
Docket Item #3 
BZA Case #2026-00002 

      Board of Zoning Appeals 
      May 11, 2026 

ADDRESS:  1030 CROSS DRIVE 
ZONE:  R-8/RESIDENTIAL
APPLICANT: JONATHAN & TRACY MAPLEY BRITTLE, OWNERS
ISSUE: Variance to allow an accessory structure within a required secondary front

yard to remain as constructed.
===================================================================== 
CODE                                  CODE   APPLICANT REQUESTED 
SECTION     SUBJECT REQUIREMENT PROPOSES  RELIEF 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
3-306(A)(1)     Front Yard          25.20 ft*                         0.00 ft      25.20 ft 

____ 
*Distance is based on the range established by the front yards within the contextual blockface.

Staff recommends denial of the requested variance because the request does not meet all the 
standards for a variance. 

If the Board decides to grant the requested variance, the applicant must obtain approval of an 
administrative encroachment for the accessory structure’s overhang because it is located in the 
public right of way along Bayliss Drive. Additionally, the project is subject to compliance with all 
applicable code requirements, ordinances, and recommended conditions found in the department’s 
comments. The variance must be recorded with the property’s deed in the City’s Land Records 
Office prior to the release of the building permit.   

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS ACTION, APRIL 13, 2026: On a motion by Mr. Patel, 
seconded by Ms. Bauman, the Board of Zoning Appeals voted to defer the variance for the request 
to be heard by a full Board.  The motion to defer was approved by a vote of 6 to 0.  

Reason: 
The Board agreed to defer the variance to allow the case to be heard by a full Board. 

Speakers:  
Jonathan Mapley-Brittle, property owner, made the presentation. 

Discussion: 
Mr. Patel asked staff to show the photo of the accessory structure and asked if the structure is 
forward of the front door.  

Staff responded that it’s located in the secondary front and is off of the side door. Staff also added 
that it’s behind the primary front building wall so the only relief would be from 
secondary front yard setback.  

Mr. Patel asked if the adjacent properties on Bayliss Drive are primary fronts or secondary fronts. 



   BZA Case #2026-00002 
                                                                                                      1030 Cross Drive 

 
 

 
Staff responded that the adjacent properties were primary fronts.  
 
Ms. Eveland asked the applicant when the structure was constructed  
 
The applicant responded that the structure was built in December 2018 over the existing deck.  
 
Ms. Bauman asked staff if the gazebo required a permit in 2018.  
 
Staff responded that Code Administration determines whether a building permit is required. Code 
Administration’s comments in the staff report reflect this would require a building permit. Staff 
also included that since 2018, the Zoning Ordinance has changed to be more permissive of some 
accessory structures in required yards,  including pergolas with an 80 percent open, but this current 
structure is not a permitted obstruction per the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Mr. Foley asked staff about the impact to the contextual blockface if the accessory structure located 
within the required yard were to be approved.  
 
Staff responded by stating the reduction of the front yard by granting the variance would reduce 
the minimum primary or secondary front yard setback for all properties within the contextual 
blockface of the applicant to 0.00 feet. This would allow them to build onto their primary structure, 
build and accessory structures or construct a new dwelling right up to the property line.  
 
Mr. Justus followed up by asking if the secondary front yard setback would set a precedent for the 
adjacent primary fronts.  
 
Staff confirmed that the adjacent properties in the contextual blockface would have a minimum of 
0.00 feet for a required primary front yard if the variance is approved.  
 
The applicant stated the neighbors have maxed out their FAR and this wouldn’t be an impact of 
the contextual blockface.  
 
Mr. Patel asked if this type of reduction of a setback has happened before or would this be 
theoretical.  
 
Staff could not recall a similar variance request to reduce the required front yard to 0.00 feet, but 
we have seen requests to reduce the front yard setback.  
 
Mr. Patel followed up asking staff if they had provided the applicant with alternatives that could 
be built within the secondary front.  
 
Staff stated that we do allow pergolas in the required yard, but it would have to meet the conditions 
in the Zoning Ordinance which include opening the roof to being 80 percent open. The applicant 
would still have to get the encroachment, but it would be permitted by right.  
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Ms. Bauman asked staff if we received letters in support from the adjacent neighbor and others 
from others in the contextual blockface of the subject property.  
 
Mr. Patel asked if we had information on the complaint.  
 
Staff brought up that Alex 311 complaints are submitted anonymously and once a complaint is 
submitted we do an inspection to determine compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Mr. Foley stated he wanted to get to a yes on the criteria for the variance, but the Board would 
need to go through the criteria to find out if it meets each of the criteria.  
 
Ms. Eveland asked the applicant if they considered working with staff to have a structure that 
would be allowed within the required setback. 
 
The applicant said they believe pergolas are useless structures and wouldn’t meet the requirements 
they would need of the space.  
 
Mr. Foley asked staff if they could attach the structure to the house and allow it within the required 
yard.  
 
Staff stated they could have a front porch, but they couldn’t attach this structure to make it a front 
porch as it wouldn’t meet the front porch requirements that allow you to have one in a required 
yard. A 10.00-foot deep porch can be located in a required front yard as long as it does not reduce 
the front yard to less than 10.00 feet. 
 
Mr. Patel asked staff to bring up the criteria for the variance and asked for staff’s explanation of 
numbers three and four on the list.  
 
Staff explained that the hardship they were requesting relief from which was created by the 
applicant’s construction of the accessory structure within the required setback and further 
explained that the structure is detrimental to the neighborhood because it will change the required 
front setback for properties within the contextual blockface and locating this type of accessory 
structure in a required front yard is out of character for the area.  
 
Mr. Patel asked how staff would take that into consideration with the inclusion of letters of support 
from the neighbors.  
 
Staff responded by including that letters of support are great, but staff’s recommendation is based 
on an analysis of the standards for a variance. Staff also stated neighbors change over time and 
that neighborhood support cannot be the only reason to approve a variance. 
 
Ms. Eveland asked staff if there is a statute of limitation on the structure since it’s been there since 
2018.  
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Staff responded that the Department is compliant driven with only two inspectors for the city. 
Therefore, when a complaint comes in staff must follow up on it no matter how long the structure 
has been there.  
 
Mr. Patel asked about who makes the decision to appeal a BZA decision.  
 
Staff responded that the Director of Planning and Zoning and the City Attorney’s Office discuss 
any appeal, but also any aggrieved person may appeal a decision of the BZA.  
 
Mr. Foley indicated that he wants to say yes but that an attached porch would have been the right 
move since it would have complied with Zoning and given them the same benefit the current 
accessory structure provides.  
 
Mr. Foley reminded the Board of a previous case requesting an after-the-fact accessory structure 
where the variance was denied. 
 
Ms. Bauman asked staff how large the structure was.  
 
Staff responded that the overall size of the accessory structure is 256 square feet.  
 
Ms. Bauman followed up asking staff if the structure had electrical to which staff said there was.  
 
Mr. Justus agreed with Mr. Foley on the idea of personal feeling he wanted to get to a yes but felt 
he couldn’t reach it based on the criteria. He added that it was a well built structure and that 
alternatives the applicant could take would still have their drawbacks and effect on the immediate 
neighbors.  
 
Mr. Burke stated the case that Mr. Foley mentioned is important as it has shown why there haven’t 
been a lot of variance requests for similar structures. By approving this variance, it would set a 
precedent for future development and the cases they see going forward.  
 
Mr. Patel stated he would support the request and applauded the applicant for doing his research 
on whether a building permit was required. He added the Board could make determinations on 
each case going forward if more variances of this nature come forward.  
 
Ms. Bauman agreed with Mr. Patel’s desire to get to a yes. However, she added that Code 
Administration has said that a building permit would be required. She also included she had a hard 
time determining that the request met all the standards for a variance.   
 
Mr. Foley stated that he was on the fence and leaning towards a no. He included that Mr. Patel 
could convince him to a yes.  
 
Mr. Patel presented to the other members of the board his stance the structure has been there for 
nearly ten years without a major impact to the neighbors and that he failed to see why this would 
be an issue.  
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Ms. Eveland appreciated the thought process of Mr. Patel but didn’t feel she could refute staff’s 
breakdown of the criteria. She added that she was sorry the applicant had to make this request 
because it had received an anonymous complaint from 311 and it had already been there for nearly 
a decade.  
 
Mr. Justus asked staff if in 2018 a building permit would have been required.  
 
Staff responded that Code Administration determines when a building permit is required. 
However, regardless of the need for a building permit the structure is still required to meet the 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Staff added that a gazebo is permitted on a property as an 
accessory structure, but it’s not listed on the list of permitted obstructions that are allowed in a 
required yard.   
 
Mr. Burke asked staff if the roofline was connected to the house, would it change how the structure 
is viewed.  
 
Staff stated it would change to a porch but would far exceed what is allowed as permitted 
obstruction for a porch.  
 
Staff explained to the Board and the applicant that if the request does not receive four affirmative 
votes the request will be denied and would not be able to come back to the Board for a year. Also, 
the Board could offer a deferral to the applicant to explore other options.  
 
Mr. Foley asked the applicant if they had a reason to defer. 
 
The applicant asked if a deferral could be granted to see if a building permit would be required.  
 
Mr. Foley stated he was not in favor of granting a deferral for that reason. 
 
Mr. Patel if the applicant would want to defer to have the full board present to hear their case.  
 
The applicant agreed that they would want to defer to be heard by the full board.  
 
Staff made a comment that they can never guarantee a full board present and if they would like to 
docket this for the next hearing in May.  
 
Mr. Foley argued that they have done in the past for previous cases and that one case went on for 
over a year before it was heard by a full board.   
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I. Issue
The applicants request a variance to allow an
accessory structure to remain in the required
secondary front yard.

II. Background
The subject property is a corner lot comprised of one
lot of record with 38.79 feet of frontage on Cross
Drive and 77.33 feet of frontage on Bayliss Drive.
53.94 feet of depth along the south side property line
and 100.30 feet of depth along the east side property
line. The property contains 6,182 square feet of lot
area and is substandard as to the minimum lot size, 
width, and frontage requirements of the R-8 zone.  

The property is developed with a two-story, single-
unit dwelling. According to Real Estate Assessment 
Records, the dwelling was constructed in 1947. The 
existing dwelling is located 25.10 feet from Cross Drive, 26.00 feet from Bayliss Drive, 
9.90 feet from the east side property line, and 41.00 feet from the south side yard. 

*Based on the constructed accessory structure
** Based on the contextual blockface
*** Measured from grade to the midpoint of the gable roof.

R-8 Zone Required/Permitted Existing 
Dwelling 

Accessory 
Structure* 

Lot Area 9,000 sq. ft. 6,182 sq. ft. 6,182 sq. ft. 
Lot Frontage 40.00 ft. 38.79 ft. 38.79 ft. 
Lot Width 80.00 ft. 62.31 ft. 62.31 ft. 
Front Yard  
(Cross Drive) 

25.20 ft. – 25.70 ft.** 25.10 ft. 37.48 ft. 

Front Yard (Bayliss 
Drive) 

25.20 ft. – 25.60 ft.** 26.00 ft. 0.00 ft. 

Side Yard (East) 1:2, 8.0 ft. min. 9.90 ft. 46.29 ft. 
Side Yard (South) 1:2, 8.0 ft. min. 41.00 ft. 53.19 ft. 
Height 30.00 ft. 25.00 ft. 9.00 ft.*** 
Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) 

2800.00 sq. ft. 
(.35) 

1,621.00 sq. ft. 
(.26) 

1,877.00 sq. ft. 
(.30) 

Figure 1- Subject Property 

Figure 1: Subject Property Primary Front 
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III. Description 
The applicants propose to maintain 
a 256 square foot accessory 
structure in the required secondary 
front yard. The accessory structure 
is on the secondary front property 
line facing Bayliss Drive (with an 
overhang projecting 0.6’ into the 
public right of way), 53.19 feet 
from the south side property line, 
and 37.48 feet from the front 
property line facing Cross Drive. 
The accessory structure measures 
9.00 feet in height from the average 
preconstruction grade to the 
midpoint of the gable roof.  Based 
on the range of front yards within 
the contextual blockface along Bayliss Avenue, the minimum secondary front yard 
requirement is 25.20 feet. The applicants are requesting a variance of 25.20 feet to allow 
the structure to remain on the secondary front property line. The overhang of the projects 
0.6 feet into the public right of way. The Board does not have purview over structures in 
the right of way, but if the Board approves the structure on the property line, the applicant 
must obtain an administrative encroachment pursuant to City Code section 5-2-29(b)(2)c.1.     

 
IV. Master Plan/Zoning 

The subject property is currently zoned R-8 and has 
been so zoned since the adoption of the Third 
Revised Zoning Map in 1951 and is identified for 
residential use in the North Ridge/Rosemont Small 
Area Plan.   

 
V. Requested Variances:  

Secondary Front Yard Section 3-306(A)(1) 
The R-8 zone requires the front yard setback to be 
within the range established by the front yards in 
the contextual blockface. The range established 
along Bayliss Drive is between 25.20 feet and 25.70 
feet. The accessory structure is located on the 
secondary front property line. This requires a 
variance of 25.20 feet.  

 
VI. Applicants Justification for Variance 

The applicant’s justification for the variance is that 
the Zoning Ordinance requirements limit the 

Figure 2: Photo of fence and accessory structure from Bayliss 
Drive. 

 Figure 3: Subject Property Survey 
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location for an accessory structure and that this precise location was the most suitable due 
to the existing deck below it.  

 
VII. Analysis of Variance Definition 

Per Zoning Ordinance Section 11-1103, the Board of Zoning Appeals shall not grant a 
variance unless it finds that the request meets the definition of a variance per Zoning 
Ordinance Section 2-201.1 as follows:  

 
a. The request is a reasonable deviation from those provisions regulating the shape, size, 

or area of a lot or parcel of land or the size, height, area, bulk, or location of a building 
or structure. 
 
The request for a variance from the accessory structure setback requirements is 
not a reasonable deviation. It would allow an accessory structure on the property 
that is located on the front property line. The lot has space behind the secondary 
front building wall to place a detached accessory structure that would comply with 
the size, height, area, and bulk regulations of the R-8 zone. 
 

b. Strict application of the zoning ordinance would unreasonable restrict the utilization of 
the property. 
 
Strict application of the zoning ordinance would not restrict the use of the 
property. The applicants could construct this structure elsewhere on this property 
in compliance or the applicants could construct a pergola of the same dimensions 
with an 80% open roof in this location. The applicants could also construct an open 
front porch up to 10.00 feet in depth at least 10.00 feet from the front property line. 

 
c. The need for a variance is not shared generally by other properties. 

 
All corner lots in the City have two required front yards with limited permitted 
obstructions allowed. This accessory structure is not a permitted obstruction in the 
required yard. Similar relief would be required on almost all corner lots, unless the 
minimum setback within the contextual blockface was 0 feet. Thus, the need for a 
variance to construct an accessory structure on a front property line is shared by 
most if not all corner lots in the City.  

 
d. The variance is not contrary to the purpose of the ordinance. 

 
The purpose of the limitations on placement on a lot of accessory structures is to 
maintain open front yards.  As such, required front yards are determined by the 
range established by the front yard setbacks within the contextual blockface, thus 
resulting in front yards that are consistent with nearby properties.  The ordinance 
allows certain limited accessory structures to be located in required secondary 
front yards. A covered accessory structure of this size and height are not permitted 
in any required yard.   
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Given the foregoing, the requested variance to maintain the accessory structure 
within the required secondary front yard is contrary to the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
e. The variance does not include a change in use, which change shall be accomplished by 

a rezoning. 
 
The requested variance does not change the use as the property will continue to be 
used residentially.  

 
VIII. Analysis of Variance Standards 

A variance allows a property owner to do what is otherwise not allowed under the 
ordinance.  Per Zoning Ordinance Section 11-1005(B) the BZA hears and decides 
applications for variances and any application must meet the standards under Zoning 
Ordinance Section 11-1103.  The decisions of the BZA must be in conformance with the 
Zoning Ordinance; otherwise, they will be overturned by the courts. Thus, only the 
standards under Section 11-1100 can be considered in making a variance decision.  The 
criteria do not include considerations like the cost or financial hardship and are therefore 
inappropriate. Per Zoning Ordinance section 11-1103, the Board of Zoning Appeals shall 
not grant a variance unless it finds that the request meets the variance standards as follows: 

 
a. The strict application of the terms of the ordinance would unreasonably restrict the 

utilization of the property or that the granting of the variance would alleviate a hardship 
due to a physical condition relating to the property or improvements thereon at the time 
of the effective date of the ordinance, or alleviate a hardship by granting a reasonable 
modification to a property or improvements thereon requested by, or on behalf of, a 
person with a disability. 
 
The strict application of the Zoning Ordinance would not unreasonably restrict the 
utilization the property as a single-unit residence.  The covered outdoor area is not 
necessary in order to utilize the property as a single-unit residential dwelling. 
Further, the lot contains space behind the secondary front building wall to place a 
detached accessory structure or a front porch forward of the secondary front 
building wall in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance. While the property does 
have some significant changes in topography towards the southeast corner, there 
is a relatively large flat area immediately to the south of the dwelling before the lot 
drops off that could accommodate an accessory structure. 

 
b. The property for which the variance is being requested was acquired in good faith and 

a hardship was not created by the applicant for the variance. 
 
The property was likely acquired in good faith. However, the hardship was created 
by the applicant, as they built the noncomplying accessory structure and are now 
seeking a variance for it. 
 

c. The granting of a variance will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent property and 
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nearby properties in the proximity of that geographical area. 
 
The allowance of an accessory structure of this size and nature within the 
secondary front yard could be detrimental to the adjacent properties. Most corner 
lots throughout the City are characterized by open front yards, only allowing for 
minimal obstructions that do not reduce light or air. Required front yards are 
determined by the range established by the front yard setbacks within the 
contextual blockface, thus resulting in front yards that are consistent with nearby 
properties. To allow this accessory building to remain in the front yard reducing 
the front yard setback completely would change the character of the area.  Further, 
the solid roof located so close to the property line reduces light and air to the public 
right of way and sidewalk. 
 
If this structure were approved it would reduce minimum front setback for all 
abutting properties within the contextual blockface facing Bayliss Drive, 
potentially resulting in additions, new dwellings or other accessory buildings being 
constructed at or near the front property line. 

 
d. The condition or situation of the property concerned is not so general or reoccurring a 

nature to make reasonably practicable the formulation of a general regulation to be 
adopted as an amendment to the ordinance. 
 
The secondary front yard setback applies to all primary and accessory structures 
on a lot. However, the Zoning Ordinance already provides relief for specific limited 
accessory structures to be located within the secondary front yard through the 
permitted obstructions section. Structures such as open front porches can be 
located within the required secondary front yards with a 10.00 foot minimum 
setback maintained to provide outdoor covered spaces while still maintaining the 
open nature of a front yard.  The existing structure does not qualify as a permitted 
obstruction in the required secondary front yard, however if the applicant 
modified the roof to be at least 80% open, it would qualify as a pergola which is a 
permitted obstruction in all required yards.  

 
e. The granting of the variance does not result in a use that is not otherwise permitted on 

such property or a change in the zoning classification of the property.  
 

The variance request would not change the use of the property as it will continue 
to be used residentially.  

 
f. The relief or remedy sought by the variance application is not available through a special 

exception process that is authorized in the ordinance or the process for modification of 
a zoning ordinance at the time of filling of the variance application. 
 
The relief being requested in this case can only be granted through a variance.  
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IX. Staff Conclusion
Staff recommends denial of the requested variance to maintain an accessory structure
within the secondary front yard as the request does not meet all the standards for a variance.

Staff 
Sean Killion, Urban Planner, Land Use + Preservation Division  
sean.killion@alexandriava.gov   
Mary Christesen, Principal Planner, Land Use + Preservation Division 
mary.christesen@alexandriava.gov  
Tony LaColla, AICP, Division Chief, Land Use + Preservation Division 
tony.lacolla@alexandriava.gov  
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DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS 
 
Transportation and Environmental Services (Transportation Planning): 
No comments. 
 
Development Right of Way (Planning and Zoning): 
R-1 The building permit must be approved and issued prior to the issuance of any permit for 

demolition, if a separate demolition permit is required. (T&ES) 
 
R-2 Applicant shall be responsible for repairs to the adjacent city right-of-way if damaged 

during construction activity. (T&ES) 
       
R-3 No permanent structure may be constructed over any existing private and/or public      

utility easements.  It is the responsibility of the applicant to identify any and all existing 
easements on the plan. (T&ES) 

   
F-1 The applicant should provide a determination of disturbed area per City Guidelines to    

T&ES prior to submitting for permits. If the land disturbance meets or exceeds 2500 square 
feet, a released grading plan will be required prior to submitting for permits.  (T&ES) 
 

C-1 The applicant shall comply with the City of Alexandria’s Solid Waste Control, Title 5, 
Chapter 1, which sets forth the requirements for the recycling of materials (Sec. 5-1-99). 
(T&ES) 

 
C-2 The applicant shall comply with the City of Alexandria's Noise Control Code, Title 11,    

Chapter 5, which sets the maximum permissible noise level as measured at the property 
line. (T&ES) 
 

C-3 Any work within the right-of-way requires a separate permit from T&ES. (Sec. 5-2)  
(T&ES) 

 
C-4 All improvements to the city right-of-way such as curbing, sidewalk, driveway aprons, etc. 

must be city standard design. (Sec. 5-2-1) (T&ES) 
 

C-5 The owner shall obtain and maintain an encroachment permit and policy of general liability 
insurance in compliance with the permit requirements in Sec. 5-2-29(a)(3). See 
https://www.alexandriava.gov/permits/right-of-way-administrative-encroachment-permit 
for details. (T&ES) 

 
Code Administration: 
C-1 A building permit is required for the gazebo (porch) in accordance with VRC Section 

R108.2. Per Virginia Residential Code (VRC) Section R108, one-story detached accessory 
structures used as tool and storage sheds, playhouses, or similar uses are exempt from 
building permit requirements, provided the building area does not exceed 256 square feet 
(23.78 m²) and the structures are not classified as Group F-1 or H occupancies. The subject 
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porch or gazebo does not qualify for this exemption, as it is not a tool/storage shed or 
similar exempt structure. 

 
C-2 Permanently installed receptacles rated for wet locations, complying with VRC Sections 

E3909.1 and E3902.3, are required to serve the three TV sets and related accessories. An 
electrical permit is required. Outdoor receptacles shall be GFCI protected. 

 
Recreation (City Arborist): 
No comments. 
 
Stormwater: 
No comments.  
 
Historic Alexandria (Archaeology): 
No comments.  
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Surveyors
Inc.®DOMINION

   I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE POSITIONS OF

ALL THE EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS HAVE BEEN

CAREFULLY ESTABLISHED BY A CURRENT FIELD

SURVEY AND UNLESS SHOWN THERE ARE NO

VISIBLE ENCROACHMENTS AS OF THIS DATE:

THIS PLAT IS SUBJECT TO
RESTRICTIONS OF RECORD.

A TITLE REPORT WAS NOT FURNISHED.

NO CORNER MARKERS SET.

8808-H PEAR TREE VILLAGE COURT
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22309

703-619-6555
www.dominionsurveyors.com®DOMINION SURVEYORS

HTLAEWNOM
M

O
C

10/30/2025

WNOM
M

2069
LICENSE NO.

GEORGE M. O'QUINN AI
NI

G
RI

V

FO

L A N D
S U R V E Y O R

OVERLOOK TERRACE SUBDIVISION

PLAT

SCALE:  1" = 20'        OCTOBER 30, 2025
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA

LOT 503
SHOWING HOUSE LOCATION ON

ORDERED BY:

TRACY AND JONATHAN
MAPLEY-BRITTLE

(DEED BOOK 228, PAGE 401)

OF A RESUBDIVISION PLAT OF

#170608028-1CASE NAME: MAPLEY-BRITTLE

LOTS  500, 501, 15 AND 16

SCALE 1:10
GAZEBO DETAIL:
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All properties shopwn ar ecorner lots with 6 ft fences in required seccondary from yards 
that are within approximmetely 1000ft of my property and preexist our fence replacement.
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Scroggins and Lynn
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Scroggins and Cross
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Scroggins and Stonnel 1
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Scroggins and Stonnel 2
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Scroggins and Roosevelt
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Sam E Schwartz 
1326 Bayliss Drive 

Alexandria, VA 22302 
703-585-9045 

samschwartz@duck.com 
 
 
April 9, 2026 
 
Board of Zoning Appeals 
City of Alexandria 
301 King Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 
Re: Support for Special Exception Request at 1030 Cross Drive (Gazebo and Fence in 
Secondary Yard) 
 
Dear Members of the Board of Zoning Appeals, 
 
I am writing as a neighbor of 1030 Cross Drive to express my strong support for the special 
exception request submitted by the property owner for their gazebo and fence 
(“improvements”) in the required secondary yard. Specifically, I am diagonally plus one 
house across the street from the subject yard. I see the fence and gazebo from my front 
and side windows. 
 
In my view, strict application of the zoning ordinance in this case creates an unreasonable 
burden on the owner’s reasonable use and enjoyment of their property. I respectfully 
submit the following observations: 
 
Public Welfare and Neighborhood Character 
 
The improvements are not detrimental to public welfare, neighborhood character, or the 
architecture of existing buildings. On the contrary, the improvements enhance the 
property’s aesthetics and contribute positively to the character of our neighborhood. 
 
Light, Air, Trafic, and Safety 
 
The improvements do not impair light or air to adjacent properties, nor does it cause trafic 
congestion, increase the danger of fire, or endanger public safety. The gazebo is modest in 
scale and the fence is attractive and designed in keeping with neighborhood standards. 
 
Essential Character of the Area 
 
The improvements do not alter the essential character of the area. Our neighborhood 
already includes similar structures, and the improvements are consistent with the existing 
pattern of residential use and improvements. 
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Compatibility with SurroundingProperties

The improvements are compatible with neighboring properties in size, style, and use. The
structures will provide privacy and enjoyment to the owners without imposing any negative
effect on adjoining lots.

Reasonable Use of Lot

Given the natural configuration of the lot and the layout of the existing house and yard, the
secondary yard provides the only reasonable location for the proposed gazebo. Strict
adherence to the ordinance would unnecessarily restrict the owners from a practical and
common residential improvement.

Fence Exception Considerations

The lot's layout and dimensions make the secondary yard the most appropriate and
functional space for a fence. Likewise, the fence height is reasonable for the space and
layout of the property. Approval will provide a reasonable enclosed area without creating
any harm to neighboring properties or the broader neighborhood.

For these reasons, I respectfully urge the Board to grant the requested special exception.
The gazebo and fence at 1030Cross Drive will enhance the property and maintain the
integrity and harmony of our neighborhood.

Singerely.

Sam Schwartz
1326 Bayliss Drive
Alexandria, VA 22302
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