Lee-Jackson Hwy., R-1,
Centreville Dist., 45-2{(1))28, 2.49816 acres, S$-82-C-032.

Mrs. J. Meader of Majestic Lame and Charlotte Frye of Majestic Lane represented the day care
center, Mrs. Frye explained to the Board that the center had done a survey of its users
and determined that a lot of parents wanted to leave home at an earlier time. Several

people had requested the 7:00 P.M. time. Mrs. Frye stated that the center served 25 childref.

There were six staff peopTe. The change in hours would only affect the starting time. Al
other conditions would remain the same.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 36, June 29, 1982 : Board of Zoning Appeals
DAISEY DAY CARE, INC. :

RESOLUTION

Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Appiication No. S-82-C-032 by DAISEY DAY CARE, INC., under Section 3-103 of the
Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend 5-80-C-105 for chiid care center within church to
change hours of operation from 7:30 AM. to 6:30 P.M. to 7:00 AM, to 6:30 P.M., Tocated at
12604 Lee-Jackson Mighway, tax map reference 45-2((1))28, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has
been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on June 29, 1982; and

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

That the applicant is the lessee.

That the present zoning is R-1.

That the area of the lot is 2.49816 acres.

That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

= N
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Page 37, June 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
DAISEY DAY CARE, INC.
RESOLUTION

AND, WHEREAS, the hoard has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance;
and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the foliowing
Timitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen months from this date unless construction
(operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for
extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 egineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special 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
approfal, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL
USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made available to all department of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of cperation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director or Environmental Management.

7. The maximum number of children shall be 25.

8. The hours of operation shall be 7:00 A.M. to 6:30 P.M.

9. The number of parking spaces shall be 22.

10. There shall be six employees.

11. This special permit shaTl run concurrently with the lease and may be renewed annually
upon written request to the Zoning Administrator at least thirty {30) days prior to the
expiration date along with presentation of the new lease agresment.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian, Hyland and Ribble being absent).

Page 37, June 29, 1982, After Agenda Items

Orfentation Meeting for New Board Members: The Chairman asked the Clerk to change the
Orientation Meeting for the new Board Members from July 9, 1982 to July 12, 1982 at 10:30
A.M.

1
Page 37,June 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

8:30 PARADISE CHILD®S HAVEN, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-403 of the Ord. to amend

P.M. 5-B0~A~065 for child care center to permit addition of medular nursery building
to existing facilities, increase max. number of children to 87, and change name
of permittee, located 4616 Ravensworth Rd., R-4, Annandale Dist., 71-1((1))63,
41,282 sq. ft., $-82-A-021. (DEFERRED FROM MAY 11, 1982 FOR NOTICES.)

Mr. larry Becker, an attorney, represented Paradise Child's Haven, Inc. Chairman Smith
explained there were only four members present and that it would take a unanimous vote to
affect an affirmative action. Mr. Becker elected to defer the hearing. It was the
consensus of the Board to schedule the hearing for July 27, 1982 at 9:00 P.M.

4

Page 37, June 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

8:45 BGEORGE A. PARKER, appl. under Sect. 3-E03 of the Ord. to permit boarding stable
P.M. and veterinary hospital, located 706 Utterback Store Rd., Clark's Branch Subd.,

R-E, Dranesville Dist., 7-3{(1))5, 8.5823 ac., $-82-D-041.

The Board was in receipt of a letter from Mr. George Parker requesting a withdrawal of the
applicatfon. Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board allow the withdrawal without prejudice.
Mrs. Day seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian, Hyland
and Ribble being absent}.

1
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Page 38, June 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

9:00 COMMITTEE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF FARMLANDS, appl. under Sect, 3-203 of the Ord.
P.M. to permit open ajr produce stands once a week in church parking lot, lucated
1326 Calder Rd., Salona Village Subd., R-2, Dranesville Dist., 30-2({13))11,
& 13, 3.0 ac., S 82-D-040.

As there was not a full Board, the application was deferred until July 20, 1982 at 12:45
P.M. .

I

Page 38, June 29, 1982, ScheduTed case of

9:15 TYSONS BRIAR, INC. T/A CARDINAL HILL SWIM & RACQUET CLUB, appl. under Sect. 3-103
P.M. of the Ord. to amend 5-134-78 for community swimming & tennis club to eliminate

parking Tot on 1 acre parcel and to permit operation of all existing facilities
with existing 138 parking spaces, located 9117 Westerholme Way, R-1, Centreville
Dist., 28-4{{1)}47 & 45A, 6.695 acres, 5-82-C-025. (DEFERRED FROM 6/8/82 AT THE
COUNTY ATTORNEY'S REQUEST).

As there was not a full Board, the application was deferred until July 15, 1982 at
12:45 P.M. ’

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 9:15 P.M.

‘?anga L. Hicks, Clerk to tge é Damel Smith, ’cﬁmrman

Board of Zoning Appeals

7 Approved: "My /5, /3F5¥
Submitted to the Board on %{éﬁ( 222 J Date 7 4
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The Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was
held in the Third Floor Conference Room of the Fairfax
Building on Monday, July 12, 1982, The Following Board
Members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Gerald
Hyland; Ann Day; Paul Hammack and John Ribble. (Messrs.
DiGiulian and Yaremchuk were absent).

The meeting was opened at 10:30 A.M. Staff consisted of Mr. Philip G. Yates,
Zoning Administrator; Ms. Jane C. Kelsey, Assistant to the Zoning Administrator; and Sandra L
Hicks, Clerk to the Board of Zoning Appeals.

The purpose of the special meeting was to hold an orientation session for the new
Board members and to discuss procedural matters regarding the filing of applications, conflic
of interest policy, crganization of the Planning office, the rele of the BZA, criteria for
judging variance and gspecial permit applications, and the quorum necessary to affect a vote
on applicaticns. The Board also discussed their by-laws and indicated that they should
concur with the State Code.

The special meeting was adjourned at 1:15 P.M.

By N
Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the Daniel Smith, Chairman
Board of Zoning Appeals

Approved: -5 /
Submitted to the Board on 9@! / / ?{ﬁ Date







The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held in the Board
Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday, July 13, 1982, The Following
Board Members were present: Danfel Smith, Chairman; Gerald Hyland, John
Y;remchuk, Ann Day, John Ribbie and Paul Hammack. Jobn DiGiulian was
absent.

The Chairman opened ‘the meeting at 10:10 A.M. and Mrs. Day led the prayer.

//Wr. Hyland made a motion that the Board go into executive session to receive legal advice
concerning an issue that had come before the Board. Mrs. Day seconded the motion and it
passed by unanimous vote,

//The Board returned from the executive session at 10:45 A.M. After welcoming the Zoning
Administrator, Board of Zoning Appeals, and staff from Frederick County who were present at
the meeting, the Board took up the scheduled 10 o'clock case of:

10:00 A.M. FRANCIS C. & MARGARET S, PALMER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
allow continued keeping of two pet chickens on a lot of 13,900 sq. ft,
{keeping of fowl on any 1ot Tess than twe (2) acres in area not allowed
by Sect, 2-512), located 7305 Carel Ln., Broyhi1l Park Subdl, R-4, Mason
Dist., 60-1((18))24, 13,900 sq. ft., V-82-M-065.

The applicant, Margaret Palmer, presented her application. She stated that she had
received a violation notice from Zoning Enforcement, but had filed a varfance application
under the hardship section. She stated that she was located on a corner Jot with only one
adjacent neighbor. The other side was bordered by Fairfax County Park Authority. The
chickens had been on the property for over four years. Mrs. Palmer indicated to the Board
that there were letters in the file in support of the chickens, She stated that they were
not a detriment to the neighborhood, but were an asset,

Mr., -Palmer stated that many:childven.in.the neighberhood came to see the chickens, The
yard is fenced, therefare, the chickens could not get out and bother any neighbors. He
stated that the chickens were bought at Eastertime many years before as pets, with no

intention to vielate the Zoning Ordinance, They were not therc for any commercial use.

Ken Erickson of 7307 Carrol Lane, spoke in support of the application, He stated that he
lived directly across the street frem the property in question. He stated that he had
1ived there for more than three and a half years before he realized that his neighbors had
chickens. He stated that the chickens caused no disturbance or odors of any kind.

There was no one to speak fn opposition to the application.

Chairman Smfth stated that this Board did not have the authority to grant a variance to
this section of the Ordinance. He suggested that the applicants try to get the Ordinance
changed through the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Hammack made a motion to deny the application because he didn't feel that the Palmers
had made a proper showing that they had a hardship. Mrs. Day seconded the motion. The
motfon failed by a vote of 3 - 4 (Messrs. DIGiulian, Hyland, Yaremchuk, and Ribble],

Mr. Hyland indicated that he was prepared to make a motion to grant this variance for a
period of two years, which was the 1ife span of the two chickens. He stated that the Board
had received testimony that a substantial number of individuals had no objection to the
keeping of chickens, and many peaple accepted them as pets. He thought there would be roomj
within the current Ordinance to encompass chickens. Mr, Hyland stated that he wanted to
gave the motion for ancther time and moved that this matter be deferred to permit the
applicant time to amend the variance request to include a request to vary the 100 setback
requirement they couldn't meet. Mr. DIGiulian seconded the moticn, The applicants were
instructed to provide the Board with new plats showing the location of the cage where the
chickens were housed, and to amend their application. The application was deferred to
Dctober 5, 1982 at 10:00 A.M.

;;ge 41, July 13, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:10 A.M, NORMAN J. FINKEL, PH.D. & MARILYN J, ZALCMAN, M.S,W.,ACSW, appl. under
Sect. 3-203 of the Ord, for a home professional office (psychologist &
social worker), located 6018 Balsam Dr., Chesterbrook Woods Subd., R-2,
Dranesville Dist., 31-4((16))21, 19,601 sq. ft., $-82-p-033.

Edward Model1 represented the applicants, He stated that one property owner had not been
notified fifteen days in advance of the hearing, but that he had obtained a waiver from the
property owner, Mr. Cabel Maddux. It was the consensus of the Board to accept the waiver
and proceed with the hearing. The vote was 6 - 1 (Mr. Smith).

Norman Finkel stated that he was a full-time faculty member at Georgtown University as an
associate professor of psychelogy. He stated that he had been deing therapy for fourteen

ears, Since 1980 he had been in a private practice part-time at hi sigence. Mar{l
%aTcman stated that her work experieﬁce inc]ﬂded seveﬁ years at gt. fnﬂ?s ta%e Hosp?ta ?
In addition, she has been in private practice for nine years. She stated that she had the

clinical and academic background needed for this type of operation.
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Page 42, July 13, 1982
NORMAN 4., FINKEL, PH.D, & MARILYN J, ZALCMAN, M.S.W.
{ continued)

Edward Modell stated that Ms. Zalcman had been using her home as an office since 1980, In
1980 it was brought to her attention that a special permit had to be obtained to continue
the home office and she began the appTication process. Mr, Modell stated that the hours of
operation fer the specfal permit use would be 3:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M., Monday thru
Thursday. He estimated that there would be a maximum of forty clients per week, and no
employees would be Tnvolved with the use. The area served would be the Washingten
Metropolitan area. He stated that the structure was the domicile of the principal
practitioners and their family and that the premises would retain the appearance of a
single family detached dwelling. Mr. Modell presented a copy of a six month traffic study
summary done by Dr. Finkel and Ms, Zalcman, [t indicated that the average number of cars
per day would be 8.87 and the most cars on any given day would be 14, He stated that there

- would be group counselling on Tuesday and Thursday evenings. Mr. Modell gave two letters

to the Board from neighbors in support of the application.
There was no one to speak in support of the application.

Frances 0'Brien presented a letter to the Board for F. Anthony Mafo, the President of the
Chesterbrook Woods Citizens Assoclation, for the purpose of expressing the Association's
opposition to the application. The letter indicated that many members were concerned with
the traffic and parking problems associated with the use. In his letter, Mr. Malo stated
that this application was opposed by an overwhelming majority of homeowners in the
immediate vicinity based on the results of petitions circulated in the area. He submitted
a petition to the Board that had been circulated 1n the Chesterbrock Woods area showing
that 273 people out of 285 people contacted had signed.in oppesition,

Other neighbors that spoke in opposition included Maritee Gole, Barbara Murphy and James
Juncker. Their main concern was the traffic situation becoming worse, and the dangerous
intersection the house was located on. Also, the neighborhood had many children and no
sidewalks, and they were concerned with the safety of the children. The nefghbors
suggested to the Board that they deny the application, indicating that there were numerous
suitable office buildings and office condominiums available 1n the central business
district of McLean. The Board was 1n receipt of many letters and petitions urging them to
deny the request, fnctuding a letter from Supervisor Nancy Falck,

During rebuttal, Mr. Modell stated that the application met the standards required by the
Ordinance and that the comments in opposition were not accurate. He stated that the
neighbors prebably thought the applicants would be seeing disturbed people, He agreed that
the house was located on a dangerous intersection, but didn't think this apptication would.
significantly change the amount of traffic in the neighborhood, He fndicated that there
were no other special permit uses anywhere in the neighborhood,

Page 42, July 13, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
NORMAN J. FINKEL. PH.D. & MARILYN J. ZALCMAN, M,S.M. ACSW

RESOLUTION
Mr, DiGiulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S$-82-D-033 by NORMAN J. FINKEL, PH. D. & MARILYN J. ZALCMAN,
M.S.M., ACSW, under Section 3-203 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance for a home
professional office (psychologist & social worker}, located at 6018 Balsam Drive, tax map
refarence 31-4 ((16)) 21, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in
accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and & public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 13, 1982; and

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

. That the owner of the property {s the applicant.

. That the present zoning s R-2.

. That the area of the Jot is 19,601 sq. ft.

. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance {s required.

. —
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Page 43, July 13, 1982
NORMAN J. FINKEL, PH.D, & MARILYN J. ZALCMAN, M.S.W.

(continued) O 7 3

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

THAT the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Permit Uses in R pistricts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is DENIED.
Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 7 - 0.

Page 43, July 13, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:30 A.M, RESTON LAND CORPORATION, appl. under Sect. 6-303 & B-801 of the Ord. for
subdivision sales and rental offices (model home park) for a period of §
years, Reston, Sect. 31, PRC, Centreville Dist., 17-2({32})(6)1-7, 16;
17-2((32) 1{5)1-6; V-4{{3)}{5}7-1; 11-4{(3)}(6)8-12; 17-2({32))(2N-3,
10.2487 acres, $-32-C-034,

Ed Prichard represented Reston Land Corporation. He stated that Dick Bonar, who was in
charge of design and engineering for Reston Land Corporation was also present. He stated
that the applicant proposed to use certain single family detached lots for use as a model
home park, The development plan had been approved by the Board of Supervisors. The
location of the proposed use is north of Lake Anne Yillage, where a visitors center is
under construction and there is a considerable amount of parking. Mr. Prichard stated that
the builders were grouping their model homes a1l fn one place to cut down on the automobile
traffic going into the area where the homes where bein? built. He stated that the Zoning
Administrator was empowered to grant this type of permit for two years, but he was
requesting a Five year period.

There was no one to speak in support and no one-to speak in opposition.

Page 43, July 13, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
RESTON LAND CORPORATION
RESOLUTION

Mr. Yaremchuk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-C-034 by RESTONM LAND CORPORATION under Section 6-303 & 8-801
of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance for subdivision sales and rental offices {model home
park) for a period of 5 years, located at Reston, tax map reference 17-2 ((32}) {6) 1-7,
16; 17-2 ((32)) (5) 1-6; 11-4 ((2)) (5} 7-11; 11-4 {(3)) (6) 8-12; 17-2 {(32)} (2) 1-3,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed 1n accordance with all applicable
requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 13, 1982; and

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

. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

. That the present zoning is PRC.

. That the area of the lot is 10.2487 acres.

. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required,

- L Ky =

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the follewing conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in PRC Districts as contafned in Sectfon £-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED.
with the following limitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless
construction (operation} has started and is dilfgently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty (30} days before the expiration date and the permit shall rewain valid until
the request for extension is acted upon by the BZA.




Page 44, July 13, 1982
RESTON LAND CORPORATION

3. This approval is granted for the bufldings and uses indfcated 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 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 Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. There shall be 95 parking $paces.

8, This shall be granted for a period of five years,

Mr. DiGiulfan seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 6 - 0 (Mr. Hyiaﬁé'béiﬁgcabsent).

//The Board recessed for lunch at 12:20 P.M. The meeting reconvened at 1:;25 P.M.

10:45 AM. GOOD SHEPHERD CATHOLIC CHURCH, appl. under Sect., 3-203 of the Ord. for
addition of new church building to existing church & related facilities,
located 3321 Wessynton Way, R-2, Mt. Yernon Dist., 110-2({1))22A &
110-2{(15)}6, 11.278 acres, 5-82-¥-035,

David Gallagher, the architect for the project, represented the applicant. He indicated to
the Board that some minor changes would be made on the ptats, but the full intent of the
buitding would be retained. The only changes would be wall thickness'., The engineer
submitted new piats to the Board for their information. Mr. Gallagher stated the church
comminity wanted to construct & church to seat 875 pecple. All of the required 244 parking
spaces are now in place. There is a substantial surplus of parking spaces already in
existence, The new structure s contiguous to the existing structure, Mr, Gallagher
stated that the church would provide the required storm water detention and a sidewalk or
trail along Mt. Vernon Highway. He stated that the church intended to retafn the water on
the ground under this proposal.

Willa Ames, 8715 Mt. Vernon Highway, directlﬁ across the road from the church, spoke in
opposition.. She stated that she had bought her house in 1950. Before the Board considered
this application, she asked that the drainage problem be resolved. Previously, the church
had installed two large drain pipes, which emptied a1l of the storm sewage water from the
parking Jots and existing buildings directly onto her yard. There is one pipe on each side
of the house, causing the whole backyard to overflow. She stated that during heavy rains,
she was surrounded on three sides by water. Also, much trash and litter was carried into
her yard by these pipes. She stated that she had no problem with drainage before these two
pipes were instalied and she couldn't understand how the County could approve such a ptan.
Ms. Ames stated she had talked with Public Works and was told that the church had fulfilled
the original plan of the County.

Mr. Yaremchuk asked the engineer, Ken White of Alexandria Surveys, about the discharge of
water. He wanted to know if it was being discharged into a natural swale. Mr, White
replied that at this time the water ran under Mt. Vernon Highway and was discharged into a
natural drainage area. He stated that this system had been designed in 1966, and he had
not had a chance to do any investigation yet. Mr. Yaremchuk suggested that any motion
ought to include a condition that the County take a close look at this problem,

Mr, Gallagher stated that the drainage topic was also a major item of discussion when they
appeared before the Board in the 1970's for a special use permit, He stated that the
church would approach the problem with good faith and ¥s anxious to alleviate the
situation, This problem was magnified by the adjacent subdivision going in, We will agree
to do whatever the site plan people ask us to within reason for the {nterests of the
affected property owner.
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Page 45, July 13, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals

GOOD SHEPHERD CATHOLIC CHURCH
RESOLUTIGON

Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No, $-82-¥-035 by GOOD SHEPHERD CATHOLIC CHURCH under Section 3-203 of
the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance for addition of new church building to existing church

and related facilities, located at 3321 Wessynton Way, tax map reference 110-2 ({1)) 22A &

110-2 ({15)) &, County of Fafrfax, ¥irginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all
applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice te the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 13, 1982; 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-2.

3. That the area of the tot 15 11.278 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
Permit-Uses in-R -Distriets-as contained -fn Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED.
with the following 1imitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless
construction (operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extensfon {s acted upon by the BZA,

3. This approval {s 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 fn the plans approved by this Board (other than winor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special 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 detafls) without this Beard's
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Specfal Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemptfon from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT YALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED,

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of :the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The number of seats in the new building shall seat 875 people.

8. The hours of operation shall be normal hours of church related activities.

8, There shall be 416 parking spaces.

10. This application for construction shall be under Site Plan control,

F1. The dimensions of the building shall be in accordance with the new plats.

12. The owner shall provide the necessary storm water detention and Design Review will
control the sidewalk or trafl system plan.

13. Design Review is to take a close examination of run off water onto the property across
the streat with a view to a reasonable solution where feasible and at the earliest possible
time.

Mr, DiGiulian seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 6 - 0 (Mr. Hyland being absent).

Page 45, July 13, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:00 AM. THE MADEIRA SCHOOL, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-E03 of the Ord. to amend
$-128-74 for schoo) of general education to permit new track facilities
{400M) and relocation of existing riding ring and dressage area, located
8328 Geo;getoun Pk., R-E, Dranesville Dist., 20-1({1})14, 375 acres,
$-82-D-036.

As the required notices were not ih order, the Board deferred the spectal permit
application to September 14, 1982 at 10:10 A.M.

Y4
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Page 46, July 13, 1982, Scheduled case of:

1T1:15 A.M. INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the
Ord. to amend S-13-79 for country club to permit addition of a tennis
pro shop to existing facilities, located 13200 Lee Jacksen Hwy,, R-1,
Centreville Dist., 45-1((1})11, 240.87 acres, $-82-C-037.

As the required notices were not in order, the Board deferred the special permit
application to August 3, 1982 at 10:30 A.M.

Page 46, July 13, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:30 AM. CHURCH OF THE GQOD SHEPHERD, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the ord. to
amend $-81-A-025 for church and related facilities to permit the
addition of more parking, located 9350 Braddock Rd., R-1, Arnandale
dist,, 69-4{{1))6 & 7, B.856 acres, S-82-A-038.

Michael Dickerson represented the applicant., He asked the Board to permit the additfon of
44 parking spaces to better accommodate the church operation. The church serves 822
families. The sanctuary has a seating capacity for 500 people and there are 8 employees.
The church currently has parking available for 165 vehicles,

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.

Page 46, July 13, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
CHURCH OF THE GOOD SHEPHERD
RESOLUTIGON

Mr. DiGiulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Appiication No. 5-82-A-038 by CHURCH OF THE GOOD SHEPHERD under Section 3-103 of
the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance TO AMEND 5-81-A-025 for church and related facilities
to germit the addition of more parking, located at 9350 Braddock Road, tax map reference

69-4 {(1)) 6 & 7, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with
a1l applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 13, 1982; and

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 1% R-1.

3. That the area of the Jot is 8.856 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
Permit Uses fn R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED.
with the following 1imitations:

1. This approval is granted to the agp]icant only and is not transferable without further
action of this Board, and is for the location indicated on the application and is not
transferable to other land. )

2, This special permit shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date untess
construction {operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty {30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extension 1s acted upon by the BZA.

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, additionel
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 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 Specia) Permit,

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT 15 OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicucus place. on. the.property -of: the use and be made avaflable to all departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use,

6. Landscaping and screenfng may be required fn accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The total number of parking spaces shall be 215,

8. Any regulations of S-81-A-025 not modified by this motion shall remain in effect.

Mr, Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 6§ - 0 (Mr, Hammack abstained) (Mr, Hyland being absent).
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Page 47, July 13, 1982, Scheduled case of!

11:40 AM. BEVERLY A, MEREDITH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of carport addition to dwelling to 1.4 ft. from side lot
Tine (5 ft. min. side yard req. by Sects. 3-407 & 2-412}, located 5906
Erggson S;., R-4, Springfield Dist., 80-3((2))(24)4, 9,062 sq. ft.,
-82-5-067.

The applicant, Beverly Meredith, presented her application. She stated that there was an
existing cement driveway and the carport would be constructed over the driveway, She
stated that her driveway presently extends five feet from the property 1ine. Mrs. Meredith
indicated that the house had been built in 1956 and she had owned it since 1978,

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

Page 47, July 13, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
BEYERLY A. MEREDITH
RESOLUTION

In Application Ne, ¥-82-5-067 by BEVERLY A, MEREDITH under Sectfon 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow conrstruction of carport addition to dwelling to 1.4 ft. from side lot
line (5 ft. min, side yard req. by Sects, 3-407 & 2-412), on property located at 5306
Grayson Street, tax Map reference 80-3 ((2)) (24) 4, County of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mr.
Hammock moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fatrfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 13, 1982; and

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

1. That the cwner of the subject property is the applicant
2. That the present zoning 15 R-4.
3. That the area of the lot is 9,062 sq. ft.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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
1and and/or buildings involved,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject appiication is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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

2. Tihis variance shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless construction has
started and fs diligently pursued or uniess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 2 {Mr, Smith & Mrs. Day) {Mr. Hyland being absent).

Page 47, July 13, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:50 A.M. EARL H. LEE, TR. & EARL H, LEE AND MARY E. LEE, app). under Sect. 18-4Q1
of the Ord. to allow resubdivision of 2 lots into 3 lots, proposed lots
1 & 2 having widths of 55 ft, and 52 ft, respectively {150 ft. min. ot
width req. by Sect. 3-106}, located 12900 Yates Ford Rd., R-1,
Springfield Dist., 85-2({1})22 & 85-2{{3))A, 7.786 acres, V-82-5-06B,

Lee Ruck, P.0. Box 5, Clifton, ¥irginia, represented the applicants. He presented an
amended affidavit to the Board members which indicated his retention as an attorney in
this matter. He presented a letter to the Board from the County Soil Scientist which
stated that the soils map had been read wrong by the staff, and therefore the staff report
was 1n error., Mr. Ruck stated that this soil perked and was very good to build on. There
15 only about 150 feet on Yates Ford Road with an excess 7 1/2 acres behind {t. The
applicants desire to create three individual lots. Perk sites have been determined and we
have an approved preliminary plat from the Department of Environmental Management. This
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Page 48, July 13, 1982
EARL H. LEE, TR. & EARL H. LEE AND MARY E, LEE
{continued)

subdivision has a pipe stem effect on Yot 1. The proposed lots are more consistent with
the Tots in the neighborhood than what was originally planned. Mr. Ruck stated that on lot
2 there was a 50 foot easement which was the reserved right-of-way to other property that
would effectively be landlocked.

Severa! adjacent and nearby property owners spoke in opposition including William McGovern,
7529 Evans Ford Road; Thomas Huddleston, 7613 Tiffany Court, who represented the Moble
Homeowners Assoctation; Deloras Whalen, 12912 Yates Ford Road; and Reece Belk, 7501 Evans
Ford Road. Thefr primary concern was the terrain of the property which was very steep and
hilly. The peopTe in opposition felt that the clearing of the land for homes and drainage
would adverse the surrounding property and cause erosion. The opposition felt that this
appiication had been submitted to beat any changes that may be made to R-C under the zoning
that's before the Board of Supervisors for consideration later this month as a part of the
Occogquan basfn plan.

Page 48, July 13, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
EARL H. LEE TR, & EARL H. LEE AND MARY E. LEE

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-5-068 by EARL H. LEE, TR. & EARL H. LEE AND MARY E LEE, under
Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow resubdivisfon of 2 lots nto 3 lots,
proposed lots 1 & 2 having widths of 55 ft. and 52 ft. respectively (150 ft. min. lot width
req, by Sect. 3-106), on property located gt 12900 Yates Ford Road, tax Map reference 85-2
{{1)) 22 & 85-2 ({3)) A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 13, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property fs the applicant

2, That the present zoning is R-1.

3. That the area of the lot is 7.786 acres.

4. That the applicant's property {s exceptionally {rregular fn shape, including Tong and

narrow along Yates Ford Road where it comes to form a triangle. The configuration of the

lot 15 much more desirable according to the applicant's plat rather than what was approved
by the County, This does not Increase the density because this fs in accordance with the

Master PTan.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as Visted above exist
which under a strict fnterpretation 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 1nvolved. ’

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application s GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless this subdivision
has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County, A request for an extensfon
shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the varfance
shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by the BZA,

Mr. DiGiul{an seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 1 (Mr, Smith ) {Mr. Hyland being absent).

DYE



Page 49, July 13, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:00 NOON WILLIAM B. & JEAN M, BECKER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
allow subdivision into 5 Tots with proposed lot 33 having & width of 10
ft. and proposed corner lot 36 having a width of B0 ft. {80 ft. min,
interior Jot width & 105 ft, min. corner lot width req. by Sect. 3-306),
located 9086 Wexford Dr,, Wexford South Subd., R-3, Centreville Dist.,
28-4({27))A, 2.2210 acres, ¥-82-C-063.

Charlie Runyon, 7649 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, Yirginia presented the application. He
stated that the variance for the corner 1ot had not been requested by the applicant., There
was a 105 ft. width at the building restriction 1ine. He stated that Mr. Becker lived in
the residence shown on 1ot 32, The property was originally under a varfance for a 10 ft,
pipestem 1ot, granted several years ago. A rezoning took qlace and the subdivision plat
was revised, Mr. Runyon stated that Jot 32 was substantially larger than most lots in the
subdivision, The location of the existing house on lot 32 has caused the request for the
pipestem to serve lot 33.

Merle Dameron, 9101 Westerholme Way, Vienna, spoke in opposition to the application. He
asked that a decision be delayed until certain matters are settled. He stated that Mr,. &
Mrs. Becker had made several proffers to the Board of Supervisors when they obtained the
original rezoning of their farmland, Among these was the establishment of a stub road and
walkway leading from the development to the Cardinal Hills Swim Club property, and an
agreement with the Wexford Community Association, He stated that both of these proffers
directly affected the residents of the Wexford Subdivision. He stated that the agreement
required the developers of the property to contribute funds toward an interest in the
associations parkland as well as funds for their improvement and maintenance. The funds
were placed 1n an escrow account initially, and then additienal funds should have been
deposited as each house was sold, This escrow fund was never established, and the stub
road and walkway was never built. Mr. Dameron did not want this subdivision sold to
another developer before these problems could be resolved, making matters more
complicated. He wanted documentation establishing firm responsibility and accountability
for the funding to be secured,

[t was the consensus of the Board to defer the application for more information from Design
Review and an opinion from the County Attorney. Alsc, the Board asked the parties to
submit a copy of the agreement pertaining to the parkland and the street for their review,
The apptication was rescheduled for July 29, 1982 at 12:45 P.M.

Page 49, July 13, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:15 P .M. ROSALIE L. & FRED SCHNIDER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
allow baseball batting cage structure to be located 50 ft. from nearest
1ot line (structure req. to be located not closer than 100 ft. to any
lot 1ine by Sect, 8-604), located 14529 Lee Rd., I-5, Springfieid Dist.,
34-4((1))pt. 40, 29.263 acres, V-82-5-086.

Morgan Tiller, 11800 Wayland Street, Oakton, presented the application, He stated that he
was the managing partner of the F1int Hi1l Driving Range. He presented Fred Wilburn who
was the land surveyor. Mr. Wilburn stated that this particular parcel of ground was issued
a special permit a month ago. At the last minute during that hearing, it was called to his
sttention that the baseball batting cage structure on that plan was closer to the Tot 1ine
than the code permitted. 1t was placed in that position because of the configuration of
the use and the topography of the land. Most of the property is covered with rock and very
11ttle topsofl. This facility was planned with the minimum of grading necessary. Mr.
W1lburn stated that the batting cage was adjacent to an ammunition plant.

There was no one to speak in support or opposition to the application,

Page 49, July 13, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
ROSALIE L. & FRED SCHNIDER
RESOLUTION

In Application No, ¥-82-5-086 by ROSALIE L. & FRED SCHNIDER under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow baseball batting cage structure to be Jocated 50 ft. from nearest
Tot Vine {structure reg. to be located not closer than 100 ft. to any lot 1ine by Sect.
8-=604), on property located at 14529 Lee Road, tax Map reference 34-4 ((1)) pt. of 40,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulian moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resotution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 13, 1982; and
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Page 50, July 13, 1982
ROSALIE L. & FRED SCHNIDER
{continued)

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 fs I-5,

3. That the area of the 1ot is 29.263 acres,

4. That the applicant's property is long and narrow and has exceptional topographic
problems, The property has floed plains on the north side which makes the property more
narrow in usable area.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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
1and and/or buildings fnvolved,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
Ehe ;:piration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
y the BZA.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - T (Mr. Smith) (Messrs, Hyland and Hammack being absent}.

Page 50, July 13, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
The Board approved the Minutes for November 25, 1980 and December 2, 1980 as presented,

Page 50, July 13, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

WAY OF FAITH CHRISTIAN TRAINING CENTER $-232-78: The Board was Tn receipt of a letter from
Ellen Blackwell, President, requesting permission to replace their existing 10' x 60
temporary classroom for a jlarger one 24' x 46'. The Board indicated that a public hearing
was necessary for any proposed structure that 1s larger than what was approved. They
granted an out-of-turn hearing for September 14, 1982,

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 3:30 P.M.

/
. . E%Z% ﬁ;%%s;g%ﬁgéggéééégg -
Submitted to the Board on / APPROYED: g"""'if E Z&Z
ate
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The Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held

in the Board Room of the Massey Building on Thursday, July 15,
1982. The following Board Members were present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; John Yaremchuk; Ann Day; Paul Hammack and John Ribble.
{Messrs. DiGiulian and Hyland were absent.}

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:15 A.M. and Mrs. Day led the prayer.
The Chairman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case of

10:00 ERNEST C. DELAUDER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of

AN, 18 ft. high detached garage 3'6" from side lot Tine and 3'2" from rear lot line
(15 ft. min. side yard and 18 ft. min. distance from rear lot line req. by Sects.
3-207 & 10-105), located 4840 Seminole Ave., Weyanoke Subd., R-2, Mason Dist.,
72-3((8))(D)63-66, 11,000 sq. ft., ¥-82-M-077.

Mr. Charles Sullivan, an attorney, represented Mr. and Mrs. Delauder. Mr. Delauder was a
retired government worker on disability who had some hobbias and enough lumber to build a
garage. The variance was requested. There was a similar construction between Tots 62 and
1% on both sides of the lot that came within several feet of the lot line and did not have
the required setback. Mr. Sullivan stated that it would be unfair to require Mr. Delauder
to have the setback if the immediate adjacent lots did not have the setback. Mr. Delayder's
lot was unkempt because of the Tumber lying around. He had a lot of hobbies and was retired
Mr. Sullian stated that out of the 10 people notified, 9 were in favor of the garage. Mr.
* Sullivan informed the Board that there was a concrete pad already in place.

Chairman Smith inquired if the applicant had obtained a building permit for the construction
of the garage. Mr. Sullivan stated that an applicatfon was made but denied because of the
need for a variance. Chairman Smith inquired as to when the other garages were constructed.
and whether it was prior to 1978, Mr. Sullivan stated that it was prior to 1978. Chairman
Smith stated that there was a change in the Ordinance which was why the variance was
reguired. He inquired as to the hardship in this case. Mr. Sullivan stated that the hard-
ship was that Mr. Delauder would not be able to use the land to its fullest extent. There
were two tin shed structures.on the property which would be destroyed once the garage was
erected. Mr. Sullivan stated that it was & hardship for Mrs. Delauder to have to live with
the clutter lying around. He stated that females were more concerned with such things than
males. Chairman Smith fnquired as to why the garage could not be moved over to comply with
the setback.. Mr, Sullivan stated that there would not be enough room.if the garage were

18 ft. off .of the property Tine. It would be right up against the house. Chairman Smith
stated that a Tot of people had attached garages. Mr. Sullivan stated that it would not looM
right if the garage were attached.

Mr. Ribble asked to see the pictures of the property. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that this was a
substandard lot, The builder had to combine four lots in order to make a buildable lot.
Before the new Ordinance was adopted, the applicant could have built the garage within 2 ft.
of the Tot 1ines. MNow it required a variance. Other garages were permitted to be right
“up against the property line. Mr. Hammack inquired as to when the R-2 zone was adopted.

Mr. Covington stated that the R-2 was adopted in August 1978. Mr. Hammack inquired as to
what the zoning distict had been before that and was informed it was RE-05 which allowed
two dwelling units per acre. Mr. fovington stated that the property was substandard in
area and width and reduced the area to a great degree which was a hardship.

Chairman Smith stated that the applicant could have done a better arrangement as the Board
had to consider only a minimum variance. Chairman Smith did not think the applicant had
come in with a minimum variance if there was a hardship. He stated that the garage could be
moved over. Mr. Sullivan inquired as to how far the Chairman suggested it be moved. Chair-
man Smith stated that was enmtirely up to the applicant.

Mrs. Day stated that the Board had a similar case recently where a man was retired and had

a disability and built into the night with his hobby. The neighbors were complaining about
the noise. Mr. Sullivan stated that any noise would be terminated at dinnertime. Chairman
Smith inquired as to why the applicant could not construct the garage at the minimum require
ment, Mrs. Day stated that there was a deck to the rear of the house. Mr. Sullivan stated
that the deck covered up the steps to the basement at the rear of the house. Mrs. Day
stated that the deck on the other side prevented the garage from being placed there. Mr.
Sullivan stated that the garage would have to work in with the existing structures. Mr.
Sullivan stated that the wood deck which was the exit from the kitchen to the outside was
originally poured in 1967.

There was no one else to speak in support. Mrs. Mills of 6560 Third Street spoke in opposi-
tion. She stated that she 1ived about 125 ft. from Mr. Delauder's home. She stated that
she did not object to the garage but did object to the aytomobile repair.work going on there
She stated that Mr. Delauder had been repairing autos and using welding equipment out in the
yard and often worked at night. She stated that she woke up at night with Mr. Delauder
hammering and banging until 10 or 11 o'clock at night. She asked that he not be allowed to

S
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Page 52, July 15, 1982
ERNEST C. DELAUDER

continue with the automotive mechanical work. Chairman Smith inquired if Mrs. Mills had
reported this to the Zoning Enforcement Division. Mrs. Mills stated that she had never done
s0 but someone else had a few years back. Chairman Smith informed Mrs. Mills to notify
Zoning Enforcement about it. Mrs. Mills stated that Mr. Delauder uvsually started working

in the evening and worked until guite late at night because he used floodlights. She stated
that he did not work on his own cars but different cars. Mrs. Mills stated that a few years
back, the BZA had given Mr. Bailey permission to have heavy equipment next to her and he
operated it until he died. Al1 the fumes would boi? through her house and the police would
not ?o anything about it. She stated that she did not want any commercial business next to
her Tike that.

Mr. Covington stated that Mr. Bailey had been taken to court by the Zoning Officials and the
court ruled that he had a nen-conforming use for certain pieces of heavy equipment. Chafr-
man Smith stated that Mr. Bailey had been there a Tong time. Chairman Smith stated that the
BZA did not have any part in that operation. He continued to say that the Bailey matter

was not relevant to this case. Mrs. Mills stated that was the reason she was here because
she objected to the vehicle maintenance. She did not want it there. As far as the garage,
she was in support of it but not for Mr. Delauder to do mechanical work. Chairman Smith
stated that Mrs, Mills had no objections to the garage as lgng as it met the setback require
ments.

During rebuttal, Mr. Sullivan stated that Mr. Detauder acknowledged that he had performed
work in the evening. However, his health would not allow him to do so now. The lumber was
already in the yard lying around. Mr. Delauder wanted to ciean up the lot. He would do all
of his work in the garage. His property and the adjacent property would be enhanced by the
construction of the garage. Mr. Yaremchuk inquired as to whose cars Mr. Delauder had worked
on in the evening. Mr. Sullivan stated that Mr. Delauder owned four cars. Sometimes he
would work on other people's vehicles. Mr. Sullivan stated that Mr. Delauder was not aware
he was in violation by doing so. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the garage could only be used
for Mr. Delauder's purposes only.
Page 52, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
ERNEST C. DELAUDER

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-M-077 by ERNEST C. DELAUDER under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of 18 ft. high detached garage 3.6 ft. from side lot Tine
and 3.2 ft. from rear lot line (15 ft. min. yard and 18 ft. min. distance from rear Tot line
req. by Sects. 3-207 & 10-105}, on property located at 4840 Seminole Ave., tax map reference
72-3((8))(D)63-66, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Hammack moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 15, 1982; and

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

i. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. The present zoning is R-2.
3. The area of the lot is 11,000 sq. ft.

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

THAT the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above
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 is DENIED.
Mrs. Day seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 {Mr. Yaremchuk).

Page 32, July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

10;20 JOHN M. PERKINS, JR., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction

AM. of detached garage 2 ft. from side lot Tine (10 ft. min. side yard reg. by
Sects., 3-407 & 10-105), located 7103 Cindy Ln., Crestwood Manor Subd., R-4,
Mason Dist., 71-1((17))(5)5, 11,025 sq. ft., V-82-M-079.
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Page 53,July 15, 1982
JOHN M. PERKINS
(continued)

Mr. Perkins informed the Board that there were three large oak trees which ran about 5 ft. tg
7 ft. in circumference about 48" above the ground. He stated that if he complied with the
10 ft. offset, he would have to remove two of the trees which were about 100 ft. tall.

N {
Chairman Smith informed the applicant that the Board could only grant variances in cases
where the hardship was demonstrative to being near confiscation. He asked why the applicant
could not move the building around and come in at an angle. Mr. Perkins stated that was
impractical.as he would have to make a 90 degree angle turn in a small area. Chairman Smith
stated that the applicant had sufficient back yard to accommodate the garage if it was turned
the same way as the house. He explained that if there was an alternative to construction
without a variance, the Board could not grant the variance. Chairman Smith inquired. if the
applicant had read the Ordinance. Mr. Perkins stated that if he turned the garage, access
would be more difficult. Mr. Perkins stated that the garage would be unsuitable in the
middle of the back yard. He informed the Board that there was an easement across the back
of the property.

Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the applicant came to get a variance that was a convenience for
him. If he moved the garage over to the middle of the yard he would not have a back yard
anymore. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that garages belonged aleng the property line as far as he
was concerned. He did not agree that the variance could not be granted. Chairman Smith
stated that the applicant had to satisfy the Code. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the BZA had a
right to give a variance. Chairman Smith stated that the State Code addressed that and the
BZA could not grant variances merely for convenience.

Mr. Perkins stated that there was a demonstrative need for a variance. He had talked to the
neighbors and there was not anyone present at the meeting to object to it. He felt that to
arbitrarily deny the variance was not in the interest of the County or the community. Mr.
Hammack inquired as to the number of vehicles owned by Mr. Perkins. Mr. Perkins stated that
he had three sons and a daughter. There were six cars in the family. Mr. Hammack inquired
if the garage would accommodate that many cars. Mr. Perkins responded that one car was
always broken down. He would use the garage to house his car and to make the necessary
repairs on the others. He stated that the garage was longer than the normal garage.

There was no one elsg to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 53, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
JOHN M. PERKINS

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-M-079 by JOHN M. PERKINS, JR. under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of detached garage 2 ft. from side lot line {10 ft. min.
side yard req. by Sects. 3-407 & 10-105), on property located at 7103 Cindy Lane, tax map
reference 71-1({(17})(5)5, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notfce to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 15, 1982; and

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 R-4.

3. The area of the lot s 11,025 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the locatfon of the existing
building on the subject property. The lot is 75 ft. wide and the only feasible location for
the applicant to construct the garage is where it is proposed. Moving the structure to the
west would destroy the yard and several mature trees.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/for buildings invelved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatfon is *GRANTED with the following
limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure fndicated in the
plats included with this application only, and is not transferable to other Tand or to other
structures on the same land.
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Page 54, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeal
JOHN M. PERKINS
{continued) RESOLUTION

2. This variance shall expire eighteen months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion *FAILED by a vote of 2 to 3 (Messrs. Smith, Hammack & Ms. Day)(Messrs. DiGiulian
& Hyland being absent).

10:30 GEORGE L. & NORMA E. PFAFF, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M, expansion and enclosure of carport to 12.8 ft. from side lot 1ine (15 ft, min.
side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), located 4829 Willet Dr., Springbrook Forest
Subd., R-2, Annandale Dist., 69-2{(7))(4)}3, 15,030 sq. ft., ¥-82-A-08l.

Mrs, Norma Pfaff of 4829 Willet Drive informed the BZA that they wished to enclose their
carport and enlarge it by 3 ft. Chairman Smith inquired as to the hardship and asked if
the applicant had read the Ordinance. He inquired if Mrs. Pfaff would like to defer the
application. Mrs. Pfaff stated that her neighbors had experienced vandaiism. She felt the
carport would be more secure if it was a garage. Mrs. Pfaff stated that she was requesting
a 2.8 ft. variance. Mrs. Day stated that the people next door had an open carport. Mr.
Covington informed the BZA that Mrs. Pfaff would not need a variance to enclose the carport
without extending it. Mrs. Day suggested that the applicant enclose the carport the way it
was and not request a variance. Mrs. Pfaff stated that she needed space for bicycles. Mrs,
Day inquired if there was & basement. Mrs. Pfaff stated that she had a basement but it -only
had inside access. Chairman Smith stated that Mrs. Pfaff could build onto the rear of the
carport and extend the length to accommodate the storage without a variance. Mrs. Pfaff
stated that she felt it would be more attractive looking to extend the garage rather than
have a shed. Chairman Smith informed the applicant that she had an alternative to the
variance and could construct without a varfance.

Mrs. Pfaff asked that the variance be deferred. It was the consensus of the Board to defer
the hearing until July 22, 1982 at 12:15 P.M.

i
Page 54, July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:40 THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES, appl. under Sect. 18-40Q1 of the Ord. to allow con-

A.M. struction of dwelling 9.5 ft. from one side lot line and 10.0 ft. from the
other {12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), located 1134 Randelph Rd.,
Kings Manor Subd., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 21-4({8})(G)28 & 29, 6,104 sq. ft..
V-82-D-080.

Mr. Martin Dunn of 1244 Pine Hill Road informed the Board that he was a partser in Thompson
Dunn Associates along with Mr. and Mrs. Thompson. Chairman Smith inquired as to who owned
the property.as.the staff report indicated that Henry Mackall owned the property. Mr. Dunn
stated that he had a letter from Mr. Mackall joining Thompson Dunn Associates in the applica
tion. Chairman Smith stated that under the variance provisions of the Ordinance, Thompson
Dunn Associates was .not an aggrieved party. Chairman Smith inquired as to why the fact of
ownership was not made known to the staff at the time of application. He stated that the
application was incorrect. Mr. Dunn stated that it had been the intent to purchase the
property prior to the public hearing. Mr. Dunn stated that Mr. Mackall was in agreement
with the application. Chairman Smith stated that Thompson Dunn Associates could join in
with Mr. Mackall as a co-applicant but they did not own the property. Mr. Dunn stated that
he had a letter indicating that Mr. Mackall was joining in the application.

Mr. Yaremchuk inquired if the substandard provision of the Ordinance was still in effect
and was informed by Mr. Covington it was not. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the appTicants
were only asking for width variance and not area. He inquired as to why the area was not
also included. Mr. Covington stated that it was grandfathered.

Chairman Smith stated that the application was incorrect as the applicant was not the owner

of the property and was not an aggrieved party. Chairman Smith stated that the Board would

pass over the application and it would not be heard before 1 o'clock. Mrs. Elizabeth Singly
of 1107 Engleside Avenue in Mclean informed the Board that she was interested in speaking

on the application.

1
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Page 55, July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:50 THOMPSON DEUMNN ASSQCIATES, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow con-

AM. struction of dwelling 9.5 ft. from one side lot line and 10.0 ft. from the other
(12 ft. min. side vard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 1130 Randolph Rd., Kings
Manor Subd., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 21-4{{(8))(G}30 & 31, 6,104 sq. ft.,
v-82-D-082.

The application was passed over by the Board as the applicant was not the owner of the
property.

1
Page 55, July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:00 KENNETH M. & MINNIE D. THOMPSON & THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES, appl. under Sect.

A.M. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of dwelling 9.5 ft. from one side lot
line & 10.0 ft. from the other (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-307},
located 1126 Randolph Rd., Kings Manor Subd., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 21-4{(8))
{g}32 & 33, 6,104 sq. ft., v-82-D-083.

The application was passed gver by the Board as the applicant was not the owner of the
property.

/!
Page 55, July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:15 COMMUNITY COVENANT CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-103 & 3-303 of the Ord. to amend
AM. 5-354-79 and $-49-74 for church and related facilities to permit building and
parking ‘lot additions to existing facilities and relocation of temporary
trailer classroom, located 7018 Sydenstricker Rd., R-1 & R-3, Springffeld Dist.,
89-3((1)}3A, 5 acres, 5-B82-5-045. .

Mr. Edward Addicott with Paciulli, Simmons & Assocfates represented the church. The church
was organized in 1972 and received a special use permit in 1974. Since that time, the
congregation had grown and they needed to expand the facilities in order to have a maximum
of 160 persons at any given time. Parking would be provided for 40 vehicles. The type of
operation was normal church activities with Sunday worship and choir rehersal and classes.
The hours of operation would be 9 to 5 daily with the principal operation on Sunday morning
and evening. The number of employees would be three. The type of expansion was

to  extend the existing building with the same type of facade and roof. The temporary
trailer would continue in use until the end of its special permit or until such time before
that when the church had the financing to increase the size of the building to provide class-
room space for children.

Mrs. Day inquired about parking. Mr. Addicott stated that the sanctuary was being designed
to seat a maximum of 160 persons. The Ordinance required one parking space for every four
seats. The plats showed parking for 40 vehicles. Mrs. Day inquired as td the number of
existing parking spaces and was informed there were 28 spaces at present. Mrs. Day inquired
about handicapped spaces. Mr. Addicott stated that handicapped spaces were provided on the
plat at the entrance to the building.

Mr. Gordon Sloane of 6418 Remington Road in Springfield supported the application. Mr.
James Swanson of 6624 Raynor Drive in Springfield was the pastor of the congregation. He
stated that he was available for any questions the Board might have. There was no one else
to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 55, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
COMMUNITY COVENANT CHURCH

RESQLUTION

Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application Mo. 5-82-5-045 by COMMUNITY COVENANT CHURCH under Section 3-103 & 3-303
of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend 5-354-79 and $-49-74 for church and related
facilities and relocation of temporary trailer classroom, located at 7018 Sydenstricker
Road, tax map reference 89-3({1)}3A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed

in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, foliowing proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 15, 1982; 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 fs R-1 & R-3.

3. That the area of the lot is 5 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.
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Page 56, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
COMMUNITY COVENANT CHURCH
{continued) RESOLUTIOW

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Drdinance;
and .

NOW, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construc-
tion (operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be ffled in writing thirty
{30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for
extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 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 Permit.

4. This granting does.not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL
USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The membership shall be 160.

8. The hours of operation shall be normal hours of church activities.

9. There shall be miminum of 40 parking spaces provided included three handicapped park-
ing spaces and three spaces for employees.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded.the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian & Hyland being absent).

Page :56, July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of
11:30 KIDDIE COUNTRY DAY CARE LTD., EDNA H. ANULEWICZ AND FRED T. LOWERY, appl. under

AM. Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. for a child care center and nursery school, Tocated
8601 01d Keene Mil1l Rd., R-1, Springfield Dist., 88-1({1))19, 3.95 acres,
5-82-5-046.

Chairman Smith announced that there were only five Board members present. Rather than

hear the case and defer decision, he stated that it would be easier to hear the case with
all Board members present. Mr. Fred Lowery, the principal owner, stated that he would agree
to the deferral. Mr. Jeffrey Selvercy supported the deferral and so did Mr. Turner. ‘It

was the consensus of the Board to defer the application until July 29, 1982 at 1:00 P.M.

/!
Page 56, July 15, 1982, Recess

At 11:40 A.M., the Board recessed the hearing for a short break. It reconvened the meeting
at 12:00 Noon to continue with the scheduled agenda.

/!
Page 56, July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:45 RESTON PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-E03 of the Qrd., to amend

AM. $~81-D-045 for construction and operation of a church and related facilities
to permit enlargement of existing house for use as church as Phase I, and
designated the previously approved church bldg. and part of parking lot as
Phase II, construction to begin in 3 to 5 years, located 1632 Hunter Mill Rd.,

& R-E, Dranesville Dist., 18-3({1))6, 5.1547 acres, $-B82-D-047.
11:4 RESTON PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
A.M. enlargement of building for church to 30.96 ft. from front lot line, and to

allow gravel surface for Phase I church parking (50 ft. min. front yard req.

by Sect. 3-£07, dustless surface for parking lot reg. by Sect. 11-102}, located
1632 Hunter Mill Rd., R-E, Dranesville Dist., 18-3??1))6. 5.1547 acres,
¥-82-D-084.
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Page 5%, July 15, 1982
RESTON PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
(continued})

Mr. James Etcher of 11446 Vale Springs Drive in Oakton was Chairman of the Building Committed
for the church. The special permit application was for construction and operation of a
church for the Reston Presbyterian Church. He stated that the church had been meeting in
various Fairfax County area schoel buildings. The church was now seeking a stable site.
Their financial situation had not allowed them to proceed with the original structure which
was approved by the BZA. The addition would serve up to 300 worshippers for the next five
years. After that time, the church anticipated building the previously approved building.
Mr. Etcher stated that the proposed addition would blend in with the existing house. The
church was also requesting a variance for the dustless surface for stormwater and runoff

and allowed the changing needs until the church was able to construct the other phases. Mr.
E:cher stated that the church would pave the parking area at the time of construction for
Phase II.

The second variance was due to the large amount of area taken for the Dulles Airport Road
which shrunk the church property from 10 acres to 5 acres. Chairman Smith inguired as to
when that had taken place and was informed it was prior to the church acquisition of the

. property. The Kidwells had still owned the property at the time. Mr. Etcher stated that
there was a distance of 80 ft. from the edge of Sunset Hills Road to the church building.
Because of the elevation of the lot, the building would be over 20 ft. of the road elevation
Mr. Etcher stated that the property line was irregularly shaped and at the closest point,
the building would be 30 ft. from the front property line. The church would not impact on
any other properties.

Chairman Smith stated that the only use which could be commenced here was Phase I for the
next 3 to 5 years, Phase [ was the only issue the Board should address according to Chair-
man Smith. He stated that the Board would only approve the use for 3 to 5 years. The
variance was for the existing buiiding.

Mrs. Day questioned the number of parking spaces required in condition no. 8 of $-81-D-045
and was informed that was the building that did not materialize. The new addition would
require 75 parking spaces for 300 people. The variance was to the dustless surface require-
ment and for a setback requirement on Phase I. Mr. Hammack inquired if the parking spaces
were adjacent to Phase I. Mr. Etcher stated that the parking was adjacent to Phase I and II
Mr, Hammack inguired if the church wanted to maintain the parking lot in gravel for an
indefinite period of time. Mr. Etcher stated that the church would be prepared to pave in
three to five years at the time they constructed Phase II. Mr. Covington stated that this
was a rural area and there were not any residential properties to be impacted by this.
Chairman Smith stated that prior to Phase II construction, the church would have to have the
83 parking spaces meet the dustless surface requirement. Mr. Hammack inquired as to the
number of parking spaces that could be paved at the present time without being breken up

in order to construct Phase 1I. Mr. Etcher stated that he would have to refer that guestion
to Reid Dudley, his engineer. Chairman Smith inquired as to the dedication of Hunter Mill
Road and the previous requirement as to the entrance to the church. Mr. Etcher stated that
the dedication lane on Hunter Mill Road would be paved. The driveway from the other way
would be relocated to get it away from the property 1line.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 57, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
RESTON PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

RESOLUTION

Mr. Hammack made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-D-047 by RESTON PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH under Section 3-E03 of

the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend $-81-D-045 for construction and operation of a
church and related facilities to permit enlargement of existing house for use as church as
Phase I, and designate the previously approved church bldg, and part of parking Tot as Phase
11, construction to begin in 3 to 5 years, Tocated at 1632 Hunter Mil1 Road, tax map
reference 18-3((1))6, County of Fairfax, V¥irginia, has been properly filed in accordance
with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 15, 1982; 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-3.

3. That the area of the lot is 5.1547 acres.

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

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of Tlaw:
THAT the applicant has presented testimohy indicating compliance with Standards for

Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,
and

5%
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Page 58, -July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
RESTON PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
{continued} RESQOLUTION

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
timitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen {I18) months from this date unless con-
struction {operaticon) has started and is ditigently pursued or unless renewed by action of
this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing
thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valfd until the
request for extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 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 Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL
USE PERMIT 1S OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The number of parking spaces shall be,75.

8. The hours of operation shall be hours of normal church activities.

9. The number of employees shall be five (5).

10. The congregation during Phase I shall not exceed 300 members.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 {Messrs. DiGiulian & Hyland being absent}.
Page 58, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
RESTON PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-D-084 by RESTON PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow enTargement of building for church to 30.96 ft. from front ot
line, and to allow gravel surface for Phase I church parking (50 ft. min. front yard req.

by Sect. 3-E07, dustless surface for parking lot req. by Sect. 11-102}, on property located
at 1632 Hunter Mill Road, tax map reference 18-3{{1)}6, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr.
Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 15, 1982; and

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 R-E.

3. The area of the lot is 5.1547 acres.

4., That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape becauvse of a right-
of-way for the Dulles Airport Access Road. The 82 gravel parking spaces would reduce the
runoff and enable parking to take place and the gravel would be in keeping with the rural
area.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zohing Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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.
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Page 59, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appealy

RESTON PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
(continued} RESOLUTION

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by
the BZA.

3. The variance fs granted for a maximum period of five (5) years or until such time as
the second phase construction begins whichever occurs first.

Mrs. Day seconded the motfon.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian & Hyland being absent).

Page 59, July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:10 GRACE CHRISTIAN REFORMED CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. for a
P .M. nursery school, located 9800 Burke Lake Rd., R-1, Springfield D1st , 78-3((1))32,
3.1923 acres, S g2-5-048.

Ms. Janice Engbers of 10887 Dak Green Court fn Burke informed the Board that the preschool
was operated by the Christian Reformed Church. The school was in the basement of the church
The preschool would have a maximum of 75 children per session and a maximum of 50 children
for a period of four hours at any one time, The ages of the children would be 3, 4 and 5
years old. The session would run from 9:30 A.M. to 12:00 Noon, five days a week. The
school would not be operated on Saturday.

Chairman Smith inquired as to how the children would be transported. Ms. Engbers stated that
the children would be brought by car. Mrs. Day asked if a staff member would meet the cars
to escort the children inside the building. Ms. Engbers stated that the entrance was covereq
and the children could get out without having to walk a long distance. Mr. Hammack fnquired
if the applicants had talked to the Fairfax County Health Department as there was a letter
in the staff report indicating the need for window screens, etc. Mr. Covington stated that
his office would not issue an occupancy permit until a1l the requirements had been met. Mr,
Hammack stated that the Health Department had set a maximum of 50 children. He asked about
the 75 children mentioned by the applicant. Ms. Engbers stated that the school would not
have more than 50 children at any one time,

There was no one else to speak in support. Ms. Grace Bark of 9815 Rand Drive in Burke spoke
in opposition. She stated that the back of her house adjoined the church property. She
inquired about fencing regulations. Chairman Smith stated that the preschool-would be
required to fence the outside play area.

Page 59, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
GRACE CHRISTIAN REFORMED CHURCH
RESOLUTION

Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-5:048 by GRACE CHRISTIAN REFORMED CHURCH under Section 3-103
of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit a nursery school, located at 9800 Burke
Lake Road, tax map reference 78-3((1))32, County of Fairfax, V1rg1n1a, has been properly
filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public amd a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 15, 1982; 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-1.

3. That the area of the lot is 3.1923 acres.

4. That compliance with the Sfte Plan Ordinance s required.

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance;
and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
1fm1tat10ns

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without further
action of this Board, and is for tha loc*tion indicated on the application and is not trans-
ferable to other land.

ok

D59



)

Page 60, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appea
GRACE CHRISTIAN REFORMED CHURCH
{contined) RESOLUTION

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless con-
struction (operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of
this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing
thirty {30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the
request for extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for
such approval. Sny changes {other than minor engineering details) without this Board's
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT YALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL
USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The maximum number of students shall be 50 at any one time.

8. The hours of operation shall be 9:30 A.M. to 12:00 Noon, five days a week excluding
Saturday.

9. There shall be three (3) employees.

10. The nursery school will be church operated.

11. The ageg Of the students shall be 3, 4 and 5 years.

12. The play area shall be fenced.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to O (Messrs. DiGiulian & Hyland).

Page 60, July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:30 BURKE COMMUNITY CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. for construction
P.M. and operation of a church and related facilities, lTocated 62286332 Belleair
Rd., R-1, Springfield Dist., 77-4({(2})9 & 10, 4.5 acres, 5-82-5-049.

There was a question on notices wherein the applicant had failed to notify Mrs. Mary
Simpson owner of property located at 77-4((2))11. However, the applicant presented the
Board with a letter from Mrs. Simpson waiving her right to the 15 day required notice. Mr.
Yaremchuk moved that the Board accept the waiver. Mrs. Day seconded the motion and it
passed by a vote of 4 to 1 {Chairman Smith).

Mr. Michael LeMay, an architect located at 1601 Washington PTaza in Reston, represented the
church. He stated that this was the third application for the church. Each of the two
other times, the church was not abTe to proceed with the projects. Mr. LeMay stated that
this request was the same as the request approved by the BZA in July 1980 except the parking
had been increased to 100 cars. He stated that Mrs. Cook had reminded him that the
screening in 1980 had been upped to help keep vehicles off of her property. Mr. LeMay
stated that the plat retained a 20 ft. setback aleng the common border of the parking lot.
Mr. and Mrs. Simpson wanted the church to maintain the trees that were there. Mr. LeMay
stated that the 25 ft. setback would continue and there was a 25 ft. setback from the side
of Mrs., Free's property.

Mr. LeMay informed the Board that the new building was a Tot smaller than the one previously
approved. The building was 13,600 sq. ft. fn lieu of the 18,000 sq. ft. Mr. Hammack
inquired if that changed the seating capacity of the church and was informed it did not.

Mr. LeMay stated that the sanctuary had remained as it was and the church had reduced other
areas. Mr. LeMay stated that parking was provided for 100 cars. The sanctuary had a
capacity of 330 seats.

Mr. LeMay stated that along the southern property. line of the church property, he had
retained a 25 ft. unbroken strip of land in accordance with the screening Ordinance. This
25 ft. green area was requested by Mrs. Free back in 1980 when the church only had a 20 ft.
strip shown.'

There was no one else to speak in suppert and no one to speak in opposition. The Chairman
stated that the Board will recess the hearing to allow everyone an opportunity to be heard
in this case as he had previously indicated that the Board will recess for lunch before
hearing the case. Mr. Ribble questioned Mr. LeMay about the seating capacity of the
sanctuary as the previous resolution indicated a maximum of 350 seats and Mr. LeMay had
stated it to be 330. Mr. LeMay stated that it was 350 seats.

I -
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Page 6l,July 15, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:45 TYSONS BRIAR, INC. T/A CARDINAL HILL SWIM & RACQUET CLUB, appl. under Sect.

P.M. 3-103 of the Ord. to amend 5-134-78 for community swimming & tennis club to
eliminate parking lot on 1 acre parcel and to permit operation of all existing
facilities with existing 138 parking spaces, tocated 9117 Westerholme Way,

R-1, Centreville Dist., 28-4((1})47 & 45A, 6.696 acres, 5-82-C-025. {DEFERRED
FROM MAY 18, 1982 FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FROM JUNE 29, 1982 FOR FULL BOARD.)

It was the consensus of the Board to defer the above application until July 20, 1982 at
1:00 P.M,

/!
Page 61, July 15, 1982, Recess

The Board recessed for tunch at 12:50 P.M. Mr. Ribble left the meetfng for the day and did
not return. The Board reconvened the meeting at 1:45 P.M. to continue the recessed cases
from earlier in the day. .

/!
Page 61, July 15, 1982, Recessed hearing of

BURKE COMMUNITY CHURCH: Chairman Smith called for speakers in support of the application.
There were not any speakers. He called for speakers in opposition and there were not any
speakers.

Page 61, Juty 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
BURKE COMMUNITY CHURCH
RESOLUTION

Mr. Hammack made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-82-5-049 by BURKE COMMUNITY CHURCH under Section 3-103 of the
Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit construction and operation of a church and related
facilities located at 6228-6332 Belleair Road, tax map reference 77-4({2})9 & 10, County of
Fairfax, Yirginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements;
and .

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public amd a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 15, 1982; 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-1.
3. That the area of the ot is 4.5 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 Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section B-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; anJ

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application iSGRANTED with the following
limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without further

action of this Board, and is for the location indicated on the application and is not trans-
ferable to other Tand.

z. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless comn-
struction {operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of
this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing
thirty {30} days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the
request for extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 miror engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special 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 conditfons of this Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL
USE PERMIT IS OQBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Specfal Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE PQSTED in a
conspicucus place on the property of the use and be made avajlable to ail departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

éf?k['
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Page 62, July 15, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
BURKE COMMUNITY CHURCH :
{continued) RESOLUTION

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The maximum seating capacity shall be 330.

8. The hours of operation shall be hours of normal church activities.

9. The number of parking spaces shall be 100,

10. The existing trees along the northern boundary 1ine shall remain as shown on the
site plan and a 20 ft. screening buffer shall be provided for 150 ft. along the parking area
with the remaining screening beyond the parking being 25 ft. A minimum of 25 ft. screening
shall be provided on the southern boundary line. In -addition, the existing trees which are
shown on the site plan shall be retained by the applicant in so far as possible.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 te 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian & Hyland being absent). '

Page 62.July 15, 1982, Recessed cases of:

Thompson Dunn Associates, V-82-D-080; Thompson Dunn Associates, V-82-D-082 and Kenneth M.
and Minpie D. Thompson & Thompson Dunn Associates, V-B82-D-083: Chajrman Smith stated that
there were only four Board members to hear the case. It would take a unanimous vote of ali
four members to effect the variance request. The applicants decided to seek a deferral of
the applications. It was the consensus of the Board to defer the applications until July 20
1982 at 1:15 P.M.; 1:30 P.M. and 1:45 P.M. respectively.

/ .

Page 62. July 15, 1982, Approval of Minutes:

The Board was in receipt of BZA Minutes for December 9, 1980 and December 16, 1980. Mrs.
Day moved that the Board approve the minutes as prepared. Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motfon

and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian, Hyland and Ribble being absent).
// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 2:00 P.M.

4 . —

!

Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the Daniel Smith, ChaTrmen”

Board of Zoning Appeals
. Approved: .
Submitted to the Board onw 5 Date
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The Regutlar Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held in the Board
Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday, July 20, 1982, The Followfng
Board Members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; John DiGiulian,
Yice Chairman; John Yaremchuk, Ann Day, Johr Ribble and Paul Hammack.
Gerald Hyland was absent,

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:20 A.M, and Mrs. Day led the prayer,
The Chairman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case of:

10:00 AM. GREENSBORD ASSOCIATES, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to permit
" construction of parking structure to 11 ft. from rear Tot line (25 ft,
min. rear yard req. by Sect. 4-407), located Pinnacle & Greensboro Dr.,
C-4, Dranesville Dist., 29-3({15)}2, 174,240 sq. ft., V-82-D-073.

Martin Walsh, 1336 Timberly Lane, McLean, represented the applicant. He stated that this
case was previously granted by the Board with two sfx-month extensions, (V-80-D-039) Due
to his error, the last extensfon had lapsed, He stated that alf the properties in the
{mmediate area were developed C-4, and this is one of the last undeveloped properties.

This property has two fronts, one on Pinnacle Drive and one on Greensboro Drive. This site
is frregularly shaped. The topography falls off towards the intersection of Pinnacle and
Greensboro, and the applicant has planned an above-grade structure to take advantage of
this. There will be parking underneath that structure,

There was no one to speak in support or opposition to the application,

Page 63, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
GREENSBORO ASSOCIATES ;
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-D-073 by GREENSBORO ASSOCIATES under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit construction of parking structure to 11 ft. from rear lot 1ine { 25 ft.
min. rear yard req. by Sect. 4-407), on property located at Pinnacle & Greensboro Drive,
tax map reference 29-3 {(15)) 2, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, Mr. Hammack 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 applfcable State and County Codes and with the by-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
Jduly 20, 1982; 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 C-4.

3. That the area of the 1ot s 174,240 sq, ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally frregular fn shape and has exceptional
topographic conditions which qualifies it as meeting the hardship requirements.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoming Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
tand and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application 15 GRANTED with the following
Haitations:

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

2. This varfance shall expire eighteen {18} months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or uniess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 6 - 0 (Mr, Hyland being absent)

’




* correct the problem.

- Page 64, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:15 A.M. GREAT FALLS SWIM & TENNLS CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect, 3-103 of the
Ord. to amend S-82-D-019 for community swim & tennis club to change
hours of operation of tennis courts from 7 ALM. - 9 P.M, to 7 ALM. - 10
P.M., Tocated 761 Walker Rd., R-1, Dramesvyille Dist,, 13-1({{1})27,
5,5244 acr?s, $-82-D-030. (DEFERRED FROM 6/8/82 FOR INSPECTION REPORT ON
THE LIGHTS

Douglas Leigh, Senfor Zoning Inspector for Fairfax County, presented an inspection report
to the Board regarding the 1ights. He stated that several properties were affected by the
tennis court Tights, but the illumination problem could be corrected by cutting down the
four 1ights to two, and redirecting the lights toward the court and away from the
residential area,

Curtis Bradley represented the Great Falls Swim and Tennis Club. He stated that the Club
was in the process of contacting a lighting contractor to remedy this problem. He asked
that a decision be delayed for another 30 days to allow this problem to be corrected. ' He
indicated to the Board that the club was considering putting shields around the 1ights to

Tom Mitchell, 9806 Thunderhill Court, immediately adjacent to the tennis courts, spoke in
opposition. He stated that he was present during the Tighting inspectfon and there was a
significant overflow of 1ight at the ground level, He stated that the overflow was greater
at window level. Mr, Mitchell told the Board that at the last hearing, Mr. Bradley had
said the Club needed 1ights because it was hard on their mewbers not having enough daylight
hours to play tennis. Mr, Mitchell stated that most days when he arrived home from work,
the courts were not even in use. He didn't consider this a hardship for the Club, since
they weren't even using the courts during the hours that were available to them.

Sarah Fernland, 9809 Thunderhil) Court, spoke in opposition. She stated that during the
surmer the 1ights were no problem, but they were in the winter when it got dark early. She
knew the lights were needed, but asked that they be put or a timer and have the intensity
corrected by shields.

During rebuttal, Mr. Bradley stated that many organized programs had been disrupted during
the summer because the lights had to be cut off at 9 o'clock, He stated that many people
don't get home until 7 o'clock or later most nights, and by the time they get to the
courts, there 1sn't much playing time left.

Chairman Smith stated that the applicant had requested a thirty-day deferral on the
decision in this case. It was the consensus of the Board to defer action to September 14,
1982 at 10:30 A.M.

Page 64, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:40 A.M, ROY W. & MARIE DAVIS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of garage addition to dwelling to 4,97 ft. from Side lot
1ine {10 ft. min, side yard req, by Sect, 3-407), located 2001 Griffith
Rd,, Ptemitt Hills Subd., R-4, Dranesville Dist., 40-1({11})15, 10,960
sq. ft., ¥-82-D-070,

Roy Davis, presented his application. He stated that he felt because of the terrain and
present erosion problems, 1o allow the construction of a garage would improve the looks
and value of the property. The house was built on a steep incline. There was no other
place to build a garage because of a patio and swimming pool in the backyard. Mr. Davis
stated that he also planned to build a cinder block retaining wall on both sides of the
present driveway because of erosion.

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak #n oppositien.

Page 64, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals)
ROY W. & MARIE DAVIS
RESOQLUTION

In Application No, ¥-82-D-070 by ROY W. & MARIE DAVIS under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of garage addition to dwelling to 4,97 ft. from side lot
Tine (10 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect, 13-407), tax map reference 30-1 {({ 11)) 15, County
of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mr, Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was hetd by the Board on
July 20, 1%82; and
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Page 65, July 20, 1982
ROY W. & MARIE DAVIS
{continued)

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 1s R-4.

3, That the area of the lot is 10,960 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the location of the existing
buildings on the subject property, that is the pool In the rear. The way the house is
situated that is the only place they can build the garage.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1{isted above 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 reascnable use of the
1and and/or buildings fnvolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and 1s diligently pursued or uniess renewed by actfon of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extensfon shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before
Ehetgzpigition date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
Y BZA.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 2 (Mr, Smith and Mrs. Day) (Mr. Hyland being absent).

Page 65, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:50 A.M. ELEANOR P. FUSARD, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of an addition to dwelling to 2.25 ft. from rear lot line
{20 ft. min. rear yard req. by Sect. 3-507), located 177) Wainwright
Dr., Wainwright Cluster Subdl, PRC, Centreville Dist., 17-2((13))(18)7,
15,200 sq. ft., v-82-C-071.

William Donnelly, agent for the applicants, presented the application. He stated that he
had just been informed that the Board had no authority to hear this matter. The staff had
originally taken the position that the yard requirements in a PRC zone are the same as
those in the most comparable conventional district, but the Zoning Adminfstrator now
concludes that that is not the case, that in effect there are no yard requirements,so therd
is nothing to get a variance from. To get the necessary approval for this addition, it is
necessary to amend the preliminary plan for this section of Reston, Chairman Smith stated
that Mr. Yates had ruled that this was not an acceptable application and should not be
heard by the Board. It was the consensus of the Board to defer the case for more
fnformation. The case was rescheduled for Thursday, July 29, 1982 at 1:15 P.M,

Page 65, July 20, 1982, Scheduted case of:

11:00 A.M. REDSTONE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord.
to allow sign at arcade entrance for three individual enterprises withid
shopping center, Jocated 7245 ARlington Blvd., C-6, Mason Dist.,
50-5((1?)5A, 3.29 acres, V-82-M-072.

William Naylor, 7761 Clifton Road, Fairfax Station, represented the applicant. He
requested a deferral of the variance application for a full Board. The case was
rescheduled to September 14, 1982 at 10:40 AW,

Page 65, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:10 AM. GREGORY & MARCIA HOLLAND/RYAN HOMES, INC., appl. under Sect. 18-406 of
the Ord. to allow a dwelling to remain 17.3 ft. from the front Tot line
{20 ft. min, front yard req. by Sect. 3-507), located 3205 Shaw Park
Ct., Brosar P;zk subd., R-5, Mt. Vernon Bist., 101-2{(13))27, 7,811 sq.
ft., v-82-¥-074,

As the required notices were not in order, the case was rescheduled to September 21, 1982
at 10:00 A.M.
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Page 66, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:20 A.M. THOMAS R. WILLIAMS, JR., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of deck addition to dwelling to 18.8 ft, from rear lot 1ine
{19 ft, min. rear yard req. by Sects. 3-107 & 2-412), located 10700
Cogswell P1,, Brimstone Subd., R-1, Springfield Dist., 87-1({(3))38,
23,562 sq. ft., v-82-5-075.

Thomas Williams presented his application. He stated that his house has been constructed
to the extreme rear of the 1ot to permit the septic field in the front of the house, He
stated that he was requesting a variaznce for only one corner portion of the deck. He
handed a petftion 1n support, signed by adjoining property owners, to the Board members.

There was no one to speak {n support or opposition,

Page 66, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
THOMAS R. WILLIAMS, JR.
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-S-075 by THOMAS R. WILLIAMS, JR. under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of deck addition to dwelling to 18.8 ft. from rear ot 'ine
{19 ft. min, rear yard req. by Sects. 3-107 & 2-412), tax map refersnce 87-1 {(3)) 38,
County of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mr. Hammack moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-Taws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 20, 1982; 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-1.

3. That the area of the lot is 23,562 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape,

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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 reasonabie use of the
land and/or buildings involved,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

1, This approval {s granted for the Tocation 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 shatl expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unJess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration, A request for an extension shall be filed fn writing thirty {30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA,

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - T (Mr. Smith) (Mr. Hyland and Mr. Yaremchuk being
absent).

Page 66, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:30 AM. ANTIOCH DAY CARE & LEARNING CENTER, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord.
for a child care center, located 1860 Beulah Rd., R-1, Centreville
Dist., 28-3{(1))20, 1.15379 acres, $-82-C-043,

Reverend David Caldwell represented that applicant, He stated that they planned to operate
a day care center for a maximum of 60 chiidren. There will be a ratio of one adult per
eight children, plus a supportive staff of four. The day care center will serve the Yienna
arsa. Reverend Caldwell stated that the Health Department had required that the church
hoock up to sewer and water to be able to provide a day care center in their church, Now
the Transportation Department was asking them to widen the pavement and provide a
deceleration lane, He thought that was a lot to ask for an application of this type.

8111 Martin, 1863 peulah Road and George Atkinson, 10194 Hillington Court, spoke in support

There was no opposition to the request.
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Page 67, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals

ANTIOCH DAY CARE AND LEARNING CENTER
RESOLUTION

Mre, DiGiulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Applicatien No. $-82-C-043 by ANTIOCH DAY CARE & LEARNING CENTER, under Section
3-103 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance for a child care center, located at 1860
Beulah Road, tax map reference -3 ((?)) 20, County of Fafrfax, Virginia, has been
properly filed fn accordancé with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proger notice to the public and 2 public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 20, 1982; 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-1,

3. That the area of the lot 15 1,15379 acres.

4, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance {s required.

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses In R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordimance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application i5 GRANTED.
with the following Timitations:

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 on the application and 1s not
transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless
construction (operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty {30) days before the expiratfon date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extensfon is acted upon by the BZA.

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 detafls)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special Permit, shal) 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 Permit,

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5, A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED 1n a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The maximum number of students at any one time shall be 60.

8. The ages shall be 2 thru 12 years.

9, The hours of operation shall be 6:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. Monday thru Friday

*(See Amendment).

10. There shall be 25 parking spaces.

Mr. Hammack seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0. (Mr. Hyland and Mr, Yaremchuk being absent),

+3, The hours of operation shall be 6:30 A.M, to 6:30 P.M., Monday through Friday,
{Amended by BIA on March 15, 1983}

Page 67, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:45 AN JAMES & DORIS MCGHEE, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of deck addition to dwelling to 0.9 ft. from side lot line
such that total sfde yards would be 11 fi. (4 ft, min. but 16 ft. total
‘min. side yard req. by Sects. 3-307 & 2-412), located 9018 Fort Craig
Dr., Signal Hi1} Subd., R-3{C), Springfield Dist., 78-2((16})419, 8,930
sq. ft., ¥-82-5-076.

James McGhee, presented his application. He requested an amendment to his original
request, because his next door neighbor had an objection to the size of the proposed deck.
He was now requesting a varfance of 1 1/2 feet instead of 3 feet, He stated that this was
the only place he could put a deck without incurring major construction costs. There was a
sliding glass door there now that exits from the the family roem.

There was no one to speak 1n support or cpposition,

&7

067



Page 68, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoming Appeals '

JAMES & DORIS MCGHEE
RESOLUTION

“In Application No. V-82-5-076 by JAMES & DORIS MCGHEE under Section 18-401 of the Zoning

ordinance to allow construction of deck addition to dweliing to 0.9 ft, from side Tot 11ne
such that total side yards would be 1T ft. (4 ft. min. but 16 ft. total min. side yard req.
by Sects. 3-307 & 2-412}, on property located at 9018 Fort Craig Drive, tax map reference
78-2 ({16)) 419, County of Fafrfax, ¥irginia, Mrs. Day moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 13, 1982; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the foltowing findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant

2, That the present zoning is R-3 {Cluster],

3. That the area of the Jot is 8,930 sq. ft,

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape, including narrow 1n
the rear and triangular, The property has an unusual condition in the location of the
existing buildings on the subject property. The applicant has reduced the request for the
dimensions of the proposed deck to 8 1/2 ft, by 16 ft. The applicant has agreed to put a
privacy fence at least 6 feet tall on the side of the deck facing the neighbors residence
{9020 Fort Craig Drive}, No 1iving rooms will be affected at the Brown's residence because
a garage faces the proposed deck. The applicant will plant shrubs along the borders of the
deck which will grow to the approximate height of the deck door.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above 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, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatfon is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration, A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before
the expiration date and the varfance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA,

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr. Smith) (Messrs. Hyland and Yaremchuk being
absent).

;;ge 68, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:00 NOON NEW LIFE COMMUNITY CHURCH SCHOOL, appl, under Sect, 3-203 of the Ord.
for a private school of general education, located 4100 Hunt Rd,, R-2,
Annandale dist., 58-4{{1)}19, 8493 acres, 5-82-A-050,

Richard Smith represented the New Life Community Church School. He stated that the
applicants plan to aperate a school of general education utilizing the church facilities of
the First Church of God at 4100 Hunt Road in Fafrfax. The expected student load would be
26 although the capacity was 45. Richard Smith stated that the lease arrangement was a one
year agreement with unlimited renewals. The school planned to stay at the church from two
to five years, unti) they exceeded the capacity of the bufiding.

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
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Page 69, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
NEW LIFE COMMUNITY CHURCH SCHOOL
RESOLUTION

Mr. Hammack made the following motion:
WHEREAS, Application No. S-82-A-050 by NEW LIFE COMMUNITY CHURCH SCHOOL, under Section

3-203 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance for a private school of general education,
located at 4100 Hunt Road, tax map reference 58-4 ((1)) 19, County of Falrfax, Yirginia,

2 has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 20, 1982; and

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

1. That the applicant is the lessee,

2. That the present zoning is R-Z.

3, That the area of the Jot 1s .8493 acres.

4, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Specia?
Permit Uses in R Districts as contafned in Section 8-006 of the Zening Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatien 1s GRANTED with the following
1imitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless
construction (operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid unti)
the request.for extension {s acted upon by the BIA.

3. This approval 15 granted for the buildings and uses {ndicated on the plans submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of amy kind, changes, {n use, addftional
uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Board (other than minor engineering detafls)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special 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 detalls) without this Board's
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Permit,

4, This granting does mot constitute an exemption from the lega) and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT 15 NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made avzilable to all departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management,

7. The hours of operation shall be 8:30 A,M. to 3:00 P,N. during the nine month school
period from September thru June,

8, The ages shatl be 5 - 18 years.

9. The maximum number of students shall be 26.

10, There shall be 200 sq. ft. of usable outdoor recreation space to be provided for each
child in grades K - 3 that may use the space at any one time and 430 sq. ft. of usable
outdoor space for each child Tn grades 4 - 12,

11. This permits the operation of a school of ?eneral education to teach grades 1 thru 12.
12, garrier and screening requirements as required by Articte 13 shall be determined at
the discretion of the Director of DEM to provide a barrier acceptable to the parties
concerned,

Mr, DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0 {Messrs. Hyland and Yaremchuk being absent).

// At 12:55 P,M, Mr. DiGtulian made a motion that the Board adjourn to executive session
for the purpose of consulting with legal counsel regarding P. Ray Rainwater et, al, ¥ The
Board of Zoning Appeals at Law No. 54150 pursuant to Virginia E%%e Section 2.1-337 {a)
{67, The Eﬁarg aqso discussed an appeal filed by Michael Fanshel, and the Tysons

Bri;r/CardinaT Hi11 Swim and Racquet Club case, $-82-C-025.

// The Board recessed for lunch at 2:00 P.M. and the meeting reconvened at 3:07 P.M.
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' Page 70, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:15 PN WARREN S. WALTERS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of garage to dwelling to 8.1 ft. from side lot
line (12 ft. min, side yar . by Sect. 3-307}, located 5664 Ravenel
Ln., Ravensworth Subd., R-3, Springfield Dist., 79-2{(3))(28)15, 10,673
sq. ft., ¥-82-5-087.

Warren Walters presented his aﬁplication. He stated that his lot sloped from the front
yard to the back yard, and he had converging lot Tines. He had constructed retaining walls
in both sfde yards due to the topographical problems.

There was no one to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition,

Page 70, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appea];
WARREN 5. WALTERS
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-5-087 by WARREN S. WALTERS under Section 18-401 of the Zoring
Ordinance to allow construction of garage addition to dwelling to 8.1 ft. from side lot
Yine (12 ft. min, side yard req. by Sect. 3-307), on property located at 5664 Ravenel Lane,
tax map reference 79-2 {(3)) (28) 15, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, Mr. DiGiulian moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 20, 1982; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the Following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property s the applicant

2. That the present zoning is R-3.

3, That the area of the lot 1s 10,673 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape and has exceptional
topographic problems.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditfons as Tisted above 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, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extensfon shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BIA.

Mrs., Day seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 {Mr. Smith) (Messrs. Hyland and Yaremchuk being
absent).

Page 70, July 20, 1982, Scheduled cases of: 1

12:30 P.M. YWCA, NCA, FAIRFAX COUNTY BRANCH, appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord.
: for a nursery school within existing church, located 1731 Great Falls
St., R-3, Dranesville Dist,, 30-3((1))21A, 4.1065 acres, $-82-D-051.

12:30 P.M. GARFIELD MEMORIAL CHURCH & YWCA, NCA, FAIRFAX COUNTY BRANCH, app!. under
Sect., 18-401 of the Ord. to allow nursery school within existing church
having grave! parking Jot (dustless surface req. by Sect. 11-102},
located 1731 Great Falls St., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 30-3((1))21a,
4.1065 acres, ¥-82-Dp-089.
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Page 71, July 20, 1982
YWCA, NCA, FAIRFAX COUNTY BRANCH

Martin Walsh represented the appTicant. He stated that the applicants wanted to operate a
nursery school in an existing church., There was a waiting 11st for this school, and they
neéeded more room to accommodate -these children. He stated that there would be four
classes, thirty-four children and flve teachers. The school would be open from September
through May to correspond with the public school year. In addressing the varfance request,
Mr. Walsh stated that the church was currently operating with the gravel surface parking
1ot, and there would not be any negative impacts. This area has no curb, gutter or
sidewalk, and the gravel parking is in keeping with the rural area. To pave this area
would cause storm water run-off, and the expense of paving would make it prohibitive to
operate the schoel on this site.

There was no one to speak in support or opposition to the request.

Page 71, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
YWCA, NCA, FAIRFAX COUNTY BRANCH

RESOLUTION
Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-82-D-051 by SOC CAPITAL AREA MISSIONARY CHRISTIAN CHURCH & YWCA,
NCA, FAIRFAX COUNTY BRANCH, under Section 3-303 of the Fajrfax County Zoning Ordinance for
a nursery school within existing church, located at 1731 Great Falls Street, tax map
reference 30-3 ({1}) 21A, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, has been properly filed in
accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 20, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the property {s the applicant.

2. That the present zoning is R-3,

3. That the area of the lot is 4.1065 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
permit Uses Jn R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application {s 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 on the application and is not
transferable to other land.

2. Tnis special permit shall expire aeighteen (18) months from this date unless
construction (operation) has started and is dil1{gently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty {30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extension is acted upon by the BIA,

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 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 detafls) without this Board's
approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5.. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residentfal Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required fn accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The number of students shall be 34 with four classes,

8. The hours of operation shall be 9:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M., Monday thru Friday during the
nine month school period..

9, There shall be 50 parking spaces.

10. There shall be 5 teachers.

11. The ages shall be 1 thru 5 years old,

12. This permit {s under the Site Plan Ordinance.

13, The duration of the permit {5 for 5 years.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0, (Mr. Hyland and Mr. Yaremchuk being absent},

.
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Page 72, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
GARFIELD MEMORIAL CHURCH & YWCA, NCA, FAIRFAX COUNTY BRANCH :

RESOLUTIOK

In Application No, V-82-D-089 by SOC CAPITAL AREA MISSIONARY CHRISTIAN CHURGH AND GARFIELD
MEMORIAL CHURCH & YWCA, NCA, FAIRFAX COUNTY BRANCH under Section 18-4071 of the Zoning
ordinance to allow nursery school within existing church having gravel parking lot
(dustless surface req. by Sect. 11-102)}, on property located at 1731 Great Falls Street,
tax map reference 30-3 {{1)) 21A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr, Hammack 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 with the by-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
Jely 20, 1982; 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-3 .,

3, That the area of the lot is 4.1065 acres,

4, The entrance to the subject property shall be improved to a standard commercial
entrance and the pavement extended from the entrance 25 feet fnto the site unless waived by
the Director of DEM.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above 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 Tnvolved,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application 15 GRANTED with the following
1imitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure fndicated 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 efghteen {18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration, A reguest for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid unt{1 the extension 1s acted upon
by the BZA. g

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0 {Messrs. Hyland and Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 72, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of :

12:45 P.M. COMMITTEE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF FARMLANDS, appl. under Sect. 3-203 of
the Ord. to permit open air produce stands once a week in church parkingj
lot, located 1326 Calder Rd., Salona ¥i1lage Subd., R-2, Dranesville
pist., 30-2((13))11, 12, & 13, 3.0 ac,, $5-B2-D-040. {DEFERRED FROM JUNE
29, 1982 FOR NOTICES}

Maya Huber, 6655 Chilton Court, McLean, represented the applicant. She stated that the
applicants had signed a contract with the church setting forth what payment the church
would receive for the use of the parking lot and who could use the church bathrooms. The
contract was geed for the summer of 1982. The applicant plans to operate an open air
farmers market every Friday from 10:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M. The market will be open from June
through October. She stated that the Jot they were using was within a central business
district, and there was plenty of space and parking. She stated that there was no
agreement with the church to put up a permanent sign, so they didn't intend to use that
provisfon. Ms. Huber presented a petitior in support of the application from the
contiguous property owners on Calder Road.

There was no one to speak 1n support and no one to speak n opposition.
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Page 73, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
COMMITTEE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF FARMLANDS

RESOLUTION
Mr. DiGiulian made the following motion:
WHEREAS, Application No. S-82<D-040 by COMMITTEE FOR THE PRESERYATION OF FARMLANDS, under
Section 3-203 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit open afr produce Stands once
a week in church parking lot, located at 1326 Calder Road, tax map reference 30-2 {(13})
11, 12 & 13, County of Fairfax, ¥Yirginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all
applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following prgger notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 20, 1982; and

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

1. That the applicant is the lessee.

2. That the present zoning is R-2,

3. That the area of the ot 1s 3.0 acres,

4. That compTiance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of Taw:

THAT the appiicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained 1n Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED,

_ with the following 1imitations:

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

2. This specfal permit shatl expire efghteen {18) months from this date unless
construction {operation) has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extensfon shall be filed in
writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extensfon is acted upon by the BZA.

3. This approval 15 granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plans submitted
with this appifcation. Any additfonal structures of amy kind, changes, in use, additional
uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Board (other than minor engireering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a.Special 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 Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the lega? and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made avaitable to al1 departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use,

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The hours of operation shall be 8:00 A.M, to 8:00 P.M, on Friday.

8. This permit is granted for June thru Qctober, 1982,

Mrs Day seconded the motion.
The motficn passed by a vote of 5 - 0. (Messrs. Hyland and Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 73, July 20, 1982, Scheduled case of:

1:00 P.M, TYSONS BRIAR, INC. T/A CARDINAL HILL SWIM & RACQUET CLUB, appl. under
Sect. 3-103 of the Ord, to amend 5-134-78 for community swimming &
tennis c¢lub to eliminate parking lot on 1 acre parcel and to permit
operation of all existing facilities with existing 138 parking spaces,
Tocated 9117 Westerholme Way, R-1, Centreville Dist,, 28-4{{1})47 & 454,
6.696 acres, $-82-C-025. (DEFERRED FROM MAY 18, 1982 FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION AND DEFERRED FROM JUNE 29, 1982 AND JULY 15, 1982 FOR
DECISION OF FULL .BOARD}

It was the consensus of the Board to defer this case for a decisfon of the full Board, The
special permit application was rescheduled to September 14, 1982 at 10:50 A.M.
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Page 74, July 20, 1982, Scheduled cases of:

1:15 P M, THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
constryction of dwelling 9.g ft. from one side Tot tine and 10.0 ft.
from the other (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 1134
Randolph Rd., Kings Manor Subd,, R-3, Dranesville Dist., 21-4{{8)}{G)28
& 29, 6,104 sq. ft., ¥-82-D-080. (DEFERRED FROM JULY 15, 1982 FOR
HEARING BY FULL BOARD)

1:30 P.M. THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES, appl, under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
constructfon of dwelling 9.5 ft, from one side lot line and 10.0 ft.
from the other (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-307), Tocated 1130
Randolph Rd., Kings Manor Subd., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 21-4{{8)){G)30
& 3, 6,104 sq. ft., v-82-D-082. (DEFERRED FROM JULY 15, 1982 FOR
HEARING BY FULL BOQARD)

1:45 P.M, KENNETH M. & MINNIE D, THOMPSON & THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES, appl. under
Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow constructfon of dwelling 9.5 ft. from
one sfde 1ot 1ine & 10,0 ft, from the other (12 ft. min. side yard req.
by Sect. 3-307), located 1126 Randolph Rd., Kings Manor Subd., R-3,
Dranesville Dist., 21-4{(8))(G)32 & 33, 6,104 sq. ft., V-82-D-083,
DEFERRED FROM JULY ¥5, 1982 FOR HEARING BY FULL BOARD,)

The Board was 1n receipt of a letter from Henry C, Mackall that stated he was the record
owner of lots 28, 29, 30, 31, 32 and 33, and his name had inadvertently been left off of
the variance requests.

Martin Dunn handed a letter of support to the Board members from the Kings Manor
Asscciation, an associatfon of two hundred townhouse owners. They requested that the
applicants be committed to follow the architectural plan as described in the applications
and tnclude desirable landscaping provisions n 1ieu of the developed trees that would be
removed during the development process.

Mr. Dunn stated that the request was {n complete harmony with the existing homes in the
area. He stated that twenty-seven houses had already been built in Kings Manor, and they
complied with all the zoning standards.. These houses were built prior to the change 1n the
Zoning Ordinance, and i1t was the owners intentfon to develop these three properties in the
same fashion. Mr. Dunn stated that these were the last three houses to be built in this
subdivision. The lots were substandard and irregutar 1n shape.

There was no one to speak in support or opposition to these applications.

- : ——— ———— -
Page 74, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES

RESQLUTICON

In Application No. V-82-D-080 by HENRY C, MACKALL, TRUSTEE AND THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES
under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of dwelling 9.5 ft. from
one side Yot 1ine and 10.0 ft. from the other (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect, 3-307),
on property located at 1130 Randolph Road, tax map reference 21-4 {(8)}) (G) 28 & 29, County
of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mr. DIGIulian moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution: :

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

- WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on

July 20, 1982; and
WHEREAS, the Board has made the follewing findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant
2. That the present zoning is R-3,

3. That the area of the Tot 1s 6,104 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape, inctuding narrow,
The 1ot 15 6,108 sq, ft. which 1Tmits meeting the County setbacks. Said house will provide
a continuity of the architectural theme existing now Tn Kings Manor referred to as “buffer
homes" ,

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conc]usions of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditfons as Vlisted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difffculty 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 applicatfon is GRANTED with the following
1imitations:
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Page 75, July 20, 1982
THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES
y-82-D-080 (continued)

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure indicated fn 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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless censtructfon has
started and 15 ditigently pursued or unJess rénewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration, A request for an extension shall be f{led in writing thirty (30} days before
Ehet:prQ:tion date and the varfance shall remain valid until the extensfon 15 acted upon
y the .

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion,

Tge m:?ion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr. Smith) {Messrs. Hyland and Yaremchuk being
absent).

Page 75, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES
RESOQLUTION

In Applicatfon No. Y¥-82-D-082 by HENRY C. MACKALL, TRUSTEE AND THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES
under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of dwelling 2.5 ft. from
one side Jot 1ine and 10,0 ft, from the other (12 ft. min, side yard req. by Sect. 3-307),
on property located at 1130 Randolph Road, tax map reference 21-4 ((8)} (G) 30 & 31, County
of Falrfax, Virginia, Mr, DiGiudian moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper .notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 20, 1982; 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-3.

3. That the area of the lot is°6,104 sq. ft,

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape, and is a substandard
lot.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as Tisted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordipance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
land and/or buildings invelved. .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s 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 1s not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the same land.

2, This variance shal) expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiratfon. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA,

Mrs, Day seconded the motion.

The moginn passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr. Smith) (Messrs, Hyland and Yaremchuk being
absent).

Page 75, July 20, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
KENNETH M, & MINNIE D. THOMPSON AND THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES

RESOLUTION

In AppHication No. V-82-D-083 by HENRY C. MACKALL, TRUSTEE AND THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES
under Section 18-401 of the Zdning Ordinance to allow construction of dwelling 9.5 ft, from
one side lot 1ine and 10,0 ft. from the other (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-307),
on property located at 1126 Randolph Road, tax map reference 21-4 ((8)) {(G) 32 & 33, County
‘of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulian woved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

75
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Page 76, July 20, 1982
THOMPSON DUNN ASSOCIATES
v-82-p-083 {continued)

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, 2 public hearing was held by the Board on
July 20, 1982; and

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

. That the owner of the subject property is the appiicant

. That the present zoning is R-3.

. That the area of the lot is 6,104 sg. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irreqular in shape, 1ncluding narrow in
the rear and is a substandard lot.

1
2
3

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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 fnvolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
1imitations:

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

2. Tnis variance shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless censtruction has
started and 1s diligently pursuéd or uniess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remazin valid until the extension s acted upon
by the BZIA.

Mrs. Day seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr. Smith) (Messrs, Hyland and Yaremchuk being
absent).

Page 76, July 20, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

KOREAN PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, $-81-5-002: The Board was in receipt of a letter from Pastor
Taek Yong Kfm requesting an extension of an existing special permit. The Board was
provided with a copy of a punch 11st from the Department of Environmental Management
showing items that had not yet been completed on this site, Including sidewalks, sod ditch
outfall of storm water, standard barrier, screening barriers, water retention trench, and
entranceway. Theyindicated that the occupancy permit woutd not be issued until all the
{tems had been completed. It was the consensus of the Board to defer any action on this
request for more {nformation, and the asked that the pastor be present during their
consideration of this request. The request was deferred to July 29, 1982 at 1:30 P.M.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 4:15 P.M.

e
Submitted to the Board on APPROVED: W
ate
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The Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was
held in the Board Room of the Massey Building on Thursday,
July 22, 1982. The following Board Members were present:
Daniel Smith, Chatrman; John DiGiulian, Vice-Chairman;

Ann Day; Paul Hammack and John Ribble. (Messrs. John
Yaremchuk and Gerald Hyland were absent).

The chairman called the meeting to order at 10:20 A.M. and Mrs. Day led the prayer.

The Chairman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case of:

10:0 JAMES B. HARRISON, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to permit a home professicna
AM. office (attorney), located 2738 Calkins Rd., Moneys Corner Subd., R-1{C),

3 Centreville Dist., 26-3({2})36, 22,531 sq. ft., 5-82-C-042.

10:01 .

AM. JAMES B. HARRISON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow a home professiona

office on a lot having area of 22,531 sq. ft., (25,000 sq. ft. min. lot area req.
by Sect. 3-106)}, located 2738 Calkins Rd., Moneys Corner Subd., R-1{C), Centreville
Dist., 26-3{(2)})36, 22,531 sq. ft., V-82-C-083.

Mr, James B. Harrison of 2738 Calkins Road in Herndon was informed by the Chairman that
there was not a full Board and it required a vote of four to affect anmy action. Chairman
Smith inquired if the applicant wished to proceed with the case. Mr. Harrison stated he
would proceed with the application. He informed the Board that he was employed with-the
National Oceanic & Atmosphere Admin. with the U.S. Dept. of Commerce. He stated that he had
passed the Bar Exam in February of this year and was licensed in the State of Virginia. Mr,
Harrison wished to begin a part-time practice of Taw in his home. He was applying for a
special permit for a home professional office in addition to a variance to the lot size as
regulated by the Ordinance. Mr. Harrison stated that he was advised by the Zoning Adminis~
trator that even though his house was built in accordance with the Ordinance in effect at
the time of construction, it was now less than required by the present Ordinance. Chairman
Smith stated that the requirement pertained to the home professional use. He stated that
the minimum Tot area requirement was 25,000 sq. ft. for this use under Sect. 3-106. Mr.
Harrison stated that Sect. 3-106, it did designate 1ot size reguirements and had a minimum
1ot area for cluster. He stated that the regulation did not relate to home professional
offices. Mr. DiGiulian stated that what the Chairman was saying was that the applicant

had a 1ot that was in the zoning category of R-1(C). The square footage of that lot did not
meet the minimum requirement for that zoning district, Mr, DiGiulfan stated that it was

an ynusual condition,

Mr. Harrison stated tﬁat he had done some research as to when the house was built. In an
R-1 subdfvision, the minimum lot area was 20,000 sq. ft. When his house was built, it was
in accordance with the Code. The Code had changed and the Tot no ionger met the requirement.

Chairman Smith inguired if the applicant had any further comments as far as hardship under
Section 18-401 of the Ordinance. He stated that there were three steps in that section of
the Ordinance which must be evident before the Board could grant a variance. Mr. Harrison
stated that the standards for variances were contained in Section 18-401. It did indicate
that the BZA had to ascertain whether there were unusual conditions applicable to the land
or buildings for which the variance was sought. Mr. Harrison stated that this situation had
not resulted from any action.by him. The unusual circumstance or condition was the fact that
the law had changed. He stated that he did not meet the R-1 minimum area for a cluster sub-
division because the law had changed since the house was built.

Chairman Smith stated that the changing of the Taw had been a legislative act and was also
a general condition that applied to all other Tots in the cluster subdivision all over the
County. It was a general condition, Mrs, Day stated that she did not feel it was a hardship
| that necessitated the practice of law in the evening. She inquired if the applicant planned
to retire from the federal government.soon. She asked the reason for the evening practice.
Mr. Harrison stated that he did not plan to retire. He informed the Board that he had been
with the federal government for 16 years. His children would be going to college soon. He
stated that he had a fellowship for next year where he would be working in the fiéld for a
year. Mr. Harrison stated that he was interested in continuing working with the government.
He had developed an interest in law over the past five years and was interested in practicing
law. He had completed his law studies in the evening program and was trying to do two things
Mrs. Day stated that she did not see anything in the staff report about the applicant's hours
of operation or the days of the week he would practice law. The staff report only indicated
a total of 15 hours per week with 2 to 4 clients per week. Mo time range had been given. Mr.
Harrison responded that he planned to practice two evenings per week. He did not know which
evenings. He planned to have one client each evening and two clients on Saturday afterncon
as a maximum practice. He stated that he could only practice about 15 hours per week. Mr.
Harrison stated that this was not a beauty parlor. He could only spare the time for two to
four clients a week. The rest of his time would be research, etc.
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JAMES B. HARRISON
(continued)

Mr. Hammack inquired as to the type of practice Mr. Harrison anticipated. Mr. Harrison
stated that he would handle Wills and Trusts and domestic relations. He stated that he
would restrict himself to the Wills and Trusts area as he would have to be working overtime
in his federal government job and would not be abTe to take time off from his job to go to
court. Mr. Hammack inquired as to the fellowship. Mr. Harrison stated that was a work
assignment he had for the next year. He would be working on the fellowship for a ten month
period. Mr. Hammack inqufred about employees in the iaw practice. Mr. Harrison stated that
his wife would be his secretary and he could type. He did not plan on having any employees
that did not live in the home.

Mr. Harrison stated that the impact on the community would be slight and not noticeable.
There would not be any alterations to the outside of the house. No employees except his
wife would be involved in the practice. He stated that he would spend two to four hours
with clients in his office and the rest of the time would be spent in research. Traffic +

would be Timited to two to four client visits.per week.during evenings or Saturday afternoond.

With respect to parking, Mr. Harrison informed the Board that he and his wife parked their
cars in the garage. Only the clients would park in the driveway.

Mr. Harrison informed the Board that he had spent a large effort to become a licensed
attorney and it was important to him to practice at home in addition to his fulltime job.
He stated that he had a disability and it would be hard for him to perform outside of his
home. Mr. Harrison stated that it was questionable as to whether he could get on another
level of activity elsewhere.

Mr. Hammack inquired as to who would witness wills in a home practice. Mr. Harrison stated
that his wife could withess the wills. The State of Virginia only required two witnesses.
Mr. Harrison stated that he would ask his client to bring their witnesses. He informed

the Board that he was a notary. Mrs. Day questioned Mr. Harrison notarizing the wills. Mr.
Harrison stated that he had checked with other attorneys who worked in Wills and Trusts. He
stated that he could notarize the will if he did not serve as a witness.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.

Page 78, July 22, 1982 Board™ of Zoning Appeals
JAMES B. HARRISON
RESOLUTION

Mr. Hammack made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-C-042 by JAMES B. HARRISON under Section 3-103 of the Fairfax
tounty Zoning Ordinance to permit home professional office (attorney), located at 2738
Calkins Road, tax map reference 26-3({2))36, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly
filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and & public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 22, 1982; 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-1(C).
3. That the area of the lot is 22,531 sq. ft.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of Taw:

THAT the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is DENIED.
Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 (Messrs. Yaremchuk & Hyland being absent).

I;a;; 78, dJuly 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals 1
JAMES B. HARRISON
RESOLUTIOGN

In Application No. V-82-C-088 by JAMES B. HARRISON under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordi-
nance to allow a home professional office on a lot having area of 22,531 sq. ft. (25,000 sq.
ft. minimum Yot area required by Sect. 3-106) on property located at 2738 Calkins Read, tax
map reference 26-3{(2))36, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Hammack moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the require-
ments of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws of the Fairfax County
Board of Zoning Appeals; and
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JAMES B. HARRISOM
(continued) RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 22, 1982; and

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 R-1{C).
3. The area of the lot is 22,531 sq. ft.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals 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 QOrdinance would result in practical difficulty or ’
unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or
buildings invoived.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is DENIED,
Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 (Messrs. Varemchuk and DiGiulian being absent).

Page 79, July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:15 MOST REVEREND THOMAS J. WELSH/MONASTERY OF THE POCR CLARES, appl. under Sect.

A.M. 3-203 of the Ord. to amend $-79-77 for a monastery to permit construction of new
chapel and additional parking spaces, located 2503 Stone Hedge Dr., Calvert Park
Sugg., g;g. Mt. Vernon Dist., 93-3({8))1, 2 & 3, and 93-3((1))4, 6.4514 acres,
5-82-¥- .

Mr. Fred Scherin, an architect, represented the applicants. He informed the Board that this
was the second phase of the building program. Mr. Bill Enderlee was the property manager for|
the Catholic Diocese. The Clerk had informed the Board that the reguired notices were not

in order. Mr. Enderlee informed the Board that his secretary had contacted Mrs. Cockerill of
the Real Estate Assessments Office and the names of Mr. Raney and Mrs. Griggs were not on the
1ist. Mr. Enderlee was informed of the notice deficfency and he had attempted to contact
the individuals. Mr. Raney did not live on the property but was listed as the property
owner. Three weeks ago, a couple moved into the property and were renting the home. Mr.
Enderlee was not certain whether Mr. Raney was the actual owner of the property any Tonger.
With respect to the Griggs property, there was a house sitter watching the property while

the Griggs were in Florida. Mr. Enderlee stated that he would pursue the matter. Mr.
Enderlee stated that he had contacted the Assessments Office and notified everyone on the
1ist given to him.

Chairman Smith stated that in view of the lack of proper notification, the Board would defer
the hearing until August 5, 1982 at 1:15 P.M.

1/
Page 79, July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of
10: 30 FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord., to permit con-

AM. struction and operation of church and related facilities, and a private school
of general educatien, R-1, Mt. Vernon Dist., 107-2{(1))23, 5.4787 acres,

% §-82-v-054.

10:30

A.M. FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow church

hool with gravel drive and parking 1ot (dustless surface req. by
"'R-1, Mt. Vernon Dist., 107-2({1))23, 5.4787 acres, ¥-82-V-090.

ey
kstor of the Fellowship Baptist Church, informed the Board that the
#&.special permit to operate a church. The proposal was to build a
new church. - The hsldship involved the dustless surface requirement. The most obvious
hardship was financil Reverend Grooms stated the congregation was small and young. The
church would choose to-pave the driveway at a Tater date if the County would permit them.
Chairman -Smith stated that .even though money was a hardship, it was not recognized as a
hardship under the Ordinance. He stated that there had to be other factors involved. Rev.
Grooms stated that the‘area was rural. :There was a gravel drive all the way up to the end
serving the homes. Therefore the church's gravel drive would be conducive to the area.
Chairman Smith inquired as to the development surrounding the church. Rev. Brooms stated
that to the rear was a vacant Tot owned by the railroad. Two homes were on the east side
and two homes were in front of the property.

Reverend Mark Gro
church had appiie

=1

Rev. Grooms stated that he had received a copy of the staff report the day before. He was
concerned with the recommendation of VDH&T that the church bring the road up to Code as it
would place an extremely heavy burden on the church at this time. Rev. Grooms stated that

M
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Page 80, July 22, 1982
FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH
{continued)

most of the children coming to the school would be brought by bus. Some students would be
brought by their parents. Rev. Grooms stated that the church was asking for a maximum of
25 students.

In response to questions from the Board, Rev. Grooms stated that the proposed building would
house the church and school. It was a 60'x90' building.consisting of one level.

There was no one else to speak in support. .Mr. Marvin Edward of 7714 Nidway Place spoke in
opposition. He informed the Board that he was the owner of the access for the right-of-way
going into the church. His house faced the right-of-way. Mrs. Day inquired as to the lot
number and was informed it was lot 21 of Wildwood Way. Mr. Edwards informed the Board that
the road was not mafntained. With the church,there would ba at least 75 to 100 cars on
Sunday. Mr, Edwards stated this would make a dangerous situation. He stated that the gravel
driveway was hot practical as his wife had emphysema and allergies. He asked that the churc
meet the requirements, Mr. Edwards stated that the land was flat and would create drainage
problems which was already occurring through 1ot 21. In response to questions from the
Board, Mr. Edwards stated that he owned one acre.

Mr. Douglas R. Sigmon informed the Board that he was also in opposition to the church's
reguest. Mr. Sigmon stated that his property faced the easement. He also had a water
problem which the builder had not done anything about. He stated if the church built at
this location, they would have to build a drafnage system. Mr. Sigmon stated that the
ditch was gravelled over and he got all the water on his property. Now, the church had
put a pole right in the middle of the drainage ditch. Mr. Sigmon stated that his concern
was the water. He wanted a stockade fence for the parking area to block the view of the
street. Mrs. Day informed Mr. Sigmon that storm water retention would be required. She
stated that she understood his problem.

There was no one else to speak in opposition. Mrs. Day questioned Rev. Grooms regarding
comments in the staff report. It was indicated that the church must connect to sewer and
water. The Health Department indicated that no food was to be served on the premises for
the school, Rev. Grooms stated that water and sewer easements went through the property.
With regard to the closing hour of the school, he stated that he had given a figure for
leeway. The closing would close to 2:30 or 3 o'clock.

During rebuttal, Rev. Grooms stated that the water problem due to the contours of the land
would not even run jn the direction of Mr. Edwards and Mr. Sigmon except from the driveway
that would come in through that poeint. He stated that the easement would create some
water problem. Rev. Grooms stated that the church would comply with the County Code as far
as drainage. The dustless surface would not create any problem. In fact, the gravel would
help to absorb some of the water.

Mr. DiGiulian questioned the number of vehicles to come into the church property on a Sunday
worning. Rev. Grooms stated that at the present, the most would be 15 cars.which was a high
figure. MWith regard to the school transportation, the majority of the students would be
bused. He stated that because the church could provide the bus transportation, it would cut
down on the number of vehicle trips per day. He stated that with the buses, it would cut
the number of trips to half. Therefore, the church wanted a maximum of 75 students as a
maximum of 50 would not be economically feasible.and the church would not be able to main-
tain the school. Chairman Smith inquired as to why the church could not operate with 50
students and was informed it was financially burdensome. Mrs. Day stated that some of the
children would not be bused. Rev. Grooms stated that some of the students that lived in the
area might be dropped off by parents who lived down the road. Mrs. Day inquired as to the
number of students to be bused and the number to be dropped off Rev. Grooms stated that he
could not say at this time but believed it to be about 50%.

Chairman Smith inquired as to whether the church would fulfill the requirements for a dust-
less surface on the driveway and the access and leave the parking area in gravel. Rev.
Grooms stated that the church could concede to that request. Chairman Smith stated that it
was difficult for him to allow a driveway without meeting the standards as it would be a
problem. Since there was only a 30 ft. right-of-way, the church could pave the roadway into
the parking lot and leave the existing parking Tot in gravel for a pericd of five years,
Chairman Smith stated that would cut down on a lot of the water runoff. The opposition
indicated that this would meet their objections.

Chairman Smith closed the public hearing. Mr. DiGiulian informed the Chairman that he would

Tike to look at.the site. Therefore, he moved that the Board defer decision until Tuesday,
July 27, 1982 at 9:15 P.M. It was the consensus of the Board to accept the motion.
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Page July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:45 TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord. to amend

AM. $-126-78 for community recreation club to add one acre to existing land area
and to permit construction of two additional tennis courts with Tighting and
a backboard; a 19' by 60' addition on existing indoor swimming pool bldg.;
construction of fences on outlot A and in the east and south side of the new

& 3 one acre, located 1814 Great Falls 5t., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 40-1((1))1, 2 & A

i0:45 and 40-2((1))pt. of 1, 9.1574 acres, $-82-D-055.

A.M. .
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC. AND WILSON A. & CATHERINE ¥. HARRIS, appl. under
Sect. 18-401 of the Ord., to allow erection of a 6' chain 1ink fence partly within
front yard (4' max. height for fence in front yard req. by Sect. 10-105), located
1814 Great Falls St., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 40-1((1))1, 2 & A & 40-2((1})pt. 1,
9.1574 acres, ¥-82-D-091.

Mr. Emerson Dimpfel of 6845 Blue Star Drive in McLean represented the applicant. Also
present was Mr. Dick Knotts, the gemeral manager of Tuckahoe Recreation Club. Chairman Smith
inquired as to the ownership of the property involved in the variance application. Mr.
pimpfel stated that the Harrises were the owners and Tuckahoe had a contract with them to
purchase the land provided the club could put in tennis courts. Chairman Smith stated that
the Board would reverse the names since the Harrises owned the property.

Mr. Dimpfel informed the Board that the club had been in existence since 1355. The club
wished to expand and wanted to purchase the one acre to be added to the use. The club
planned to put fences on the east and south sides of the property. It was planned to have
two tennis courts with a backboard and lights. In addition, the club wished to add a low
building addition on the pool building ta be used for a sauna, etc. Tha club was asking to
be allowed to move a fence from the northwest corner of the property. Mr. Dimpfel stated
that Mr. Broyhill had given the club the land and the club was paying taxes on it. They
wanted to put the Tand inside the fence. The variance was requested because of the one

acre which crossed Woodgate Road.  There was a short section of. frontage and the club wanted
to use a standard 6 ft. fence like what was around 80% of the rest of the property. Mr.
Dimpfel stated that the fence in the back would be moved to encompass outlot "A". Mr, Dimpfe
stated that the 6 ft. fence in the front was already existing. The road had been placed
there.

Chairman Smith questioned the property purchage from the Harrises. -He was informed the
Harrises would continue to live on 8.8 acres. When the one acre was incorporated in the
club property, it would bring the total land area to 3.1574 acres. Chairman Smith inguired
about the bathhouse. Mr. Dimpfel stated that the addition was low, It would house the
sauna, a jacuzzi bath, shower, steamroom, utility room and would extend out about 19 ft,
There was 29 ft. between the bathouse and the nearest property. Chairman Smith inquired
about the screening. Mr. Dimpfel stated that there was a solid fence. There were many small
trees along the fence. Mr. Dimpfel stated that there was partial screening in this area.
Chairman Smith stated that the club would have to remove some of the screening to put in the
additioen. Mr. Dimpfel stated that it was a small building. Some kind of evergreem would be
placed inside the fence. He stated that the club would have to pull the vines down. Chair-
man Smith inquired as to how the club could meet the transitional yard requirements of 25 ft.
in the area if 10 ft. was all that was Teft after the addition. Mr. Covington stated that
the screening could be waived at the option of the Director. Chairman Smith stated that the
Board could require the screening. He was concerned about the addition being only 10 ft,
from the residential property 1ines. Chairman Smith felt that was too close.

Chatrman Smith fnquired as to the type of screeming the club proposed to install on the
tennis courts of the Harris property. Mr. Dimpfel stated that the club would have a fence
line and would work with the neighbors. : :

There was no one else to speak in support of the application. "Mr. Darren Flitcroft of 3534
Morningside Drive in Faijrfax informed the Board that he owned the property next door to
Tuckahoe. He was concerned about the addition to the poolhouse.and indicated that Chairman
Smith had already addressed some of his concerns. Mr. Flitcroft stated that his howe was
adjacent to the steamroom structure.and across from the lighted tennis courts. He stated
that his property was used as the access to the rear of Tuckahoe. People walked all over
his property. Mr. Flitcroft stated that he considered himself a good neighbor to the c¢lub
and was not opposed to the lights which would affect his rear yard. However, he did object
to the steam room addition. He stated that moving the rear wall of the pool house to 10 ft.
of the property tine was a violation of the Ordfnance. Mr. Flitcroft questioned the comments
made between Chairman Smith and the staff. Chairman Smith explained that there should be a
25 ft. screening barrier for the pool. He stated that the pool had been used for a Tong tim
and was very successful. The club had been allowed to build within close proximity to the
side lot line at that time. ‘Mr.:Flitcroft stated that it would be difficult to plant the
normal trees to provide screening as-the Tand was sloped and not easy to work with. "The
staff report indicated that the addition would- encroach into the existint screening. Mr.
Flitcroft stated that the intent of the Ordinance was to protect the residents. Therefore,
he requested that-the steam room addition not be approved.

Mr. Flitcroft stated that Mr. Dimpfel had made several remarks which he wished to discuss.
‘He stated that there was fence between the property. There was a fair amount of growth.
There was normal wild growth which the residents had left there. There was one very large
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page 82, July 22, 1982
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC.
{continued)

Oak tree which 1imbs were trimmed. Mr. Flitcroft stated that the foliage on the Oak tree
was 50 high that it did not provide any screening. Mr. Ribble inquired as to the steepness
of the slope. Mr. Flitcroft stated that it sloped on either side. He stated that his house
was at the top of the slope. He stated that he owned a colonial with a walkout basement at
the rear. His deck was at the top of the building Tooking down on what was constructed at
the club. Mr. Flitcroft stated that currently the pooThouse had a series of windows at the
back of their buitding which they used for ventilation. When they built the addition, it
would be at the top and the noise level would be raised and come directly across to his
property. .

The next speaker was Mrs. Jean Hubble of Great Falls Manor of 1832 Woodgate Lane in Mclean.
She was opposed to the expansion as it would benefit only members of Tuckahoe and mot the
community. She wished to stop trespassers across her property. Mrs. Hubble stated that
the club had failed to meet the screening requirements and she urged the Board to deny the
plans. She suggested the following with respect to the tennis court construction. Mrs.
Hubble wanted a brick wall on the southern and western boundaries to reduce the noise level.
In addition, deciducus and evergreen trees to reduce noise from the tennis courts was also
requested. She asked that the trees be placed at the 25 ft. minfmum. Mrs. Hubble asked

that no lights be allowed on the building. Mrs. Hubble stated that she was not there to

stop the tennis courts. She Tiked Tuckahoe but wanted to protect her property values. There
were 19 howes on the front side of the creek. Three of the homes were right up against the
property being purchased. Mrs. Hubble stated that her back yard was behind the one acre
being purchased.and her side yard was on the side. She had tremendous trespassing. She
stated that she had her ripe tomatoes taken off her plants. Mrs. Hubble objected to the
noise level. She stated that the Tighting was controlled by a timer but it was not accurate.
She was concerned about the backboard as people started playing tennis at 6 A.M. The back-
board was proposed to be placed along the sides of the houses rather than on the opposite
side. Mrs. Hubble stated that there was a problem with cars as people parked on the street.

Chairman Smith stated that the loudspeakers and all noise and 1ights had to be confined to
the site. It was not supposed to be heard beyond the property line, He urged the citizens
to contact Zoning Enforcement if there was any problem.

The next speaker in opposition was Mrs. Dale Dahl of 1831 Woodgate Lane, adjacent to the
Harris property. She supported the comments made by Mrs. Hubble. Mrs. Dahl stated that the
backboard was 25 ft. from her property line. There was a shed which was to be removed. As
far as the noise factor, there was not any problem with the existing temnis courts but she
did feel there would be a problem with the new courts. Mrs. Dahl was concerned about the
property values for the community.

Mrs. Hubble spoke again to inform the Board that she had forgotten to mention that the

club did not plan to have fencing across the back of the one acre they were purchasing from
the Harrises. In response to questions from the Board, Mrs. Hubble stated that she had
lived at her property for 94 years.

During rebuttal, Chairman Smith questioned Mr. Dimpfel as to whether clTub members were
allowed to trespass over the contiguous properties. Mr. Dimpfel stated that there were
three fences with about a 1 ft. gap in the fence that skinny people could go through. That
was on the westbank of the cutfall from the storm drop. .Mr. Dimpfel explained that the fenceJ
made a jog argund the outfall.

Mr. Dimpfel stated that the club did have a live speaker system. On Saturday morning, the
club used a portable unit. He stated that people swimming make nofse. With respect to the
tennis courts, the club used a deflector on the lights. The lights were cross=court 1ights.
Mr. Dimpfel stated that the backboard was about 80 ft. to the southern property line. It
would become part of the southern fence to be installed. Chairman Smith inquired about the
type of material to be used for the backboard. Mr. Dimpfel stated that it would be nothing
1ike the club had at the present time. The present backboard did have a resounding noise.
The é&lub had investigated the use of the backboard and found it to ba a very quiet activity.
Page 82, July 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals |
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC.

RESOLUTION

Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-D-055 by TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC. under Section 3-303 of
the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend $-126-78 for community recreation ¢lub to add
one acre to existing land area and to permit construction of two additional tennis courts
with Tighting and a backboard; a 19'x60' addition gn existing indoor swimming pool building;
construction of fences on outlot A and in the easi and south side of the new one acre,
located at 1814 Great Falls Street, tax map reference 40-1{(1}}1, 2, & A, and 40-2({1))pt.
of 1, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable
requirements; and
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Page 83, July 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC.
{continued) RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 22, 1982; 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-3.

3. That the area of the lot is 9.1574 acres.

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

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of Taw:

THAT the applicant has presented tedtimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED IN PART (to allow the
addition of one acre to the existing Tand area and to permit construction of two additional
tennis courts with lighting and a backboard and for construction of fences on outlot A and
in the east and south side of the new one acre) with the following limitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless constructio
(operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for exten
sion is acted ypon by the BZA.

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 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 Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 screenfng may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The hours of operation shall.be 9 _A.M. to 9.2.M. for all activities except the indoor
swimming .pool which shall operate from 8 A.M.7to 10.P.M

8. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 230.

9. A1 loudspeakers, noise and 1{ights shall be confined to the site. Timing of the Tights
shall be set to turn off at 9 P.M ATl after hours clean up shall be performed quickly and

uietly.
qu. Extended hours for parties or other activities of outdoor community swim clubs or
recreation associations shall be governed by the following:

(A} Limited to six (6) per season.

{B) Limited to Friday, Saturday and pre-holiday evenings.

(C) Shall not extend beyond midnight.

{D) Shall request at least 10 days in advance and receive prior written permission
from the Zoning Administrator for each individual party.

(E) Requests shall be approved for only one (1) such party at a time, and such
requests will be approved only after the successful conclusion of a previous extended-hour
party or for the first one at the beginning of a swim season.

{F) Requests shall be approved only if there are no pending violations of the
conditions of the Special permit.

{G) Any substantiated complaints shall be cause for denying any future requests for
extended-hour parties for that season; or, should such compliaints occur during the end of
the swim season, then this panalty shall extend to the next calendar year.

11. The request for a 19'x60' addition on existing indoor swimming pool building has been
denied as the addition would encroach on the neighboring residential properties.

12. The backboard shall be subject to the BZA's approval, prior to construction, as to
the type of materials to be used and the recreation club shall provide proof to the BZA
that the backboard materjal would absorb resounding noises.

13. Storm water retentien shall be required.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 (Messrs, Yaremchuk & Hyland being absent).

O
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Page 84, July 22, 1982
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC.
{continued)

Mr, Dimpfel brought up the aubject of hours of operation. Praviously, the elub's hours of
operation had been until 10 o'clock at night, Chairmsn Smith stated that this resolution
would eliminate the previous hours of 8 A.M, to 10 P.M. on all of the uses. He inquired i
the club was using the outdoer pool pricr to 9 A.M. Mr. Dimpfel stated that the pocl was
used earlier than 9 A,M. for swimming practices. The official swimming events took place
after 9 A.M, Mr, Dimpfel stated that the club had planned activities from 9 A.M. untfl 10
P.M. Chairman Smith inquired as to the average number of days the pool was used beyond §
P.M, at night. Mr. Knotts responded that the club had parties four times a year, Chairmad
Smith stated that he did not have a problem with the indoor pool being operated from 8 A.M
until 10 P.M. because it would house the noigse. However, he stated that tennis was not
allowed except from 9 A.M. to 9 P.M,

Page 8%, July 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeald
TUCKAHOE BECREATIDN CLUB, INC.
RESOLUTION

In Application Ne. V-82-D-091 by TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC. AND WILSON A, & CATHERINE
V. HARRIS under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow erection of a 6 ft, chain
link fence partly within front yard (4 ft. maximum height for fence in fromt yard required
by Sect. 10-105) on property located at 1814 Great Falls Street, tax map reference
40-1((13)1, 2 & A and 40-2((1))pt. 1, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Hammack moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolutiont

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 22, 1982; and

WHEREAS, the Board has wmade the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Mr. and Mrs. Harris and Tuckshos
Recreation Club, Inc. 18 the contract purchaser.

2. The present zoning is R-3.

3, The area of the lot 1s 9.1574 acres.

&, That the applicant has shown that an uwnusual condition in the use of the
property entitles him to a varlance. This Is an application to vary the height of the
fence in the fromt yard of the property and the fence shall be limited to a height of 6 ft
in the front yard and the maximum hefght of the fence along Outlot A shall be limited to &
ft.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardaship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of th
land and/or buildings involved.

¥OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Iimitarions:

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

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) montha from this date unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
any expiration., A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days
before the expiration date and the variance shall remain until the exteunsion 1s acted upon
by the BZA. .

3. The applicant shall erect a fence along the western boundary of the proposed additio
of o acre which was previously used as residential and the applicant shall £ill in the
one foot gap along the existing fence which creates a problem along the sewer outtake.

Mra. Day seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to O (Measra. Yaremchuk & Hyland being absent)

Page B4, July 22, 1982, Recesa

At 12:25 P.M., the Board recessed for lunch and reconvened at 1:25 P.M. to continue with
the scheduled agenda.

f
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Page 85, July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:00 AUGUSTUS BERNARD & PATTY 5. DRIVER, appl. under Sect. 18~40l1 of the

AM, Ord. to allow construction of 12'§" high detached garage 4 ft. from side lot line
and 9 ft. from rear lot linme (12 ft, min. side yard and 12 ft. 8 in, min, rear
yard teq. by Sects., 3-307 & 10-105), located 5408 Nutting Dr., Ravensworth Farma
Subd,, R-3, Annandale Dist., 79-2((3))(17)5, 10,760 sq. ft., V-82-A-078

Mr. Bernard Driver of 5408 Nutting Drive in Springfield inforwed the Board that he had a
small shallow lot with sleping topography. He atated that to place the garage elsewhere on
the property would create a problem. Mr. Driver gtated that he had a boat and trailer and
would not be able to back in and out of the garage If it was bullt accerding to the zoning
requirements. By moving the garage in B ft, from the side and 13 fr, from the back, he
would not be able to ger in or out of the garage.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr, Driver stated that his proposed garage was 22
ft. wide by 32 fr. deep, Mr. Driver atated that the back of the garage would be 4.8 ft.
into the ground because of the slope. Chairman Smith inquired as to why such a large
gerage. Mr. Driver stated that he had lived om the property for 20 years and would
probably continue to live there another 20 years, There was never enough storage space.
He stated that he needed room for hie cars and storage,.

Mr. Driver informed the Board thar there were three other garages which were built 2 ft.
from the side of the property under the old Zoning Ordinance requirements, Two of the
garages were very close to his property. He stated that his garage would have the game
conditions,

Page 85, July 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
AUGUSTUS BERNARD & PATTY S. DRIVER
RESOLUTIOCN

In Application No. V~82-A-078 by AUGUSTUS BERNARD & PATTY S. DRIVER under Section 18-401 of
the Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of 12,8 ft. high detached garage 4 ft. from side
lot 1ine and 9 ft, from rear lot line {12 ft. minimom side yard and 12.8 ft. minimum rear
yard required by Sects. 3-307 & 10-105) on property located at 5408 Wutting Drive, tax map
reference 79-2((3))(17)5, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr, DiGiulian moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 22, 1982; and

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 B-3,

3. The area of the lot is 10,760 sq. ft.

4, That the spplicant's property has topostaphic problems and has an unusual
condition in the shallowness of the lot and from the rear of the house to the rear lot line

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditiona as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or umnecessary 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 is *GRANTED IN PART (to allow
construction of 12,8 fr, high detached garage 4 ft. from the side lot line with structure
complying with the rear yard setback) with the following limitations:

i. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure indicated in the
plate included with this application only, and ia not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the sawe land.

2. This variance shall expire efghteen (18) months from this date unless comatruction
hae started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of thig Board prior to
any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days
before the expiration date and the variance shall remain until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA,

Mr. Ribble geconded the motion.

The motion *FAILED by a vote of 2 to 3 (Mrg. Day & Messrs. Smith & Hammack voting
no)(Messrs, Yaremchuk & Hyland being absent).

5

pgS



o

Page 86, July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:10 LARRY S5, & SUSAN F. SOLOMON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord, to

AM, allow construction of garage and workshop addition to dwelling to 6 ft. from side
1ot line (12 fr. min. side yard req. by Sect, 3-107), located 6304 Murray Ln.,
Sleepy Hollow Woods Subd., R-3, Mason Diat., 60-4{(16))(A)29, 12,219 sq. ft.,
v-82-M~085.

Mr, Larry Soclomon of 6804 Murray Lane informed the Board that he wanted to build anm
attached garage to his home. Because of the lot configuration, topography and house
location, he was limited in where he could place the addition. The garage was 18 ft. wide|
because acceas to the house was through the door and the house was higher than the garage.
Mr. Solomon stated that he would also add a fireplace in the room next to the garage, He
stated that he needed a 30 ft. garage to run the entire width of the house, The garage
would be 6 ft, from the property line on the side.

Mrs. Day inquired as to what was located in the back yard. Mr. Scolomon stated that the
back yard was heavily wooded. The land sloped and there was a hill that sloped over
towards the neighbox's yard away from the house, Mr. Hammack inguired as to what the
neighbor had on his property opposite the garage. Mr. Solomon stated that there was 29 ft
to the peighbor's house. That side of the neighbor's house was a solid brick wall without
any windows, Mrs. Day inquired if it was possible to build the garage a 1ittle parrower
and bring it back level with the patic. Mr. Solomon stated that there was not any access
to the garage from that point of the house.

In responsge to gquestions from the Beard, Mr. Solomon stated that he owned two cars, He
proposed to use the garage for a hobby workehop also. Mr. Solomon stated that his house
had a half-basement which was a play room for his children at the present time. Chalrman
Smith inquired as to why the applicant did not build a detached garage at the back and not
seek a variance at all, Mr. Sclomon stated that his house wae situated on a hill which
sloped down. To build at the back would require bim to lengthen the driveway and drive up
the hill and &1l around the house, Chairman Smith stated that there was not much slope in
the back and nothing to prevent the applicant from building Iin the rear yard.

Mr. Solomen stated that his neighbora had a garage constructed under a varlance laéi year
and he had not opposed it, He stated that his neighbors did not object to the variance.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak 1n opposition.

Page 86, July 22, 1982 . Board of Zoning Appeal|
LARRY S8, & SUSAN F, SOLOMON
RESOLUTION

In Application No., ¥-B2-M-085 by LARRY S. & SUSAN F, SOLOMON, under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of garage and workshop addition to dwelling to 6 ft
from gide lot 1ine (12 ft. minimum side yard req. by S8ect. 3-107) on property located at
6804 Murray Lane, tax map reference 60-4((16})(A)29, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mrs. Duﬂ
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following rescolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 22, 1982; and

WHEBEAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property ia the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-3.

3. The area of the lot is 12,21% aq. ft.
AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following comclusicns of law:
THAT the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions zs llsted above
exist which vnder a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practilca;
difficulty or unnecessary haxdship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of thj
land and/or buildings involved.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is DENIED.
Mr., Beumack seconded the motiom.

The motion passed by a vote of &4 to 1 (Mr. BiGiulian)(Messrs. Yaremchuk & Hyland being
absent).

Page 86, July 22, 1982, Board Matters

Mr. Ribble reminded the applicants that there was less than a full Board present to hear
applications and they could request a deferral of their spplicationa.
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Page B7,July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:20 PAUL THOMAS HADDOCK, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

AN, construction of a deck with spa addition to a townhouse 7.5 ft. from rear lot line
(14 ft. mwin. rear yard req. by Sects. 3-507 & 2-412), located 2282 Covent Gardens
Ct,, Pinecrest Townhouse Subd,, PRC, Centreville Dist., 26-1((11)){(4B)42, 1,667
sq, ft., v-82-C-092.

As the required notices were not in order, the Board deferred the application until
September 14, 1982 at 11:00 A.M,

1/
Page 87, July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:30 WILLIAM E, & CATHERINE K. RYAN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord.

AM. to allow construction of enclosed porch addition to dwelling to 19.6 ft. from rear
property line (25 ft. min. rear yard req. by Sect. 3-107), lacated 3005 Miller
Heights Rd,, Cinnamon Ridge Subd., R-1(C), Providence Dist., &47-1((7))8, 20,043
aq. ft., V-82-P-093.

Chairmen Smith informed Mr. Ryan that there were only five Board members present and it
would take a vote of 4 to grant the variance request, Mr. Ryan stated that he wished to
proceed with the hearing. He informed the Board that he and his wife owned their home at
3005 Miller Heights Recad. His house was set at an angle to the lot. Mr. Ryan proposed to
build an enclosed porch to enter the kitchen. The proposed addition was 13'x153' and ome
corner was within the required setback. If the house was set square on the property, there
would not be & need for a variance. Mr. Ryan stated that he was requesting the variance
because to comply with the 25 ft. setback would not permit him to make full use of his
property. . ! : .

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Ryan stated that the porch was not presently
existing., There were only two steps there. The house was at the top of the hill. The
area behind was solid woods. Chairman Smith inquired as to what the porch would be nsed
for., Mr. Ryan stated that he would have screened sliding glass doors on the porch and it
would be used as a sitting room. Chairman Smith inquired as to how long the applicants had
owned the property and was informed 2 1/2 years, Mr. Ryan atated that the house was on
public water but not septic.

Mra. Day inquired as to what was on the Thompson property, Mr. Ryan etated that it was two
55 acre plots. There was nothing but woods for a couple of hundred feet. Mra. Day
inquired if there was any screening on the back property line. Mr. Ryan stated that the
builder had left a 12 ft. swale around the back of the hougse. Chairman Smith Inquired if
the other houses were similarly arranged. Mr. Ryan stated that the house to the left was
sitwated at the same angle but it was forward more, It was almost imposaible to see the
house to the left. The house to the right had a garage., Mr. Ryan stated that the builder
had staggered the position of the houses.

Chairman Smith inquired if Mr. Ryan's home was the only house this close te the rear
property line and in a similar manner, Mr, Ryan responded that it was, Everyone else's
house was situated squarely on the lot or sat forward ou the property. Mrs. Day stated
that none of the houses or living areas would be looking into the porch. The porch would
not obstruct the living enjoyment of the neighbors.

Mr. Byan stated that he had reviewed his request with all of the neighbors and there was
ot any problem. There was no one 8lse to apeak in Bupport and ne one te speak in
oppoglition. ’ C s

Page 87, July 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
WILLIAM E. & CATHERINE K, RYAN
RESOLUTION

In Application No, V-82-P-093 by WILLIAM E, & CATHERINE K. RYAN under Section 18~401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow comstruction of enclosed porch addition to dwelling to 19.6 ft.
from rear property line (25 ft. minimum rear yard required by Sect. 3-107) on property
located at 3005 Miller Heights Road, tax map reference 47-1((7))8, County of PFairfax,
Virginia, Mr, Hammack moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolutionm:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public learing was held by the Board on
July 22, 1982; and




Page 8B, July 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
WILLIAM E. & GATHERINE K. RYAN
(continued)

HHEREAS the Board has made the following findings of Eact

. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant, - -

. The present zoning is R-1(C).

. The area of the lot is 20,043 sq., ft.

. That the applicent's house is situated at au angle to the property which
because of the location of the drain fields put the house in such a position that causes a
hardship in the epplicant's fulfillment of the use of the property. This is a minimum
variance as only one corner of the porch encreaches om the required setback area,

ol =

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that phyaical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict Interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficuley or unneceasary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasuvnable wase of the
land and/or buildings involved. - -

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the sublect application is GRANTED with the following
limitacions:

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 ot to
other structures on rhe same land.

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction
has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days
before the expiration date and the variance shall remain umtil the.exteasion is acted opon
by the BZA,

Mrs. Day seconded the motiom.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to O (Messrs, Yaremchuk & Hyland being absent).

Page 88, July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:40 VICTOR H, & RUTH M, LAZAROWITZ, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord.

AM. to allow greenhouse addition to dwellimg to 10.0 ft. from side lot line such that
pide yards total 31.8 fr. (12 ft. mia,, 40 ft, total min, side yard réq. by Sect,
3-107), located 1513 Gingerwood Ct., Cinnamon Creek Subd., R-1(C), Dranesville
Dist., 19-3¢{7)}81, 21,000 =q. ft., V-82-D-0%4,

For information relating to testimony given, please refer to the verbatim transcript on
file in the Clerk's Office.

Page 88, July 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
VICTOR H. & RUTH M. LAZAROWITZ
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-D—094 by VICTOR H. & RUTH M. LAZAROWITZ under Section 18-40) of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow greenhouse addition to dwelling to 10.0 fr. from side lot line
such that side yards total 31.8 ft. (12 ft, min,, 40 ft. total minimum side yard required
by Sect, 3-107), on property located at 1513 Gingerwood Ct,, tax map reference 19-3((7))81,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr, DiGiulisn moved that the Beard of Zoning Appeals adept the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board oa
July 22, 1982; and

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

1, That the owner of the spubject property is the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-1(C).

3, The area of the lot 1is 21,000 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property has exceptional topographic problems and there
is no other locatfion on the lot that the structure could go.

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

THAT the applicant has satiefied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the uwser of the reasonable use of the

land and/or buildings involved,

07 &



Page B9, July 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
VICTOR H, & RUTH M. LAZAROWITZ
(continued)

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is *GHANTED with the following
limitaticns:

1., Thiz approvel is granted for the location and the apecifie structure indicated in the
plats iacluded with thia application only, and is not transferable to other land or to
other atructutres on the same land.

2. This variance shall explire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction
has atarted and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior teo
any expiration. A request for an extenslon shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days
before the expiration date and the variance shall remain until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mre. Day seconded the motion.

The motion *PAILED by a vote of 3 to 2 (Messrs. Smith & Hammack)(Meesrs. Yaremchuk & Hyland
being absent).

Page 89, July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:00 ALLAN P. KNOCH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allew

NOON enclosure of existing porch 10.4 ft, from side lot line (12 ft, min. side yard
req. by Sect. 3-307), located 8313 Lilac Lane, Collingwood on the Potomac Subd.,
E-3, Mt, Vernon Dist., 102-4((60)(5)18, 12,525 sq. ft., V~82-V-095,

Mr. Hammack informed the Chairman that he would have to leave the meeting before the
applicant could complete her application. He asked the Chairman to advise the applicant of
the four vote situvation, Chairman Smith explained that normally there were geven Board
Members. He informed Mrs. Knoch that it took four affirmative votes to effectively grant a
variance, He advised Mrs. Enoch that there were only five Board members present and one
mamber would have to leave prior to the completion of her application, Chafrman Smith
asked Mrs. Knoch if ghe wished to defer the application as Lt would tzke a unanimous vote
of the four members present in order to grant the variance.

Mrs. Knock stated that she wanted tc¢ enclose the existing porch which was located 10.4 ft.
from the side lot line. She stated that the enclosure of the porch would enable her to use
it for a longer pericd of the year. At present, the porch was a ecreen and wood
enclosure. Mra. Knoch stated that she propeosed a brick and glass enclosure. In additiom,
the enclosure would help keep the living roem and dining room warmer during the winter
months, She stated that there had been several robberies in the neighborhood involving the|
screened porch, The robbers had gained entry to the housee by cutting a slit in the screen|
and knocking out the glass in the french deora. By having the porch enclosed, it would
mean that the robbers could be seen from the cutside by the neighbors which would prevent
them from entering the house.

Mrs. Knoch informed the Board that she was not proposing to enlarge the present porch but
only to enclose it. She did propose to replace portions of the porch with brick columms
but the overall dimensions would remain the same,

Chairman Smith inquired as to what the the hardship was as governed by the Ordinance, HMrs.
Knoch stated that ghe wanted to be able to use her porch for a longer period of the time
and proposed to put the air conditioner on the porch. Mrs. Day inquired if this was the
only place for the porch. Mrs. Knoch stated that it was the only place and reminded the
Board that the porch was already existing. She could not build the porch where the air
conditioner was located. Mra, EKnoch stated that the porch had existed since she purchased
the property. Chairman Smith inquired about the other houses in the area, Mrs. Knoch
atated that across the street, the people had built a Florida room out of the porch.

There was no one elge to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition,

Page 89, July 22, 1982 - Board of Zoning Appeal

ALLAN P, KNOCH
RESOLUTION

In Application No, ¥=82-V-095 by ALLAN P. KNOCH under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow enclosure of exlsting porch 10.4 fr, from side lot line (12 ft. winitum
aide yard required by Sect. 3-307) on property located at 8315 Lilac Lane, tax map
reference 102-4{{(6))(5)18, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mrg. Day moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 22, 1982; and

O
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Page 90, July 22, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
ALLAN P. KNOCH
3 ESCLUTION

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 R-3,

3. The area of the lot is 12,525 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the location of the
existing buildings on the subject property. The porch ia already existing and the
applicant 18 unable to build behind the house as the air conditioning unit prohibits:,
building in that area. The enclosure of the existing porch will not encreoach beyond the
present perimeter,

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which undet 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 invelved.

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
limitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless conmstruction
has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of thie Board prior to
any explration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days
before the expiration date and the variance shall remain until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA. ':

Mr. Ribble aseconded the motiom.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith)(Messrs. Yaremchuk & Hyland being absent).|

Page 90, July 22, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:15 GEORCE L, & NORMA E. PPAFF, appl, under Sect., 18~401 of the Oxd.

P.M. to allow expansion and enclosure of carport to 12.8 ft. from side lot 1ine (15 ft.
nin. side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), located 4829 Willet Dr., Springbrook Forest
Subd,, B-2, Annandale Dist., 69-2((7))(4)3, 15,030 sq. ft., V-82-A-08l. {DEFERRE
FROM JULY 15, 1982 TO ALLOW APPLICANT TIME TO REVIEW ORDINANCE PROVISIONS %H
BEGARDING VARIANCE.)

At the request of the applicants, the Board deferred the gcheduled variance until August 3.8

1582 at 1:30 P.M.
I
Page 90, July 22, 1982, Board Matters:

The Clerk was directed to ask Mr. Philip Yates, Zoning Administrator, to bé present at the
BZA Night Meeting scheduled for July 27, 1982.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 3:00 P.M,

e b A AL, W

Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the niel Smith

Board of Zoning Appeals
Approved:
Submitted to the Board om 5;‘4“, / /28y § Date ;




The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held in the Board
Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday Evening, July 27, 1982. The
Following Board Members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; John
DiGiulian, Yice Chairman; Ann Day, John Ribble, Paul Hammack and Gerald
Hyland. John Yaremchuk was absent.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 8:05 P.M. and Mrs. Day led the prayer.

Mr. Hyland moved that the Board go into Executive session to address a legal matter,
Chatrman Smith fndicated that they hoped it would take no Tonger than twenty minutes,

The meeting reconvened at 2:00 P.M. Mr. Hyland made a motion in connection with Law #54510
captioned P, Ray Rainwater and Rainwater Concrete Company, Inc., petitioners v, The Board
of Zoning Appeals of the County of Fairfax, Virginia. He moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals appeal the decision of the Fairfax County Circuit Court which was rendered on July
12, 1982 and that the appeal be brought to the Supreme Court of Yirginia. Second, he
requested that the County Executive authorize sufficient funds for purposes of prosecuting
said appeal, Mrs. Day seconded the motion. The vote was 4 - 1 (Mr. DiGiulian) {Mr. Ribble
abstained) (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Mr. Hyland stated that it was his understanding that the policy of the Board had been to
require that on any appeal from a decision of the Zoning Administrator to the Board, that
the BZA have all members of the Board present to hear such an appeal. In view of the fact
that the Board had been increased to seven members and the fact that on occasion not all
the members are always present, Mr. Hyland moved that the Board consider changing it's
policy to require that in consideration of any appeal from a decisfon of the Zoning
Administrator, that there be at least five members of the BZA present to hear such an
appeal. Mr. DiGiulfan seconded the motion, The vote was unanimous of the Board members
present.

The Chairman called the scheduled 8:00 P.M. case of:
8:00 P.M. L.H. PROPERTIES, INC., appl. under Sect. 4-803 of the Ord. for a bowling
alley, located 13814 Lee Hwy., C-8, Springfield Dist., 54-4((1})26,
3.2248 acres, 5-82-5-044,

The nosices were not in order for this application, It was rescheduled for August 5, 1982
at 1:00 PN,

Page 91, July 27, 1982, Scheduled case of:

8:20 P.M. CHANTILLY HIGHLANDS HOMES ASSOCIATION, appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the
ord. for community recreation facilities, including swimming pool,
Tighted tennis courts and picnic area, located Kinross Cir., R-3,
Centreville Dist., 25-3((1)})pt. of 16A, 2,94279 acres, $-82-C-053,

Minerva Andrews, at attorney in Fafrfax, represented the applicant. She stated that this
would be Tocated on a separate subdivided parcel that had been conveyed to Chantilly
Highlands Homes Association by an instrument recorded in deed book 5643 of pg. 1302. She
stated that this was a non-profit, non-stock corporatfon which was formed to hold a title
to all of the common area in Chantilly Highlands subdivision. She showed the Board a
transparency showing the projected development plan of Chantilly Highlands. The tract is
currently surrounded by open space. The tract across the street was the site of an
elementary school. On the west was a small stream with flood plain. She stated that
‘houses would eventually be buitt to the north and east of the parcel. The facility has
been constructed and is currently being operated., The plat shows a future racing pool, and
there are enough parkfng spaces to cover that 1f it develops. The bathhouse s a ane story
brick structure and the center s well landscaped. Ms. Andrews stated that the traffic
would not have an fmpact on the connunft*. She stated that a building permit had been
issuad by the County, and they later realized they should have required a specfal use
permit.

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

Page 91, July 27, 1982 : Board of Zoning Appeals
CHANTILLY HIGHLANDS HOMES ASSOCIATION

RESOLUTION
Mr. Hammack made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Apptication No. 5-82-C-053 by CHANTILLY HIGHLANDS HOMES ASSOCIATION, under Section
3-303 of the Fairfax County Zonfng Ordinance for community recreation facilities, including
1ighted swimming pool, Ii?nted tennfs courts and picnic area, located at Kinross Circle,
tax map reference 25-3{{1))pt. of 16A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed
in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

a
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Page 92, July 27, 1982
CHANTILLY HIGHLANDS HOMES ASSOCIATION
{resolution continued)

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 27, 1982; and

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

. That the owner of the property is the applfcant.

. That the present zoning is R-3.

. That the area of the lot is 2.94279 acres,

. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 15 required.

ol N =

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED.
with the following 1imitations:

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

2. This speciat permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless
construction {operation} has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid untfl
the request for extension is acted upon by the BZA.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses fndicated on the plans submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, changes, in use, additional
uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this Board {other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additicnal uses or changes require a Special 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 Permit.

4, This granting doas not conhstitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT 1S5 OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoming
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The membership shall be 960 members,

8, There shall be 45 parking spaces provided,

9, The center shall contain a bath house, swimming pool, kiddie pool, two tennis courts, a
picnic area and a future racing pool.

10. The hours of operatfon shall be 9:00 A.M, to 9:00 P.M,

11, The tennis court.lights shall be faced in such a way that they will have no impact on

the surrounding homes.
12. The pool shall be operated from the 25th of May thru the 15th of September.

Unless otherwise qualified herein, extended hours for parties or other activities of
outdoor community swim clubs or recreation associations shall be governed by the following:

A, Limited to six (6) per season.

B. Limited to Friday, Saturday, and pre-holiday evenings,

C. 5hall not extend beyond 12:00 midnight.

D. Shall request at least 10 days in advance and receive prior written permission from the
Zoning Adwinistrator for each individual party.

E. Requests shall be approved for only one (1) such party at a time, and such requests
will be approved only after the successful conclusion of a previous extended-hour party or
for the first one at the beginning of a swim season.

F. Requests shall be approved only if there are no pending viclations of the conditions of
the Special Permit.

G. Any substantiated complaints shall be cause for denying any future requests for
extended-hour parties for that season; or, should such complaints occur during the end of
the swim season, then this penalty shall extend to the next calendar year,

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 6 - 0. (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent}




Page 93, July 27, 1982, Scheduled case of:

8:40 P.M, ST, LOULS CATHOLIC PARISH AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, appl. under Sect. 3-203
of the Ord. to amend 5-82-Y-005 for multi-purpose gymnasium addition to
existing church school of general educatfon and related facilities to

ermit a larger gymnasium than previously agproved, Tocated 2901 Popkins
n., R=2, Mt. Yernon Dist., 93-1((1))6, 15.72 acres, S-82-¥-059.

John Reddick represented the applicant, He stated that they had previous approval for the
gym, but that he wanted to amend that application, He stated that the buflding committee
thought that the gym should be eight feet longer with no change in the proposed width,

There was no one to speak in support or oppoesition to the application,

Page 93, July 27, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
ST. LOUIS CATHOLIC PARISH AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

RESOLUTION
Mr. DiGiulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S$-82-¥-059 by ST. LOUIS CATHOLIC PARISH AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
under Section 3-203 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend $-82-V-005 for
multi-purpose gymnasium addftion to existing church schoo) of general educatfon and related
facilities to permit a larger gymnasium than previously approved, located at 2901 Popkins
Lane, tax map reference 93-1({1})6, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, has been properly filed in
accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proger notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 27, 1982, 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-2,

3, That the area of the lot 15 15,72 acres.

4, That comptiance with the Site Plan Ordinance s required.

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating complfance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained 1n Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application is GRANTED.
with the following Timitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without further
actfon of this Board, and i5 for the location indicated on the appTication and is not
transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless
construction (operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actfon
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty {30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extension is acted upon by the BZA,

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 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 Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
cohspicuous place on the property of the use and be made available to all departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operatifon of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management,

7. All the requirements of $-82-¥-005 not amended by this action shall remain in effect.

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 6 - 0 (Mr, Yaremchuk being absent).

)
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Page 94, July 27, 1982, Scheduled case of:

9:00 P.M. PARADIST CHILD'S HAYEN, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-403 of the Ord. to
amend S-80-A-065 for child care center to permit addition of modular
nursery building to existing facilities, increase max, number of
children to 87, and change name of permittee, located 4616 Ravensworth
Rd., R-4, Annandale Dist., 71-1({1))63, 41,282 sq. ft,, 5-82-A-021,
(DEFERRED FROM 5/11/82 FOR NOTICES AND FROM 6/29/82 FOR FULL BOARD, )

Mr. Hammack indicated that he and the applicants lawyer, Mr. Larry Becker, were co-council
in a Jaw case. He stated that he felt he ought to abstain from having any part in a
decision on this case,

Mr. Becker stated that the applicant was asking for an expansion of thirty children for the
day care center, He addressed some of the objections from neighbors, He stated that this
day care center was located right next to a church and a school., The property values would
not be affected by the expansion of this school, and any additions would fit inte the
surrounding environment. Regarding the pedestrian and vehicle traffic generated, he
pointed out the 0ffice of Transportation figures in the staff report. He stated that their
figures were based on 87 children and 15 employees, but that the figures were much lower
than that, One reason is that between 50% and 75% of the children that attend the day care
center are from the immediate community. In addition, there are some carpools. Mr, Becker
indicated that his ctients were willing to upgrade the ingress/egress to their property.

Mr, Becker addressed the complaints regarding the noise of the chilgren, He stated that at
present the landscaping and barrfers complied with the Zoning Ordinance, However, the
applicants want toc lfve in peace with the nefghborhood, and they are witling to put up a
six foot wooden fence along the eastern boundary of the property. He felt this would be
sufficient to eliminate most of the noise., The southern boundary of the property is
densely wooded, to the extent that it blocks out any noise coming from the yard,

Frank Morris, 4622 Ravensworth Road, Arnandale, spoke in opposition. He was concerned

about the traffic problems that already existed with the center located there, and didn't

want any further aggravation. Mr. Morris stated that the operator of the dqﬂ care center,

Sandy Lawrence, had indicated that she was now operating with 55 children. He pointed out

Eg tﬁflgourd that she was operating in violation, because she was only authorized to have
c ren,

Mrs, Brock, 4620 Ravensworth Road, a next door neighbor of the school, also spoke in
opposition. She submitted a picture and a petition, signed by 33 people to the Board. She
stated she was in opposition to the school for the same reasons stated by Mr. Morris, the

‘noise and the traffic, She did not 1fke 1iving next door to a parking lot. #rs. Brock

indicated that she had never recelved any certified notification from Paradise Haven
regarding their origfnal special permit granted by the Board the previous year.

Mr. DiGiulian made a motion that the Board defer any decision on the special permit
application until staff could research the notices turned in for the previous special
permit to insure they had been in order. Mr, Hyland seconded the motion, The application
was rescheduled for August 5, 1982 at 1:30 P.M,

Page 94, Ju1y 27, 1982, Scheduled case of:

9:15 P.M. FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect, 3-103 of the Ord. for
construction and operation of church and related facilities, and a
private school of general education, R-1, Mt, Yernon Dist.,
107-2{{1))23, 5.4787 acres, 5-82-¥-054, (DEFERRED FROM 7/22/82 FOR
DECISION ONLY AND YIEW OF SITE}

Page 94, July 27, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH

RESOLUTION

Mr. Hammack made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No, 5-82-Y-054 by FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH, under Section 3-103 of
the Fafrfax County Zoning Ordinance for construction and operation of church and related
facilities, and a private school of general education, tax map reference 107-2({1))23,
County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable
requirements; and

WHEREAS, following prgper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July ¥7, 1982; and

014



Page 95, July 27, 1982
FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH
(resolution continued)

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-1.

3. That the area of the Yot is 5.4787 acres,

4. That complfance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board ims reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Qrdinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED,
with the following 1imitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without further

action of this Board, and s for the location indicated on the application and is not

transferable to other land.

2. This special perwmit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless

construction {operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actfon

of this Board prior to any expiration., A request for an extension shail be filed in

writing thirty (30) days before the expfiration date and the permit shall remain valid until

the request for extension is acted upen by the BZA,

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indfcated on the plans submitted

with this application. Any additiocmal structures of any kind, changes, in use, additional

uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Board (other than minor engfneering details)

whether or not these additional uses or changes regquire a Special Permit, shall reguire

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 condftions of this Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural

requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT YALID UNTIL A

NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Resfidential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a

| conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning

Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The maximum seating capacity of the church shall be 300,

8. 'The applicant shall provide 80 parking spaces.

9. The hours shall be normal! hours of church activities.

10. The school shall have a maximum of 75 students.

11. The hours of operation for the school shall be 8:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M., Monday thru

Friday during the normal school year.

12. There will be six employees allowed for the operatfon of the church and the school.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motfon passed by a vote of 6 - 0 {Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 95, July 27, 1982, Scheduled case of:

9:15 P.M. FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
church and private school with gravel drive and parking lot (dustless
surface req. by Sect. 11-102), R-1, Mt. Vernon Dist,, ?07-2((1})23,
§,4787 acres, Y-82-V-090, (DEFERRED FROM 7/22/82 FOR DECISION ONLY AND
VIEW OF SITE)

Page 95, July 27, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH

RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-V-090 by FELLOWSHI? BAPTIST CHURCH under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow church and private school with gravel drive and parking lot
{dustless surface req. by Sect. 11-102), tax map reference 107-2((1))23, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Hammack moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeais; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 27, 1982; and
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Page 96, July 27, 1982
FELLOWSHIP BAPTIST CHURCH
{resotution continued)

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

¥. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant

2. That the present zoning is R-1.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 5.4787 acres,

4, That the applicant's property 1s irregular in shape with an exceptionally long driveway
with the right-of-way giving it access to the property. The applicant shall put in a
commercial entrance and pave the right-of-way adjacent to Jot 21, This is a temporary
permit for a maximum of five years to comply with the dustless surface requirements for the
portion other than what is stated in the resolution,

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 11sted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordfnance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the yser of the reasonable use of the
land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatfon is GRANTED IN PART with the
following Vimitations:

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

2, This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and 1s diligently pursued oF unTess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration, A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
zhe expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension 1s acted upon
)y the BZA.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 6 - O (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 96, July 27, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

LAZAROWITZ, RUTH AND YICTOR: The Board was in receipt of a letter from Mr. & Mrs.
Lazarowitz concerning Y-82-0-094, denied by the Board on July 22, 1982, They asked that
the Board reconsider their application based on new information they wished to add. It was
the consensys of the Board to take it under consideration and make a decision on the
request on August 3, 1982,

Page 96, July 27, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

A CHILD'S PLACE: The Board was in receipt of a letter from Mildred Frazer regarding the
notice requirements for her special permit application scheduled for August 5, 1982, She
had sent out the required notices fourteen days before the hearing instead of the required
fifteen days. It was the consensus of the Board that the notification process was a state
code requirement, and they could not wafve the fifteen day requirement for so many
properties. They indicated that the hearing would be rescheduled at the time of the
original hearfng date.

Page 96, July 27, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

Mr, Hyland brought up a matter concerning the Bryant appeal, A-82-D-015, scheduled for July
29, 1982. It seemed certain that the requisite five members would not be present to hear
the appeal on that date, and for that reason, he moved that the ¢lerk should notify the
applicant and any other interested parties that the matter would not be heard on that

date., He stated that the appeal should be scheduled for an alternative date. It was the
consensus of the Board to defer the case to August 3, 1982, at 1:45 P.M,.

Due to the tength of the meeting scheduled on Au?ust 3, 1982, Chairman Smith instructed the
Board members to bring their lunch, dinner and sleeping bags with them,

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 11:00 P.M.

Submftted to the Board on ZUME (Y, (95 weeroven:: \TUNVE |9, 1954
Date '




The Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals

was held in the Board Room of the Massey Building en
Thursday, July 29, 1982. Danie! Smith, Chairman; Ann
Day; Paul Hammack and John Ribble. (Messrs. DiGiulian,
Yaremchuk and Hyland were absent).

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:30 A.M. and Mrs. Day led the prayer.
The Chairman called the scheduled case of:

10: 0 WILLIAM L. & ALIKI M. BRYANT, appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to appeal

A.M. Zoning Administrator's decision that a proposed private indoor tennis court is
not a permitted accessory use to a single family detached dwelling Tocated at
1019 savile Ln., MclLean, VA., Langley on the Potomac Subd., R~1, Dranesville
Dist., 22-4((1))BA, 1.444 acres, A-82-D-015.

Chairman Smith announced that at the last BZA meeting, the Board had announced its intent to
defer the appeal application of William L. & Aliki M. Bryant becaus. it appeared there would
only be four Board members to hear the appeal. Accordingly, the appeal was deferred until
August 3, 1982 at 1:45 P.M.

/!
Page 97, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

10: 20 TOWLSTON ROAD PARTNERSHIP, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow sub-

AM. division into 2 lots and an outlot with proposed lot 2 having width of 20 ft.
{200 ft. min. lot width req. by Sect. 3-E06), located 839 Towlston Rd., R-E,
Dranesville Pist., 20-1{{1))48A, 5.6521 acres, ¥-82-D-096.

Mr. Charles Runyon was the agent for the applicant. As there were only four members present
and it would necessitate a unanimous vote of the members present to grant the variance, Mr,

Runyon requested a deferral of the application. It was the consensus of the Board to defer

the application until September 14, 1982 at 11:10 A.M.

/
Page 97, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:30 ARTHUR B. MORELAND, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow subdivision into

AM, three lots one of which would have width of 15 ft. (150 ft. min. lot width req. by
Sect. 3-106), located 12410 Bennett Rd., R-1, Centreville Dist., 35-4({1})40 & 41,
7.9 acres, V-82-C-098. . '

Mr. Arthur Moreland of 12410 Bennet Road in Herndon was informed by the Chairman of the need
to obtain a unanimous vote of the four Board members present to effect the variance. Each
member would have to support the request. Mr. Moreland requested the Board to proceed with
the hearing. He explained that he was requesting a variance of a Tesser amount than he had
at a previous hearing. He stated that he was only asking for a variance due to perculation
problems. He was increasing the size of all of the Tots. Chairman Smith inguired as to when
the previous hearing had taken place. Mr. Covington stated that it was contained in the
staff report. Mrs. Day stated that the report indicated the previous variance had been
granted by the BZA in March of 1981, Chairman Smith inquired of Mr. Moreland as to why he ha
not taken advantage of the variance previously granted by the BZA. Mr. Moreland responded
that he had physical and perculation problems and just a bit of procastination. He stated
that he had tried to get the two lots to pass perc but'had not been able to succeed.

Chairman Smith inquired if Mr. Moreland was prepared to meet Design Review's reguest for
subdivision to dedicate 45 ft. from the centerline of Bennet Road. Mr. Moreland stated that
he was. For justification of the requested variance, Mr. Moreland stated that the shape of
the parcel and the available perc: areas were the reasons for requesting the variance. Chair-
man Smith informed Mr. Moreland that he had to justify the variance. Mr. Moreland replied
that the property was odd-shaped. It was originally two lots but was presently one lot. It
was directly across from Betsy Lane coming out on Bennet Road. The pipestem 15 ft. would
come out at Betsy Lane and extend to the back Tot. Chairman Smith inquired if Mr. Moreland
could meet all the perc regulations for the proposed lots 2 and 3. Mr. Moreland stated that
he could meet the regulations for lot- 3 but there was still-a question about Tot 2. He was
99% sure that it would pass also. Chairman Smith inquired if Mr. Moreland had the Tot perced
Mr. Moreland stated he had but the Health Department wanted to cut- one more hole: Chairman
Smith asked why the applicant had not taken care of these matters first. Mr. Moreland stated
that he was not made aware of the fact that the Health Department wanted to cut more holes
until two weeks before. . Mr. Hammack suggested that the Board approve the variance subject

to a perculation test. Chairman Smith stated that Tot 2 -was all right. Mr. Moreland stated
that 1ot 2 was the one with the requested variance which was in question with the Health
Department., Chafrman Smith inquired if the septic ror the existing house was sufficient. Mri
Moreland responded that it was. He stated that he had not had any problems in the past 16
years, Mrs. Day stated that lot was very hilly.
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Page 98, July 29, 1982
ARTHUR B. MORELAND
(continued)

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 98, July 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals )
ARTHUR B. MORELAND

RESOLUTION

In Appltication No. ¥-B2-C-098 by ARTHUR B. MORELAND under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow subdivision into three lots one of which would have width of 15 ft. (150
ft. min. lot width req. by Sect. 3-106), on property located at 12410 Bennett Road, tax map
reference 35-4({1})40 & 41, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Hammack moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
Juty 29, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject propoerty is the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-1.

3. The area of the lot is 7.9 acres.

4. That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape and has unusual
topographic conditions which limit the way that the property can be developed. Further, that
this is an R-1 zone and the total lot size is more than satisfactory for the R-l zone.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings jnvolved.

NOW, THEREFQRE, BE IT'RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the foTlowing
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 Tand.

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless construction
has started and {s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by
the BZA.

3. This variance is further subject to lot #42 as shown on the plat not being allowed to
be developed until it passes the percolation standards of the Fairfax County Heatth Depart-
ment.

Mrs, Day éecondgd the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to O {(Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hyland being absent)
Page 98,July 29, 1082, Scheduled case of 1
10:40 CHARLES A. DITTMAR, JR., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construc-
AM, tion of deck addition to dwelling to 9.55 ft. from rear lot line (13 ft. min. rear

yard req. by Sects. 3-207 & 2-412), located 15213 General Stevens Ct., Pleasant
Vailey Subd., R-2{C), Springfield Dist., 33-4((2))68B, 12,274 sq. ft., V-82-5-099.

Major Charles Dittmar of 15213 General Stevens Court was informed there were only four Board
members present and that it would take a umanimous vote of all four members to effect the
variance. Chairman Smith inquired if Major Dittmar wanted to request a deferral. Major
Dittmar responded that he was due to be transferred overseas on the 18th of August. Chair-
man Smith stated that he could not support the varfance. He inguired if Major Dittmar would
leave his family behind. Major Dittman stated that his family would remain in the home.
Chairman Smith stated that he was not aware of the hardship in this application but the
applicant was requesting a 10 ft. variance fram the Ordinance. Chairman Smith was not cer-
tain that it was not a general condition that existed in the development. Major Dittmar
replied that he did not have any options-as he would be in Japan in 2! days. He could not
let the situation exist. Major Ditiman stated that he had a cne year tour of duty overseas
and had been moving around for 30 years. He wanted to remafn here in this home. Mrs. Day
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Page 99,July 29, 1982

CHARLES A. DITTMAR, JR.

jnquired if Major Dittmar was familiar with the criteria for granting variances under the
Ordinance. Major Dittmar replied that he had a significant hardship as his lot was very
shallow and irregularly shaped.

Mrs. Day stated that she had read the written statement presented with the application. At
the back of the house there was a sliding glass door leading to nowhere. The applicant
feared for the safety of his family if the sliding glass door were opened.as the base of the
door was 4 ft. above-ground. Chairman Smith stated that the applicant could buiid an B ft.
deck without a varjance. Major Dittmar stated that there were infinijte solutions to his
problem. He only had 19 days to complete the deck. Mr. Ribble inquired if there had been an
option to purchase a deck when the home was purchased. Major Dittmar stated there had been
but he had not explored the situation then. The builder had mentioned the options. Major
Dittmar had not been aware of the need for a variance. Chairman Smith stated that a 8% ft. x
26 ft. deck could be built without a variance.

Chairman Smith informed the applicant that this was a new subdivision. The applicant was
asking for a variance to alleviate a hardship. However, Chairman Smith felt that a 18'x26"
deck was quite Targe as the Board was only allowed to grant a minimum variance. The average
size deck was 84'x10' for this type of house according to Chairman Smith. He stated that it
might not be what the applicant wanted however.

Major Dittmar disagreed with the Chairman. He stated that his house style had two sliding
glass doors. The decks wrapped around the kitchen which was the typical deck for his area.
Major Ditimar stated that he was restrained to a rather small house. He had a one story,
three bedroom home.

Chairman Smith inquired if Major Dittmar wished to proceed with the hearing. Mrs. Day stated
that 1f the variance were denied Major Dittmar would not be able to do anything for one year.
anyway. Mrs. Day stated that it was possible that if Major Dittmar deferred the hearing,
there would be another BZA member to vote on the application.

Major Dittmar asked the Board to explain the minimum variance procedure. Chairman Smith
stated that the Board was only authorized to grant a minimum variance to relieve a hardship,
He stated that the applicant had the area to build a 84'x26'deck without a variance. Chair-
man Smith inguired as to what the hardship was beyond the 8%' deck .as the Board would not be
authorized to grant it. Major Dittmar asked who would hear any appeal from the BZA's
decision. Chairman Smith stated that any appeal would have to go to the Circuit Court. Chaid
man Smith stated that the Board could defer the application until August 5, 1982.

HaJormD1ttmar stated that an 8%' deck was not that big. He stated that he had four children
and might have more. He stated that an 84' deck would not be practical to build. Chairman
Smith agreed with Major Dittmar but stated that he had seven children and only had a 8 ft.
deck. Major Dittmar requested the Board to proceed with the hearing.

Major Dittmar stated that he was requesting a varjance from the setback restrictfons for the
construction of the deck for his family's use. He was the owner of the property. He stated
that he had moved around most of his life. His wife was the daughter of an army officer.
Major Dittmar stated that his home was a five bedroom home. The original home was only three
bedrooms. -The second story was added to the house which had two large sliding glass doors off
of the family room. The only other access was through the front door. There was not any
other access to the back yard. The door was about 4 ft. above grade. Not having a deck
impaired the function of the house. . An 8%' deck would not be large enough. Major Dittmar
stated that the house was set back on the back half of the lot. The back yard was fairly
shallow. Many of the homes had wrap-around decks. Major Dittmar stated that there was a
slight slope to the yard with higher ground which sloped away to the east. The slope was
more prevalent on the eastern corner of the yard and there was not a flat area there.

Major Dittmar stated that he had the finances to build the addition and this would be his
last home. He intended to remain in the home for the rest of his life. His family would
live in the home. during the year he was abroad. The entire family would reside there upon
his raturn to the states and following his retirement. Primarily, the hardship of his
application was the 5hallow yard and the fact that the deck wnuld not be functional if built
to regulations.

Mrs. Day inquired as to what was Tocated on lot 233A. Major Dittmar replied there was nothin
there. The grade went down quite steeply at that point. It was all rock and grass did not
grow there. Mrs. Day stated that any future homeowner would not have any say about this
proposed variance. Major Dittmar stated that he wanted to build as much or the deck as he
could. He planned to have trees and shrubbery to shade the deck and provide relief for any
prospective homeowner.

Mrs., Day informed the Board that she could not support the requested variance but could suppo
a more nominal size deck. Me. Hammack stated that he would go along with Mrs. Day. He state
that he had some reservations but did not 1ike to negotiate. However, if the applicant was
willing to go along with a smaller size. Major Dittmar stated that if he limited the deck to
a smaller area, it would leave & strip of yard which was not functional, Mr. Hammack stated .
that was -a problem for the Board of Supervisors. -Chairman Smith stated that it had been
brought to the Board of Supervisors' attention but they had refused to amend the Ordinance
provisions.
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Page 100, July 29, 1982
CHARLES A. DITTMAR, JR.
{continued)

Mr. Hammack fnquired if Major Dittmar would consider amending his application to only require
a deck of 12' rather than 18' in depth. Major Dittmar stated he would amend it. Chairman
smith stated that would bring the deck into compliance except for one corner. Chairman Smith
stated that he did not have a problem with a 12' deck but still felt a 12'x26" was rather
large. Mr. Hammack stated that the builder had sited the homes on the Tots in different
locations. The Board was supposed to honor the setback requirements in the Ordinance, Un-
fortunately, a lot of people purchased their homes before finding out the regulations. Mr.
Hammack stated that the BZA did not have the authority to go the full yard in every case.
There was no one else to speak in support of the application and no one to speak in opposi-
tion.
Page 10Q, July 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
CHARLES A. DITTMAR, JR.

RESOLUTION

In Application Ne. ¥-82-5-099 by CHARLES A. DITTMAR under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordi-
nance *to allow construction of deck addition to 9.85 ft. from rear lot 1ine (19 ft. min.
rear yard req. by Sects. 3-207 & 2-412), on property tocated at 15213 General Stevens Court,
tax map reference 33-4((2)}68B, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mrs. Day moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 2%, 1982; and

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 R-2(C).

3. The area of the lot is 12,274 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant has purchased a new house in May 1982 in which the plans had
indicated that there was a desire for a deck from the dining room because of sliding glass
doors which are 4 ft. above ground and that the owners property is of an odd shape and is
shallow and secluded and has topographic problems and has an unusval condition in the loca-
tion of the house on the property.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi--
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED IN PART *(to allow
construction of deck addition to dwelling to 15.556 ft. from rear Tot Tine} with the fo1lowingr
Timitations:

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 varfance shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before the
expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension s acted upon by the T

BZA.

3. The variance is allowed only for the construction of a 12'x26* deck. The applicant I
shall plant evergreen trees along the south 1ine which faces the deck.

Mr. .Hammack seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hyland being absent).

Page 100, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:50 FOSTER W. MORSE, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of

AM. parch addition to dwelling to 14.3 ft. from rear lot line {25 ft. min. rear yard
req. by Sect. 3-E07), located 8009 Appollo St., Harbor View Subd., R-E, Mt. Vernon
Dist., 113-4({6))136, 22,076 sq. ft., Vv-82-¥-100.
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Page 101 Jul 29, 1982
FOSTER H
(continued)

Mr. Foster Morse of 8009 Appollo Street was informed by the Chairman that it would take a
unanimous vote of the four Board members present to effect the variance. He was given the
option of proceeding or deferring the application. Mr. Morse chose to proceed with the appli
catfon.

For justification, Mr. Morse stated that he had 1ived on the property for 13 years. He state
that he would remain in the home for the rest of his 1ife. He planned to build an addition
onto the house in the nature of a porch which would be adjacent to the pool which was exist-
ing. The house was 15 years old. The pool was there when Mr. Morse moved in 13 years ago.
The 1ot was large but the house and the pool area were in the back of the Tot. The house

was about 60 ft. from the road because of a hill in the front. The house on Tot 144 was to
the back right side of Mr. Morse's house. The house ended before the end of the pool area.

Mr. Morse explained that he needed a variance in order to build an adequate sized porch to be
used as & recreational area. His house was 29 ft. from the property 1ine, It would be im-
possible to build any type of a porch without a variance. Mr. Morse stated that this was the
only available area coming off of the house which was usable.

Chairman Smith questioned the proposal. Mr, Morse stated that there was a concrete deck
around the pool. Chairman Smith inquired as to the distance between the porch and the pool
-and was informed it was about 6 ft. It was to be an enclosed porch.so that it could be used
year round as a recreational room. Mr. Morse stated that he had a teenage daughter and did
not have a rec room in the house. Mr, Morse stated that the porch would be an economic #m-
provement to the house. Mr. Morse stated that the lots were large and wooded. A small porch
would not be an improvement to the house or be feasible. Mr. Morse stated that he could not
scale the porch down because of the kitchen and a s1iding glass door. He stated that he woul
make a dogr out of the din1ng room. He would have to change a window into a deor.to enter
the porch. :

Mrs. Day inquired as to why the porch could not be moved. Mr. Morse replied that 6 ft. was
close enough to the pool with swimming and splashing. Mrs. Day inquired if Mr. Morse really
needed a 24'x20' porch. Mr. Morse stated he did in order to make the porch livable. The
porch would be enclosed and would be a relaxation room. Mrs. Day stated that Mr. Morse
already had a deck and a pool for recreation. She could not see anything wrong with an
enclosed porch but it was a rather long one befng 24 ft. She stated the porch would be nice
and Mr. Morse would probably enjoy it. However, she felt that the property was over utilized
and addftions were mushrooming. Mr. Ribble ingufred if Mr. Morse had a basement rec room of
any kind and was informed he did not.

Mr. Hammack inquired if the porch would have steps leading down tothe pool area. Mr. Morse
stated it would. There would be an entrance from the porch to the pool with about 3 steps.
Mr. Hammack inquired of Mr. Covington as to when .the property was designated R-E as the lots
were half-acre in size. Mr. Covington stated that the 25 ft. rear setback was standard for
all lots. The Tot area and the lot width made the property substandard. Mr. Covington state
that the front setbacks were dffferent from zone to zone. . T
Page 101, July 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
FOSTER W. MORSE .

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-¥-100 by FOSTER W. MORSE under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance

to allow construction of porch addition to dwelling to 14.3 ft. from rear lot Tine (25 ft. min.

rear yard req. by Sect. 3-E07}, on property located at B009 Appollo Street, tax map reference
113-4( (6)}136, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Hanmack moved that the Board of ZonTng Appeal
adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, folTowing proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 29,.1982; and

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 R-E.

3. The area of the lot is 22,076 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property is irregular in shape; specifically that the rear portion
of the lot appears to be truncated so that the rear property curves drastically across the
rear of the Tot as it goes tothe north. The applicant has an existing permitied use to the

property in the pool with its concrete deck and that the proposed addition is to be used in ﬂL

conjunction with that permitted use so that its lecation on a different portion of the proper
would effectively limit the use 1f it were placed elsewhere.
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Page 102,July 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
FOSTER W. MORSE
{continued) RESCLUTION

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that wouid deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/er buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the fo]]oﬁing
lTimitations:

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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by
the BZA.

3. That the applicant be required to plant evergreens along the east property line as
shown on the plat from the northeast corner of the pool deck extending along the east
property 1fne adjacent to lot 144 in the Harbor View Subdivisfon im order to screen the
adjoining property owner from the porch addition.

Mr. RibbTe seconded the motien.

The motion FAILED by a vote of 3 to 1 {Mr. Smith)(Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hyland
being absent}.

Page 102, duly 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:00 VICTOR SMITH, JR., & MARLENE H. SMITH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

AN, allow construction of a carport addition to dwelling to 2.5 ft. from side lot
Tine {5 ft. min. side yard req. by Sects. 3-407 & 2-412}, and of a 13 ft. high
detached garage 5.0 ft. from a side lot line and from'the rear lot line (10 ft.
min. side yard and 13 ft. min. rear yard req. by Sects. 3-407 & 2-412), located
6313 Virginia Hills Ave., Virginia Hills Subd., R-4, lee Dist., 82-4({14))(10)23,
11,077 sq. ft., v-82-L-101.

Chairman Smith informed the applicants that 1t would take a unanimous vote of the four Board
members present to effect the variance and inquired ff the applicants wished to proceed with
the hearing or defer the application for a full Board. Mrs. Smith opted to proceed with the
hearing. Chairman Smith advised Mrs. Smith that unless she had substantfal justification

for requesting the variance, it would be to her advantage to seek a deferral. Mrs. Day state
that she could not support the request unless the applicants wanted to adjust the request in
some way. Chairman Smith stated that the Board was trying to be very frank with the appli-
cants. After much discussion, Mrs, Smith opted for the deferral. It was the consensus of
the Board to defer the application until September 21, 1982 at 10:10 A.M.

/
page 102, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:10 CORRINNE NARANJO, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow enlargement and

AM. enclosure of existing carport into an attached 2-car garage 6.7 ft. from side lot
line such that side yards total 15.7 ft. (8 ft. min., 20 ft. total min. side yard
req. by Sect. 3-307), located 7103 Danford P1., Rolling Valley Subd., R-3(C),
springfield Dist., 89-3((5))570, 10,462 sq. ft., ¥-82-5-102.

As the required notices were not in order, the Board deferred the variance until September
21, 1982 at 10:20 A.M.

/7

Page 102, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:20 JOHN H. MORRISON, app!. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of an

A.M. addition to dwelling to 10.5 ft. from a street line on a corner lot (30 ft. min.
front yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located at 5716 Norton Rd., Burgundy Farm Subd.,
R-3, Lee Dist., 82-2((5))(A}9, 13,652 sq. ft., V-82-L-104,

Mr. Morrison opted for a deferral of the variance hearing. It was the .consensus of the Boar
to defer the hearing until September 21, 1982 at 10:30 A.M.

!
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Page 103, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:30 T. T. GREEN, appi. under Sect. 18-406 of the Ord. to allow living space addition

AM. to dwelling to remain 6.8 ft. from side lot Tine and garage addition to remain
6.7 ft. from side and 27.2 ft. from front lot Tines (12 ft. min. side yard and
30 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 6003 Lebanon Dr., Forrest
J. Hall Subd., R-3, Springfield Dist., 51-4({5)}1A, 20,538 sq. ft., V-82-5-105.

Mr. T. Thomas Green of 6003 Lebanon Orive informed the Board that he wished to proceed with
the hearing even though there were only four Board members present. Chairman Smith stated
that this application was under the mistake section of the Ordinance. He inquired if the
applicant had obtained a building permit prier to construction. Mr. Green stated that the
need for a variance was the result of an error by the builder and himself. They had applied
for a building permit after construction had started. Chairman Smith #nquired as to how far
along the construction was before applying for the permit. Mr. Green stated that the side
walls and the roof were left to be constructed.

Chairman Smith stated that based on what he had heard so far, he suggested that Mr. Green
ask for a deferral of the hearing. Chairman Smith.inguired as to the name of the builder
and was informed it was Mr. Dwayne Hobbs. Mr. Hobbs was present at the hearing. Mr. Hobbs
stated that he was a lipensed home improvement contractor in the County. Chairman Smith
asked why Mr. Hobbs had started construction before posting the building permit. Mr. Hobbs
replied that he was not aware the permit had to be posted. Chafrman Smith inquired if the
contract set forth who was responsible for obtaining the building perm1t Mr. Hobbs stated
that he cou]d furnish it but did not have it with him.

It was the consensus of the Board to defer the hearing until August 5, 1982 at 2:00 P.M. for
the contractor to furnish the contractor and for a hearing by the full Board.

/
Page 103, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:40 WILLIAM £. MATTHEWS, appl. under Sect. 18-406 of the Ord. to allow a deck to
AM. remain 1.6 ft. from the rear lot 1ine {14 ft. min. rear yard req. by Sects. 3-507
. & 2-412), located 10008 Georgian Woods Ct., Burke Centre Subd., PRC, Springfield
Dist., 77-4{(17))22, 3,825 sq. ft., ¥-B82-5-106.

Mr. Robert Lawrence, an attorney in Fairfax, represented Mr. Matthews. Chairman Smith asked
about the ownership of the property. Mr. Lawrence stated that Mr. Matthews had recentiy
purchased the property. Chairman Smith asked for a copy of the deed so that the findings of
fact could be changed. Mr. Lawrence stated that it took several weeks for the deed to come
back after the property had been recorded. .However, he gave the Chairman the Deedbook and
page number for reference. Chairman Smith stated that would be sufficient.

Chajrman Smith inquired as to when the mistake occurred. Mr. Lawrence stated that the mis-
take occurred when the buiider was building the improvements on the property. However, the
builder had obtained a building permit. Mr. Lawrence requested the Board to defer the
hearing. l; was the consensuys of the Board to defer the variance until September 21, 1982
at 10:40 AM.

/
Page 103,July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:50 GARY E. MOSS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of carport

AM. addition to dwelling to 5.9 ft. from side Tot line (7 ft. min, side yard req. by
Sects. 3-307 & 2-412), located 7713 Shreve Rd., Wren Dale Acres Subd., R-3,
Providence Dist., 49—2((12))3. 11,050 sq. ft., "y-82-p-107.

Chairman Smith explained the procedures when there were only four Board members present. Mr.
Moss asked to proceed with the hearing. He informed the Board that he wished to build a
carport on the side of his house. Chairman Smith inquired as to who owned the property. Mr.
Moss stated that the property was owned by his mother and he. Mr. Moss stated that he wanted
to build the carport on the side of the house. The minimum width was 11.5 ft. for a carport.
He stated that there was a stairwell 3% ft. above grade at that point and 2 3 ft. landing
with stairs along the side of the house. That brought the minimum width to 14.5 ft. because
of the stairwel].

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Moss stated that the existing porch would be
torn down as it was falling down and rotting. Mr. Moss stated that there was a side entrance
and a main entrance in the center of the home. He wanted a carport at the side entrance. Mr
Moss stated that there was a fireplace chimney on the side which would interfere with the car
Chairman Smith stated that the chimney was not shown on the plat. Chairman Smith inquired as
to why Mr. Moss did not build at the rear of the house. Mr. Moss replied that he wanted the
carport attached to the house s0 he could go from the carport into the house. His lot was
only % acre size. Any construction in the rear would take away the yard. There was a
screened porch at the back. He stated that if he built a carport at the rear, ft would not
be functional.
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page 104,July 29, 1982,
GARY E. MOSS
(continued)

Mrs. Day questioned the carport dimensions of 14.5'x24.8'. Mr. Moss stated that his stair-
well wis not at ground level. Chairman Smith stated that a 10' carport would accommodate a
car very nicely. Mr. Moss stated that he was going by the specifications of the American
Institute of Architects which recommended an 11.5 ft. carport. Mrs. Day inquired as to the
number of cars owned by Mr. Moss. Chairman Smith stated that only one car would go in the
carport. Chairman Smith stated that Mr. Moss was requesting a 13.5' carport when only an
11.5' carpért was recommended. There was some obstruction but Chairman Smith stated that the
minfmum for a carport was more Tike 10 ft. Mr. Moss disagreed with the .10 ft. minimum. He
stated that an 11.5' carport would allow room for opening cardoors. Chairman Smith stated
2: did not believe anything was justified over a 13.5' carport which would allow for the
obstruction.

Mr. Moss stated that the County required a 3 ft. wide landing for the stairwell and there

was the 34 chimney. Chairman Smith stated that there was still 10 ft. of space for the
carport. The length of the carpert was 24.8 ft. Mrs, Day questioned the construction of the
house and was informed it was brick. The coTumns would be 6"x6* timbers. The sides of the
carport would be aluminum to match the gable. The roofline would be about 1 ft. from the
present roofline of the house and would be 1 ft. forward.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 104, July 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
GARY E. MOSS

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-P-107 by GARY E. MOSS under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to
allow construction of carport addition to dwellfng to 4.9 ft. from side lot tine (7 ft. min.
side yard req. by Sects. 3-307 & 2-412) on property located at 7713 Shreve Road, tax map
reference 49-2((12})3, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, Mrs. Day moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 29, 1982; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the fo]1om‘ng findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-3.

3. The area of the lot is 11,050 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has steps which have deteriorated and ‘been torn down and
that the house could be entered from the carport. It's not feasible to construct the carport
in the rear yard due to difficult turnaround because of a screened porch and a 10 ft. sanitar
sewer easement at the rear property line. The adjeining neighbor has a swimming pool with
a stockade fence, hence thera will not be any obstruction of view.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reaseonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED IN PART *(to allow
construction of carport addition to dwelling to 5.9 ft. from side lot line) with the follow-
ing 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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension i5 acted upon by
the BZA.

Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hyland being absent).
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Page 105, July 29, 1982, Recess

At 12:50 P.M., the Board recessed for lunch and reconvened at 1:55 P.M. to continue with the
scheduled agenda.

/!
Page 105July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:00 PAUL HOWARD, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to .allow construction of additijon

NOOM between dwelling and detached garage such that the overall dwelling would be 1.3 ft
from side lot 1ine (15 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), located 1953
Massachusetts Ave., Franklin Park Subd., R-2, Dranesville Dist., 41-1((13)})(5)85-86
25,000 sq. ft., v-82-D-108..

Mr, Paul Howard informed the Board that he wished to make an addition to his home. The
addition was not a garage. The garage had been converted previously by a previous property
owner. Mr. Howard stated that the addition would be added onto the in-law cottage. He stated
he had decided to buiid the addition which would connect the cottage. To build at the back ¢
the house would put the additon on top of the septic fields which was not feasibie and it was
not possible to build in the front. Mr. Howard presented the Board with copies of his plans

which showed the elevation. )

Mr. Ribble inquired as to whom Marilyn K. Moore was since she was listed as a property owner.
Mr. Howard replied she was his wife and was aware of the request for the variance. Chairman
Smith stated that she should have joined in the .application and been a party to the request.
Chairman Smith questioned why the addition had to be attached to the cottage since it was the
reasgn for the variance. Mr. Howard replied he did not have to attach it but was doing it
for conventence. Mr. Howard stated that the addition would be used for a family room and
would ‘21low him to have extra space in his home. Mrs. Day stated that the applicant already
had a two story house with a basement. Chairman Smith questioned when the one story building
was converted to an accessory use. Mr. Howard stated he had purchased the home in 1975 and
it had already been converted. He stated that when he researched the addresses for notifica-
tion purposes, he discovered that the structure had been there since 1960. Chairman Smith
guestioned whether the structure was legal. Mr. Covington stated that he was not aware that
- the structure was being used as a dwelling. Mr. Howard stated that the structure was being
used for sterage. Mrs. Day questioned what Mr. Howard planned to do with 1t once the additio
was censtructed. Mr. Howard stated that it would be integrated into the house and would be
used as a bedroom or storage. Mrs. Day questioned whether it had a bathroom and was informed
it did. Mr. Howard stated that the house was at least 60 years old and was very small inside
and not laid out intelligently. The rooms were small and chopped up. He stated that he
wanted a family room. .

Chairman Smith inquired as to the hardship under the Ordinance for connecting the structure
to the house. Mr. Howard stated that as he understood the Ordinance, when he physically
constructs the addition to the garage, it would become part of the house and would have to
meet the setbacks. Chairman Smith stated that he was aware of that requirement. He question
why Mr. Howard intended to use the garage for 1iving purposes. Mr. Howard replied that the
structure was there and would be convenient and add space to the house. It would be more
expensive to try to add space to other areas of the house. Chairman Smith stated that the
Board was not authorized to allow the non-comforming structure to be used as living gquarters.
The structure was constructed for storage or as a garage. Mr. Covington informed the Board
that he was not able to locate a building permit on the structure. He stated that it was
constructed prior to 1900. Chairman Smith doubted that the cinderblock was built prior to
1900. Mr. Covington stated that. the dwelling was built prior to 1900. Chairman Smith stated
that he did:not have a problem with the dwelling. He indicated that Mr. Howard could utilize
the addition and not attach it to the garage.. Chairman Smith stated there was room to build
there. Mr. Howard responded that to build at the back of the house would put him over the
septic fields. Chairman Smith stated that the septic fields were not shown on the plats.

Mr. Howard showed the Board the location of the septic field.

Mr. Howard informed the Board that he and his wife had considered the possibility of building
on aither side of the structure. They were afraid of violating the side lot lines setbacks.
on both sides. Chairman Smith stated that the garage was recognized as being a conforming
structure but had apparentiy been used in a non-conforming manner. He stated that if the
BZA granted the variance, it would be allowing-a variance for a conforming use and a non-
conforming structure which bothered him greatly.

Mr. Hammack questioned why the applicant was required to obtain a variance. Mr. Covington
explained that it was an expansion to a non-conforming structure because the addition would
be attached to the garage. Mr. Hammack questioned whether the addition would have been
allowed under the previous Code as a grandfathered garage. Mr. Covington stated it would
not have been allowed and the previous Code required a 2 ft. -setback for non-flammable
structures such as cinderblock. The garage was constructed prior to 1959 when there was
another Code of 2 ft, To add anything to it would require a variance because of the expan-
sion of & non-conforming structure. Chairman Smith stated that the structure may be non-
conforming as to the setback. Mr. Covington stated that the 1ot was non-conforming. Mr.
Hammack stated that he was troubled because the structure itself conformed to the present
standards. Mr. Covington stated that it was the Zoning Administrator®s position that any-
thing that did not meet the Code would require a variance.
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Page 106, July 29, 1982
PAUL HOWARD
{continued) :

Chairman Smith stated that he was bothered by the fact that the garage would be used for
1iving quarters. Mr. Hammack replied that he did not believe the BZA's granting of the
variance for the addition would approve the non-conforming use in anyway. M. Hammack.stated
that the BZA's approval or disapproval would not permit something not contained in the
apptication.

Chairman Smith stated that the mere fact that the garage was being attached to the addition
would not bother him except for the fact that there was plumbing and a bath in it. He was
troubled because Mr. Howard intended to use the garage as 1jving quarters which was in viola-
tion of the Code. Chajrman Smith stated that if Mr. Howard would agree to use it as storage
and remove the plumbing from the building, he was entitled to the use. . Chairman Smith stated
that occupancy as a dwelling was not a permitted use at anytime. Mr. Covington replied that
Franklin Park was the oldest subdivision in the County. Chairman Smith stated that Mr.
Howard could stitl build the addition without a variance by not attaching it to the garage.
Chairman Smith stated that he could not condene the use of the structure as Tiving quarters.

Mr. Hammack questioned what would have to be done to convert the garage into a family room.
Mr. Covington stated that if the applicant met the setback, he could get a building permit
but would have to indicate that it would not be used for rental purposes but only for his

immediate family. Mr. Hammack questioned attached garages being converted to family rooms.

Mr. Covington stated that there was not any problem as long as. it met the setback requirementy.

The owner would have to obtain a building permit.

Mr. Howard explained to the Board that when he purchased the home in 1975 the conditions of
the structure existed. In order to use the siructure for a garage, he would have to knock
out the wall and put a door in. Mr. Covington stated that a non-conforming use loses its
non-conformity if it has not been used for iwo years,

There was no one else to spegk in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 106, July 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
PAUL HOWARD

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-D-108 by PAUL HOWARD under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to
allow construction of additfon between dwelling and detached garage such that the overall
dwelling would be 1.3 ft. from side lot line (15 ft. min. side yard regq. by Sect. 3-207), on
property located at 1953 Massachusetts Avenue, tax map reference 41-1((13))}(5)85-86, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Hammack moved that the Beard of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution: '

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice tothe public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
July 29, 1982; and :

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 R-2.

3. The area of the lot 1s 25,000 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the locatfon of the existing
buildings on the subject property and that it would appear that the main dwelling house was
non-canforming at the time the property was zoned and that it was constructed and that the
out building to which the proposed addition would be connected may also have preceded the
Zoning Ordinance that we are famfliar with and regularly apply and that the proposed
addit{ion otherwise if not attached to these two structures meets all of the Zoning Ordinance
requirements if it were a separate building placed behind or adjacent to the existing -
buildings; and further, that the location of the septic' field Timits the position of that
addition and to deny the addition would be hard on the applicant and deprive him of the
reasonable use of his property if we applied the Ordinance literally.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLva that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitatfons:
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Page 107, July 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
PAUL HOWARD
{continued) RESOLUTION

1. This approval is granted for the Tocation 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 Tand.

2. This varjance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
tge e;giration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by
the BIA.

3. In addition, the Board of Zoning Appeals in no way approves or disapproves of the
applicant's use of the outbuilding that's described as a one story cinderblock buitding which
has been used in the past as a mether-in-Taw cottage.

Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion FAILED by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith)(Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hyland
being absent).

Page 107,July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:15 LAKE BRADDOCK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord. to permit
P.M. addition of sun deck to existing community recreation facilities, Tocated 9333 Lake
Braddack Dr., PDH-3, Annandale Dist., 78-2((1))10B, 2.28024 acres, 5-82-A-057.

Mr. Donald Pafford represented the Lake Braddock Community Associatfon., He asked the Board
to proceed with the hearing despite the number of members present. Mr, Pafford informed the
Board that he was requesting & special permit for the Lake Braddock Community Association to
be allowed to build a 25'x65' wood deck extension to the existing pool deck. Mr. Pafford
stated this would allow more use of space for sunbathing without overcrowding. There were
trees to screen the property and block the view of the pool.

Mrs. Day questioned the location of the deck since there were two parcels involved. She
asked that should the deck be placed right on the property 1ine, what would happen if the
club chose to sell the other property in the future. Mr. Hammack responded that the club
could not sell the other 1ot as it was floodplain and common grounds which was dedicated with
the development. Mr. Pafford informed Mrs. Day that the parcel was floodplain ‘and was not
useful for any other purpose. It was surrounded by trees.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.

Page 107,0uly 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
LAKE BRADDOCK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION
: RESCLUTION

Mrs, Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-A-057 by LAKE BRADDOCK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION under Section 3-303
of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit addition of sun deck to existing community
recreation facilities, located at 9333 Lake Braddock Drive, tax map reference 78-2({1)}108B,
County of Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with a1l applicable requirJ
ments; and

WHEREAS , following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on July 29, 1982; and .

‘WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

That the owner of the property is the applicant.

That the present zoning is PDH-2.

That the area of the lot is 2.2B024 acres.

That compljance with the Site Plan Ordirance is required.

. The deck will cross property lines but the applicant owns both tracts of land.
The deck will be 25'x65' and shall be used for sunbathing.

O QN P G B e

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of Taw:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

#OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESQLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant orly and is not transferable without further
action of this Board, and is for the location indicated on the application and is not trans-
ferable to other land.
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Page 108,July 29, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
LAKE BRADDOCK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION .
(continued) RESOLUTION

2. This specfal permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unfess constructio
{operatfon) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for exten!
sfon is acted upon by the BZA.

3." This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plans submitted
with this applicatien, 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 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 ¢onditions of this Special Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption fiom the legal and procedural require-
wents of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
PERMIT IS OBTAINEX.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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. Llandscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zening
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmentd] Management.

7. The hours of operation shall be 10 A.M. to 9 P.M., seven days a week, from May 25th
through September 15th.

8. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 88.

9. Unless otherwise qualified herein, extended hours for parties or other activities of
outdoor community swim clubs or recreation associations shall be governed by the following:

{A) Limited to six (6) per season.

(B} Limited to Friday, Saturday and pre-holiday evenings.

{C) * Shall not extend beyond 12:00 midnight. ’ .

(D)  Shall request at least 10 days fn advance and receive prior written permission
from the Zoning Administrator for each individual party. .

(E} Requests shall be approved for only one (1) such party at a time, and such requests
will be approved only after the successful conclusion of a previous extended-hour party or fof
the first one at the beginning of a swim season.

(F} Requests shall be approved only if there are no pending violations of the cond1tioqs
of the Special Permit.

(6) Any substantiated complaints shall be cause for demying any future requests for
extended-hour parties for that season; or, should such complaints occur during the end of the
swim season, then this penalty shall extend to the next calendar year.

Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 {Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hyland being absent).

Page 108, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:30 CONSTANCE L. GOLDBERG, M.PB., appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord. to amend $-297-79

P.M. for home professional office (pediatrician} to permit continuation of the use with-
out term, located 3814 Fort Hi11 Dr., Wilton Woods Subd., R-3, Lee Dist., 82-4((28)
7, 14,733 sq. ft., $5-82-L-058. :

At the request of the applicant, the Board deferred the special permit application until
September 28, 1982 at 8:00 P.M,

/!
Page 108, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:45 WILLIAM B, & JEAN M. BECKER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow sub-

P.M. division into 5 lots with proposed lot 33 having a width of 10 ft. and proposed
corner lot 36 having a width of 80 ft. {80 ft. min, interior lot width & 105 ft.
min. corner lot width req. by Sect. 3-306}, located 9086 Wexford Dr., Wexford
South Subd., R-3, Centreville Dist., 28-4{(27))A, 2.2210 acres, V-82-C-069.
{DEFERRED FROM-JULY 13, 1982 FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION}.

At the request of the applicants, the Board further deferred the variance application until
September 14, 1982 at 11:20 A.M.

1
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Page 109, Jyly 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

1:00 KIDDIE COUNTRY DAY CARE LTD., EDNA H. ANULEWICZ AND FRED T. LOWERY, appl. under

P.M. Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. for a child care center and nursery school, located 9601
01d Keene Mi11 Rd., R-1, Springfield Dist., 88-1({1})19, 3.95 acres, S5-82-5-046.
(DEFERRED FROM JULY 15, 1982 FOR HEARING BY FULL BOARD & AT REQUEST OF ZONING
ABMINISTRATOR'S QFFICE.)

Mr. Fred Lowery was informed by Chairman Smith that there were only four Board members presentf.

Accordingly, he asked for a deferrat. It was the consensus of the Board to defer the special
permit until August 5, 1982 at 2:15 P.M.

1
Page 109, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

1:15 ELEANOR P. FUSARO, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of an

P.M. addition to dwelling to 2.25 ft. from rear 1ot line (20 ft. min. rear yard req. by
Sect. 3-507), located 1771 Wainwright Dr., Wairwright Cluster Subd,, PRC, Centre-
ville Dist., 17-2({13})(18)7, 15,200 sq. ft., V-B2-C-071. (DEFERRED FROM 7/20/82
FOR FULL BOARD AND ADDITIOWAL INFORMATION).

Chairman Smith announced there had been some discussion about a withdrawal request from the
-applicant. However, the Clerk was unable to locate such a request in the file. Because
there were on'l% four Board members present, the Board deferred the hearing until September 21
1982 at 10:50 A.M. '

I/
Page 109, July 29, 1982, Scheduled case of

1:30 KOREAN PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF WASHINGTON.
P.M.

The Clerk informed the Board that the matter involving the Korean Presbyterian
Church of Washington was an after agenda- ftem regarding an extension of 5-81-5-002 which had
been- deferred from July 20, 1982 for a report from the County inspectors pertafning to the
occupancy permit that had not been issued,

Chairman Smith stated that the church was already in use. He regquested an update because the
building was being utilized without benefit of an occupancy permit. He stated that the BZA
was not allowing the use but only extending it. Chairman Smith stated that it was up to the
Zoning Administrator to determine if he wanted to stop the use because of the lack of an
occupancy permit.

Mr. Ribble moved that the Board grant a six month extension of the special permit. Mr.

Hammack seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk
and Hyland being absent}.

/

Page 109, July 29, 1982, After Agenda I[tems

The Board was fn receipt of a memorandum from the Planning Commission regarding a speciaf
permit for "A Child's Place". The use was proposed for a former school. Mr. Hammack asked

for clarification as to who was in charge of such uses. The Clerk was directed to provide
a copy of the application by the August 5th meeting.

://

Page 109, July 29, 1982, After Agenda Items

Reconsideration Request of Mrs. Lazarowitz: The Board was in receipt of a wemorandum/opinion
from the County Attorney's 0ffice regarding reconsideration of denied cases. In view of the
opinion, Mr. Hammack moved that the BZA advise Mrs. Lazarowitz that it could not reconsider
her denied variance based on the County Code. Mrs. Day seconded the mation and it passed by
a vote of 4 to O (Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk & Hyland being absent).

l// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 3:25 P.M.

w)é%gdcﬁé!ﬁ@_
Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the

Board of Zoning Appeals

: E, .
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_The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held in the Boardﬂ

Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday, August 3, 1982, The Following
Board Members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; John DiGiulian,
¥ice Chairman; Ann Day, Gerald Hyland, and John Ribble, Paul Hammack
arrived at 11:40 A.M. John Yaremchuk was absent.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:40 A.M. and Mrs, Day led the prayer,
The Chairman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case of:

10:00 A.M. ASLAN CORPORATION AND THEODORE BODNAR, JR,, THEODORE BODNAR, SR., &
BARBARA BODNAR, appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Qrd. to appeal Zoning
Administrator's decision that appellant’'s Non-Residential Use Permit and
two sigh permits are null and void because of a determination that the
use 1s a quick-service food store, for which Specfal Exception approval
is required in the I-5 district, located 8213 Lee Hwy., I-5, Providence
Dist., 49-4((1)}6, 20,000 sq. ft., A-B2-P-016.

Chairman Smith announced that the applicant had requested a deferral. It was the consensus
of the Board to reschedule the application for September 14, 1982 at 12:15 P.M.

Page 110, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:30 P.M. INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the
Ord, to amend $-13-79 for country club to permit addition of a tennis
ﬂro shop to existin? facflities, Tocated 13200 Lee Jackson Memgrial

wy., R-1, Centreville Dist., 45-1((1))11, 240,87 acres, 5-82-C-037.
(DEFERRED FROM 7/13/82 FOR NOTICES)

T.J. Rutledge, Yice-President of International Town & County Club, 171413 Vale Road, Oakton,
yirginia, presented the appiication, He stated the ctub had had a temporary permit for
several years that permitted a trailer for a tennis pro shop on the site. He stated that
the ¢lub wanted to put up & permanent building in place of the trailer. The building will
be 24* x 24', with a deck on twe sides, and the pro shop will be operated for five months
from May thru September from 9 A.M. to 7 P.M.

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

page 110, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, INC.
RESOLUTIGCN

Mr. DiGiulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-C-037 by INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, under Section
3-103 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend 5-13-79 for country club to permit
addition of a tehnis pro shop to existing facflities, located at 13200 Lee Jackson Highway,
tax map reference 45-? {(1}) 11, County of Fairfax, Virginfa, has been properly filed in
accordance with all applicable requirements; and -

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on August 3, 1982; 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-1,

3. . That the area of the 1ot is 240,87 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 fndicating compifance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section B-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application is GRANTED,
with the following limftations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without further
action of this Board, and is for the location indicated on the applicatfon and 15 not
transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless
construction {operatfon) has started and s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until
the request for extension 1S acted upon by the BZA.




Page 111, August 3, 1982
INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, INC.
{continued)

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plans submitted
with this applfcation. Any additional structures of any kind, changes, ir use, additionat
uses, or changes fn the plans approved by this Board (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes require a Special 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 Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS KOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

8. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED fn a
conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made avajlable to all departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required {n accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The hours of operation shall be 9:00 AM. to 7500 P.M. May thru September,

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 7 (Mr, Smith} (Messrs, Hammack and Yaremchuk absent],

Page 311, August 3, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

¥-82-A-135/ RONALD LEMLEY: The Board was in recelpt of an out-of-turn hearing request from
John A. Kephart for & variance application submitted for Ronald Lemley. It was the
consensus of the Board to deny the request and schedule the agglication in turn, The
scheduled date for the application was September 21, 1982 at 11:30 A.M.

Page 111, August 3, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

The Board discussed special permit application $-82-D-065, Juliana Campagna, scheduled for
12:30 P.M. on August 5, 1982, The staff had submitted a memo to the Board requesting a
deferral on the case to allow them time to work out problems with the applicant and receive
comments from other offices. This was a private school of general education with 80
children, The applicant was askin? to increase the number to 160 children. Jane Kelisey
stated that the applicant had problems with the deferral request because of a loan
comaitment, but she was unable to attend the hearing. It was the consensus of the Board to
deny the request of staff and hear the case on the scheduled date and time.

Page 111, August 3, 1982, ScheduTed case of:

11:00 AM, ARLENE A. STEPHENS, appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to appeal
decision of Zoning Administrator in approving for issuance of clearing
and grading and building permits for Regency Phase I, located 01d
Meadow Rd., Westgate Industrial Park, R-30, Providence Dist.,
39-2{(18])94, 5.9325 acres, A-82-P-017.

Frederick Krebs, represented the applicant. He stated that he understood that he had the
burden of persuading at least four of the members to uphold the appeal, and since only ffvﬂ
menbers were present, he requested that the application be deferred for a full Board.
Chairman Smfth informed Mr. Krebs that it was the policy of the Board to hear appeals with
five members present.

Chairman Smith stated that after reviewing the record of the site plan under question, and
the other points involved with it, that this appeal should have been appealed to the
Circuit Court. This case was appealed to the Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors, and the same basic issues that are being contended here were decided by the
Jegislative bodies. Chafrman Smith further stated that the only question the BZA could
entertain a discussion on would be the issuance of the permit itself, This was a
continuing action that took place after the decision of the legislative body. He stated
that he would 1ike to keep the discussion narrowed down to that one point, the signing off
by the Zoning Administrator on the foundation permit.

Mr. Krebs stated that the issue is one of was the decision by the Zoning Administrator in

full conformity with the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. He stated that he could show
the BIA that the decision of the Board of Supervisors was incorrect and flawed. He stated
that the fssue here today was an interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance.

Mr. Krebs stated that he felt the current Ordinance was applicable to the project,
specifically the Ordinance provides that all construction must comply unless it has been
grandfathered as provided in the Public Facil{ties Manuel. Only those plans ian conformanc
with the PFM may be grandfathered, There are two requirements there. One is that a
multi-phased site plan has a five year life unless an extension 1s granted by the Board of
Supervisors. Mr. Krebs stated that no extension was obtained, the five year period

i3S
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Page 112, August 3, 1982
ARLENE A. STEPHENS
{continued)

expired, and therefore the site plan is dead. The second requirement is that there must be|
diligent pursuit  of the development. MNothing had been done on this Phase 1I piece of
property for efght years, He stated that the Zoning Adminfstrator's decisfon to {ssue this
permit was contrary to his own stated interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance, He submitted
a copy of Interpretation #1 dated August 15, 1978 by the Zonin? Administrator that states:
“A)1 applications filed on August ¥4th or on a later date shail be filed in accordance with
the above referenced provision." The above referenced provisions include applicatfons for
building permits. In this circumstance the Zoning Ordinance does not recognize the concept
of vested rights. The only justification is pursuant to the grandfather provision, If
these requirements are not met, no County official has the authority to wafve or ignore
that provision. Mr. Krebs stated that his client was asking only that the owner and
developer of this property comply with the current Zoning Ordinance.

Richard Hobson, a lawyer from Boothe, Prichard and Dudley, represented Warren X. Montouri,
Trustee and Regency Investment Corporation, the owner and developer of the Regency Phase 11
property. He stated that the issue of the appeal was simply propriety of the Zoning
Administrator's action of approving a footing and foundation permit in accordance with the
Board of Supervisors decision on June 2T on a site plan appeal, As the staff report points
out, these issues are the same ones that were raised for the site plan. He stated that theH
site plan did not conform to the current Zoning Ordinance, but that the Board of
Supervisors confirmed that the site plan revisfon in question was not required to conform
to the current Ordinance because of the vested rights of the owner,

The following people, all residents of the Colonies, spoke in support of the appeal
application: Charles Coon, Ra{mond Carlson, Bob Garretson, Sarah Robr, Peter Laudercock,
Catherine Briber, Janis Stewpeil, Conrad Shuber, Joseph Helman, and Tony Hamilton., They
were concerned with the traffic impact and congestion. and the existing parking problems.
They indicated that the area was crowded and the existing access roads were now over-used.

Mr. Krebs stated that one of the duties of the Zoning Administrator was the issuance of
building permits in compliance with the Site Plan and other portions of the Zoning
Ordinance. A decision that is not in compliance with the plair meaning of the Zoning
Ordinance is improper. He also stated that as a matter of Jaw, 1n Sect. 18-111 of the
Zoning Ordinance, no official had any authority to issue permits of any type that are
contrary to the Zoning Ordinance. If this is done, such actfons are null and void. In
conclusion, he submitted that this Board had Jurisdiction over this matter, and they had
the obligation to Tcok at the gquestion of whether or not the Zoning Ordinance had been
complied with.

Phi1 Yates had no further comments other than what was included in the staff report,

Page 112, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals|

ARLENE A, STEPHENS
RESOLUTION

Mrs. Day moved that the Board uphold the decision of the Zoning Administrator for the
following reasons. She stated that on June 21, 1982, the Board of Supervisors denfed a
site plan appeal filed by Arlene Stephens and upheld the right of Warren K. Montourri,
Trustee and Regency Phase Il Limited Partnership to develop Phase [I under the concept of
vested rights. on June 22 & 23, 1962, permits for footing and foundation, permit number
8209080770, and permit number 810810410016 to install street {mprovements, storm drainage,
sanitary sewer, and all other necessary improvements was issued. Mrs. Day stated that the
Zoning Administrator was clearly correct in approving permits for fssuance 1n accordance
with the decision of the Board of Supervisors. Mrs. Day continued her motion by stating inj
as much as the Board's decision is the final determination under the Zoning Ordinance of
the validity of a site plan approved by the Director of the Department of Environmental
Management, Mrs, Stephens is barred by estoppel from relitigating the vested rights issue
by ogjecting to the implementation of a decision already litigated and decided. Mrs. Day
agreed with the statement by the Chairman that the matter is a decision of the elected
legislative body. The Board of Supervisors has legislative and appellant rights. The
Zoning Ordinance provides a separate appellant process for site plan appeals in Sect.
17-110 and that process does not include the Board of Zoning Appeals, Mrs. Day stated she
did not feel that this is the forumeven to hear this case, She felt that any judicial
appeal should not be heard by the Board of Zoning Appeals, and further appeals should be
appealed to the Circuft Court.

Mr. Hammack seconded the motion to uphold the decision of the Zoning Administrator and the
motion passed by a unanimous vote of the members present,
{Mr, Yaremchuk being absent)

//The Board recessed for Junch at 12:40 P.M. and the meeting reconvened at 1:40 P.M.
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Page 113, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:30 AM, ROBERT D. HOLLAND, JR., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
enclosure of rear portion of attached carport for use as expanded dining
room 7.1 ft. from side lot 1ine {12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect,
3-307}, located 6710 Fern Ln., Sleepy Hollow Woods Subd., R-3, Mason
Dist., 60-4{{17)}(A)Y, 16,257 sq. ft., V-82-M-097.

Robert D. Holland, Jr. presented his application. He stated that he wanted to enclose his
carport for a dining room addition. His property adjoined Sleepy Hollow Swim Association
to the rear, The existing carport was constructed under a variance granted by the BZA on
October 14, 1965. Mr. Holland stated that due to topographical problems, #t would be too
expensive to enfarge the house in any cther manner. There are hills down the side of the
property and across the back. The fall-off to the rear is approximately 16 feet.

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

Page 113, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
ROBERT D. HOLLAND, JR.
RESQLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-M-097 by ROBERT D. HOLLAND, JR. under Sectior 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow enclosure of rear portfon of attached carport for use as expanded dining
room 7.1 ft, from side 1ot line (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect, 3-307), tax map
reference 60-4 ((17}} {A) 1, County of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mr. Hyland moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 3, 1982; 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-3.

3. That the area of the lot is 16,257 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property has exceptional topographic problems and converging Tot
1ines. The evidence that is in the file and that has been received today indicates that
there is approximately 20 feet of utiTity easements across the property. From the
testimony we have received there appears to be no adverse impact on contiguous property
owners as the property located adjacent to where the carport presently exists and where the
addition would be constructed 1s presently owned by Fairfax County Park Authority. It does
riot appear that there would be any development in that area.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result fn practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
Tand and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the folTowing
Timftations:

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

2. This variance shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless construction has
started and 135 diligently pursuéd or uniess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
;hetgxpiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
y the BZA.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 6 - 1 (Mr. Smith) {Mr. Yaremchuk befng absent).
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Page 114, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:40 A.M. PEDRO GONZALEZ, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to amend V-35-75,
allowing an attached garage to remain &s located, to allow installation
of garage door, located 2104 Haycock Rd., Merrell Park Subd., R-3,
Dranesville Dist., 40-2((31))14, 11,138 sq. ft., ¥-82-D-109,

Pedro Gonzalez presented his application., He stated that the BZA had granted a variance

for a carport in 1965, He had enclosed one side of the carport and the rear, leaving the
front open and a rear doorway open. He stated that he had obtained a building permit to

construct a carport, but the structure he had built was considered a garage. The BZA had
given him a variance with the condition that there be no door constructed. Mr. Gonzalez

stated that he was now asking the Board to let him put up a door for security reasons,

Mrs. Day read the minutes for the previous hearing Tn 1965 where it stated that a neighbor,
Mr. Paragill, 2901 Haycock Road had objected to a door befng put up. Mr. Gonzalez informed
the Board that Mr. Paragill had since moved. He submitted a letter of support to the Board
from a neighbor that had spoken in opposition to the original variance appiication in 1965,

There was no one to speak 1n support or opposition to the application.

Page 114, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
PEDRO GONZALEZ
RESQLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-p-109 by PEDRO GONZALEZ under Sectfon 18-40T1 of the Zoning
prdinance to allow installation of garage door, on property located at 2104 Haycock Road,
tax map reference 40-2 ((31)) 14, County of Fafrfax, ¥irginia, Mr. Hammack moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 3, 1982; and

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

t. That the owner of the subject property fs the applicant

2. That the present zoning is R-3.

3, That the area of the Tot is 11,138 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant has previously been granted a varjance with respect to the partial
enclosure of a carport which he constructed at an earlier period. Under the original
variance he was not permitted to put a door on the front or enclose the rear of that
carport, He has shown through testimony and other evidence that he 1s a victim of certain
vandalism and it would be & hardship on him not to allow the enclosure of the rear and a
door on the front of the garage.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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
1and and/or buildings involved,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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

2. This variance shall expire gighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is d111gently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration, A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extensfon is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 1 (Mr. Smith) (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent}.
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Page 115, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:50 A.M. BRUCE J. BLOCK, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to aliow ;
construction of deck addition to dwelling to 10 ft. from rear lot line
{19 ft. min. rear yard req. by Sects. 3-307 & 2-412), located B33 Arley
Dr,, Rolling Valley Subd., R-3{C), Springfield Dist., 88-4((6))16A,
9,475 sq. ft., V-82-5-110.

Bruce Block, the applicant, presented his application. He stated that the house was set
back close to the rear of the lot. The rear yard was sloped and he needed a deck to get
the full use of the backyard. The property to the rear was open space owned by the

. homeowners association. He stated that the existing deck was 10' by 10°, but it was
falling d?un. It was what was considered a “buflder's special® when they constructed the
house In 1576.

There was no one to speak 1n support or opposftion to the application,

Page 115, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
BRUCE J. BLOCK
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-5-110 by BRUCE J. BLOCK under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
ordinance to allow construction of deck addition to dwelling to 10 ft. from rear 1ot 1ipe
(19 ft. min. rear yard req. by Sects. 3-307 & 2-412), on property located at 8503 Arley
Drive, tax map reference B8-4 ((6}) 16A, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, Mr, DiGiulian moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followfng resclution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 3, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property {s the applicant

2. That the present zoning is R-3 (Cluster),

3. That the area of the lot is 9,475 sq. ft,

4, That the applicant’s property has exceptional topographic problems and has an unusual
condition in the location of the existing dwelling being very close to the rear lot line.
Alsc, the property is adjacent to open space.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of 1aw:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as )isted above exist
which under a strict fnterpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
Jand and/or buildings invoived.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED, IN PART to allow
cohstruction of deck addition to 15,5 ft. from rear lot line with the following TimitatTons|

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure {ndicated 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 eighteen {18} months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursuéd or unless renewed by actfon of this Board prior to any

expiration. A request for an extensicn shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid untfl the extension is acted upon

by the BZA.
Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 1 (Mr. Smith) {Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).
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;age 115, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:00 NOON ALAN & CARCL MOWBRAY, appl. under Sect. 18-4071 of the Ord. to allow
construction of addition to dwelling to 8 ft. from side Tot 1ine such
that side yards total 28.6 ft. {12 ft, min.,, 40 ft. total min. side yard
req. by Sect, 3-107), located 3215 Foxvale Dr,, Carmel 1n the Woods
augg.é $;}(c), Centreville Dist., 46-2((16))1A, 24,297 sq. ft.,

Alan Mowbray presented his application. He stated that his lot was unusually narrow, and
his house had been placed at an angle on the lot. On one side of the house there was a
septfc Fleld that prevented him from expanding on that side. He stated that his neighbors
had no objections.

There was no one to speak fn support or opposition to the application.
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Page 116, August 3, 1962 Board of Zoning Appeal
ALAN & CAROL MOWBRAY
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-C-111 by ALAN & CAROL MOWBRAY under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
ordinance to allow construction of addition to dwelling to 8 ft. from side Tot line such
that side yards total 28.6 ft. (12 ft. min,, 40 ft. total min. side yard req. by Sect.
3-107}, on preperty located at 3215 Foxvale Drive, tax map reference 46-2 ((16)) 1A, County
of F:irfax, yirginia, Mrs. Day woved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resotution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 3, 1982; 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-1 (Cluster).

3. That the area of the lot 1s 24,297 sq. ft.

4. That the building 1s constructed at an angle as the lot is narrow and substandard. Th$
proposed locatfon of the addition is the only place 1t could be erected, as the rear yard
is not buildable due to a septic tank and pump. On the right side of Fox Yale Road is
access to the applicants rear property which would not be affected by the proposed
structure. Trees and screening shall be placed along lot 6 for screening of the proposed
addition. :

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above exist
which under a strict fnterﬁretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical

difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of thq
land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED, with the following
Timitations:

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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless censtruction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed fn writing thirty {30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid unti) the extension is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - O [Messrs. Smith & Yaremchuk being absent).

Bage 116, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12110 P.M, JOSEPH P. JR. & PATRICIA K. O'CONNELL, app!. under Sect. 18-401 of the
ord. to allow construction of porch addition to dwelling to 22.2 ft.
from rear lot line {25 ft. min. rear yard req. by Sect. 3-307), Jocated
6656 New Chandler Ct., Woodside Manor Subd., R-3{C), Springfield Dist.,
88-1((7))30, 9,474 sq. ft., V-B2-5-112,

Joseph 0'Connell presented his application. He stated that there was an existing patfo
that he would like to enlarge and enclose it with a glass and screen structure. He stated
that he could not fully enjoy the patio because of the poor drainage of the property to th
rear of his house. Also, the addition would add to the fnsulation of the house in cold
weather. He indicated to the Board that the adjoining property owner, Mr. Silverstein, ha
written a letter of support that was in the file. :

There was no one to speak in support or opposition to the application.
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Page 117, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
JOSEPH P, JR, & PATRICIA K. O'CONNELL
RESGLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-5-112 by JOSEPH P, JR., & PATRICIA K. O'CONNELL under Section 18-401
of the Zoning Ordinance to allow comstruction of porch addition to dwelling to 22,2 ft.
from rear lot 1ine (25 ft. min. rear yard req. by Sect. 3-307), on property located at 6656
New Chandler Court, tax map reference 88-1 {(7)) 30, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, Nr,
Hyland moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 3, 1982; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the foTlowing findings of fact:

. That the owner of the subject pro?erty is the applicant
. That the present zoning is R-3 (Cluster).

. That the area of the lot is 9,474 sq. ft.

. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the location of the existing
buildings on tﬂe subject property, that is the building is located 10 ft. further down from
the front lot 1ine than what is required. The lot s an unugual configuration, The
contiguous property owner who would be most affected, Mr. Silverstefn, indicated in a
Tetter that he has no objections to the request variance, To the rear of the property
there is an existing flood plain area which indicated there would be no development on that
property and it 1s owned by the Homeowner's Assocfation,

oy o —

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strfct interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical

di fficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the
1and and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED that the subject application s GRANTED, with the following
1imitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure fndicated 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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursuéd or unTess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiratfon, A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before
thetﬁxpiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension ¥s actad upon
by the BZA.

Mrs. Day seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0 (Messrs. Smith & Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 117, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:20 P.M. CHARLES W. SMITH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of detached garage 6 ft, from side 1ot line (15 ft. win,
side yard req. by Sect. 3-207 & 10-105), located 7821 Ridgewood Dr.,
R-2, Mason Dist,, 59-4{(9})89, 21,88) sq. ft., V-82-M-113,

Charles Smith, the applicant, presented his app?ication. He stated that to the best of hisg
knowledge he was not related to Chairman Smith and had not discussed the case with him.
Charles Smith stated that if he placed his garage the required 15 ft. from the side jot
line, the way his driveway was situated he would not be able to get into the garage. If h
moved it further back to the rear, it would take up his whole backyard, He stated that he
could turn the gara?e around to make 1t more accessible from the existing driveway, but hi
wife wouldn't Tet him do that. Charles Smith stated that there was a slope in his
backyard, but the rest of the Jot was fairly level. He stated that his neighbor had buiit
a garage 2 feet away from the side lot line, ‘

There was no one to speak Tn support or opposition to the application,
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Page 118, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeal
CHARLES W. SMITH: ﬂ

RESQLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-M-113 by CHARLES W. SMITH under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of detached garage 6 ft, from side 1ot line (15 ft, min.
sfde yard req, by Sects, 3-207 & 10-105), on property located at 7821 Ridgewood Drive, tax
map reference §9-4({9))8%, County of Fairfax, ¥irginfa, Mrs. Day moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 3, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property {s the applicant

2. That the present zoning is R-2.

3, That the area of the 10t 1s 21,881 sq. ft,

4, That the applicant has asked for a 25,33 ft., square garage 6 feet from the property
line. I move the Board grant construction of a garage 24 feet wide and 24 feet long and to
be constructed 12 feet from the property line which would extend it not beyond the rear of
the house but just about parallel with the side 1ine of the house. This will allow the
applicant to retain his garden and the woods at the rear of the property to enhance the
enjoyment of his property,

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conciusions of law:
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result {n practical

difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of th
land and/or buildings involved,

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as Tisted above exist ]

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED, IN PART with the
following 1imitations:

1. This approval s 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 eighteen (18) months from this date untess construction has
started and is diligently pursued or uniess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA,

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 2 (Messrs. Smith & Hammack) (Mr, Yaremchuk being absent}{

Page 118, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:30 P.M. HELEN M. KILLION, app). under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord, to allow
constructfon of carport addition to dwelling to 7.0 ft. from side Tot
tine (10 ft. min. side yard req. by Sects. 3-207 & 2-412), located 6529
Oakwood Dr., Barcroft Hi1ls Subd., R-Z, Mason Dist., 60-4{(12))274,
10,171 sq. ft., V-82-M-114.

Helen Ki11ion, the applicant, presented her application. She stated that the existing
chimney extended 18 inches into the proposed carport, and to keep the carport in keeping
with the architecture of the neighborhood, she was going to construct a brick pillar rather
than a frame. In doing this, the proposed carport would only be 1].9 feet. She stated she
wolld loose 3 feet because of the chimney and pillar. That is why she requested a carport
of this size. Also, her driveway is at an angle. Mrs. Killion said she was requesting a
carport for the protection of the car and her own protection. There were no objections
from any neighbors.

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

)1



Page 119, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
HELEN M. KILLTON
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-M-114 by HELEN M. KILLION under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of of carpert addition to dwelling to 7.0 ft, from side lot
line (10 ft. min. side yard req. by Sects, 3-207 & 2-412), or property located at 6529
Oakwood Drive, tax map reference 50-4 ((12)) 274, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, Mr.
DiGfulian moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and '

WHEREAS, following proper noetice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 3, 1982; 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-2,

3. That the area of the lot is 10,171 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is substandard as to 1ot width and lot area. There is
somewhat of an unusual conditfon in the location of the existing buildings on the subject

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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 reascnable use of the
land and/or bufldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application s GRANTED with the following
1imi tations:

1. This approval is granted for the locatfon and the specific structure indicated in the
plats 1ncluded with this applicaticn only, and 1s not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the same land.

2., This variance shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless constructicn has
started and i diligently pursued or unTess renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {(30) days before
ghetﬁxpiratfon date and the variance shall remain valid unt?) the extension is acted upon
)y the BIA.

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.
The motfon passed by a vote of 5 - 1 (Mr. Smith) (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent),

Page 119, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:40 P M. ALEXANDER & ERLINA OCAMPO, appl. under Sect. 18-406 of the Ord. to allow|
dwelling to remain as located, with total side yard of 36.2 ft. and with
deck 15.4 ft. from rear lot line (40 ft. total min. side yard and 19 ft,
min. rear yard req. by Sects. 3-107 & 2-412), located 12331 Cannonball
Rd., Buckner Forest Subd., R-1(C), Springfield Dist., 56-3((8))z3,
20,000 sq. ft., V-82-5-115,

Christy Lowrey, from the firm of Bengston, DeBell, Elkton & Titus, the agents for the
applicant, presented the application, She stated that the mistake was made by the
Christiand Corﬂoration during the construction of the buflding. A buflding permit was
secured, but the house was rotated on the lot slightly during construction, to preserve twol
large trees at the rear corner of the lot. She stated that the violation was committed
unintentionally. To the rear of the 1ot was open space owned by the Buckner Forest
Homeowners Association, Because of the lot configuration and the location of the septic
field, the building had to be Tocated to the extreme rear of the Tot.

Paul Katus, the prasident of Christland Corporation, spoke regarding the application. He
stated that the subdivision contained 17 homes and was heavily wooded. He stated that thig]
was his model home, and when it was laid out, he wanted to save two large cak trees in the
rear corner. He stated that he had no idea he had overstepped his bounds. When the final
location house survey was issued for the residential use permit, 1t was brought to his
attention that there was a problem.

There was no one to speak 1n support or opposition to the application,

Al



existing building structure. Mr, Reese stated that he had been advised by the Zoning

Page 120, August 3, 1982 Board of Zonfng Appeals]
ALEXANDER & ERLINA OCAMPO
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-5-115 by ALEXANDER & ERLINA OCAMPO under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow duel11n? to remain as located, with total side yard of 36.2 ft.
and with deck 15.4 ft. from rear lot 1ine {40 ft. total min. side yard and 19 ft. min. rean
yard req. by Sects. 3-107 & 2-412), on property located at 12331 Cannonball Road, tax map
reference 56-3 ((8)) 23, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mrs. Day moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fafrfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, foltowing proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 3, 1982; and

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

That non-compliance was the result of an error in the location of the building subsequent
to the issuance of a building permit. Christland Corporation moved the house askew on the
tot from the plans in order to save two large oak trees. This is due to the fact there is
a septic field in the front yard and the house had to be placed at the far end of the lot.
The applicants are asking 3.8 ft. total side yard variance and 4.6 ft. rear yard for the
deck, The rear proper%ﬁ is owned by the Homeowner's Association and 1t is not indicated iY
would be built upon. e two nefghbors have no objections.

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

1. That the granting of this varfance will not fmpair the fntent and purpose of the Zoning
Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity,

2. That the granting of this variance will not create an unsafe condition with respect to
both other properties and public streets and that to force compliance with setback
requirements would cause unreasonable hardship upon the owner who purchased it after the
builder made the error,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application fs GRANTED with the following
1imitations:

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

Mr. Di&iulian seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 1 (Mr, Smith) (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent),

Page 120, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:50 P.M. CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS, appl. under Sect. 3-303 of
the Ord. to amend 5-80-M-040 for church and related facilities to permit
the addition of satellite earth station to existing facilities, located
3900 Howard St., R-3, Mason Dist., 60-3{{1}}18A, 7.9440 acres,
5-82-M-060.

James Reese, 8133 Leesburg Pike, Vienna, counsel for the church, presented the
application, He stated that this satellite unit would be a receiving unit only for churchal
related activities. The church wanted to fnstall this unit approximately ten feet from th

Administrator that 1t was his position on this type of receiving antennas that it was a
permitted use, as long as the existing special permit was amended. Mr. Reese indicated
that the signal recefved by this antenna would be transmitted within the existing structuref
only. The buflding and the surrcunding dwellings are separated by z fence of shrubbery,
and the building itself {is not visible from the surrounding dwellings. Therefore, the
addition of an antenna will not be visible to the surrounding houses. Mr. Reese indicated
that the antenna would be on the ground surrounded by a chain 1fnk fence,

There was no one to speak 1n support or opposition-to the application.
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Page 121, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appezls
CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER-DAY SAINTS
RESOLUTION

Mr. Hyland made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 5-82-M-060 by CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER-DAY SAINTS, under
Section 3-303 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend $5-80-M-040 for church and
related facilities to permit the addition of satellite earth station to existing
facilities, located at 3900 Howard Street, tax map reference 60-3 {(1)) 184, County of
Fa;rfax, yirginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements;
an

WHEREAS, folTowing proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on August 3, 1982; and

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

. That the owner of the property is the applicant.

That the present zoning s R-3,

That the area of the Tot 15 7,9440 acres.

. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required,

s -
. .

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW THEREFGRE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject applicatior is GRANTED.
with the following Timitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless
construction [operation) has started and s diligently pyrsued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration., A request for an extension shall be filed In
writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the permit shail remain valid unti)
the request for extension i$ acted upon by the BZA,

3, This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plans submitted
with this appiication. Any additional structures of any kind, changes, {n 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 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 Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

8, A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicucus place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning

. Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The provisfons of 5-80-M-040 shall continue to be in force,

Mr, DiGifulian seconded the motfon.

The motion passed by a vote of 6 - O (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 121, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

1:10 P.M, MONTEBELLO ASSOCIATES, appl. under Sect. 3-3003(6) of the Ord. to permit
a bank teller machine, unmanned, located 5900 Mount Eagle Dr., R-30, Mt.
Vernon Dist,, 83-3({(1])86, 34,54782 acres, S-82-V-056,

application. He stated that this was a condominium complex with about a thousand units.
commnity service and recreation building has been approved for this property, and
Montebello Assoclates is asking for an automatfc teller machine to be located there. This
machine will be a wall unft within a buflding, and will be assocfated with the Dominion
National Bank of Northern Virginia. It will be used by Montebello Condominium residents
and their guests only, and will not be open to the public. One person will come in once a
day to replenish the cash and other materials as necessary. Mr. Middleton stated that
there would be no traffic impact since the residents would be the only ones using the
machine.

Howard Middleton from the firm of Thomas & Fisk, 510 King Street, Alexandria, presented thm

-There was ho cne to speak 1n support or opposition to the applicatioen,

e T
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Page 122, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
MONTEBELLO ASSOCIATES
RESCLUTION

Mr. Hammack made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 5-B2-Y-056 by MONTEBELLD ASSOCIATES, under Sectfon 3-3003 {6) of
the Fairfax County Zoning Ordfnance to permit a bank teller machine, unmanned, located at
5900 Mount Eagle Drive, tax map reference 83-3 {{1)} 86, County of Fairfax, Yirginfa, has
been property filed 1n accordance with a1l applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on August 3, 1982; 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-30.

3, That the area of the lot is 34,.54782 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance fs required.

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Spec1a{
Permit Uses Trn R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the subject application 1s GRANTED.
with the following limitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless
construction (operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of this Board prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in
writing thirty {30) days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid unti
the request for extension 1s acted upon by the BZA,

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 Specfal 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 Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural
requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 permftted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required n accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The automatic teller machine will be a wall unit located inside the community center,
8. The machine will perform normal teller operations in¢luding but not 1imited to
accepting deposits, cash and checks, providing withdrawals of savings accounts and the 11k
9. The machine will be available only for walk-in customers {nside the community center
and will be made available only to Montebello residents and their guests,

10, The teller machine shall be accessible during normal hours of operation of the
commurity center as determined by the Montebello Associates organization,

11. There shall be no external advertising of the equipment.

Mr, Hyland seconded the motion,
The motion passed by & vote of 6 - O (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 122, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

1:30 P.M. GEQRGE L. & NORMA E. PFAFF, appl, under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord, to
allow expansion and enclosure of carport to 12,8 ft, from side lot 1inef
{15 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), located 4829 Willet Dr.,
Springbrook Forest Subd., R-2, Annandale Dist., 69-2({7))(4)3, 15,030
sq. ft., V-82-A-081. (DEFERRED FROM 7/15/82 TO ALLOW APPLICANT TIME TO
REVIEW ORDINANCE AND FROM 7/22/82 FOR FULL BOARD)

Norma Pfaff, the applicant, reviewed her request for the Board. She stated that her lot
was a substandard, 90 foot lot. She stated that {f her lot was the required 100 foot lot,
a variance would not be needed, She stated that the 2,2 ft. variance reguested, was not
visible from the street and would have no visual impact on any abutting property. Mrs,
Pfaff stated that the adjoining neighbors on Tot 4 were in favor of the application. TheJT
house is higher than hers, and that side of the house was a blank wall,

There was no one to speak 1n support or opposition to the application.

| 7



Page 123, August 3, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
GEORGE L, & NORMA E. PFAFF
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-A-082 by GEORGE L. & NORMA PFAFF under Section 18-401 of the Zonming
Ordinance to allow expansion and enclosure of carport to 12.8 ft, from side lot 1ine (15

ft. min, side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), on property located at 4829 Willet Drive, tax map
reference 69-2 ({7)} (4) 3, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulian moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 3, 1982; 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-2.
3. That the area of the Yot is 15,030 sq, ft.

. That the applicant's property is substandard in width and has an unusual conditfon in
th: location of the existing buiidings on the subject property. The carport partially
exists now.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
which under a strict interﬂretation 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 s GRANTED with the following
1imitations:

1. This approval is Rranted for the locatfon and the specific structure indicated in the
plats inclyded with this application only, and s not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the same land.

2, This variance shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
ghet:xpgggtion date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
y the .

Mrs. Day seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of § - 1 (Mr, Smith} (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 123, August 3, 1982, Scheduled case of:

1:45 P.M. WILLIAM L. & ALIKI M, BRYANT, appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to
appeal Zoning Administrator‘s decision that & proposed private indoor
tennis colrt is not a permitted accessory use to a sfngle family
detached dwelling located at 1019 Savile Lan., McLean, VA., Langley on
the Potomac Subd., R-T, Dranesville Dist., 22-4((1))8A, 1.444 acres,
A-82-D-015. (DEFERRED FROM JULY 29, 1982 for FULL BOARD)

Philip Yates was present at the meeting to answer any questions regarding the staff report
presented to the Board on this appeal application. He stated that his position was set
forth 1n the staff report. }

Mr. Hyland fnquired whether or not this would be considered an accessory use if this was
not a covered tennis court. Mr. Yates stated he would approve it if it were an outdoor
teants court. If this was a public use, 1t would be permitted by right. Mr, Yates
informed the Board. that an outdoor tennis court and a swimming pool already existed on this
property. This proposal was to construct an additional indoor tennis court on the subject
property. Mr. Yates noted that the square footage of the proposed facility was
approxfmately 8,262 sq. ft., and the proposed height was 35 ft.

Dexter 0din, 10505 Judicial Drive, Fairfax, represented the applicant. He stated that it

. was his understanding that 1f this structure had been part of a dwelling, that is, it had
been connected, then it would be permitted, Mr. Yates repiied that the provision
addressing accessory uses did not necessarily address detached or attached facilities. He
stated that he was not fn a position at the moment to rule if this was a proposed addition
to the dwelling, and that was not the jssue at the moment.




page 124, August 3, 1982
WILLIAM L, & ALIKI M. BRYANT
{continued)

In response to a question from Mr. Hammack, Mr. Yates replied that he would have come to
the same conclusion about the proposed structure no matter how large the parcel was, He
pointed out to the Board that the proposed structure was situated on 1ot BA, which did not
contain the main residence of the Bryants.

Continuing with his presentation, Mr. Odin stated that the Board should make a distinction
between accessory uses and bulk dimensions which are permitted in residential zones. On
this lot, you could actually have a 90,000 sq. ft. residential house. In terms of the bul
permitted in the zone, this proposal is well within the dimensions. Mr. Odin stated that
this structure was partially underground, and the street was at a 106 foot elevation. The
base of the proposed building was at 91 feet, so 15 feet of the structure would be below
street level, The structure was designed so that the walls would be two feet above grade.
The indoor tennis court structure would have a cedar shake roof, and the structure would bel
40 feet from ficor to ceiling. It will be built in a wooded area, and the purpose of the
cedar shakes 1s so that the wooden structure can be fertilized and moss will grow on 1t.
This structure will blend into the wooded surroundings and visibility will be slight., Mr.
odin stated that this was not a commercial facility and was not going to be a community
use. There will be no showers or locker facilities in the structure, [t is completely an
accessory use. The applicants intend to permit {ts use by the family or by an occasional
guest on a social basis. The purpose of this indoor court is to provide entertainment for
the family. Mr, Odin submitted letters in support of the appeal application to the Board
members for the file.

Chairman Smith read a letter of cpposition from H. D. Sterrett, 1027 Savile Lane, MclLean,
into the record. Mr. Sterrett indicated that he 1ived downhill from the Bryant's property
and every time it rained, his land was flooded. He felt that this structure would further
aggravate this situation. Mr. Sterrett also felt that the proposed building was not
suftable in appearance for a private residential area.

on a sotion from Mrs, Day, it was the consensus of the Board to defer deciston on this
application to allow the Board to view the property, and for further information regarding
the drainage problem mentioned by Mr. Sterrett. Mr. Hammack seconded the motion and 1t
passed by a vote of 5 - 1 (Mr. Smith) (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent)

The application was deferred to September 21, 1982 at 11:45 A.M.

Page 124, August 3, 1982, AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

LAZAROWITZ/V-82-D-094: The Board was in receipt of a letter requesting a reconsideration
for V-82-D-094 for a greenhouse addition to dwelling, It was the consensus of the Board tf
deny the request based on a ruling they received from the County Attorneys Office.

] >



The Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held

in the Board Room of the Massey Building on Thursday, August 5,
1982. The following Board Members were present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Gerald Hyland; Ann Day; Paul Mammack (arriving at 2 P.M.};
and John Ribble. (Messrs. DiGiulian and Yaremchuk were absent}.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:30 A.M. and Mrs. Day led the prayer.

MATTERS PRESENTED BY BOARD MEMBERS: Mr. Hyland informed the Board that Rev. Kearse had asked
that the Board consider as an after agenda item his request for a bathroom addition to the
Bethlehem Baptist Church on Fordson Road to veplace the bathroom which was destroyed by an
auto accident. The new bathroom addition would bring the structure out 3 ft. and be parallel
with sides of the structure. Mr. Hyland stated that he had advised Rev. Kearse that the
expansion of the existing building would mean that he had to go through the special permit
application process. Mr. Hyland stated that, apparently, the same advice had been to the
architect. Mr. Hyland suggested that the Board advise Rev. Kearse of the special permit
process and that it consider granting him an out-of-turn hearing.

Chairman Smith stated that the church was allowed to make emergency repairs without coming banL
to the Board. Chairman Smith stated that the matter of an out-of-turn hearing brought up a
problem with the Board's agenda as it was overioaded for September. Chafrman Smith stated
that the Clerk had arranged for the Board Room on September 16 to help relieve some of the
pressure of the cases. Chairman Smith stated that the Board's average caseload was 12 cases
per meeting.

1
Page 125, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:00 RICHARD & JUDETH A. WELLS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow sub-

AM. division into three {3) lots, two of which have width of 6 ft. and one having
width of 12 ft. (150 ft. min. lot width req. by Sect. 3-106}, Jocated 2740
Hunter Mi11 Rd., Bonnet Subd., R-1, Providence Dist., 37-4((1))pt. of 17, 3.38
acres, V-82-v¥-116,

Mr. Thomas Lawsen, an attorney in Fairfax, represented the applicants. He informed the Board
that Mr. & Mrs. -Wells were out-of-town and unable to attend the meeting. Accordingly, he
asked the Board for a deferral. It was the consensus of the Board to scheduled the deferral
until September 16, 1982 at 10:00 A.M.

/ o
Page 125, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

10710 JOHN F. RQOT, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow subdivision into two
A.M. lots each being Tess than 2 acres in size, with proposed corner lot 1 having width
- of 163 ft. and an existing dwelling 32.53 ft. from proposed front 1oe 1ine, with
proposed 1ot 2 having an existing dwelling 1.03 ft. from proposed front lot line,
and to allow. the keeping of horses on each of the proposed Tots, (225 ft. min.
- corner lot width req. by Sect. 3-£06;.50 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-E07;-
‘and 2 acres min. lot size for keeping livestock req. by Sect. 2-512), located 730
Leigh Mf11 Rd., R-E, Dranesville Dist., 13-1{(1})70, 4.0012 acres, V¥-82-D-117.

The Board deferred the variance application until September 16, 1982 at 10:10 A.M. at the
request of the applicant. i :

1/
Page 125, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:20 SANG- YONG: & BOGNIM CHOI, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow enclosure

A.M. of existing carport 7 ft. from side lot line {12 ft. min. side yard reg. by Sect.
:3-307); Tocated:5806 Jerome St., Loisdale Estates Subd., R-3, Lee Dist., 90-4{{16))
136, 19,504 sq. ft., V-82-L-118,

As the required notices were not in order, the variance was deferred until September 16, 1982
at 10:20 AM.

/H

Page 125, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:30 ROBERT F. & JUDITH A. ROSENBAUM, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
A.M. construction of addition to dwelling to 27 ft. from a street line of a corner lot

{30 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 1601 Mary Ellen Ct., McLean
West Subd., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 30-3((23})22, 13,862 sq. ft., ¥-82-D-119.




Page 126, August 5, 1982
ROBERT F, & JUDITH A. ROSENBAUM
(continued}

At the request of the applicant, the Board deferred the variance until September 16, 1982 at
10:30 A.M. for a full Board.

/"
Page 126, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:40 ROBERT A. MASUMURA, app). under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow enclosure of

AM, carport into attached garage 9.6 ft. from side 1ot line such that total side
yards would be 19.6 ft. (B ft. min., 20 ft. total min. side yard req. by Sect.
3-307), located 7003 GfTlings Rd., Rolling Valley Subd., R-3(C), Springfield
Dist., 89-3{(5))428, 10,435 sq. ft., V-82-5-120.

Chairman Smith inquired of Mr. Masumura whether he wished to proceed with the hearing since
there were onty four Board members present or whether he wished a deferral. Chafrman Smith
stated that the applicant would have a better chance with a hearing by the full seven members
Chairman Smith stated that this was a new subdivision and was cluster. Mr. Masumura replied
that the subdivision was built in 1968. Chairman Smith stated that cluster was a new concept
Mr. Hyland informed Mr. Masumura that Chairman Smith was being very candid with him that it
would be difficult to get a 100% approval of the four Board members present. He stated that
the applicant had the right to request a deferral to be heard in September. Mr. Masumura
asked that the Board proceed with the hearing., Chairman Smith warned the applicant to ask
for a deferral. Mr, Masumura stated that he did not want to wait any Tonger. He informed
the Board that he wished to enclose his existing carport into an attached garage. He wanted
to put his car inside during the winter. He needed a variance of 4/10 of a foot in order to
be in compliance with the regulations.

Chairman Smith inquired as to the hardship. He informed the applicant that the other resi-
dents were in the same position. Mr. Masumura stated that he wanted to be able to work on
his car during the winter, The garage would house his tools, etc. Mr. Masumura stated that
the garage would be the same distance as. the present carport. He was only going to censtruct
a wall and add sideboards.

Chairman Smith inguired as to how long Mr. Masumura had owned the property and was informed
since 1971. Mr. Masumura stated that he owned two cars. Mrs. Day inquired if the garage
would house two cars. Mr. Masumura stated that only one car would fit into the garage. Mrs.
Day inquired as to what the back yard was like. Mr. Masumura replied that his back yard was
level with the house for 20 ft. and then it dropped off into the back.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition. Chairman Smith
¢losed the public hearing. Chairman Smith stated that this was an example where a staff
report would have helped the situation. He stated that he had no way of knowing how close
the other carports were from the Tot lines. Mr. Hyland stated that information could be
obtained from the applicant.

Mrs. Day inguired as to what was on Tot 429 which faced the carport. Mr. Masumura replied

it was a bedroom. Mrs. Day stated that the neighbor would see less if the carport was
enclosed. Mr. Masymuyra stated that his neighbor would not see the junk. Chairman Smith
stated that did not have any effect on his vote. Chairman Smith inquired as to the general
conditions of the subdivisfon. He stated that he would 1ike to support the application but
only if he could be assured that this was the only house in the subdivision with the condi-
tion. Mr. Masumura replied that most of the carports had 8 ft. or more. His was too close.
Chairman Smith stated that this was a situation where he did not know how many people had
open carports. Mr. Covington stated that only one corner of the proposed garage caused the
need for the variance. Chairman Smith stated that the carport was constructed in this manner
and it was a reasonable use of the property. If this was an unusual situation and there were
not any others Tike it, it would be a better case.

Mr. Ribble moved that the Board defer the application because the BZA did not have the entire
picture. Mr. Hyland seconded the motion. Mr. Ribble asked for a staff report on the condi-
tions on the existing subdivision. Chairman Smith stated that he wanted a full report. Mr.
Covington stated that there were approximately 500 homes in the subdivision. Chairman Smith
stated that this was one of the first cluster subdivisions in the County. They were very
small Tots and the houses were squeezed tight together. The vote on the motion to defer
passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith}. It was the consensus of the Board to defer it until
September 14, 1682 at 11:30 A.M,

1
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Page 127, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:50 D. B. JOHNSON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow addition to dwelling

AM. to 1.6 ft. from side 1ot 1ine (10 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-407}, located
6647 Hawthorne St., Bryn Mawr Subd., R-4, Dranesville Dist., 30-4{{4)}(B)27A,
12,387 sq. ft., V-SZ-D—IZI.

Mr. D. B. Johnson stated that he would ask for a deferral since there were only four Board
members présent. However, he wanted to be heard before September. The Board deferred the
variance until September 14, 1982 at 11:40 A.M,

Page 127, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:00 LAWRENCE S. BAHL, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of

AM. porch addition to dwelling to 19.3 ft. from rear lot line (25 ft. min. rear yard
req. by Sect. 3-307), Tocated 5017 Mignonette Ct., Longbranch Subd., R-3(C),
Annandale Dist., 69-4{(12))135, 10,069 sq. ft., V-B82-A-122.

As there were only four Board members present, the applicant requested a deferral. It was
the consensus of the Beard to defer the variance until September 14, 1982 at 11:50 A.M.

/!
Page 127, August 5, 1982, After Agenda Items

Approval of Minutes: The Board was in receipt of Minutes for December 22, 1980 and January 6
1981. Mrs. Day moved that the Board approve the Minutes. Mr. Hyland seconded the motion and
*|-it passed by a vote of 4 to O {Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hammack being absent).

// ]
Page 127, August 5, 1982, Board Discussion

Rainwater Appeal Case: The Board was apprised by staff that the Board of Supervisors had
voted not to fund the appeal of the decision in the Rainwater case. Mr. Hyland stated that
it raised an interesting question as to the decision that the BZA made which the Board of
Supervisors did not like so they did not authorize the bringing of the appeal. On the other
hand, this was a decision of the Zoning Administrator which the BZA had upheld and the result
was a proper decision. However, the Board of Supervisors could not support that decision of
their own Zoning Administrator. Mr. Hyland stated that it raised serious questions as to the
selectiveness of the appellant: process.

Mr. Hyland asked the Clerk to provide a transcript of the Board of Supervisors motion on the
matter. Chairman Smith stated that the matter had been discussed in Executive Session. Chaig
man Smith stated that the Board should receive a memorandum from the County Executive's
Office.

//
Page 127, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:15 LANGLEY SCHOOL, appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord. to amend $-319-79 for school

AM. of general education to permit one room addition to school administrative office,
located 1411 Balls Hi11 Rd., MclLean Knolls Subd., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 30-1((22}
42R, 43 & 2A, 9.848 acres, 5-82-D-061.

There was a question on the notices. Chairman Smith stated that this was similar to the
notice probiem of the National Memorial Park application in which the Zoning Administrator
had ruled that the notices were fn order because the application only involved a part of the
parcel. Chairman Smith inquired if the Board wanted to proceed with the hearing for Langlay
Schoo! since this was a similar problem. Mrs. Day stated she had no problem with proceeding.
Chairman Smith stated that the only reason he would consider proceeding was because the Board
did have a similar case and because the required minimum notice had been met.

Mr. Richard Porter of 1203 Stable Gate Court in Reston represented the school. Mr. Porter
was President of Langley School and had other pecple from the school.. Mr: Art Walsh, thé
school's attorney, was to have presented the application but was unable to attend the meeting
what the school was proposing to do was to construct a 13'x17' one story addition to a build-
ing which served as the administrative building which was situated on parcel 43. Mr. Porter
stated that the school was not aware of any cpposition from the citizens in the area. The
addition would not increase the number of students or staff.

With respect to the notices, Mr. Porter stated that when he had. received the notice from the
County, he had called to find out who to notify and had followed that direction. Mrs. Day
questioned condition 10 of 5-319-79 in which there was a requirement for review of the parkin
after five years. Mr. Porter replied that the school was aware of that obligation. In May,
the school had hired an architect to come in and design a master plan. He stated that the
school hoped to come back in the fall with the request for additional parking spaces and a
road network to relieve traffic on Balls HiT1 Road.

[A7
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Page 128, August 5, 1982
LANGLEY SCHOOL
{continued}

Mr. Porter stated that the sthool was not supposed to come back with the parking plan until
the following summer. Mrs. Day stated that all of that would come under Site Plan Control
and Design Review. Mrs. Day stated that the staff report indicated that the school wanted
to have 62 parking spaces on Site by 1983. Mr. Porter stated that was not a request bet an
obligation on the part of the school to have that number created. Presently, there were 54
parking spaces on site. With the last major construction process, there was a condition that
the school increase their parking to 62 in order to have more spaces for people who might be
visiting the school. Mrs. Day stated that the regulation in the staff report had 59 off-
site parking spaces and 42 on-site. She inquired if the school expected to have 62 parking
spaces on-site by 1983, Mr. Porter replied that the school was not requesting anything to
do with parking at this time.

Chairman Smith stated that Langley School had been in existence for some time. Mr. Porter
stated that the school was started in 1942. Chairman Smith stated that the 1980 application
was only an expansion and not the original special permit.

There was no one &lse to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
Page 128, August 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
LANGLEY SCHOOL

RESOLUTION

Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-D-061 by LANGLEY SCHOOL under Section 3-303 of the Fairfax
County Zoning Ordinance to amend 5-319-79 for school of general education to permit one room
addition to school administrative office, Tocated at tax map reference 30-2((22))42A, 43 & 2A
County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all appiicable
requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on August 5, 1982; 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-3.

3. That the area of the lot is 9.848 acres.

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

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the foliowing conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject 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 on the applicaj;fon and is not trans-
ferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen {18) months from this date unless constructio
{operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for
extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 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 & violation of the conditions of this Special Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. -THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
PERMIT IS QBTAINED. .

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. A1l previous conditions of $-319-79 shall remain in effect.

Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk & Hammack being absent).

) ¥



Page 129, August 5, 1982, Executive Session

At 11:40 A.M., Mr. Hyland moved that the Board go into an Executive Session to discuss
Tegal matters regard1ng the Hollin Hall School and the special permit application of A
Child's Place. Mr. Hyland stated that the Board could have lunch at the same tfme. The
Board reconvened at 1:50 P.M. to continue with the scheduled agenda.

/"
Page 129, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:30 A CHILD'S PLACE, T/A HOLLIN HALL SCHOOL AGE CENTER, appl!. under Sect. 3-303 of the
AM. Ord. for a child care center, located 1500 Shenandoah Rd., R-3, Mt. VYernon Dist.,
102-2((1)})2A, 10.98 acres, S-82-V-062.

The Board was informed that the notices did not meet the 15 day time requirement. According]i,
the special permit could not be heard. Mrs. Mildred Frazer-informed the Board that she did
have a waiver of the time segment from the contiguous property owners. She stated that two
of the neighbors were gone and would not be back until the weekend. They had not received
the original notices. Mr. Hyland stated that it was ironic that the person who had not been
notified was his former secretary, Ellen Sneider. Mrs. Frazer stated that the Sneiders were
due back on the 10th from Kansas. Mrs. Frazer stated that the Executive Advisory Board
chaired by Mr. Gerald Fi11 had met with her regarding the application. Mr. Hyland stated
that the Board had a memo from the Advisory Board on the matter.

{Mr. Hammack arrived at the meeting at 2:00 P.M.) He was informed by Chairman Smith that the
notices were not in order for the special permit application. Mr, Hyland moved that since it
was clear that there were not sufficient votes on the Board to go forward with the applicatiof
and because the waivers did not include all persons who would normally be notified, he sug-
gested that the Board defer the hearing until the 14th of September and that the notices be
sent to the persons who were the contiguous property owners. Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.
It was the consensus of the Board to approve the motion and schedule the hearing for Tuesday,
September 14, 1982 at 12:00 Noon for ‘notices.

i
Page 129, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:45 POTOMAC EDUCARE PARTNERSHIP, appl. under Sect. 4-803 of the Ord. for a child care
A.M. center within shopping center, located £333A South Kings Hwy., C-8, Lee Dist.,
83-3((5))}(1)pt. of 23, 1.16 acres, $-82-L-063.

Mr. Tinsley, one of the principals residing at 2816 Georgia Avenue, Washington, D.C., stated
‘that the special permit appiication was for & child care center to be located at 6333A South
Kings Highway. . Dr. Saraba and Mrs. Eagle of the school were alsc present. Mr. Tinsley
stated that’ the property was zoned C-8. They were requesting approval of the special permit
and & waiver of the playground requirements. Mr. Tinsley stated that they felt that the
child care center would not cause any adverse effects on the abutting Tandowners and would

be an asset to the community. There was space provided for an open playground, Mr. Tinsley
stated that originally the plan was. to bus the children to surrounding parks. Chairman Smith
advised Mr. Tinsley that without an application and a request for a variance, the BZA did not
"have the authority to act on the waiver request. He stated that was up to the Health Depart-
ment as to whether the playground met the requirements under the State Code. Chairman Smith
 stated ‘that the required play area was not & requirement of the Board of Zoning Appeals and
they did not have the right to waive it.

Chairman Smith inquired as to the number of children and was informed there would be 45 to 50
children on an average and no more than 90 as to the total enrollment. There would never be
more than 45 children at any one time. The hours of operation would be from 7:30 A.M. to
6:30 P.M., on a year round basis. Mrs. Day inquired about the lease arrangement and the tenJ
of the lease. Mr. Tinsley replied the lease was for five years with a five year option to
renew. There would be nine fulltime employees. Mr. Hyland inquired as to the parking spaces
Mr. Tinsley stated there were 72 for the center and an additional 70 which were common to
make a total of 142 spaces. Mr. Tinsley informed the Board that there was strong support
from the community. Mr. Tinsley stated that the concept was a first time type of program,

-Mr. Ribble inquired if the school would provide bus service. Mr. Tinsley stated that bus
service would be provided to the school and to the parks. Chairman Smith inquired if the
school planned to paint the buses. Mr. Tinsley stated they would meet all of the require-
ments of the Code. Chairman $mith inguired if Mr. Tinsley had a copy of the Health Departmen
report as the Board did not receive one. Mr. Tinsley stated that the Health Department had
not completed its report. He was working with Mr. Pricci in order to be open by the 1st of
September. Chairman Smith inquired if the school had submitted its. plans to the Health
Department yet and was informed they had. However, the plans did not get to the Health Dept.
in time for them to make a report to the BZA. Mr. Tinsley stated that it was his understand-
ing that as Tong as there was a playground area available, the children could be bussed to
the park. Chairman Smith stated that condition was not under the BZIA's jurisdiction. Mr.
Tinsley stated that the playground was a public park. Chairman Smith stated that if the
school used any other leased space, then it would come under the Board's review.
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Page 130, August 5, 1982

POTOMAC EDUCARE PARTNERSHIP

{continued) :

Chairman Smith ingquired if Mr. Tinsley had discussed the playground situation with the Health
Department. Mr. Tinsley stated that he had discussed the matter with Mr. Harvey Mitchell who
saw no objectton to it since there was not any requirement for a play area. Mr. Hyland state
that this placed the Board in an interesting position.as the standards for child care centers
required a playground area which was defined in the Ordinance. He was intrigued with the
position that there was no real problem. Mr. Tinsley stated that the position was that there
should be an open playground area to be provided by the applicant. He believed that the
school had met that requirement by providing transportation to the park. As an alternative
to that if it did not meet the Health Department's requirements, Mr. Tinsley stated that the
Tandlord was available at the hearing and could address additional space on the site.

Chairman Smith asked the applicant to address the alternative playground space. Mr. Tinsley
stated that there was open space provided by a Vepco easement. The space was under the
control of the landlord. Chairman Smith stated that he would prefer the public park but

the BZA could fall back on the easement if it limited the number of people outside.

Mr. Hyland stated that a child care center was a Group III use. It was clear to Mr. Hyland
that the stapdards for such uses would require the outdoor recreational facility to be limite
to the location of the center. Mr. Hyland stated that the easement appeared to be a reason-
able solution and he wanted to know if that was a preper alternative. Mr. Tinsley stated 1t
was an alternative in the Health Department's report. He stated that the school could meet
the requirement even with that liberal interpretation. The bussing of the children was not
an alternative. - 8y using the easement, it would cut down on expenses for the center but Mr.
Tinsley stated he would have to rely on the position of the HeaTth Department with respect

to the open space.

Chairman Smith stated that the Board had to consider the use itself. The requirements would

have to be resolved by the Health Department. Mr. Hyland stated that he had & question with

that as Sect. 18-305 of the Ord. required that the open area be delineated on a plat as filed
Chairman Smith stated that the Board would need new plats prior to final approval. Chairman

Smith stated that the Board was getting hung up on the play area requirement.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.

Page 130, August 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
POTOMAC EDUCARE PARTNERSHIP
RESOLUTION

Mr. Hyland made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-L-063 by POTOMAC EDUCARE PARTNERSHIP under Section 4-803 of the
Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit a child care center within shopping center located
at 6333A South Kings Highway, tax map reference 83-3((5)}{1)}pt. of 23, County of Fairfax,
¥irginia, has been properly filed fn accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on August 5, 1982; and

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

1. That the applicant is the lessee.

2. That the present zoning is C-8.

3. That the area of the lot is 1.16 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
Permit Uses in C Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject 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 on the application and is not trans-
ferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless cons-
truction has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30}

days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for exten

sion is acted upon by the BZA.

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 {n use, additional
uses, or changes in the pTans approved by this Board (other than minor engineering details)
whether or not- these additional! uses or changes require a Special 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 Permit.




Page 131, August 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
POTOMAD EDUCARE PARTNERSHIP
(continued) RESOLUTION

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The hours of operation shall be from 7:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., Monday through Friday,
year round. :

8. There shall be a full-time staff of nine (9) persons.

9. The maximum of ninety (90) children will be participating in a preschecl program, ages
2% through 5 years.

10. This special permit is conditioned upon the applicant complying with Sectfon 8-305 of
the Standards which are applicable to day care centers and the applicant shall be required to
meet the requirements for outdoor recreation area, said requirements to be established and
approved by the Mealth Department. Further, in the event that an outdoor recreation area is
not to be provided on the area on the plat submitted by the applicant outlined in red which
is the VEPCO easement, that the applicant be required to submit a corrected plat to show the
outdoor recreation area.

1t. This special permit is granted for a period of five (5) years with the Zoning Adminis-
trator empowered to extend the permit for an additional five years consistent with the terms
as outTined in the lease agreement. :

Mrs. Day seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiuTian & Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 131, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:00 AUSTIN J. YERKS, appT. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow enciosure of exist-

NOON ing carport 10.1 ft. from side lot line (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-307)
located 1529 Wrightson Dr., McLean Manor Subd., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 30-4((17))
89, 10,995 sq. ft., V-82-D-123.

Mr. Austin J. Yerks, Jr. of 1529 Wrightson Brive in McLean {nformed the Board that his justi-
fication for the variance was the fact that he had been burglarized twice in the last two
years and was trying to protect his property by enclosing two sides of the carport. Mr.
Yerks stated that his property bordered on two Streets, Longfellow and Wrightson. By block-
ing off the carport, it would reduce an entry to his property. Mr. Yerks stated that he had
notified all of his neighbors and no one objected to the variance.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.
‘Page 131, August §, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
AUSTIN J. YERKS

o ' RESOLUTION

In Application-No. V-82-D-123 by AUSTIN J. YERKS, JR., under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow enclosure of existing carport to 10.1 ft. from side lot line (12 ft. min.
side yard req. by Sect. 3-307}. on property located at 1529 Wrightson Drive, tax map referenc
30-4((17))89, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Ribble moved that the Beoard of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution: :

NHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with the requirement
of all appticable State and County Codes and with the by-Taws of the Fafrfax County Board of
Zoning Appeals; and

| WHEREAS, following proper notice ‘to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 5, 1982; and

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 R-3. -

3. The area of the lot is 10,995 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the location of the existing
buildings on the subject property and there have been robberies in the neighborhood.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of h","

_THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above exist
_which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical diffi-
culty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved.

12y
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Page 132, August 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
AUSTIN J. YERKS
{continued) RESOLUTION

HOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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 eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction has
started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be fiTed in writing thirty (30) dyas before the

expiration date and the varjance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon by the
BZA. '

Mr..Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 {Mr. Smith)(Messrs. DiGivlian & Yaremchuk being absent)

Page 132, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:10 PROVIDENCE SAVINGS & LOAN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow signs for

.M. individual enterprises located within an interior mall of Woodlawn Shopping Center

’ to be erected over Mall entrance, located B700 Richmond Highway, Woodlawn Shopping
Center, C-6, Lee Dist., 109-2{(1))24, 8.70 ac., V-82-L-124.

Mr. George Lawson of 3318 Executive Avenue was informed that the Board. of Supervisors passed
an amendment to the Sign Ordinance and that the variance would have to be deferred.for addi-
tional posting and notices. The .Clerk was directed by the Board to semnd the required notices
Mr. Lawson talked to the Board about the difficulty of having the variance deferred as it
caused a hardship for his client. It was the consensus of the Board to scheduled the hearing
for as soon as possible. The variance was scheduled for September 14, 1982 at 12:30 P.M,

1
Page 132, August 5, 1982, Matters .

Mr. Hammack informed the Board that an application scheduled for later in the day by the
name of Paradise CHild's Haven, Inc., 5-82-A-021, was going to seek a deferral because of
only four Board members being present. Mr. Hammack inquired if the Board could announce its
intent at this point in the meeting to accommodate the applfcant and the attormey. It was th
consensus of the Board to defer the matter until September 21, 1982 at 12;00 Noon.

1
Page 132August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:30 JULTANA CAMPAGNA, appl. under Sect. 3-EO3 of the Ord. to amend $-81-D-030 for

P.M. school of general education & summer day camp to permit construction and use of
an additional classrooms building, driveway and parking lot with ten (10) addi-
tional spaces, incredase in max. no. students to 160, and change in hours of
operation to 7 A.M. to 6 P.M., located 1616 Hunter Mill Rd., Lester Cooper Subd.,
Dranesville Dist., R-E, 18-3((3))1, 5 acres, S$-82-D-0685.

Mrs. Juliana Campagna of 11428 Purple Beach Drive informed the Board that when the special
permit application was originally granted a year age, there was a barn on the property which
could not be used for space. Mrs. Campagna intended to take down the barn and put up a class
room building. The new building would be wider than the old barn but not longer. Mrs,
Campagna stated that she planned to spread the children out in the additional space. When
she originally app!fed for a permit, she had asked for a total of 160 children but was now
revising that figure to 120 which was an increase of 50% rather than 100%. Mrs. Campagna
stated that an increase of 100% would have caused problems with the driveway. S$he stated
that her biggest problem at the original hearing had been the driveway. Mrs. Campagna stated
that the maximum parking provided was 78 but the most who had driven on the property were 24
cars. Mrs. Campagna stated that she would keep the ratio as low as possible. The majority
of the children would arrive at the property by bus. Mrs. Campagna stated that she had three
buses and they had seatbelts in them. A Tot of the children would be dropped off at Sunrise
Valley Drive school and then bussed to the Hunter Mil1 site.

Mrs. Campagna stated that there was a three way stop sign at the intersection which had
helped the traffic pattern. She stated that the parents who picked up their children did
have to travel through the three way stop sign. There had been a lot of traffic congestion
but ft was cut in half with the sign. Mrs. Campagna stated that the DMV was leveling the
hill and had been removing signs after leveling. She stated that she did not want the stop
sign removed as people slowed down for the stop sign.
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JULIANA CAMPAGNA
{continued)

Mrs. Campagna stated that a Jot of people had been concerned about her application a year ago
She was now asking for a revision. Mr. Poole had been concerned about changes every year,
Mrs. Campagna stated that she did not mind being limited to 120 children permanently. Mrs.
Campagna explained that the reason she was seeking the revision at this time was because

the Small Business Administration had made money available in the form of loans.

Mrs. Campagna stated that she was seeking a change of hours from 7 A.M. to 6 P.M. as she had
a after school program. She explained that the biggest impact would be to Mr. Poole who Tive
next door. Mr. Bachman owned 116 acres and would only be abte to see some stables. The othej
neighbor to be impacted was Mr. Adeler. Mrs. Campagna stated that she and Mr. Adeler had:
become friends and had agreed to have a bird sanctuary. He had asked for a stockade fence
and for Mrs. Campagna to contrel trash cans and Tids. Mrs. Campagna stated that the school
had been a good neighbor. Mrs. Campagna stated that the school had provided a good community
seryice and had tried to keep the traffic down, The only reason for requesting the changes
was because of money being available,. She stated that after the addition of the building,
the school would be finished. Ten parking spaces were being provided for the convenience of
staff and for deliveries. A kitchen would be added also.

In response to questions from the Board, Mrs. Campagna Stated that the site contained five
acres. The school was not covered by Chapter 30 as it was not a day care but a private school.
She stated that the day camp was covered by the Fire Marshal's Office. Mrs. Campagna stated
that she wanted to lower the ages of the children to five years to allow kindergarten at the
school. She stated that it would take five years for the school to reach the 120 capacity.
The Board was in receipt of a memo Tisting elevan standards that Mrs. Campagna had agreed to
if she were permitted to expand to 120 children. The standards concerned fencing, drainage
and transportation. Mrs. Campagna was concerned about widening the road to 12 ft. of the
centerline.as she did not believe it would help the traffic. However, she stated she did not
have a problem with it if it increased safety:

There was no one else to speak in support. Mr. J. Kirk Winkle of 1406 Southwind Ct. spoke

in opposition. He lived one mile from the facility. Mr. Winkle requested the Board to post-
pone the decision. He was representing the Richland Hunt Community Association.who were
concerned with the traffic. Mrs. Kelsey explained the staff analysis on transportation from
the 0ffice of Transportation which had prepared a draft recommending denial based on the 160
students.based on the number of vehicle trips per day that would be generated. When the
applicant agreed to drop the number to 120 children and to provide bus transportation, the
0ffice of Transportation felt that Hunter Mill Road could accommodate the traffic. lﬁ

Mr. Hyland was concerned about the traffic as there was no indication as the number of vehicl
per day on Hunter Mi11 Road at the present time. Accordingly, Mr. Hyland moved that the Boarq
defer the decision in order that the Office of Transportation submit a report in reference to
the reduced appliication to 120 children. Mr. Ribble seconded the motion. Following dis-
cussion of the motion, the vote was 3 to 2.

As there was a question on the number of votes necessary to pass the motion, the Board
adjourned into an Executive Session to discuss the point of order. When the Board reconvened
into pubTic session, the Board continued with the speakers in opposition.

Mr. Jonathan Pearlman of 1621 Hunter Mi1l Road informed the Board that he had been in opposi-
tion to the original request and -had hoped that it represented Mrs. Campagna's uTtimaté
objectives. He stated that each time she justified her objectives, they seemed more and more
reasonable and the opposition seemed irate. Mr. PearIman felt very strongly about the pro-
posed expansion. He stated that he was on the Board of Directors of the Crowell Corners
Association. They were concerned about traffic and the fact that the proposal was not in
keeping with the residential farm area of the community. There were several school already
Jocated on better sites. Mr. Pearlman stated that the increase of children to 120 would
destory the natural setting Mrs. Campagna was seeking. Additional parking would take away
trees and the expansion would be a sore point. Mr. Pearlman stated that the community had a
right to question the gradual expansion of the facility.as it was a planned process. He
stated that if this addition were approved, future requests would be harder and harder to
reject. ‘Mr. Pearlman requested the Board to defer the decision-until an evening meeting
when Mr. Adeler would be present to speak.

The next speaker in opposition was Mr. William E. Poole of 13602 Mountain Yiew Court who
stated that it did not do much good to oppose the school. He stated that he had talked to
Mrs. Campagna prevfously and she had agreed to limit herself to 100 students. Mr. Poole .
stated that it was a shame to put a school in an area where the prices of houses were $225,004.
He stated that he was afraid to finish building as this would downgrade the community. -Mr.
Poole stated that Mrs. Campagna should sign some papers indicating that the school would not
increase more than 100 children.

During rebuttal, Mrs. Campagna stated that she was willing to sign-a contract with the BZA

that she would not-be-back to ask for more students or to expand the facility. She stated

that the Small Bustness Administration had just made money available and she would stick to
her present proposal. She informed the Board that the subdivision of Richland Hunt was 13

miles away and would not be impacted because very few people from her facility would travel
that road.
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JULTANA CAMPAGNA
(continued}

With respect to the increase in hours, Mrs. Campagna explained that it would allow a better
traffic pattern as not everyone would be arriving and departing at the same time. Mrs,
Campagna stated that she had improved the site by putting in trails, trees and gardens. She
disagreed that Mr. Adeler was in opposition to the present proposal.

Mr. Hyland inguired if Mrs. Campagna had indicated that she would reduce the number of
children to 100 instead of 120. Mrs, Campagna stated that she did not wish to build a
university and would be willing to sign a contract with the BZA. She wanted to be a good
neighbor. The school was always open and she welcomed people to come see it.

The Board discussed the number of students proposed and the length of time it would take ta
reach that capacity. Mrs. Campagna explained that at the present time, the facility would
only house 67 students. Eighty students had been approved with the original permit. Mrs.
Campagna assured the Board that she would be able to acconmodate 120 students with the improv
ments. .The Board questioned whether the limiting of the students to 120 would change any of
the proposed dimensions of the addition, Mrs. Campagna stated that she would change the
experior and possibly the location of the drainage fields.
Page 134, August 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
JULIANA CAMPAGNA

RESOLUTION

Mr. Hammack made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-D-065 by JULIANA CAMPAGNA under Section 3-E03 of the Fairfax
County Zoning Ordinance to amend S-81-D-030 for school of general education & summer day camp
to permit construction and use of an additional classrooms building, driveway & parking lot
with ten {10) additional spaces, increase in maximum number of students to 160, and change in
hours of operation to 7 A.M. to 6 P.M., Tocated at 1616 Hunter Mill Road, tax map reference
18-3((3))1, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with al?
applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on August 5, 1982; 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 zoming is R-E.

3. That the area of the lot is 5 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
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applfcation is GRANTED IN PART with the
following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without further
action of this Board, and is for the location indicated on the appTication and ¥s not trans-
ferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless constructio
(operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extensfon shall be filed in writing thirty (30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for ex-
tension is acted upon by the BZA.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plans sybmitted
with this application, except that a revised plan which reflects the conditions relating to
transitional screening and transportation shall be submitted for BZA review and approval
prior to site plan approval.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made available to all departmentssof the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Transitional screening shall be modified and provided in accordance with the plat,
provided the dense growth of existing trees remain surrounding all property lines. At the
time of site plan review, if an on-site inspection reveals any areas where supplemental
screening should be provided, it shall be required at the discretion of the Director. The
requirement for a barrier shall be waived except as indicated on the plat which shows a
stockade fence along the southern property line.
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JULIANA CAMPAGNA
(continued} RESOLUTION

7. The maximum number of students and staff shall be 1imited to 120 persons for the
facility.

8. The hours of operation shall be from 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M,

9. The minimm number of parking spaces provided shall be 20.

10. The ages of the students shall be from 5 years through 10 years, kindergarten thruugh
fifth grade.

11. A limit of clearing shall be established arcund the proposed building and proposed
drivewdy to avoid disturbance of the drainage swale and to preserve existing vegetation as
may be determined by the Fairfax County Arborist.

12. The foilow1ng transportation conditions shall be required:

Ea) Dedicate right-of-way to 45 ft. from centerline on Hunter Mill Road;

b) Widen the road to 12 ft. from the centerline with a standard shoul der along the
site frontage; and

(c) Provide a right-turn deceleration lane for the site entrance as per DEM and VDHAT
requirements .

13. The applicant shall provide bus transportation for at least fifty (50) percent of the
total number of children enrelled. '

Y 14. That the maximum height of the proposed building shall not exceed thirty-five (35).

15. The applicant shall not be permitted to fncrease the operation of the facilities until
the improvements are compieted on the site and on Hunter Mill Road.

Mrs. Day seconded the motion.

The motion FAILED by a vote of 3 to 2 (Messrs. Hyland and Ribble}.

Page 135, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:45 CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to

P.M. amend $-146-73 for church and related .facilities to allow addition of Satelifte
Earth Statfon to existing facilities, located 2719 Hunter Mill Road, Providence
Dist., R-1, 37-4((1))22A, 5.2067 ac., 5-82-P-064.

Mr. Warren Chappman from Oakton represented the church. He stated that they wanted to allow
the installation of a satellite building. In response to questions from the 8oard, Mr. Chapp+
mah stated that the disc would be three meters wide and would be on a concrete base with a
fence .around. it. .

There had been a question on notices but the BZA accepted the notices as being proper.

| Page 135, August 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS
RESOLUTION

Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-82-P-064 by CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS under
Section 3-103 of the Fairfax County Zohing Ordinance to amend $-146-73 for church and related
facilities to allow addition of Satellite Earth Station to existing facilities, Tocated at
2719 Hunter Mill Road, tax map reference 37-4((1})22A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been
properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS , following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on August 5, 1982; 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-1.

3. 'That the area of the lot has been changed to 5.1901 acres which is different from the
former special permit due to the dedication of the road.

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

5. The satellite will bhe used only to receive transmissions within the facility and will
not be used to distribute or transmit programs to other locations.

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

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the folTowing
limitdtions:

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

|35



BT ey

Page 136, Aygust 5, 1982
CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS
{continued) RESOLUTION

Beard of Zoning Appeals

2. This special permit shall -expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless constructiof
{operation) has started and is diligently pursved or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for exten
sion is acted upon by the BZA. ' : :

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 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 & violation of the conditions of this Specfal Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. - THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE|
PERMIT IS OBTAEINED, :

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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. Llandscaping and screening may be required in. accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The previous conditions of $-146-73 shall remain in effect.

8. The size of the satellite disc shall be approximately 9 to 10 ft. in diameter, which
slants in an upward position and which stands on a concrete base and is surrounded by a fence

Mr. Ribble seconded the motioh.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 {Messrs. DiGfulfan & Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 136.August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

1:00 L. H. PROPERTIES, INC., appl. under Sect. 4-803 of the Ord. for a bowling alley,
P.M. Tocated 13814 Lee Highway, C-8, Springfield Dist., 54-4{(1})26, 3.2248 acres,
$-82-5-044. -(DEFERRED FROM JULY 27, 1982 FOR NOTICES). -

Ms. Ann Hirst Hardock of 4103 Chain Bridge Road represented the applicant. The subject
property contained 3.2 acres and was located at 13814 Lee Highway. Ms. Hardock presented the
Board with a rendering of the proposed building which would be screened from the adjacent
residential properties with a fence and trees in accordance with the Code. The bowling allay
would have 32 lanes and a snack bar and game room. The hours of operation would be from 8
A.M. to 2 ALM., seven days a week. Thirty-five employees were anticipated. Traffic would be
minimal and gccur during off peak hours. The parking was in excess of what was required.

The applicant was proposing 179 spaces and only 138 were required. The customers would be
drawn from a five mile radius, The nearest other bowling facility was in Manassas. The
bowling alley was for family entertainment.

Ms. Hardock stated that the center woufd be cperated by FairLanes who owned 14 other centers.
The bowling alley would be part of the community and would offer programs to the youth and
senior citizens— Ms. Hardock stated that the applicants were prepared to meet the conditions
of the staff report.

There was a question about the deceleration lane required by the Office of Transpoertation.
Ms. Kelsey stated that John Gressick from Transportatfon had discussed the travel lane on the
western border of the property and had indicated that it could be eliminated. The Board was
concerned that the staff report had not been amended to reflect that revision.for the record.

Mr. John H, Rust, an attorney at law, located at 4069 Chain Bridge Road in Fairfax spoke in
support of the application. He represented Mr. Caudle Lee Saunders, Trustee of the property
adjacent tothe bowling alley. Mr. Saunders' family had owned the property for more than 40
years and was not a newcomer to the area. Mr. Saunders would be mych more valuable with the
proposed improvements next door.

The Board was in receipt of several letters in support of the bowling alley. Another speaker
in support was Mr. Bob Buttafusco of 6307 Hidden Canyon Road who owned the United Metal
Detectors located next door to the proposed bowTing alley. Mr. Buttafusco was in support of
the request as it would bring in more business to the community and help his business.

There was no one to speak in oppositfon. Mr, HyTand stated that the staff report indicated
on page three' that the special permit be conditioned on the applicant providing a service
drive and a deceleration lane with some other suggested modifications. Me. Rust stated that
the suggestion had been to the internal circulation. He had made a suggestion that there

be a toop lame around the building. However, Mr. Rust stated that if the applicant could not
do it, he would not hold up the proposal.
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Jwith all applicable requirements; and ‘

- WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning

L. H. PROPERTIES, INC.
(continued)

F&7)

Mr. John Gressick from the Office of Transportation discussed with the Board the modification / 3 7

or changes in the staff report. One change concerned the entrance to the east and the eliming
tion of parking to provide a better circulation pattern. Mr. Bruce Preston, Director of
Fairlanes, spoke to the Board about the suggestions. The first suggestion was that the
eastern curb cut between the service drive and the parking 1ot be removed and that the
gastern entrance be moved west to line up with the second curb on the front of the property.
Mr. Preston had a problem with that suggestion because of the traffic flow not having a way
to get out. Staff suggested that six parking spaces be eliminated to provide better traffic
flow. Mr. Preston stated that they had not agreed to that suggestion as he was not certain
it was 100% necessary. Mr. Preston proposed that the curb cut be shifted to the west to
align with the service drive.

Mr. Gressick informed the Beoard that the suggestions made were only suggestions and not
crucial, The guestions of the curb cut was moot without the travel aisle. Chairman Smith
questioned handicapped parking and was informed it would be covered under Site plan.

There was no one else to speak in support or opposition.

Page 137, August 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals

L. H. PROPERTIES, INC.
: RESOLUTION

Mr. Hyland made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-5-044 by L. H. PROPERTIES, INC. under Section 4-803 of the
Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit a bowling alley located at 13814 Lee Highway, tax

map reference 54-4({1))26, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance

Appeals held:on August 5, 1982; and
WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the applicant is the contract purchaser.

2. That the present Zoning is C-8.

3. That the area of the lot is 3.2248 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 the Standards for
Special Permit Uses in C Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Tlimitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless constructiod
{operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30}
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for
extension is acted upon by the BZA.

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 & Special Permit, shall require
approval of this Board. [t 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 Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL GUSE
PERMIT 1S OBTAINED. s

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The number of employees shall be thirty-five (35).

8. The hours of operation shall be from 8:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M. seven days a week.

9, The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 138 and of those 138 parking spaces, 6
shall be designated for handicapped persons. The plat shall be amended to reflect the locati
of the handicapped spaces.
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{continued) RESOLUTION

10. In accordance with the recommendation of the Office of Transportation, the applicant
shall be required to dedicate and construct a standard-service drive and construct a
deceleration lane as per VDHAT standards.

11. The applicant shall be required, as a condition of the permit, to shift the easternmos
curb cut, betweenthe service drive and the westbound lanes of Lee Highway, to the west to
align with the curb cut between the service drive.

Mr. Ribble Qecondéd-the mation,

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 {Messrs. DiGiulian & Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 138, August 5, 1982, Recess -

At 5:45 R.M., the Board recessed the meeting for a short break and reconvened the meeting at
5:50 P:M. to continue with the scheduled agenda.

/
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1:15 MOST REVEREND THOMAS J. WELSH/MONASTERY OF THE POOR CLARES, appl. under Sects.

P.M. 3-203 of the Ord. to amend $-79-77 for a monastery to permit construction of new
chapel and additional parking spaces, located 2503 Stone Hedge Dr., Calvert Park
Subd., R-2, Mt. Vernon Dist., 93-3({(8))1, 2, 3 and 93-3({1))4, 6.4514 acres,
§5-82-¥-052. (DEFERRED FROM 7/22/82 FOR NOTICES}).

Mr. Fred Sheridan, an architect with an office on N. Hyland Street in Arlington, represented
the church. He stated that he was amending the special permit granted in 1977 in order to
begin the second stage of the building program. The parking had been planmed back in 1967
but since that time, the QOrdinance had changed. MNow, the church had to add some additional
parking. The proposed chapel was a one story structure with a basement. Only three parking
spaces were being added to meet the Code requirements.

Mr. Sheridan commented about the staff report and inforwed the Board that he intended to ask
the Director of DEM to waive the storm water detention requirement. Chairman Smith stated
that the BZA did not get involved in such matters.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to opposition,
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POOR CLARES
RESOLUTION

Mr. Hammack made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-¥-052 by MOST REVEREND THOMAS J. WELSH/MONASTERY OF THE POOR
CLARES, under Section 3-203 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordindnce to amend 5-79-77 for a
monastery to permit construction of new chapel and additional parking spaces, located at 2503
Stone Hedge Drive, tax map reference, 93-3((8)}1. 2, & 3 and 93-3{(1})4. County of Fairfax,
Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, folTowing proper notice tothe public and a public hearing‘by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on August 5, 1982; 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 zonaing is R-2.

3. That the area of the lot is 6.4514 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
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BF IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable without further
action of this Board, and .is for the location indicated on the application and is not trans-
ferable to other land.
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MOST REVEREND THOMAS J. WELSH/MONASTERY

OF THE POOR CLARES
(continued) RESOLUTION

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless construction
{operation) has started and {is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid unt{il the request for exten
sfon is acted upon by the BZA.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the plans submitted wiﬂr

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 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-
tute a violation of the conditions of this Special Permit.

4. This granting does not-constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Resfdential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made available to all departments of the
County of Fajrfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

8- Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the MHrector of Environmental Management.

7. The total number of parking shall be increased to 16 spaces.

8, A1l other provisions of the previous special permit shall remain in effect.

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0 {Messrs. DiGiulian & Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 139, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

1:30 PARADISE CHILD'S HAVEN, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-403 of the Ord. to amend

P.M. 5-80~A-065 for child care center to permit addition of modular nursery building
to existing facilities, increase max. number of children to 87, and change name
of permittee, located 4616 Ravensworth Rd., R-4, Annandale Dist., 71-1{{1})63,
41,282 sq. Ft., $-82-A-021. (DEFERRED FROM MAY 11, 1982 FOR NOTICES: JUNE 29,
1982 FOR FUEL BOARD & JULY 27, 1982 FOR FURTHER INFORMATION).

It was the consensus of the Board te further defer the special permit application until
September 21, 1982 at 12:00 Noon.

I
Page 139, August 5, 1982, Scheduled case of

2:00 T. T. GREEN, appl. under Sect. 18-406 of the Ord. to allow 11ving space addition

P.M. to dwelling to remain 6.8 ft. from side 1ot line and garage addition to remain
6.7 ft. from side and 27.2 ft. from front 1ot lines (12 ft. min. side yard and
30 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 6003 Lebanon Dr., Forrest
J. Hall Subd., R-3, Springfield Dist., 51-4((5))1A, 20,538 sq. ft., ¥-B2-5-105.
{DEFERRED FROM JULY 29, 1982 FOR CONTRACT WITH BUILDER & FOR HEARING BY FULL
BOARD. )

Mr. T. T. Green informed the Board that his garage was built by a licensed contractor in

June of 1982. He stated that he had purchased his house in March 1981 and thought it would
be usable for living space for his family. Mr. Green stated that he had three children and
one grandchild and it was very difficult to put the family up in such a small area. He
stated that he could not build & basement because of the high ground water. He decided to
finish his carport which did not encroach any closer to the side yard than before. Mr. Green
stated that he did not have any other place on his property on which to extend or build onto
his house. The builder had assumed that Mr. Green had gotten a building permit. Mr. Green
stated that he did apply for a building permit after construction had begun.after being
notified by the building inspector. Mr, Green stated that ail of his neighbors were aware of
the construction. There had not been any discussion about a building permit.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Green stated that his contract with the builder
did not mention who would get the building permit. Chairman Smith stated that Mr. Green's
first mistake was enclosing the carport without a building permit. The second mistake was
not getting a building permit for the garage. Mrs. Day stated that she did not understand
how: a. contractor would not know enough to obtain a building permit.

Mr. Green stated that construction was pretty far along. He was not aware of any way to off-
set the structure of change it to meet the Zoning regulations. He stated that his neighbors
had not registered any complaints. He stated that if it would help the situation, he would

| shi$1d the structure if necessary. Chairman Smith was concerned about the three requested
variances.
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Page 140, Aygust 5, 1982
T. T. GREEN
(continued)

There was no- one -plse:to-speak-fn suppert.of the.requested application. Mr. D. W. Fairfax of
6307 Brooke Drive spoke in opposition since the structure was .in violation.. He stated that
if, the Board permitted the violation then anything goes.
Page ‘140, August 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appaals
T. T. GREEM .

RESOLUTION

Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. ¥-82-5-105 by T. T. GREEN under Section 18-406 of the Zoning Ordi-
nance to allow living space addition to dwelling to remain 6.8 ft. from side lot line and
garage addition to remain 6.7 ft. from side and 27.2 from front lot lines (12 ft. min. side
yard and 30 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-307}, on property located at 6003 Lebanon
Drive, tax map reference 51-4{(5))14, County of Fafrfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in
accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
August 5, 19823 and

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

THAT the property owner had contracted with Keystone Builders, said contract being signed
by Waynre A. Hobbs, and neither the builder nor the homeowner obtained a building permit prior
to the start of construction.

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

THAT the granting of this variance will not create an unsafe condition with respect to both
other properties and public streets and that to force compliance with setback requirements
would cause unreasochable hardship upon the owner.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
11m1tatlons

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 Tand or to other
structures on the same land.

Mr. Hammack seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a wote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith)(Messrs. DiGiulian & Yaremchuk being absent)
Page 140, August 5, 1982, ScheduTed case of

2:15 KIDDIE COUNTRY DAY CARE LTD., EDNA H. ANULEWICZ AND FRED T. LOWERY, app!. under

P.M. Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. for a child care center and nursery school, located 9601
01d Keene Mi11 Rd., R-1, Springfield Dist., 88-1((1))19, 3.95 acres, $-82-5-046.
{DEFERRED FROM JULY 29, 1982 AT REQUEST OF APPLICANT).

Mr. Michael Horwatt, an attorney with offices located at 10505 Judicial Drive in Fairfax,
represented the applicants. For further information regarding the hearing procedures, please
refer to the verbatim transcript on file in the Clerk's Office.
Page 140, August 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
KIDDIE COUNTRY DAY CARE LTD., EDNA H. ANULEWICZ
AND FRED T. LOMERY
v RESOCLUTION

Mr. Hyland made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-S-046 by KIDDIE COUNTRY DAY CARE LTD., EDNA H. ANULEWICZ AND
FRED T. LOWERY, under Section 3-103 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit a child
care center and nursery school located at 9601 Old Keene Mill Road, tax map reference 88-1
{{1))19, County of Fajrfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all applica-
ble requirements; an

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on August 5, 1982 being deferred from July 29, 1982 at request of the applicant;
and

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

1. That the applicant is the centract purchaser.

2. That the present zoning is R-1.

3. TJhat the area of the lot is 3.95 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.
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Page 141, Avgust 5, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
KIDDIE COUNTRY DAY CARE LTD., EDNA H. ANULEWICZ

AND FRED T. LOWERY
{continued) RESOLUTION

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached_the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for Special
Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
lim1tat1ons

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

2. This special permit shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless construction
{operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for exten;
sion is acted upon by the BZA.

3. This approval is granted for the byildings and uses indicated on the plans submitted
with this application, except that a revised plat which reflects the conditions relating to
transitional.screening and teansportatfon shall be submitted for BZA review and approval prio
to site plan approval.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place 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 uwse.

6. Transitional Screening shall be modified and provided in accordance with the plat,
provided the dense growth of existing trees remain surrounding all property lines. At the
time of site plan review, if an on-site inspection reveals any areas where supplemental
screening whould be provided, it shall be required at the discretion of the Director. The
requirement for a Barrier shall be waived except for the 42 inch chain 1ink fence which shall
be provided approximately ten {10) feet from Lee Chapel and Q1d Keene Mill Roads. This fence
is to be installed so as not to disturb the existing trees.

7. The following transportation conditfons shall be required.

{a) On Lee Chapel Road, the applicant shall dedicate right-of-way to 45 ft. from
centerline.

(b) On 01d Keene Mil1 Road, the applicant shall dedicate to 60 ft. from centerline wft4
a standard shoulder.

{c) At the site entrance, a right-turn deceleration lane shall be provided. Should
this require action by the:County to obtain right-of-way by condemnation proceedings, the
applicant should reimburse the County for the costs associated with condemnation. In such
event, the applicant should prepare the necessary plats and ensure that adequate funds are
availabla to allow for acquisition by the County when requirad.

{d) These requirements will be subject to VDH&T approval and Department of Environmen-
tal Management (DEM).

8. The maximum number of students shall be 160 full-time and 80 part-time.

9. The hours of operation shall be from 6:30 A.M. to 6:30 P.M.

10. The minimum number of parking spaces to be provided shall be 44.
11. There shall be a staff of 43 persons.

Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion*FAILED by-a vote of 3to 2 (Mr' Smith & Mrs. Day}{Messrs. DiGiulian & Yaremchuk
befng absent).

NOTE: *({By Court Order dated October 4, 1982 Law No 58095, 1t was determ1ned that the
applicat1on “Was approved stbjéct:1o the above-listed -conditiens). -

By

Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the Daniel Smith

Board of Zoning Appeals
APPROVED: /7 24
Submitted to the Board on g }4% oYY Date
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was ) ‘f}

held in the Board Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday,
September 14, 1982. The following Board Members were present:
Daniel Smith, Chairman; Ann Day and Pau? Hammack. (John
DiGielian, Vice-Chairman; John Yaremchuk; Gerald Hyland

and John Ribble being absent}. l :

Chairman Smith announced that the Board of Zoning '‘Appeals meeting scheduled for
September 14, 1982 had to be rescheduled because of a lack of a quorum. He informed the
public that the Clerk would notify all applicants and contiguous property owners of the
new meeting time.. He informed everyone that the applications had been rescheduled for
October 21, 1982.

10:0 ELEANOR C. THOMPSON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow subdivision
AN, into 4 lots, 3 of which would have width of 6 ft. each (80 ft. min, lot width
req. by Sect. 3-306), located 7537 IdyTwood Rd., R-3, Providence Dist., 40-3

((1))68, 1.3942 acres, ¥-82-P-056. (DEFERRED FROM 6/15/82 TO GIVE APPLICANT
TIME TO RESOLVE THE SEWER PROBLEM ON THE PROPERTY}.

The Board rescheduled the variance until October 21, 1982 at 10:00 A.M. due to lack of a
quorum.

I/ . ;
Page 142, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

10: 10 THE MADEIRA SCHOQL, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-EQ3 of the Ord. to amend S$-128-74

A.M. for school of general education to permit new track facilities (400 M) and
relocation of existing riding ring & dressage area, located 8328 Georgetown
Pk., R-E, Dranesyille Dist., 20-1{(1))}14, 375 acres, 5-82-D-036. (DEFERRED
FROM 7/13/82 FOR NOTICES).

The Board rescheduled the Special Permit application until October 21, 1982 at 10:10 A.M.
due to lack of a quorum.

//
Page 142, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:30 GREAT FALLS SWIM & TENNIS CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to l
AM. amend S$-82-D-019 for community swim & tennis club to change hours of operation
of tennis courts from 7 A.M. - 9 P.M, to 7 A.M. - 10 P.M., located 761 Walker
Rd., R-1, Dranesville Dist., 13-1({1})27, 5.5244 acres, $-82-D-030. ({DEFERRED
FROM 7/20/82 FOR FULL BOARD).

The Board rescheduled the Special Permit application until October 21, 1982 at 10:30 A.M.
due to lack of a quorum.

/
Page 142, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:40 REDSTONE DEVELOPMENT CORPGRATION, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M, sign at arcade entrance for three individual enterprises within shopping center,
located 7245 Arlington Blvd., (-6, Mason Dist., 50-3({1)}5A, 3.29 acres,
V-82-M-072. (DEFERRED FROM 7/20/82 FOR FULL BOARD}.

The Board was informed that the application had been administratively withdrawn due to the
amendment of the Sign Ordinance.

1
Page 142, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of
10:50 TYSONS BRIAR, INC. T/A CARDINAL HILL SWIM & RACQUET CLUB, appl. under Sect. l
A.M. 3-103 of the Ord. to amend S-134-78 for community swimming & temnis cTub to
eliminate parking lot on 1 acre parcel and to permit operation of all existing
facilities with existing 138 parking spaces, located 9117 Westerholme Way, R-1,
Centreville Dist., 28-4{{1)})47 & 45A, 6.696 acres, $-82-C-025. (DEFERRED FROM
MAY 18, 1982 FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FROM JUNE 29, 1982, JULY 15, 1982 &
JULY 20, 1982 FOR FULL BOARD).
The Board rescheduled the Special Permit application until October 21, 1982 at 10:40 A.M. due
to lack of a gquorum.

1




Page 143, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:00 PAUL THOMAS HADDOCK, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction

AM. of a deck with spa addition to a townhouse 7.5 ft. from rear Tot line (14 ft. min,
rear yard reg. by Sects. 3-507 & 2-412}, located 2282 Covent Gardens Ct., Pine-
crest Townhouse Subd., PRC, Centreville Dist., 26-1((11)}{4B)42, 1,667 sq. ft.,
y-82-C-092. (DEFERRED FROM 7/22/82 FOR NOTICES).

The Board rescheduied the variance application hearing until October 21, 1982 at 11:20 A.M.
due to Tack of a guorum.

i
Page 143, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:10 TOWLSTON ROAD PARTNERSHIP, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow sub-

AM. division into 2 lots and an outlot with proposed Tot 2 having width of 20 ft.
{200 ft. min. 1ot width req. by Sect. 3-E06), located B39 Towlston Rd., R-E,
Dranesville Dist., 20-1({1})48A, 5.6521 acres, V-82-D-096. (DEFERRED FROM
7/29/82 FOR FULL BOARD).

The Board rescheduled the variance application hearing until October 21, 1982 at 11:00 A.M.
due to lack of a quorum.

/!
page 143, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:20 WILLIAM B. & JEAN M. BECKER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. subdivision into 5 lots with proposed Tot 33 having a width of 10 ft. and
proposed corner 1ot 36 having a width of 80 ft. (80 ft. min. interior lot
width & 105 ft. min. corner lot width req. by Sect. 3-306}, located 9086
Wexford Dr., Wexford South Subd., R-3, Centreville Dist., 28-4((27))A, 2.2210
acres, V-82-C-069. (DEFERRED FROM 7/13/82 FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND FROM
7/29/82 FOR FULL BOARD).

The Board rescheduled the variance application hearing until October 21, 1982 at 11:30 A.M,
due to lack of a quorum. .

1
Page 143, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:30 ROBERT A. MASUMURA, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to aTlow enclosure
AM. of carport into attached garage 9.6 ft. from side 1ot line such that total
side yards would be 19.6 ft. {8 ft. min., 20 ft. total min. side yard req. by
Sect. 3-307}, located 7003 Gillings Rd., Rolling Valley Subd., R-3{C), Spring-
field Dist., 89-3((5))428, 10,435 sq. ft., ¥-82-5-120. (DEFERRED FRCM AUGUST 5,
1982 FOR HEARING BY FULL BOARD).

The Board rescheduled the variance application hearing until October 21, 1982 at 11:40 A.M.
due to lack of a quorum.

1
Page 143, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:40 D. B. JOHNSON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow addition to

AM. dwelling to 1.6 ft. from side lot Tine (10 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect.
3-407), located 6647 Hawthorne St., Bryn Mawr Subd., R-4, Dranesville Dist.,
30-4((4)){B}27A, 12,387 sq. ft., ¥-82-D-121. (DEFERRED FROM AUGUST 5, 1982
FOR HEARING BY FULL BOARD).

The Board rescheduled the variance application hearing until October 21, 1982 at 11:50 A.M,
due to lack of a quorum.

I/
Page 143, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:50 LAWRENCE 5. BAHL, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of

A.M. porch addition to dwelling to 19.3 ft. from rear lot line (25 ft. min. rear yard
req. by Sect. 3-307), located 5017 Mignonette Ct., Longbranch Subd., R-3{C),
Annandale Dist., 69-4((12))135, 10,069 sq. ft., V-82-A-122. (DEFERRED FROM
AUGUST 5, 1982 FOR HEARING BY FULL BOARD).

The Board reschedyled the variance application hearing until October 21, 1982 at 12:00 NOON
due to lack of a quorum.

1
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Page 144, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:00 A CHILD'S PLACE T/A HOLLIN HALL SCHOOL AGE CENTER, appl. under Sect. 3-303 of

NOON the Ord. for a child care center, located 1500 Shenandoah Rd., R-3, Mt. Vernon
Dist., 102-2((1)}2A, 10.98 acres, 5-82-V-062. (DEFERRED FROM AUGUST 5, 1982
FOR ‘NOTICES.)

The Board rescheduled the special permit application until Qctober 21, 1982 at 12:20 P.M.
due to lack of a quorum.

i
Page 144, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:15 ASLAN CORPORATION AND THEODORE BODNAR, JR., THEODORE BODNAR, SR., & BARBARA BODNAR,
P.M. appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to appeal Zoning Administrator's decision
that appellant's Non-Residential Use Permit and two sign permits are nult and
void because of a determination that the use is a quick-service food store, for
which Special Exception approval is required tn the I-5 district, located 8213
Lee Hwy., I-5, Providence Dist., 49-4((1))6, 20,000 sq. ft., A-82-P-016.
(DEFERRED FROM AUGUST 3, 1982 AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPELLANT)

The Board rescheduled the appeal application until October 21, 1982 at 12:40 A.M. due to lack
of a guorum.

/'t

Page 144, September 14, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:30 PROVIDENCE SAVINGS & LOAN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow signs

P.M. for individual enterprises located within an interior mall of Woodlawn Shopping
Center to be erected over Mall entrance, located 8700 Richmond Highway,
Woodtawn' Shopping Center, C-6, Lee Dist., 109-2{(1})24, 8.70 ac., V-82-L-124.
(DEFERRED FROM AUGUST 5, 1982 FOR REAPPLICATION DUE TO SIGN ORDINANCE AMENDMENT) .

The Board was informed that the variance had been administratively withdrawn due to the
amendment to the Sign Ordinance provisions.

/7
The meeting adjourned at 12:30C P.M.

Deputy Clerk to the Daniel Smith, CHairma

G f 26 g Appeals
APPROVED:
Submitted to the Board o%ﬁﬂ
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The Special Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was
held in the Board Room of the Massey Building on Thursday,
September 16, 1982. The following Board members were
present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Ann Day: Paul Hammack
and John Ribble. (Messrs, DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hyland
were absent).

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:15 A.M. and Mrs. Day led the prayer.

10:0 RICHARD & JUDITH A. WELLS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to altow
AM. subdivision into three (3) lots, two of which having width of 6 ft. and one
-~ having width of 12 ft. (150 ft. min. lot width req. by Sect. 3-106), located
2740 Hunter Mill Rd., Bonnet Subd., R-1, Providence Dist., 37-4{(1))pt. of 17,
gbanﬁcres, V-82-P-116. (DEFERRED FROM AUGUST 5, 1982 FOR HEARING BY FULL
RD}. .

Mr. Ribble moved that the Board allow a further deferrment until October 28, 1982 at 10:00
A.M. for a hearfng by a full Board. Mrs. Day seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of
4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGivlian, Yaremchuk and Hyland being absent}.

/
Page 145, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:10 JOHN F. ROOT, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow subdivision into

A.M. two lots each being less than 2 acres in size, with proposed corner lot 1 having
width of 163 ft. and an existing dwelling 32.53 ft. from proposed front lot 1ine,
with proposed lot 2 having an existing dwelling 1.03 ft. from proposed front Tot
line, and to allow the keeping of horses on each of the proposed lots, (225 ft.
min. corner lot width req. by Sect. 3-E06; 50 ft. min. front yard reg. by Sect.
3-E07; and 2 acres min. lot size for keeping livestock req. by Sect. 2-512),
located 730 Leigh Mi1l Rd., R-E, Dranesville Dist., 13-1{?1))70, 4.0012 acres,
V-82-D-117. DEFERRED FROM AUGUST 5, 1982 AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT.

Ms. Sarah Reifsnyder, an attorney with the firm of Blankingship & Keith with an office on
university Drive in Fairfax, represented the applicant. She informed the Board that her
client wished to formally amend his application to only require twoe variances instead of the
four original variances requested. Ms. Reifsnyder stated that the two variances would relate
to Sect. 3-E06 and 3-E07 regarding lot width and the front yard setback. Ms. Reifsnyder
stated that each of the lots would have 2 acres and would not require a variance for the
keeping of horses. Ms. Reifsnyder stated that she was prepared to renotify property owners.

It was the consensus of the Board to defer the varfiance until October 28, 1982 at 10:10 A.M.
to allow Ms. Reifsnyder an opportunity to amend the application.

i
Page 145, September 16, 1982, Executive Session

At 10:20 A.M., Mr. Hammack announced that the County Attorney had a need to discuss the

case invelving the Nationmal Memorial Park, Inc. v. the BZIA which was pending in Circuit Court
Therefore, he moved that the Board convene in an Executive Session to discuss the case. Mr.
Ribble seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 {Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk
and Hyland being absent).

The Board reconvened the meeting at 11:10 A.M. to continue with the scheduled agenda.

/

Page 145, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:20 SANG YONG & BOGMIM CHOI, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow enclosure

A.M. of existing carpert 7 ft. from side lot line (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect.
3-307), located 6806 Jerome St., Loisdale Estates Subd., R-3, Lee Dist., 90-4((16))
136, 10,504 sq: ft.. V-82-L-118. (DEFERRED FROM AUGUST 5, 1982 FOR NOTICES).

The Board deferred the variance until October 28, 1982 at 10:20 A.M. for notices and for lack
of representation at the meeting. .

i
Page 145, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:30 ROBERT F. & JUDITH A. ROSENBALM, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

AM. construction of addition to dwelling to 27 ft. from a street line of a corner
lot (30 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 1601 Mary Ellen Ct.,
McLean West Subd., R-3, Dranesville Dist., 30-3((23})22, 13.862 sq. ft.,
v-82-D-119. (DEFERRED FROM 8/5/82 FOR FULL BOARD.)




14l

Page 146, September 16, 1982
ROBERT F. & JUDITH A. ROSENBAUM
{continued)

As there was not a full Board present, the Board deferred the variance until October 28, 1982
at 10:30 A.M.

/!
Page 146, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:40 CECIL JR. & NANCY PRUITT, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow the
AM. continued keeping of four (4} dogs on a lot containing 11,760 sq. ft. (12,500
sq. ft. min. lot area for keeping 4 dogs req. by Sect. 2-512), located 10503
sigg Er., The Knolls Subd., R-2, Amnandale Dist., 68-4((7)}8, 11,760 sq. ft.,
-82-A~125.

The Board was in receipt of a letter dated September 3, 1982 indicating that the applicants
wished to withdraw the apptication. Mr. Ribble moved that the Board allow the withdrawal
without prejudice. Mr. Hammack seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs
DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hyland being absent). h

/7
Page 146, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

10:50 EDWIN T. OLIVER, JR., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow enclosure of

AM. existing attached carport into a garage 21 ft. from front lot line {30 ft. min.
front yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 5730 Clarence Ave., Hammer Park Subd.,
R-3, Mason Dist., 61-4((20}))5, 10,609 sq. ft., V-B2-M-125.

As there was not a full Board present, the BZA deferred the variance until October 28, 1982
at 10:40 A.M.

/
Page 146, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:00 RICHARD W. MISSELL, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow extension

A.M. and enclosure of existing carport intc a 2-car garage and an enclosed porch
9,167 ft. from side lot 1ine such that sfde yards total 17.77 ft. (8 ft. min.,
24 ft. total min. side yards req. by Sect. 3-207), located 8517 Frost Way,
Winterset Subd., R-2{C), Providence Dist., 59-3{(15))116, 10,504 sg. ft.,
V-82-p-127.

As the required notices were not in order, the Board deferred the variance until October 28,
1982 at 10:50 A.M.

11
Page 146, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of '

11:10 ALEEN H. & ELIZABETH W. NORDGREN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. construction of carport addition to dwelling to 4.3 ft. from side lot line (5 ft.
min. side vard req. by Sects. 3-407 & 2-412), located 1901 Anderson Rd., Pimmit
Hills Subd., R-4, Dranesville Dist., 40-1((16))173, 11,200 sq. ft., V-82-D-128.

As there was not a full Board present, the BZA deferred the variance until October 28, 1982
at 11:00 A.M,

I

Page 146,September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

11:20 CHRISTIAN FELLOWSHIP CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to amend S$-196-77

AM. for church and related facilities to permit addition of land area and construction
of additional parking lot with 171 spaces, Tocated 10237 Leesburg Pike, Dranesville
Dist., R-1, 18-2((7)}A, B & L, 7.5472 acres, S5-82-D-066.

Reverend James Ahlman of Herndon requested the Board to defer the special permit application

because there was not a full Board present to hear the case. The BZA deferred the matter
until October 28, 1982 at 11:10 A.M.

/
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Page 147, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of
11:40 QAKTON SWIM & RACQUET CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 for a community swim and
Dist., 46-2((1))pt. 20, 6.75214 acres, 5-82-C-067.

7

AM. tennis club, located 11600 Waples Mill Rd., Waples Mill Estates, R-1, Centreville /7 7

Mr. Ralph Dell of 2806 Freehill Road in Oakton, a member of the Board of Directors, represent
the swim club. After a brief recess with the staff members and the speakers attending the
public hearing, Mr. Dell stated that the club would agree to a deferral until September 21,
1982 at 12:45 P.M. for a hearing hy a full Board.

1

Page 147, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:00 BURKE CENTRE DAY SCHOOL, INC., appl. under Sect. 5-303 of the Ord. for a child

NOON care center as permitted by 5-80-5-056, expired, located Oak Leather Dr. & Burke
geggrg gggy.. Burke Centre Subd., I-3, Springfield Bist., 77-1((1))71, 1.25 acres,

Mrs. Frances Batchelder of Cannonball Read in Fairfax informed the Board that she was applyin
for renewal of a special permit which had expired as she had neglected to ask for a extension
Mrs. Batchelder stated that she was President of the school which was to be located at Oak
Leather Drive & Burke Centre Parkway. The property was zoned R-3 but had been rezoned I-3.
The original special permit was granted by the BZA on July 30, 1980. The building had not
been constructed yet and Mrs. Batchelder neglected to seek an extension.

The special permit was granted for the aperation of a child care center for 160 children.
There would be 17 employees. The center was licensed by the Health Department and met the
Fire Codes. She informed the Board that she had other centers and took care of infants as
well as toddlers. The renewal would not cause any impact on the area. She stated that every
thing would remain as previously granted as she was not requesting any changes.

There was no one else to speak in support and no one to speak in opposition.

Page 147, September 16, 1982 Board of ing A T
BURKE CENTRE DAY SCHOOL, INC. oard of Zoning Appeals
RESOLUTION

Mr. Hammack made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 5-82-5-068 by BURKE CENTRE DAY SCHOQL, INC. under Section 5-303 of
the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit child care center as permitted by 5-80-5-056,
expired, located at Oak Leather Dr. & Burke Centre Pkwy., tax map reference 77-1({1))pt. 5,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirs
ments; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on September 16, 1982; and

WHEREAS , theiaoard has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property is the applicant.

2. That the present zoning is I-3.

3. That the area of the Tot is 1.25 acres.

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

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of faw:

THAT the apb11cant has bresented testimony indicating compliance with Standards for
Special Permit Uses in I Districts as contained. in Section 8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

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

2. This special- permit.shall expire eighteen (18} months from this date unless constructioJ
{operation) has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to any expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30)
days before the expiration date and the permit shall remain valid until the request for
extension is acted upon by the BZA.

3. This approval is grantad for the buildings and uses indicated on the plans submitted
with this application. Any additional structures of any kind, chantes in use, additional
uses, or changes in the plans approved by this Beard (cther than minor engineering details)
whether or not these additional uses or changes reguire a Special 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 Permit.
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Page 148, September 16, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
BURKE CENTRE DAY SCHOOL, INC,
(continued) CRESOLUTIGN

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and procedural require-
ments of this County and State. THES SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a
conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made available to aTl departments of the
County of Fajrfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13 of the Zoning
Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental Management.

7. The number of children shall be 160, ages infant through ten years.

8. The hours of operation shall be from 6:30 A.M. to 6:30 P.M., Monday through Saturday.

9. The number of employees shall be no more than seventeen (17).

Mr. Ribble seconded the motion.

The motion passed‘by a vote of 4 to 0 {Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk & Hyland being absent).

Page 148, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:10 MICHAEL J. KUHLMANN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow enclosure of

P.M. existing carport into an attached garage and second-story living space addition
over a portion of the garage, all to be located 7 ft. from side lot line (12 ft.
min., side yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 7111 Catlett St., North Spfd. Subd.,
R-3, Annandale Dist., 80-1((2)}{5}23, 11,200 sq. ft., V-82-A-129.

As there was not a full Board present, Mr. Kuhlmann sought a deferral of the variance. It wag
the consensus of the Board to defer the matter until October 28, 1982 at 11:20 A.M.

/!
Page 148, September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:20 : BOARDMAN SHAW MOWRY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow extension

P.M. and enclosure of carport to 9.4 ft. from the side lot Tine (12 ft. min. side
yard req. hy Sect. 3-307), located 7933 Bayberry Dr., Sherwood Hall Subd., R-3,
Mt. Vernon Dist., 102-1{(29}))9, 15,490 sq. ft., v-82-¥-130.

Mr. Roger Mowry of 7933 Bayberry Drive in Alexandria acted as agent for his father. As there
was not a full Board present, the BZA deferred the variance until October 28, 1982 at 11:30
AM.

I
Page 148, September 16, 1982, After Agenda Items

Approval of Minutes: The Board was in receipt of Minutes for January 13, 1981; January 22,
1981 and January 27, 1981. Mrs. Day moved that the Minutes be approved as written. Mr.
Hammack seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk
and Hyland being absent).

/
Page 148, September 16, 1982, After Agenda Items

Jack P. Chocola: The Board was in receipt of a letter from Mr. Howell B. Simmons requesting
an extension of the variance granted to Mr. Jack P. Chacola. Four six month extensions
previously had been granted by the Board. After considerable discussion, Mrs. Day moved

that the Board grant another six month extension but directed that the applicant be notified
it was the final extension. Mr. Ribble seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 4 to O
(Messrs. DiGiulian, Yaremchuk and Hyland being absent).

I 7

Page 148, September 16, 1982, After Agenda Items

Andrea Field, V-81-D-007: The Board was in receipt of a request from Mr. Howell B. Simmons
for an extension of the variance granted to Andrea Field in 1981. ~After discussion, it was

the consensus of the Board to have the applicant explain in further datail as the hardship
was in nét getting 'the subdivision recorded.

1
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Page 1484 September 16, 1982, Scheduled case of

12:30 ROBERT & LAURIE HICKERSON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow enlarge-

P.M. ment and enclosure of carport into two-car attached garage 2.0 ft. from side lot
tine (12 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 4991 DeQuincy Or.,
Briarwood Subd., R-3, Annandaie Dist., 69-1{((9))29, 9,331 sq. ft., V-82-A-131.

As there was not a full Board present to hear the variance, Mr. Hickerson asked for a defarral.

It was the consensus of the Board to defer the variance until October 28, 1982 at 11:40 A.M.
1/

Page 1484 September 16, 1982, After Agenda Items

Tuckahoe Recreation g1ub. Inc.: The Board was in receipt of a letter from Tuckahoe Recreatio
Club seeking a modification of the Board's motfon with respect to the operating hours as
specified by the BZA at its hearing on July 22, 1982. The staff report had inadvertently
left out one of the numerous resoiutions pertaining to Tuckahoe in which the hours of
operation were stated as being from 8 A.M. to 10 P.M. Based on the resolutions in the staff
repert, the Board specified hours of 9 A.M. to 9 P.M. Tuckahoe was requesting the hours be
modified to what had been granted previcusly by the Board in the 1975 hearing.

Chairman Smith asked that the matter be déferred until there was a full Board to consider it.
/

Page 14B¥September 16, 1982, After Agenda Items

Paul R. Rothwell: The Board was in receipt of a letter from Paul R. Rothwell requesting an
out-of-turn hearing on his variance application. Mr. Hammack moved that the Board deny the

request. Mrs. Day seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 {Messrs. DiGiulian,
Yaremchuk and Hyland being absent).

//

Page 1484 September 16, 1982, After Agenda Items

New Life Commynity Church: The Board was in receipt of a letter from Mr. Richard L. Smith
requesting a change in the maximum number of students allowed in the school as specified in
the BZA's resolution on July 22, 1982. Mr. Smith questioned the 1imit of 26 students when
the facility could accommodate many more students.

Chairman Smith advised that the limft was 26 unless the applicant wanted to submit a new
application and go through a new public hearing.

1

Page 1484 September 16, 1982, After Agenda Items

Linda Blankenship, V-81-¥-021: The Board was in receipt of a letter from Mrs. Blankenship
requesting an extension of the variance granted by the BZA on March 31, 1981 for 18 months
to allow the construction of two additions to the dwelling within 17.4 ft. & 18.4 ft. of the
rear property line & within 10.3 ft. of the side property line.

It was the consensus of the Board to defer the matter until there was full Board to consider
the request.

/! There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 1:05 P.M.

By:E!:5é!!z:g4;=¢szg_TGZ(:Z¢5‘%§;s=£§L;__
Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the

Board of Zoning Appeals
aeeroveD:_ Qe by 17 /P8y
2/

Submitted to the Board on%&lw * Date




The Regular Meeting of the 3oard of Zoning Appeals was held in the Board
Room of the Massey Building on Tuesday, September 21, 1982. The
Foltowing Board Members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; John
DiGiulian, Yice Chairman; Ann Day, Gerald Hyland, John Ribble, and Paul
Hammack. John Yaremchuk was absent.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:15 A.M. and Mrs. Day led the prayer.

//Mr. Hyland moved that the Board go into Executive session to address a lega) matter.
//The meeting reconvened at 11:05 A.M. and the Board took up with the scheduled case of:

10:00 A.M. GREGORY & MARCIA HOLLAND/RYAN HOMES, INC., appl. under Sect, 18-406 of
the Ord. to allow a dwelling to remain 17.3 ft. from the front lot line
{20 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect, 3-507), located 3205 Shaw Park
Ct., Brosar Park Subd., R-%, 101-2{{13})27, Mt. Yernon Dist., 7,811 sq.
ft., ¥-82-V-074. (DEFERRED FROM 7/20/82 FOR NOTICES)

There was no one present at the meeting to represent the applicant, It was the consensus
of the Board to defer the application to October 5, 1982 at 11:50 A.M.

Page 149, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:10 A.M. VICTOR SMITH, JR., & MARLENE H. SMITH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the
Ord, to allow construction of a carport addition to dwelling to 2,5 ft,
from side Yot Tine {5 ft. min. side yard req. by Sects. 3-407 & 2-412),
and of a 13 ft. high detached garage 5.0 ft. from a side lot line and
from the rear 1ot Tine (10 ft. min. side yard and 13 ft. min. rear yard
req. by Sects. 3-407 & 2-412), located 6313 Yirginia Hills Ave.,
¥Yirginia Hilts Subd., R-4, 82-4{(14))(10}23, Lee Dist., 11,077 sq. ft.,
V-82-L-101. (DEFERRED FROM 7/29/82 FOR FULL BOARD}

Chairman Smith asked the applicant if she wanted to defer the case because there were only
five Board members present. Marlene H. Smith, the applicant, decided to ask for a deferral.

Bruce Nash, representing Mr. & Mrs. Harry Nash, 6401 Virginia Hil1ls Ave, next door to the
property in question, spoke regarding the deferral. He indicated that his parents would be
out of town the first week in October, and asked the Board to reschedule the case at a time
his parents could be present.

It was the consensus of the Board to defer the application to October 12, 1982 at 11:40 A.M.

Page 149, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:20 AM. CORRINNE NARAMIO, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
enlargement and enclosure of exfsting carpert into an attached 2-car
garage 6.7 ft. from side Jot 1ine such that side yards total 15.7 ft. (8
ft. min., 20 ft. total min, side yard req. by Sect. 3-307), located 7103
Danford P1., Rolling Valley Subd., R-3{C), 89-3{(5))570, Springfield
bist., 10,462 sq. ft., V-82-5-102. (DEFERRED FROM 7/29/82 FOR NOTICES)

Corrinne Maranjo presented her application, She stated that she wanted to enlarge her
ex{sting one-car carport into a two-car garage. The property 1S located on a cul-de-sac,
and, therefore, the lot is irregular in shape and pie-shaped. The house and present
carport are situated on a narrow portion of the Jot. A1l of the nei ghbors are in favor of
this application. The proposed garage would face the back of the home next door. The
surrounding area 1s a mixture of garages and carportis.

There was no one to speak in support or opposition.

Page ;;;, September 21, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
CORRINNE NARANJO

RESOLUTION

In Application No, ¥-82-S-102 by CORRINNE NARANJO under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow enlargement and enclosure of existing carport into an attached two-car
garage 6.7 ft. from side lot 17ne such that side yards tota 15.7 ft. (8 ft. win., 20 fi.
total min, side yard req. by Sect, 3-307), on property located at 7103 Danford Place, tax
map reference 89-3((5})670, County of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mr. Hammack moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

} /4
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Page 150, September 21, 1982
CORRINNE NARANJO
[continued)

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
September 21, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the property is the applicant.
2. The present zoning 1s R-3 {Cluster),

3. The area of the lot is 10,362 sqg. Ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally frregular in shape, including converging
side ot lines and has an unusual condition in the location of the existing buildings on
the subject property being placed to the front of the property where the Tot 1ines converge
to the detriment of the property owner,

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals his reached the foltowing conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above 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 fnvolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED* IN PART with the
following limitations: - —

A variance shall be granted that would allow construction of a garage addition 22 ft in
width which would result in a variance of 2.54 ft, side yard variance,

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

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months after this date unless construction hasf
started ang {s diligently pursued or unless a renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty (30} days before
the ﬁxpiratiun date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BIA. :

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr. Swith) (Messrs. Ribble and Yaremchuk being absent

Page 150, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:30 A.M. JOHN H, MORRISON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of an addition to dwelling to 10.5 ft., from a street iine
on & corher lot {30 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-307}, located
5716 Norton Rd., Burgundy Farm Subd,, R-3, 82-2((5)}(A}9, Lee Dist.,
13,652 sq. ft., ¥-82-L-104. (DEFERRED FROM 7/29/82 FOR A FULL BOARD)

The applicant, John Morrison, presented his variance application. He stated that his
property was on a corner ot and had two front yards. To the rear of the property is a
sloping rear yard and underground springs which make the rear and side yard marshy all yean
round. These topographic problems prevent him from constructing elsewhere on the Jot.

Mrs. Day asked the applicant what the addition would be used for. Mr, Morrison replied
that it would have a two-car garage underneath and above it would be a formal dining room
with a study, a mester bedroom with a walk-in closet, and a bathroom, In the existing
house now there were two bedrooms and a bath, a 1iving room, and a kitchen. He also had a
pasement. Mr. Morrison stated that he had purchased the house in 1975,

Mrs. Day asked Mr, Morrison if he repaired and sold vehicles. Mr. Morrison stated that he

only repaired his vehicles. He had nine vehicles on his property. He stated that five of

the vehicles were 1icensed and insured. The other vehicles were not being driven at this
time. One of the vehicles was a moped, one was a traflbike, and the other was a
motorcycle. The other six were automobiles. Mr. Morrison stated that the size of the
proposed addition, 24,8 ft, x 30 ft., would enable him to store all of his vehicles and
more. He stated that he didn't repair any other persons vehicles other than his own and hg
didn't plan to.

Chairman Smith asked Mr. Morrison what his profession was. Mr. Merrison replied that he
was retired. Chairman Smith inguired whether Mr, Morrison was a mechanic by profession
before he retired, Mr. Morrison answered that he was not.

Doug Lamont, spoke regarding the application. He did not speak in support or oppositfon,
because he was not sure what the intent of the application was, He stated that his only
concern was that the structure would be compatibie with the neighborhood. He felt that thq
structure was to close to the side lot 1ine and might not be aestheticdly appealing.

]5 0
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Page 151, September 21, 1982
JOHN H. MORRISON

{continued)

Mangesh Hoskote, 3604 Kendall Place, spoke regarding the application. He asked Mr, /5/
Morrison who the 1icensed builder was the would be doing the construction. Chairman Smith
stated that that question was irrelevant and ¥r. Morrison was not required to answer that
question. Mr. Morrison replied that he was the contractor, Mr. Hoskote asked what Mr,
Morrison's profession was before he retired, and why he retired. Mr, Hyland stated that
this was completely inappropriate and it didn't make any difference to him.

Georgia Woods, 5720 Norton Road, spoke in opposition. She stated that the neighbors were
not fn favor of the application, because having the addition come out that far would give
an alley appearance, The entrance into Kendall Place is quite narrow, and the addition
would block the view, This appears to be in excess of what Mr, Morrison could ask for,
Also, Mr. Morrison parks cars on the narrow street which creates a problem,

Chairman Smith stated that the Board was in receipt of a petitfdn signed by several
neighbors on Norton Road and Kendall Place in opposition.

During rebuttal, Mr, Morrison stated that the petition indicated that he was going to start
a business out of his home, and he had no intentions of doing that.

There was no one else to speak regarding the appiication.

Page 151, September 21, 1982 Board of Zoning Appea1s-
JOHN H. MORRISON
RESOLUTILON

In Application No, ¥-82-L-104 by JOHN H. MORRISON under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
ordinance to allow construction of an addition to dwelling to 10.5 ft, from a street line
on & corner lot (30 ft. min. front yard req. by Sect. 3-307), on property located at 5716
Norton Road, tax map reference 82-2({5))(A)9, County of Fairfax, Yirginia, Mr. DiGiulian
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
September 21, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the property is the applicant.

2. The present zening is R-3.

3, The area of the lot 1s 13,652 sq. ft.

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

. THAT the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above
axist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the uses of the reasonable use of the
land and/or buildings involved,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is DENIED.

Mr. Hammack seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0 (Messrs, Ribble and Yaremchuk being absent)

Page 151, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:40 A.M, WILLIAM E. MATTHEWS, appl. under Sect. 18-406 of the Ord, to allow a
deck to remain 1.6 ft. from the rear lot line (14 ft, min. rear yard
req. by Sects. 3-507 & 2-412), located 10008 Georgian Woods Ct., Burke
Centre Subd., PRC, 77-4((17))22, Springfield Dist., 3,825 sq. ft.,
¥-82-5-106. (DEFERRED FROM 7/29/82 FOR FULL BOARD)

william Matthews asked that his application be deferred for a full board. The case was
rescheduled for Qctober 5, 1982 at 11:40 A M.
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Page 152, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

10:50 AWM. WALTER A. BAWELL/ALEXANDROUR INTERNATIONAL PARTNERSHIP, app). under
Sect. 18-401 of the Ord, to a1low construction of dwelling 8 ft. from
side Tot lines (15 ft, min, side yard req. by Sect. 3-207), located 8515
E:gleaigg EtiizEngleside Subd., R-2, 101-3((7)}29, Lee Dist., 5,600 sq.

Walter Bawell, 4823 Aspen Hi1l Road, Rockville, Maryland, presented the application. He
stated that the application also listed the ?artnership that existed between himself and
his wife who were both previously married. In his case, the property settlement had not
been entirely completed when he remarried, and he had been advised that it would be proper
to protect their interests to form & partnership,

Mr. Bawell stated that he wanted to build a house 24 ft. x 40 ft. This would leave 8 ft.
side lots, and necessitate a variance, The lot is substandard, being 40 feet wide and
5,600 square feet in area. The Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum Yot width in an R-2
zone of 100 feet for an interior lot and a minimum lot area of 15,000 square feet, Mr.
Bawell showed pictures to the Board of other houses in the area that had been constructed
within 7 to 10 feet of side Tot lines. Mr. Bawell stated that this lot was a gift from his
mother and he had taken title to it in 1981,

There was no one to speak in support or opposition to the appiicatien.

Page 152, September 21, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
WALTER A, BAWELL/ALEXANDROUR INTERNATIQNAL PARTNERSHIP
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-L-132 by WALTER A. BAWELL/ALEXANDER INTERNATIONAL PARTNERSHIP under
Section 18-407 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of dwelling 8 ft. from side
Tot 11nes (15 ft. min. side yard req. by Sect, 3-207), on property located at 8515
Engleside Street, tax map reference 101-3 ((7)) 29, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, Mrs, Day
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fairfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
September 21, 1982; and

HHERERE; the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present Zoning is R-2,

3. The area of the lot is 5,600 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property is exceptionally frregular fn shape, substandard in size,
and extremely narrow in width, The property has exceptional topographic problems, The
applicant is unable to enlarge this Vot and s surrounded by similar conditions on the
neighboring lots. The improvements on this lot will be an enhancement to the neighborhood.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above 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 ang/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
limitations:

1. This variance is approved 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 eighteen (18) months after this date unless construction has
started and is diligentily pursued or uniess a renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before
the expiration date and the variance shall remain valid until the extension is acted upon
by the BZA.

Mr. Hyland seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 - 0 (Messrs. Ribble and Yaremchuk being absent)

/52



Page 153, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:00 AM. MICHAEL L. LEWIS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow deck
addition to dwelling 13.1 ft. from rear lot Tine {19 ft. min. rear yard
req. by Sects. 3-307 & 2-412), located 7743 Middle Yalley Dr., Middle
Yalley Sggd., R-3(C}, 98-1((5))40, Springfieid Dist., 9,500 sq. ft.,
v-82-5-133.

Michael Lewis, the applicant, presented his application. He stated that his property was
located at the dead end of Middle Yalley Drive. The ot is small, and slopes in the back.
With the exfsting contour, the location of the heat pump and the location of the exits from
the rear of the house, this is the best location for the deck addition. He stated that the
topography was changed when several large tree were removed from the property, causing a
more Severe slope. Mr, Lewls also stated that there was an easement located on his
property. The proposed deck would be consistent in sfze with other decks in the
neighborhood.

There was no one to speak in support or opposition to the application,

Page 153, September 21, 7982 Board of Zoning Appeals
MICHAEL L. LEWIS

RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-5-133 by MICHAEL L. LEWIS under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow deck addition to dwelling 13.1 ft. from rear Tot 1ine (19 ft. min, rear
yard req. by Sects. 3-307 & 2-412}, on property located at 7743 Middle Yalley Drive, tax
map reference 98-1({5))40, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Hyland moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board en
September 21, 1982; and

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

. That the owner of the property is the applicant. J

1

2. The present zoning is R-3 (Cluster).

3, The area of the lot is 9,500 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property has exceptional topographic problems as indicated by the
applicant's testimony and written statement, particularly in the rear yard which has a
dramatic drop off. The 1ot size is exceptionally small.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 1isted above exist
which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practfcal
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 is GRANTED with the following
limitations:

1. This variance is approved 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 eighteen (18) months after this date unless construction has
started and 1s diligently pursued or unless a renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extensfon shall be filed in writing thirty (30) days before
;he gxpg;:tion date and the variance shall remain valid until the extensfon s acted upon
y the .

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motfon passed by a vote of 4 - 1 (Mr. Smith) (Messrs. Ribble and Yaremchuk being absent

Page 153, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:10 ALK, GORDON L. ERNEST, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord, to allow
subdivision into two {2) lots with proposed Tot 1 having width of 25 ft,
{100 ft. min. ot width req. by Sect., 3-206), located 9934 Yale Rd.,
Acgeagelggbd.. R-2, 38-3((1))6, Centreville Dist., 74,649 sq. ft.,
v-82-C-134.

Gordon Ernest, 3311 Yalentino Court, Dakton, presented the application. He stated that the
hardship was the unusual configuration of the lot being narrow and deep. The surrounding
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above.

Page 154, September 21, 1982
GDRDON L. ERNEST
{contfnued}

property does not permit access to the proposed lot 1 {n any other method. Ingress and
egress to both Tots with be by a single point on Vale Road. Mr. Ernest stated that an
application for rezoning from R-1 to R-2 was approved by the Board of Supervisors. The
densfty and subdivision 1s in conformance with the comprehensive plan. Mr, Ernest stated
that by stacking the lots one behind the other, he was able to more than meet any rules of
the minimum conformance with the comprehensive plan, He stated that facing the piece of
property to the right and the Teft there was a single family dwelling, To the rear of the
property was a court that housed four pieces of property backing up to it. This property
is completely surrounded by other single family structures.

Mr, Covington stated to the Board members that on July 139, 1982 the Board of Supervisors
rezoned this lot from the R-1 zone to the R-2 zone with knowledge that a variance would be
necessary to implement the rezoning.

Alberta Hadley, 9938 Vale Road, to the left of the property in gquestion, spoke in
opposition to the application. She stated that the area in general was for one Structure
per acre. She stated that a 25 foot Yot would not be in keeping with the neighborhood.
C?:;;ma: iﬁit¥ explained that the 25 feet referred to the access to the property, not the
w 0 e lot.

There was no one else to speak {n support or opposition.

Page 154, September 21, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals|
GORDON L, ERNEST
RESOLUTION

In Application No. ¥-82-C-134 by GORDON L. ERNEST, under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow subdivision into two lots with proposed 1ot 1 having width of 25 ft,
(100 ft. win. Yot width req. by Sect. 3-206), on property located at 9334 Yale Road, tax
map reference 38-3((1))6, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia, Mr. Hammack moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt 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-laws of the Fafrfax
County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
September 21, 1982; 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 1s R-2,

3, That the area of the lot is 74,649 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape, including narrow,
which justifies the varfance the applicant seeks.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as 11sted above 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 thg
land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with the following
Timitations:

1. This approval is granted for the Jocation indicated in the plats included with this
application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months from this date unless this
subdivision has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County, A request for an
extension shall be filed fn writing thirty (30) days before the expiration date and the
variance shall remain valid until the extension {s acted upon by the BZA.

Mr. DiGiulian seccnded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - T (Mr, Smith ) (Messrs., Ribble and Yaremchuk being
absent}

*#%This resolution was revised on May 4, 1984 to include the correct limitations Tisted

//The Board recessed for lunch at 12:35 P,M, and returned at 1:25 P,M, to take up the
scheduled agenda.

. E— —
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Page 155, September 21, 1984

11:20 A.M. MOUNT YERNON UNITARIAN CHURCH, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to
allow subdivision into five (5) lots, and a remaining parcel proposed
lot 1 having width of 25.00 ft, (100 ft. min, 1ot width req, by Sect.
3-206), located 1909 Windmill Ln,, R-2, Mt. Yernon Dist., 93-3{{1}}108,
10,4456 acres, ¥-82-¥-158,

11:20 AN, MOUNT YERNON UNITARIAN CHURCH, appl. under Sect, 3-203 of the Ord. to
permit construction of new church and related facilities on site of
exfsting church and related facilities, located 1909 Windmill Ln,, R-2,
Mt. Vernon Dist., 93-3{{1}}108B, 10.4456 acres, 5-82-¥-069,

.{FOR. FURTHER DETAILED INFORMATION ON THESE APPLICATIONS, PLEASE SEE THE YERBATIM TRANSCRIPT
ON FILE IN THE CLERK'S OFFICE}

The Mount Yernon Unitarian Church applications were deferred to October 12, 1982 at 11:50

//At 2:50 P.M. Mr, Hyland moved that the Board go into Executive session to address a legal
matter regarding National Memorial Park, The meeting reconvened at 3:25 P, M,

Page 155, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

11:30 AM, RONALD P. LEMLEY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of addition to dwelling to 18.8 ft. from rear lot line (25
ft. min. rear yard req. by Sect, 3-307), Tocated 7312 Foxe P1., North
Spfd. Sugg., R-3, 71-3((4))(27)26, Annandale Dist,, 10,592 sq. ft.,
¥-82-A-135.

John Kepier, 1928 Duke Street, presented the application, He stated that the applicant's
dwelling was placed 13,5 ft. further to the rear of the lot than what is required by the
Ordinance. Also, the lot i5 an odd shape and very shallow, The additfon would be a

- recreatfon room that would be accessible to the kitchen, The property was purchased in
June of 1976,

“There was no one to speak in support or opposition.

Page 155, September 21, 1982 Board of Zoning App;;;;
RONALD P. LEMLEY
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-82-A-135 by RONALD L. LEMLEY under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow construction of addition to dwelling to 18.8 ft, from rear ot line (25
ft. min. rear yard req. by Sect. 3-307), on property located at 7312 Foxe Place, tax map
reference 71-3((4})(27)26, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mrs. Day moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following reselution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
September 21, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the property is the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-3.

3. The area of the lot is 10,592 sq. ft,

4. That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape, The building was
placed 13.5 ft. further to tRe rear of the property than what was required by the
Ordinance, thus making it difficult for the owner to eniarge his house without a variance.
This 1s the only feasible place the applicant could add on to the house.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the foltowing conclusions of Taw:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above 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 reascnable use of the
land and/or buildings {nvolved.
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. now reguesting that this requirement be deleted because he feels that this requirement wiil

Page 156, September 21, 1982
RONALD P. LEMLEY
{continued)

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED* with the following
Timitations:

1. This variance is approved for the location and the specific structure indicated 1n the
plats included with this application enly, and is not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire eighteen (18) months after this date unless construction hag;
started and is diligently pursued orF unless a renewed by action of this Board prior to any
expiration. A request for an extension shall be filed in writing thirty {30) days before
Ehetgxpgggtion date and the variance shail remain valid until the extension is acted upon
y the .

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

*The motion FAILED by a vote of 3 - 1 {Mr. Smith) (Messrs. Hyland, RibbTe and Yaremchuk
beirg absent]

Page 156, September 21, 1382, Scheduled case of:

11:45 ALM, WILLIAM L. & ALIKI M. BRYANT, appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to
appeal Zoning Administrator's decision that a preposed private indoor
tennfs court is not a permitted accessory use to a singie family
detached dwelling located at 1019 Savile Lan., MclLean, VA., Langley on
the Potomac Subd., R-1, Dranesville Dist., 22-4((1))8A, 1.444 acres,
A-82-D-015, (DEFERRED FROM JULY 29, 1982 FOR FULL BOARD AND FROM AUGUST
3, 1982 TO YIEW PROPERTY AND FOR FURTHER INFORMATION}

Chafrman Smith stated that in view of the fact that only four Board members were present,
the applicant might want to request a deferral on the decision. The applicant agreed and
requested a deferral, The appeal application was rescheduled for September 28, 1982 at
8:50 P.M.

;age 156, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:00 NOON PARADISE CHILD'S HAVEN, INC., appi. under Sect. 3-403 of the Ord. to
amend $-80-5-065 for child care center to permit addition of modular
nursery building to existing facilities, increase wmax. number of
children to 87, and change name of permittee, located 4616 Ravensworth
Rd., R-4, 71-1{{1))63, Annandale Dist., 41,282 sq. ft., $-82-A-021,
(DEFERRED FROM §/11/82 FOR NOTICES, 6/29/82 FOR FULL BOARD, 7/27/82 FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION, AND FROM 8/5/82 FOR FULL BOARD)

The applicant requested a deferral in view of the fact that only four Board members were [
present. The special permit application was rescheduled for November 16, 1982 at 10:00 A.1

Page 156, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:15 P.M. THOMAS A. & SUSAN E. NEAL, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to ameng
¥-129-78, allowing subdivision into 2 lots with one lot having less thar
min. req. lot width, by deleting condition #3, requiring applicant to

rovide one common driveway for the two lots, located 6846 Georgetown
Bfke. Langley Forest Subd., R-1, Dranesville Dist,, 21-4{(6}}35A-1,
1.6566 acres, V-82-D-152,

Robert Swan, an attorney from Oakton, represented the applicants. He stated that he was
aware of the fact that only four Board members were present and 1t would take an
affirmative vote of all four to grant the request. The Board of Zoning Appeals granted th
applicants a variance to permit subdivision of the parcel into two lots, Tot 35A having
1ess than the required lot width. The variance was granted subject to the apﬁlicant
providing one common driveway for the two lots, The applicant came back to the Board for
clarification., After discussion and examination of the plat, Mr. DiGiulian moved that one
common driveway be provided to 25 feet of the proposed dedfcation line. The applicant is

encumber ownership of individual properties, Mr. Swan stated that the applicants had
requested a common entranceway not a common driveway, and that the term has been confused
since the orfginal application. Mr. Swan asked the Board to either delete the conditfon o
change the wording from common driveway to common entranceway.




Page 157, September 21, 1982
THOMAS A. & SUSAN E. NEAL
{continued)

Mr. Swan stated that Mr. Neal had sold the front portion of the lot to a Mr. Singh, Mr.
Singh was upset with this common driveway condition because he was not aware of it at the
time of purchase, Mr. DiGiulian stated that when the property was sold, a subdivision plat
had to accompany the sale. He stated that it would Seem to him that the requirement for
the common driveway would be spelled out somewhere in the deed. Mr. Swan stated that it
was not in the deed and not shown on the dedication plat approved by the County. Chairman
Smith replied that 1t was up to the engineer that drew the plat to be responsible for
including that condition on the plat.

Chafrman Smith stated that the applicant had not presented a hardship showing why they
couldn't comply with the condition. He stated that Mr. Swan kept mentioning the man that
bought a portion of the property, Mr, Singh, and that he fisn't a party to that condition.
The party to that condition are the applicants,

Thomas Neal, 7005 Hector Road, Mclean, spoke to the Board members. He said that when he
received the letter and resolution from the County saying common driveway, he didn't feel
that 1t was what was discussed at that meeting. Chairman Smith stated that this condition
was reaffirmed at a later date.

There was no one else to speak with regard to the application.

Page 157, September 21, 1982 B Board of Zoning ;;p;;;;T
THOMAS A. & SUSAN E. NEAL
RESOLUTIAON

In Application No, ¥-82-D~152 by THOMAS A. & SUSAN E. NEAL under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to amend V-129-78, atlowing subdivision into 2 lots with cne lot having
less than min. reqg. lot width, by deleting condition #3, requiring applicant to provide one
cosmgn driveway for the two lots, on property located at 6847 Georgetown Pike, tax map
reference 21-4((6))354-1, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr, DiGiulian moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, & public hearing was held by the Board on
September 21, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the property is the applicant,

2. The present zoning is R-~1.

3. The area of the lot is 1.6566 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions of Jaw:
THAT the aﬂplicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions as listed above
exist which under a strict fnterpretation of the Zoning Qrdinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the uses of the reasonable use of the
land and/or buildings involved,

NOW, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is DENIED.

Mr. Hammack seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 - D {Messrs. Hyland, Ribble and Yaremchuk being absent)

l;;ge 15;, September 21,-i§82. Scheduled cases of:

12:30 P.M. BETHLEHEM BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-203 of the Ord. to permit
the addition of toilet facilities and a sign to existing church and
related facilities, located 7836 Fordson Rd., R-2, 102-1{{1))67A & 68A,
Mt. Vernon Dist., 3.79085 ac., 5-82-V-072,

12:30 P.M, BETHLEHEM BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
enlargement of church having portions of driveways and parking spaces
with gravel surface{dustless surface req. by Sect. 10-102)}, located 7836
Fo;dson Eg.. R-2, 102-1{{1)}67A & 68A, Mt. Vernon Dist., 3.79085 ac.,
y-82-¥-143.

Due to the fact that the notices were not in order, it was the consensus of the Board to
defer the applications to October 19, 1982 at 12:30 P.M.
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Page 158, September 21, 1982, Scheduled case of:

12:45 P.M. OAKTON SWIM & RACQUET CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect, 3-103 of the Ord, to
permit a community swim and tennis club, located 11600 Waples Mill Rd.,
Waples M1} Estates, R-1, CentreviTle Dist., 46-2{(1))pt. 20, 6.75214
ac., 5-82-C-067,

Ralph Dowell, 2806 Briehil] Road, Oakton, represented the swim club, He stated that the
applicant was seeking approval of the special use permit for a swim club to be buflt in
open space fn the Waples Mi1} Subdivision., The property to the southeast of the pool is
planned for development in the fall and will provide access to the pool parking area, The
area north of the pool is scheduled for development within three to four years. This site
is isolated from the adjacent communfties of Fox Dale, Waples Mi11 Estates, Section 1, and
Foxwood, and is located north of Waples Mill Road. The facility itself would include four
lighted tennis courts, a 25 meter competition swimming pool, a bathhouse, and a parking lot
for 88 vehicles. Also an active recreation area is planned for a future baseball diamond
and soccer field. Chairman Smith indfcated that the Board could only approve what was
show? on the plat, and any future uses would have to be requested on an amended special use
permit.

Mr. Dowell stated that this club was the combination of a lot of years of effort by
citizens in the Yale area to obtain recreational facilities which are not otherwise
available. The best way to look at the facility is to ook at the motion made by Mrs.
Pennino which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in February of 1982.

Mr. Dowell stated that this was 2 good site because it sits of the middle of undeveloped
subdivision and has no adjoining current homeowners. Anyone who moves in next to the
facility would be aware of what they are next to. We are fully in agreement with staff on
all the development conditions.

William Hopeck, 3502 Willow Green Court, spoke in support of the applicaticn. He
represented the Waples Mi11 Estates Homeowners Association. He stated that the members of
the homeowners association have reviewed the plan, and as the closest community to the
site, they have found the Dakton Swim & Racquet Club to be sensitive and responsive to
their concerns with regard to the location and operation of the proposed facility.

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

;age 158, September 21, 1982 Board of Zoning Appeals
OAKTON SWIM & RACQUET CLUB
RESOLUTIGON

Mrs. Day made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No, $-82-C-067 by OAKTON SWIM & RACQUET CLUB, INC. under SEct. 3-103
of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit a community swim and tennis club, located
at 11600 Waples Mi11 Road, tax map reference 46-2((1))Et.20, County of Fairfax, ¥irginia,
has been property filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by the Board on
September 21, 1982; and

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

1. That the owner of the property i$ the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-1.

3. The area of the Tot 1s 6.75214 acres,

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

