
Docket Item #3 
        BZA CASE # 2015-0010 
         

Board of Zoning Appeals 
        December 10, 2015 
 
 
ADDRESS:  10 Rosecrest Avenue 
ZONE:  R-5, Residential 
APPLICANT: Kristen Galles, Owner 
  
ISSUE:  Variance to construct a new house in the required front yards 
 
===================================================================== 
CODE                                                 CODE               APPLICANT            REQUESTED 
SECTION              SUBJECT                REQMT             PROPOSES             VARIANCE 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
7-2503(A)        Average Front Yard Setback*  
         

       (Rosecrest)       
Porch        18.00 ft  8.00 ft   10.00 ft 
Building      18.00 ft            13.90 ft     4.10 ft 

 
         (W. Custis)       

Building              19.80 ft  12.10 ft    7.70 ft 
   Bay Window     19.80 ft  17.00 ft    2.80 ft 
 
*Based on the average prevailing front setback of existing homes along the block.  
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Staff recommends approval of the requested variance because the applicant has demonstrated a 
hardship. 
  
If the Board decides to grant the requested variance the development must comply with the code 
requirements under the department comments and the applicant must submit the following prior 
to the release of a Certificate of Occupancy: (1) a survey plat prepared by a licensed surveyor 
confirming building footprint, setbacks, and building height compliance from average 
preconstruction grade and (2) certification of floor area from a licensed architect or engineer.  
The variance must also be recorded with the deed of the property in the City’s Land Records 
Office prior to the release of the building permit.
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I. Issue 
  

The applicant proposes to demolish her existing two and half story single-family house and 
build a new three story single-family house that would project into the required front yards at 
10 Rosecrest Avenue. 

 
 
II. Revisions to Previously Submitted Plans 
  

The applicant originally filed her request for consideration before the BZA on September 10, 
2015.  After a spirited discussion and issues raised by members if the BZA the applicant 
requested a deferral to a later hearing in order to address the points raised by the BZA.  The 
applicant has taken the suggestions by the Board and has proposed the following revisions to 
her plans. 

 
a. The proposed house has been moved back slightly so that the requested front setback 

variances have been reduced by 2.00 feet.  The original request was a projection of 
12.00 feet into the required front yard facing West Custis and 10.00 feet into the 
required front yard facing Rosecrest. The new projection is 10.00 feet facing West 
Custis and 8.00 feet facing Rosecrest.  
 

b. Reduced the size of the proposed covered front porch to match the dimensions 
allowed for a combination front covered portico and pergola. The front porch is 
proposed to match the character of similar porches in the neighborhood. 

 
c. Due to some confusion on the building height, the applicant’s surveyor reexamined 

the building heights of existing homes on Rosecrest and West Custis.  The surveyor 
concluded the allowed building height based on the average of existing homes is 
26.80 feet.  Building height is no longer an issue before the board. 

 
d. The revisions would result in less overall floor area. 

 
 
III.   Background 

 
The subject property is an unusually shaped triangular corner lot with many mature trees and 
with lot frontage on two public streets.  The property is one lot of record with 148.10 feet of 
frontage on Rosecrest Avenue, 165.10 feet of frontage on West Custis Avenue, and a depth 
of 104.20 feet.  The total lot area is 9,351 square feet. 
 
The lot contains a two and half story single-family dwelling with a screen porch, open deck, 
and below grade attached garage.  The house is 90 years old. The existing dwelling is located 
15.80 feet from the front property line facing Rosecrest Avenue, approximately 16.50 feet 
from the front property line facing West Custis Avenue and 42.00 feet from the west side 
property line.   Real estate assessment records indicate the existing house was built in 1929 
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and totals 1,100 square feet. 
 

The existing dwelling is classified as a noncomplying structure with respect to portions of the 
existing house that project into the required front yards. 

 
 

IV.  Zoning Table 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The applicant’s architect states that 84 percent of the proposed house would comply with 
the applicable yard requirements. Approximately 2.64 percent of the existing house 
currently projects into the required front yards.  If the new house is built as located on the 
property the amount of building projection into the required front yards would increase to 
7.80 percent from the existing house (an increase of 5.00 percent when compared with 
the new construction). 

 
 
 

R-5 
Zone 

Requirement Existing Proposed 

Lot Area 
Corner  

6,500 sq. ft.  9,351 sq. ft.       No change 

Lot 
Width  

             65.00 ft  
  138.67 ft (Custis) 
121.67 ft (Rosecrest) 

No change 

Lot 
Frontage               40.00 ft. 

   165.10 ft  (Custis) 
  148.10 ft 
(Rosecrest) 

No change 

Front 
Yard  

Established block face:  
Rosecrest (18 ft) 
Custis (19.80 ft) 

 
12.00 ft 
15.00 ft 

   
13.90 ft 
12.10 ft 

Side 
Yard  
(East) 

 7 ft or 1:3 the blding 
height 

42.00 ft. 30.00 ft 

  
       

 
Rear 
Yard 

Not applicable on a 
corner lot  

n/a n/a 

Building 
Height        25.00  ft. or 20 %  Not available 

26.80 ft to the 
mid- point of the 

roof 
Net FAR         4,208 sq ft. (.45)        1,100 sq. ft. 3,915 sq. ft. 
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V. Description of Request 
 
The applicant proposes to demolish her existing single-family house and build a new three 
story single-family house with a covered front porch, open rear deck, and below grade 
garage.  The new house would be located in relatively the same location as the existing house 
but with a larger footprint. 
 
Portions of the proposed dwelling project into the required front yards facing Custis Avenue 
and Rosecrest Avenue require approval of a front yard variance: 

 
(1) Rosecrest Avenue:  A 27 square foot area on the first and second floor of the 

proposed house that accommodates a bathroom on two floors would be located 13.90 
feet from the front property line facing Rosecrest Avenue. Approximately 201 square 
feet of the 218 square foot porch also projects into the required front yard. The 
proposed building improvements would be located 8.00 feet and 13.90 feet front the 
front lot line, respectively. The prevailing front setback is 18.00 feet.  A variance of 
10.00 feet and 4.10 feet is required. 

 
(2) Custis Avenue:  A 64 square foot area which includes a portion of a basement 

bedroom, a portion of a first floor office and a portion of a second floor bedroom 
project into the front yard facing Custis Avenue.  The portion of the building wall in 
question would be located 12.10 feet from the West Custis Avenue front property 
line. A portion of a new first floor bay window on the east side building wall would 
be located in the required front yard.  The bay window is proposed 17.00 feet from 
the front property line facing West Custis Avenue. The proposed building 
improvements cannot comply with the prevailing front setback of 19.80 feet.  A 
variance of 7.70 feet and 2.80 feet respectively is required. 

 
The new house would increase in size by about 2,815 square feet over the existing size.  The 
real estate assessment records indicate the existing house totals 1,100 square feet. The new 
house would total 3,915 net square feet.  The property owner is allowed to build up to 4,208 
net square feet and remain complaint with FAR limits. 
 
Approximately 5.00 percent of the existing house now projects into the required front yards.  
The new house, not including the front porch, would project slightly under 8.00 percent.  
With the front porch added in the total projection of the new house into the front yard, the 
setback encroachments would increase to 16 percent.  Given the frontage restrictions, the 
new house is 84 percent in compliance with the applicable yard requirements.   
 
There have been no special exceptions or variances previously granted for the subject 
property. 
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VI. Master Plan/Zoning 
 

The subject property is zoned R-5 residential and has been so zoned since adoption of the 
Third Revised Zoning Map in 1951 and identified in the Potomac West Small Area Plan for 
residential land use. 

 
  

VII. Requested Variance 
 

Section 3-506(A)(2), Side Yard. The applicant proposes to construct a new three-story house 
with portions of the front building walls and the new porch projecting into the required front 
yard. The proposed building improvements facing Rosecrest Avenue would project 8.00 feet 
and 13.90 feet into the required front yard. The prevailing front setback is 18.00 feet.  A 
variance of 10.00 feet at the largest encroachment is required.  
 
The proposed building improvements facing West Custis Avenue cannot comply with the 
prevailing front setback of 19.80 feet. A portion of a new first floor bay window on the east 
side building wall is located in the required front yard.  The bay window is located 17.00 feet 
from the front property line.  A variance of 7.70 feet and 2.80 feet respectively is required. 
 
Refer to attached site plan highlighting the applicable projections and overlays the existing 
house footprint on the new house footprint. 
 

 
VIII. Noncomplying Structure/ Substandard Lot 

 
The existing single-family house is a legal noncomplying structure with complying lot area 
for an R-5 zoned property. 

 
  

IX.  Applicant’s Justification for Variance 
 

The applicant states the zoning ordinance prevents reasonable use of her property given the 
unusual and unique physical characteristics of this double fronting triangular corner lot. To 
justify relief of the zoning regulations, the applicant states the following reasons to support 
the variance:   

 
(a) The unusual lot configuration and uniqueness of the lot character when compared to 

other lots in the immediate neighborhood; 
(b) The desire to protect mature trees along the east property line.  The tree canopy and 

roots would be affected the closer the new house is located near the east property line. 
(c)  The double frontage corner lot which tapers severely along one frontage and limits 

the location for improvements to the property; 
(d) 84 percent of the new house would be in compliance with the applicable front 

setback, floor area and building height requirements; 
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(e) The new house would intrude into the required front yards by 2.8 percent slightly 
more than the existing house now does.  

(f) Strong neighborhood support for the placement of the new house; and 
(g) Soil conditions and water problems affect the property and placement for a new 

home. 
 

The applicant states that strict application of the zoning ordinance to this property will harm 
the property, the neighborhood and the public interest.  The property is unique with its two 
front yards and its shape and with its large mature trees.  The property tapers like an arrow 
head towards the intersections with Rosecrest and Custis Avenue. There are no other lots like 
the subject property in the neighborhood and in Del Ray in general. The subject property 
predates the zoning regulations, and because of its unique shape and the prevailing front 
setbacks imposed by the shape, special conditions restrict appropriate building placement.  
Complying with the required front yards will result in a narrower house on a triangular lot. 
Granting of the variance will allow the owner to build on the lot in a way that preserves green 
space and the numerous mature trees. The neighbors are strongly in support of saving the 
large trees. The proposed variances will not change the character of the neighborhood, but 
will maintain the current setting.  The current house currently violates front yard setback 
rules as well. The applicant tried to site the new house in compliance with the R-5 zone 
requirement but could not without affecting existing tree coverage.  The new house would 
comply with all R-5 zone regulations except the two front setbacks. 

 
 

X.  Analysis of the Variance Standards    
 

For the Board of Zoning Appeals to grant a variance the following must be met (1) the 
definition of a variance, set out in Code of Virginia § 15.2-2201 and (2) the criteria for a 
variance, set out in Code of Virginia § 15.2-2309(2).  The applicant seeking the variance 
must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that his or her application meets these 
requirements. 
 
The language below contains staff’s interpretation of the Code of Virginia requirements, the 
pertinent provisions of Sections 15.2-2201 and 15.2-2309(2) are set out in Attachment 1. 

 
A. Analysis of the Definition of a Variance (Code of Virginia § 15.2-2201) 

 
 The applicant must establish that the variance he or she is seeking: 
 

1. 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 
 
Minimal changes are proposed for the front setbacks in order to construct this house 
on an irregular shaped lot while preserving large, mature and old trees behind the 
current house.  The proposed building improvements facing Rosecrest would be 
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located 8.00 feet and 13.90 feet front the front lot line, respectively. The prevailing 
front setback is 18.00 feet. The proposed building improvements facing Custis cannot 
comply with the prevailing front setback of 19.80 feet.  A variance of 7.70 feet and 
2.80 feet respectively is required. The majority of the new house would be built on 
the existing house’s footprint. The only change would be modest corners of the 
building projecting into the front setbacks. The new building although taller does not 
appear to create a visual impact from the street.  The proposed project reflects a 
reasonable deviation. 

 
2. The strict application of the zoning ordinance would unreasonably restrict the 

utilization of the property 
 
Strict application of the zoning regulations will unreasonably restrict the use of the 
property given the property’s unusual lot configuration of a triangle-shaped, double 
frontage lot. The applicant thought it wiser to build to preserve trees and consulted all 
her neighbors, who also agreed.  

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

The applicant did explore building the new house without the need of a variance, but 
the loss of large trees and placing the house closer to her neighbors would create a 
more harmful impact on the community. No other lots in this area are of a triangular 
shape, with three front yards, so the need for a variance is unique. 

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

The proposed dwelling provides for a design that corresponds with the 
neighborhood’s character and context is an appropriate land use and at appropriate 
density.  The proposed house placement is consistent with many other homes along 
Rosecrest Avenue and Custis Avenue. The placement of the house will not be 
contrary to the neighborhood or zoning regulations. The Zoning Ordinance has as one 
its purposes that it shall provide for the preservation of environmentally sensitive 
areas and urban forested lands.  The site is a unusual lot with several important trees 
that need protection.  The proposed location for the dwelling would ensure the 
protection of those trees. 

 
5. The variance does not include a change in use, which change shall be 

accomplished by a rezoning 
 

The variance will not include a change in use nor require a rezoning of the property. 
The property is and will remain residential with a private residence constructed on it. 

 
B. Analysis of the Criteria for a Variance (Code of Virginia § 15.2-2309) 

 
1. The evidence must show that either the strict application of the terms of the 
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ordinance would unreasonably restrict the utilization of the property or granting 
of the variance would alleviate a hardship due to the physical condition relating 
to the property improvements thereon at the time of the effective date of the 
ordinance 

 
A hardship has been demonstrated in this case. The subject lot is a unique and 
unusually platted lot with two front yards. Because of the lot’s narrowness at the 
intersection of Custis and Rosecrest Avenue, it is very difficult to place a house in 
compliance with the zoning rules.  Moving the new house towards the east property 
line, where large existing mature trees exist, would affect the tree canopy and root 
systems.  Aligning the house along the front setback axis facing Rosecrest will result 
in a greater front yard setback and variance facing Custis Avenue. The neighbors 
express support for variances that will preserve the existing trees and not to have a 
structure with an awkward angular shape to simply comply with the front setbacks. 

 
2. The property interest for which the variance is being requested was acquired in 

good faith and any hardship was not created by the applicant for the variance 
 

The subject lot was platted prior to the R-5 zoning regulations and in part was shaped 
by the placement of Rosecrest Avenue and Custis Avenue in correspondence with the 
lot configuration. The dwelling on the subject property was built in 1929, and the lot 
has had its configuration since before that time. The new zoning rule was adopted in 
1951. The applicant acquired the house not knowing of the corner lot rules defining 
both street frontages as front yards. As provided by the applicant’s architect, portions 
of the existing house are currently projecting into the prevailing front setback. 

 
3. The granting of the variance will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent 

property and nearby properties in the proximity of that geographical area 
 

If approved, the proposed house, although larger, would not have any more adverse 
impact on the immediately adjacent neighbors and nearby homes across Rosecrest 
and Custis Avenues than does the existing house now. The neighbors are in support 
of the location of the new house.  Although the new house could be sited closer to the 
east property line, such placement would impact and possibly remove large, mature 
trees, and the most affected neighbor has expressed that the new house not be placed 
closer to their home.  The proposed house would fit in the character of the 
neighborhood and will not alter the character or value nor harm the neighborhood or 
have an adverse effect on the block face. Since the applicant surveyed the block face 
of existing homes along Rosecrest and Custis, the placement of the new house will 
not be so out of character with the neighborhood. The applicant has taken 
extraordinary steps to minimize the need of large front yard setbacks, removing many 
mature trees and placement of a home on an unusual shaped lot.  Staff believes the 
support of modest variances the proposed home will be placed properly on the 
property and compliment the neighborhood. 
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4. The condition or situation of the property concerned is not of so general or 
recurring a nature as to make reasonably practicable the formulation of a 
general regulation that could be adopted as an amendment to the zoning 
ordinance. 
 
The condition or situation of the property will not make it practicable to adopt an 
amendment to the zoning ordinance just for the purpose of accommodating this 
single, unusual lot.  The subject property is zoned R-5 and the house as proposed can 
be built with modest variance relief. 

 
5. 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 subject property and the surrounding properties are zoned R-5, residential and the 
proposed house is consistent with the use allowed use and zoning classification. 

 
6. The relief or remedy sought by the variance application is not available through 

a special exception process or the process for modification of a zoning ordinance 
at the time of the filing of the variance application. 

 
       No other remedy except a variance is available. 
 
 
XI. Staff  Conclusion 

 
The strict application of the zoning regulations does result in a hardship to the property and 
does prevent reasonable use of this unusual lot. The existing dwelling was built on this lot 
before the current 1951 zoning regulations and the 2008 infill regulations, which require new 
construction to be built based on the prevailing front setbacks.  The existing house now 
projects into the required front setbacks.  The new house would also preserve tree coverage.  
The modest architectural projections that require the variance approval include a first floor 
bay window, a smaller open covered front porch and, small building corners on the second 
floor bedrooms.  There is no major building mass projecting into the front setbacks.  
 
Strict application of the ordinance will force a project that would adversely affect the 
neighborhood and change its character.  The zoning regulation will prevent the applicant 
from building on an unusual shaped lot and effectively prevent reasonable use of the 
property. The BZA has in the past valued the preservation of large specimen trees as a 
hardship as well as unusual shaped lot to support a variance.  The applicant has attempted to 
address many if not all of the zoning requirement and issues raised by the BZA.  
 
Staff recommends approval of the variance based upon the above findings. 
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DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS 
Legend: C - code requirement R - recommendation S - suggestion F - finding 

 
* The applicant is advised that if the variance is approved the following additional comments 
apply. 
 
Transportation and Environmental Services: 
 
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 Roof, surface and sub-surface drains be connected to the public storm sewer system, if 

continuous underground pipe.  Where storm sewer is not available applicant must provide 
a design to mitigate impact of stormwater drainage onto adjacent properties and to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Transportation & Environmental Services.  (Sec.5-6-224) 
(T&ES) 

 
C-4 All secondary utilities serving this site shall be placed underground. (Sec. 5-3-3) (T&ES) 
 
C-5 Any work within the right-of-way requires a separate permit from T&ES. (Sec. 5-2) 

(T&ES) 
 
C-6 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) 
 
R-1 The building permit must be approved and issued prior to the issuance of any permit for 

demolition. (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 After review of the information provided, an approved grading plan is required. (T&ES) 
 
Code Administration: No comments received. 
   
Recreation (Arborist): No comments received. 
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Historic Alexandria (Archaeology): 
 
F-1 While historic maps largely depict the subject lot as vacant in the past, there is a remote 

possibility that archaeological evidence of past activity is present on the property.  As a 
measure of caution, we ask that the applicant adhere to the archaeological conditions 
listed below.   

 
The statements in archaeology conditions below shall appear on the grading plans so that on-site 
contractors are aware of the requirements: 
 
R-1 The applicant/developer shall call Alexandria Archaeology immediately 

(703.746.4399) if any buried structural remains (wall foundations, wells, privies, 
cisterns, etc.) or concentrations of artifacts are discovered during development.  
Work must cease in the area of the discovery until a City archaeologist comes to 
the site and records the finds.  

 
R-2 The applicant/developer shall not allow any metal detection to be conducted on 

the property, unless authorized by Alexandria Archaeology. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
 

 
 APPLICATION 
 BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
 
   IAL USE PERIT 

 
   IAL USE PERIT 
Section of zoning ordinance from which request for variance is made: 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
PART A 
 
1. Applicant:   [ ]  Owner    [ ]  Contract Purchaser   [ ] Agent 
 
 Name _____________________________________________________ 
 
 Address ___________________________________________________ 
 
 ___________________________________________________________ 
 
 Daytime Phone _____________________________________________ 
 
 Email Address ______________________________________________ 
 
2. Property Location ___________________________________________ 
 
3. Assessment Map # _______ Block _______ Lot _______ Zone ______ 
 
4. Legal Property Owner Name __________________________________ 

 
Address ___________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________ 
 

  

VARIANCE

BZA Case # _________________ 
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PART B (SECTION 11-1102) 
 
NOTE: The Board of Zoning Appeals may grant a variance only if the applicant can clearly demonstrate a 
hardship. A demonstrated hardship refers to the shape and topographical conditions, or to some other 
unique characteristic of the property; for example, if a rear yard has sharp drop-off or hilly terrain where an 
addition could otherwise be located legally, or if the property has three front yards. 
  
A demonstrated hardship is NOT, for example, having a large family in a two-bedroom house, or that you 
need a first-floor bedroom and bath. (These are good personal reasons for a variance, but do not 
constitute a hardship having to do with specific conditions of the land.) 
 
APPLICANT MUST EXPLAIN THE FOLLOWING: 
(Please print clearly and use additional pages where necessary.) 
 

1. Does strict application of the zoning ordinance to the subject property 
result in a hardship to the owner? (Answer A or B).  

 
A. Explain how enforcement of the zoning ordinance will amount to a 

clearly demonstrable hardship. 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
B. Explain how enforcement of the zoning ordinance will prevent 

reasonable use of the property. 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
2. Is this hardship unique to the property? 
 

A. Explain if the hardship shared by other properties in the 
neighborhood. 

______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
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B. Explain how this situation or condition of the property (on which this 
application is based) applies generally to other properties in the 
same zone. 

______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
 3. Was the hardship caused by the applicant? 
 
  A. Did the condition exist when the property was purchased? 

______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 B. Did the applicant purchase the property without knowing of this 

hardship? 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 C. How and when did the condition, which created the hardship, first 

occur? 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 D. Did the applicant create the hardship and, if so, how was it created? 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
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4. Will the variance, if granted, be harmful to others? 
 
 A. Explain if the proposed variance will be detrimental to the adjacent 

properties or the neighborhood in general. 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 B. Explain how the proposed variance will affect the value of the 

adjacent and nearby properties. 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 C. Has the applicant shown the proposed plans to the most affected 

property owners? Has that neighbor objected to the proposed 
variance, or has the neighbor written a letter of support of the 
proposed variance? If so, please attach the letter or submit at the 
time of the hearing. 

______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 D. Explain how the proposed variance will change the character of the 

neighborhood. 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
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5. Is there any other administrative or procedural remedy to relieve the 

hardship? 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
PART C 
 
1. Have alternative plans or solutions been considered so that a variance 

would not be needed? Please explain each alternative and why it is 
unsatisfactory. 

 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
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Front Setback Data

ROSECREST AVENUE WEST CUSTIS AVENUE RUSSELL ROAD

Setback From Setback From Setback From
Address # Face of Curb Address # Face of Curb Address # Face of Curb

7 33.3 4 28.1 2201 28.1
9 21.3 6 31.4
11 21.1 8 31.5
13 20.8 10 28.2
15 18.5 12 29.1
17 25.9 14 29.1
19 26.0 15 22.4
21 26.5 17 22.6
12 28.9 19 29.9
14 29.6
16 30.8
18 27.8
20 27.7
30 28.0

AVERAGE = 26.2 AVERAGE = 28.0

Building & Threshold Height Data

A B C D E F G H I

(C-B) (D-B) (E-B) (G+H)/2
1st Floor Bottom Top Distance Distance Distance

Ground Threshold of Roof of Roof Ground to Ground to Ground to Building
Address # Elevation Elevation Elevation Elevation 1st Floor Bottom of Roof Top of Roof Height

7 ** 46.8 50.9 66 69 4.1 19.2 22.2 20.7
9 48.0 51.4 60 68 3.4 12.0 20.0 16.0
11 50.1 55.0 73 79 4.9 22.9 28.9 25.9
13 51.0 54.5 x x 3.5 x x x
15 54.4 56.4 x x 2.0 x x x
17 55.9 58.9 x x 3.0 x x x
19 58.1 61.0 x x 2.9 x x x
21 61.6 65.3 x x 3.7 x x x
12 ** 55.0 58.2 73 75 3.2 18.0 20.0 19.0
14 ** 57.1 61.5 81 90 4.4 23.9 32.9 28.4
16 ** 59.6 62.1 81 85 2.5 21.4 25.4 23.4
18 ** 65.2 66.0 82 88 0.8 16.8 22.8 19.8
20 67.7 69.9 90 93 2.2 22.3 25.3 23.8
30 76.4 75.9 101 101 -0.5 24.6 24.6 24.6
4 45.5 47.3 65 72 1.8 19.5 26.5 23.0
6 ** 46.3 49.3 67 72 3.0 20.7 25.7 23.2
8 ** 47.9 50.8 69 73 2.9 21.1 25.1 23.1
10 50.4 53.1 71 79 2.7 20.6 28.6 24.6
12 51.6 53.9 71 79 2.3 19.4 27.4 23.4
14 53.6 55.8 73 80 2.2 19.4 26.4 22.9
15 59.9 64.0 73 80 4.1 13.1 20.1 16.6
17 62.1 65.0 73 83 2.9 10.9 20.9 15.9
19 63.5 67.6 85 92 4.1 21.5 28.5 25.0

2201* ** 69.8 73.0 91 97 3.2 21.2 27.2 24.2
AVERAGE 56.6 59.5 76.1 81.8 2.9 19.4 25.2 22.3

x1.2= 3.5' x1.2= 26.8'

* ADDRESS ON RUSSELL ROAD
** ROOF ELEVATIONS TAKEN FROM DORMERS
NOTE: THRESHOLD DISTANCES TAKEN FROM AVERAGE GRADE AT FRONT BUILDING FACE TO FIRST FLOOR FF.

BUILDING HEIGHTS TAKEN FROM AVERAGE GRADE AT FRONT BUILDING FACE.
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            30 November 2015 

 

Alexandria Board of Zoning Appeals: 

Regarding the Galles property on 10 Rosecrest Avenue 

Dear Board Members, 

I live at 12 West Custis Avenue, directly across the street from the Galles property. I was delighted to 

attend your earlier meeting in September in support of what I thought were Ms. Galles’ very reasonable 

requests. I regret that I am unable to come to the 10 December meeting. In view of this, I would like to 

take this opportunity to iterate what I said as a witness at the earlier meeting, and to point out a few 

other concerns that arose from that meeting. 

In September, I spoke of the existing trees, how nice it is for me to look out at greenery, rather than 

structure. I pointed out how much I value these tall trees and this pretty scene that I look out upon each 

day. The present yard site also provides a pleasing separation from the house in back. Conversely, when 

I imagine a house set at the back of the yard, I am unable to fathom how one might create any kind of 

useful yard that would also afford privacy. I would think Ms. Galles would have to build a fence around 

the point if that is the only option available to her. I hope that Board members have taken the time to 

visit this site. The aerials, while demonstrating the predominance of sizeable yards elsewhere in the 

neighborhood, do not do justice to just how odd this triangular lot is. I noted at the meeting that Ms. 

Galles deserves a yard like the rest of her neighbors. Really, she might as well buy a townhouse if 

required to place the house in the back.  

Not only do neighbors have appreciable yards, most have porches. In planning for her new house, Ms. 

Galles was excited about the prospect of having guests come over to sit on her porch. I have studied the 

drawings of both the covered porch and the pergola. I must say the pergola renders a structure that 

ends up looking disturbingly unfinished. It strikes me as aesthetically unsatisfying.  I sincerely hope the 

Board will approve the variance she seeks in order for her to attain a more cohesive visual effect and a 

more serviceable yard. 

Finally, I would like to reference the topic of precedent, a concern which was raised at the September 

meeting by several Board members. It seems to me that the word “variance,” in and of itself, connotes 

the idea of exception. If something is exceptionable, I fail to see how it can become a precedent. The 

peculiar shape of the 10 West Rosecrest lot is what calls for special consideration.  

I earnestly hope that you will appreciate the time, expense, and effort Ms. Galles has put forth in her 

endeavor to bring her lovely design to fruition, and grant her permission to accomplish this. 

Susan L. Morrison, Ph.D. 
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	BZA2015-000_ 10 Rosecrest Ave Staff Report.pdf
	The subject property is an unusually shaped triangular corner lot with many mature trees and with lot frontage on two public streets.  The property is one lot of record with 148.10 feet of frontage on Rosecrest Avenue, 165.10 feet of frontage on West ...
	The lot contains a two and half story single-family dwelling with a screen porch, open deck, and below grade attached garage.  The house is 90 years old. The existing dwelling is located 15.80 feet from the front property line facing Rosecrest Avenue,...
	The existing dwelling is classified as a noncomplying structure with respect to portions of the existing house that project into the required front yards.
	The applicant proposes to demolish her existing single-family house and build a new three story single-family house with a covered front porch, open rear deck, and below grade garage.  The new house would be located in relatively the same location as ...
	The subject property is zoned R-5 residential and has been so zoned since adoption of the Third Revised Zoning Map in 1951 and identified in the Potomac West Small Area Plan for residential land use.
	Staff recommends approval of the variance based upon the above findings

	BZA2015-000_ 10 Rosecrest Ave Staff Report.pdf
	The subject property is an unusually shaped triangular corner lot with many mature trees and with lot frontage on two public streets.  The property is one lot of record with 148.10 feet of frontage on Rosecrest Avenue, 165.10 feet of frontage on West ...
	The lot contains a two and half story single-family dwelling with a screen porch, open deck, and below grade attached garage.  The house is 90 years old. The existing dwelling is located 15.80 feet from the front property line facing Rosecrest Avenue,...
	The existing dwelling is classified as a noncomplying structure with respect to portions of the existing house that project into the required front yards.
	The applicant proposes to demolish her existing single-family house and build a new three story single-family house with a covered front porch, open rear deck, and below grade garage.  The new house would be located in relatively the same location as ...
	The subject property is zoned R-5 residential and has been so zoned since adoption of the Third Revised Zoning Map in 1951 and identified in the Potomac West Small Area Plan for residential land use.
	Staff recommends approval of the variance based upon the above finding

	BZA2015-000_ 10 Rosecrest Ave Staff Report.pdf
	The subject property is an unusually shaped triangular corner lot with many mature trees and with lot frontage on two public streets.  The property is one lot of record with 148.10 feet of frontage on Rosecrest Avenue, 165.10 feet of frontage on West ...
	The lot contains a two and half story single-family dwelling with a screen porch, open deck, and below grade attached garage.  The house is 90 years old. The existing dwelling is located 15.80 feet from the front property line facing Rosecrest Avenue,...
	The existing dwelling is classified as a noncomplying structure with respect to portions of the existing house that project into the required front yards.
	The applicant proposes to demolish her existing single-family house and build a new three story single-family house with a covered front porch, open rear deck, and below grade garage.  The new house would be located in relatively the same location as ...
	The subject property is zoned R-5 residential and has been so zoned since adoption of the Third Revised Zoning Map in 1951 and identified in the Potomac West Small Area Plan for residential land use.
	Staff recommends approval of the variance based upon the above finding

	BZA2015-0010 10 Rosecrest.pdf
	The subject property is an unusually shaped triangular corner lot with many mature trees and with lot frontage on two public streets.  The property is one lot of record with 148.10 feet of frontage on Rosecrest Avenue, 165.10 feet of frontage on West ...
	The lot contains a two and half story single-family dwelling with a screen porch, open deck, and below grade attached garage.  The house is 90 years old. The existing dwelling is located 15.80 feet from the front property line facing Rosecrest Avenue,...
	The existing dwelling is classified as a noncomplying structure with respect to portions of the existing house that project into the required front yards.
	IV.  Zoning Table
	The applicant proposes to demolish her existing single-family house and build a new three story single-family house with a covered front porch, open rear deck, and below grade garage.  The new house would be located in relatively the same location as ...
	The subject property is zoned R-5 residential and has been so zoned since adoption of the Third Revised Zoning Map in 1951 and identified in the Potomac West Small Area Plan for residential land use.
	Staff recommends approval of the variance based upon the above findings.

	BZA2015-0010 10 Rosecrest.pdf
	The subject property is an unusually shaped triangular corner lot with many mature trees and with lot frontage on two public streets.  The property is one lot of record with 148.10 feet of frontage on Rosecrest Avenue, 165.10 feet of frontage on West ...
	The lot contains a two and half story single-family dwelling with a screen porch, open deck, and below grade attached garage.  The house is 90 years old. The existing dwelling is located 15.80 feet from the front property line facing Rosecrest Avenue,...
	The existing dwelling is classified as a noncomplying structure with respect to portions of the existing house that project into the required front yards.
	IV.  Zoning Table
	The applicant proposes to demolish her existing single-family house and build a new three story single-family house with a covered front porch, open rear deck, and below grade garage.  The new house would be located in relatively the same location as ...
	The subject property is zoned R-5 residential and has been so zoned since adoption of the Third Revised Zoning Map in 1951 and identified in the Potomac West Small Area Plan for residential land use.
	Staff recommends approval of the variance based upon the above findings.

	BZA2015-0010 10 Rosecrest.pdf
	The subject property is an unusually shaped triangular corner lot with many mature trees and with lot frontage on two public streets.  The property is one lot of record with 148.10 feet of frontage on Rosecrest Avenue, 165.10 feet of frontage on West ...
	The lot contains a two and half story single-family dwelling with a screen porch, open deck, and below grade attached garage.  The house is 90 years old. The existing dwelling is located 15.80 feet from the front property line facing Rosecrest Avenue,...
	The existing dwelling is classified as a noncomplying structure with respect to portions of the existing house that project into the required front yards.
	IV.  Zoning Table
	The applicant proposes to demolish her existing single-family house and build a new three story single-family house with a covered front porch, open rear deck, and below grade garage.  The new house would be located in relatively the same location as ...
	The subject property is zoned R-5 residential and has been so zoned since adoption of the Third Revised Zoning Map in 1951 and identified in the Potomac West Small Area Plan for residential land use.
	Staff recommends approval of the variance based upon the above findings.

	BZA2015-000_ 10 Rosecrest Ave FINAL (3) - czb edits 113015.pdf
	The subject property is an unusually shaped triangular corner lot with many mature trees and with lot frontage on two public streets.  The property is one lot of record with 148.10 feet of frontage on Rosecrest Avenue, 165.10 feet of frontage on West ...
	The lot contains a two and half story single-family dwelling with a screen porch, open deck, and below grade attached garage.  The house is 90 years old. The existing dwelling is located 15.80 feet from the front property line facing Rosecrest Avenue,...
	The existing dwelling is classified as a noncomplying structure with respect to portions of the existing house that project into the required front yards.
	IV.  Zoning Table
	The applicant proposes to demolish her existing single-family house and build a new three story single-family house with a covered front porch, open rear deck, and below grade garage.  The new house would be located in relatively the same location as ...
	The subject property is zoned R-5 residential and has been so zoned since adoption of the Third Revised Zoning Map in 1951 and identified in the Potomac West Small Area Plan for residential land use.
	Staff recommends approval of the variance based upon the above findings.


	BZA Case: 2015-0010
	Section of zoning ordinance from which request for variance is made 1: Zoning Ordinance Section 3-405 (A)(1) - front yard setback
	Section of zoning ordinance from which request for variance is made 2: 
	Section of zoning ordinance from which request for variance is made 3: 
	Check Box15: Yes
	Check Box16: Off
	Check Box17: Off
	Name: Kristen Galles
	Address 1: 10 Rosecrest Avenue Alexandria, VA  22301
	Address 2: 
	Daytime Phone: (703) 683-4491
	Email Address: kgalles@comcast.net
	Property Location: 10 Rosecrest Avenue Alexandria, VA  22301
	Assessment Map: 034.01
	Block: 09
	Lot: 09
	Legal Property Owner Name: Kristen Galles
	Address 1_2: 10 Rosecrest Avenue Alexandria, VA  22301
	Address 2_2: 
	BZA Case_3: 2015-0010
	clearly demonstrable hardship 1: 
	clearly demonstrable hardship 2: 
	clearly demonstrable hardship 3: 
	clearly demonstrable hardship 4: 
	clearly demonstrable hardship 5: 
	clearly demonstrable hardship 6: 
	reasonable use of the property 1: I explain the reasons for the variance and how its denial would prevent the reasonable use of the property in the accompanying memo.  
	reasonable use of the property 2: The unique, long, skinny, triangular shape of the lot makes it difficult to build even a skinny home on it without a variance.
	reasonable use of the property 3: The existing house already intrudes on the setbacks because of the shape of the lot.
	reasonable use of the property 4: Strict application of the ordinance to this property will violate the intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance 
	reasonable use of the property 5: noted in Section 1-102 because it will harm the property, the neighborhood, and the public interest.
	reasonable use of the property 6: 
	neighborhood 1: The hardship applies only to this property.  The unique skinny, triangular lot configuration creates 3 front yards instead of one.
	neighborhood 2: The setback lines cross in the middle of the point  front yard where I seek to build -- 64 feet before the end of the yard at the point.
	neighborhood 3: The zoning ordinance does not contemplate setback lines that leave so much "dead" space in a front yard.
	neighborhood 4: The existing house violates the setbacks even though it has 100+ feet to the point.  
	neighborhood 5: 
	neighborhood 6: There are NO other lots like this that I can find in the neighborhood.
	BZA Case_4: 2015-0010
	same zone 1: This condition does not apply to any other properties in the area.
	same zone 2: 
	same zone 3: 
	same zone 4: 
	same zone 5: 
	A 1: The hardship is caused by the long, skinny, triangular shape and configuration of the lot itself.  
	A 2: The existing house already violates the setback rules  because of the shape.  
	A 3: The city zoning rules have changed since the lot was created and since the existing house was built.
	A 4: 
	A 5: 
	hardship 1: The property had the same long, skinny, triangular shape when I bought it.   
	hardship 2: 
	hardship 3: 
	hardship 4: 
	hardship 5: 
	occur 1: The condition is created by the odd, long, skinny, triangular shape of the lot.  The existing house violates the setback
	occur 2: rules but is grandfathered, because the city changed the rules after it was built. A new house is required due to 
	occur 3: the conditions described in the accompanying memo.  The new house must comply with the new zoning
	occur 4: rules.  The proposed new house will better comply with all zoning rules except the setback rule because of the 
	occur 5: configuration of the lot.
	D 1: NO.  The hardship is caused by the odd, long, skinny, triangular nature of the lot itself.
	D 2: 
	D 3: 
	D 4: 
	D 5: 
	BZA Case_5: 2015-0010
	properties or the neighborhood in general 1: The variance will not be detrimental to any adjacent properties or the neighborhood.
	properties or the neighborhood in general 2: The variance will HELP the neighborhood as explained in the accompanying memo. 
	properties or the neighborhood in general 3: The neighbors support a variance.
	properties or the neighborhood in general 4:   
	properties or the neighborhood in general 5: 
	adjacent and nearby properties 1: The variance will preserve or enhance the value of my property, the adjacent property at 12 Rosecest Avenue,
	adjacent and nearby properties 2: and the properties that look upon my lot, which is visible from all four sides.  Granting the variance will allow me
	adjacent and nearby properties 3: to build on the lot in a way that preserves green space and numerous mature trees.  Granting the variance will retain 
	adjacent and nearby properties 4: space and privacy between 10 and 12 Rosecrest Avenues.  
	adjacent and nearby properties 5: 
	time of the hearing 1: I provided copies of the proposed plans to the adjacent property owner at 12 Rosecrest Avenue,  the
	time of the hearing 2: property owners across Rosecrest Avenue who face the property, and the property owners across West Custis
	time of the hearing 3: Avenue who face the property.  No one has objected.  This application includes written statements of approval 
	time of the hearing 4: from many neighbors.  Other neighbors expressed verbal support.
	time of the hearing 5: 
	neighborhood 1_2: 
	neighborhood 2_2: The variance will NOT change the character of the neighborhood.  It will RETAIN the current setting and trees.
	neighborhood 3_2: The existing house violates several zoning rules (height, threshold, and setbacks), but it is grandfathered. 
	neighborhood 4_2: The proposed new house will fix all of the existing violations and comply with all zoning rules except the
	neighborhood 5_2: setback rule.  See accompanying memo for details.
	BZA Case_6: 2015-0010
	hardship 1_2: I could build the same house in the very back back of the lot by the lot line with 12 Rosecrest Avenue without a variance.
	hardship 2_2: However, doing so would be detrimental to the property, nearby properties (especially 12 Rosecest), and the neighborhood  
	hardship 3_2: as set forth in the accompanying memo.
	hardship 4_2: 
	hardship 5_2: 
	unsatisfactory 1: YES.
	unsatisfactory 2: Architect Seth Ballard of Ballard & Mensua and I worked extensively with Alexandria zoning manager Peter Leiberg.
	unsatisfactory 3: Our extensive interaction with city staff is summarized in the accompanying memo.
	unsatisfactory 4: 
	unsatisfactory 5: 
	unsatisfactory 6: 
	unsatisfactory 7: 
	unsatisfactory 8: 
	unsatisfactory 9: 
	unsatisfactory 10: 
	unsatisfactory 11: 
	unsatisfactory 12: 
	unsatisfactory 13: 
	unsatisfactory 14: 
	unsatisfactory 15: 
	unsatisfactory 16: 
	unsatisfactory 17: 
	unsatisfactory 18: 
	unsatisfactory 19: 
	unsatisfactory 20: 
	unsatisfactory 21: 
	unsatisfactory 22: 
	unsatisfactory 23: 
	Zone: 


