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Historic Alexandria Foundation
218 North Lee Street, Suite 310 * Alexandria, Virginia 22314
(703) 549-5811 » FAX (703) 548-4399

Email: h.a.f@erols.com ¢ Website: HistoricAlexandrialFoundation.org

June 12, 2018

Board of Zoning Appeals
City of Alexandria

Re: BZA Case #2018-0007
320 South Fairfax Street (Request for Variance)

Dear Chair Altenburg and Members of the Board:

Historic Alexandria Foundation (“HAF”) opposes the application for a second
variance of the side-yard setback requirements for the property now designated as 320
South Fairfax Street. In addition to the standard zoning requirements, the property is
subject to the provisions of a consent decree entered by the Circuit Court of Alexandria,
to which the Board is a party, and which places permanent restrictions on the further
development of the property. The application does not meet the applicable standards for
a variance or release from these restrictions. The staff report correctly finds that the
application does not meet the standards to allow a variance, but did not adequately
address the applicable restrictions of the consent decree that prohibit the addition of the
second story that the applicant is seeking.

As you know, HAF was formed “to preserve, protect and restore structures and
sites of historic or architectural interest in and associated with the City of Alexandria,
Virginia, to preserve antiquities, and generally to foster and promote interest in
Alexandria’s historic heritage.” In furtherance of this mission, we are vitally concerned
with the proper administration of the Zoning Ordinance in the Old and Historic District,
and the preservation of the dwindling resource of historic open space in Old Town.
Particularly in light of the recent amendments to the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to
variance requests, we believe it is important for the Board to adhere to the high standards
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that are required before an applicant is relieved of the minimal limitations that are
contained in the generous allotments of the RM zone.

l. Legal Standards for a Variance

In submitting our comments, HAF is fully conscious that the Zoning Ordinance was
recently amended by the City Council on May 13, 2017 to conform with the 2015
amendments to Va. Code § 15.2-2201 (2017) and Va. Code 8§ 15.2-2309 (2017). But
while these amendments were designed, in part, to somewhat reduce the showing
necessary to obtain a variance, an applicant still faces a very high burden to justify a
variance. This was confirmed by the testimony of the City’s Zoning Staff and Legal
Counsel during the public hearing on May 13, 2017. Statement of Alex Dambach, Division
Chief (“[IJt's not substantially easier, it's just a moderate adjustment in the way the
language is written.”); Statement of Joanna Anderson, Assistant City Attorney: “But Alex
is right that it is further loosening it but it is still a very high standard to get a
variance as it should be.”)(emphasis added).

Under the new ordinance the applicant must still show (1) that “the strict application
of the ordinance would unreasonably restrict the utilization of the property,” (2) that the
“need for a variance would not be shared generally by other properties,” and (3) that the
“variance is not contrary to the purpose of the ordinance.” Zoning Ordinance § 2-201.1.
We suggest that the application fails to make a showing under any of these three
requirements.

In addition, Section 11-1103 of the revised ordinance requires, among other things,
that the applicant prove that:

(B) 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;

(C) 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;

(D) The granting of the variance will not be of substantial detriment to
adjacent property and nearby properties in the proximity of that
geographical area;

(E) 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 to be adopted as an amendment to the ordinance;
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As we will discuss below, we do not believe the applicant has or can make any of
these required showings.

Il. Historical Background on 320 S. Fairfax Street

The property in question was formed by a Deed of Subdivision executed on June
6, 1969 and recorded in the Land Records at Deed Book 698 Page 267 (copy attached).
The subdivided lot enjoys a thirty-eight (38) foot frontage on Fairfax Street, or roughly
twice the frontage of many homes in the RM zone.

Prior to the 1969 subdivision, on July 30, 1959 the owners of 318 S. Fairfax Street
and the owners of 320 S. Fairfax Street entered into a Boundary Line Agreement duly
recorded in the Land Records at Deed Book 502 Page 507 (copy attached). That
voluntary Boundary Line Agreement created the three-foot indentation in the property line
that forms the basis for the application in this case.

As the recorded Boundary Line Agreement shows, by 1959, the owners of 318 S.
Fairfax Street had built their house on, and thereby taken possession of, a three-foot alley
referenced in the Deeds to the two properties. The owners of 318 S. Fairfax had also
enclosed a portion of the Lot that was then known as 320 S. Fairfax. Rather than contest
the matter, the owners of 320 S. Fairfax voluntarily agreed to adjust their boundary. At
the time they did so, and for as far back as at least 1885 (as shown on the Sandborn
Insurance Map of 1885)(see attached), there existed an open side yard between the
house located at 322 S. Fairfax (which is now designated as 320 S. Fairfax) and that at
318 S. Fairfax.

As shown by the Board’s records, on April 12, 1984 a variance application filed on
behalf of the contract purchasers of 320 S. Fairfax Street sought relief from what was
then an eight (8) foot side yard setback requirement to allow the applicant to build within
3 feet of the property line. The variance request was opposed by the owner of 318 S.
Fairfax Street on the grounds that: (1) the lot would permit an addition to be constructed
on the rear of the building in question; (2) the same size addition that the applicant wanted
could be done in a slightly different shape; (3) the shape of lot was not a restricting factor;
and (4) any hardship was created by applicant. BZA Minutes (5/14/1984).

The Board voted to approve the variance reques on a vote of 3-1. BZA Minutes
(5/14/1984). The owner of 318 S. Fairfax filed a Petition for Writ of Certiorari in the Circuit
Court. McCance v. Board of Zoning Appeals for the City of Alexandria, At Law No. 9009
(Cir. Ct. Alexandria, Va., Jun. 12, 1984). Rather than test the validity of the variance
decision in court, the parties — including the Board, represented by the City Attorney —
agreed to resolve the appeal through a consent decree to be recorded in the Land
Records. The consent decree provided as “an agreement by and between the parties,”
which included the City of Alexandria Board of Zoning Appeals, the following permanent
restriction:
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Any addition built to 322 South Fairfax Street, Alexandria, Virginia shall
continue for no more than twenty-four (24) feet from the front lot line as a
two story addition of normal height; and thereafter, as a one story addition
of normal height for an additional nine and one-half (9 1/2) feet. The owner
of said property covenants that there will never be any improvement built
on top of the one story addition.

Consent Order, McCance, At Law No. 9009 (Cir. Ct. Alexandria, Va., Feb. 12, 1985),
recorded at Deed Book 1142 Page 344 (copy attached).

As this consent decree was entered into in order to resolve the pending request
for a variance, the conditions have the effect of a proffer on behalf of the applicant that
was expressly accepted by the BZA. Accordingly, the conditions constitute binding
restrictions that are considered part of the zoning regulation for this property. See
Former Va. Code 8 15.1-495(b)(1989 Repl. Vol.); accord Va. Code § 15.2-2309(2);
Zoning Ordinance § 11-1104. It is not sufficient to have an agreement from the adjoining
property owner to waive the conditions of the consent decree. Rather, the BZA must
apply the standards for granting a variance to the entire proposal to add a second floor
addition that is not permitted under the existing restrictions applicable to this property.
The variance request only addresses the setback requirement and does not support a
variance to the restriction against adding a second story to the existing addition.

II. The Application Does Not Meet the Requirements for a Variance from the
Generally Applicable Requirements of the RM Zone.

A. The Application does not meet “the strict application of the ordinance
would unreasonably restrict the utilization of the property,” Zoning
Ordinance § 2-201.1.

The house located at 320 S. Fairfax Street has already added an extensive
addition enclosing nearly fifteen feet of what was the historic side yard. With more than
38 feet of frontage on Fairfax Street, the property has more than enough area to fully
comply with the existing side yard requirements. Even in cases where the lots were
subdivided before February 10, 1953, lots that are more than 35 feet wide are required to
have five-foot side yards. Zoning Ordinance 8§ 3-1108(C). But since the property in
guestion was not subdivided until 1969 — after the setback requirements were in the
Code, and ten years after the Boundary Line Agreement created the “jog” between 318
and 320 S. Fairfax — there is no basis to relieve the property from the side yard
restrictions.

The amendments to the Zoning Ordinance have already relaxed what was
previously an eight-foot side yard requirement. Allowing a variance under these
circumstances would result in “the granting of variances piecemeal that would ultimately
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nullify the zoning ordinance requiring a [side] yard, thereby conflicting with the intended
spirit and purpose of the ordinance.” Martin, 286 Va. at 73, 743 S.E.2d at 145. Indeed, by
virtue of the settlement agreed to when the prior variance was granted to this property,
the applicant already enjoys a larger dwelling than contemplated by the Zoning
Ordinance. Quite simply, there is no unreasonable restriction on the utilization of the
property by complying with the same requirements that are applicable to other properties
in the RM zone. See Martin, 286 Va. at 73, 743 S.E.2d at 145.

For the same reasons, the applicants have not shown that “the strict application of
the terms of the ordinance would unreasonably restrict the utilization of the property” as
required by Zoning Ordinance 8§ 11-1103(B).

B. The Applicants have not shown that the “need for a variance would not
be shared generally by other properties.” Zoning Ordinance § 2-201.1.

The clear purpose of the variance request is to allow the applicants to build a larger
addition than the Zoning Ordinance — and the covenants included in their chain of title
through the consent decree — would otherwise allow. HAF respectfully submits that this
is not the basis for a variance. The same reason could be claimed by any landowner who
wants to exceed the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

C. The Applicants have not shown that a “variance is not contrary to the
purpose of the ordinance.” Zoning Ordinance § 2-201.1.

The entire purpose of the side-lot setback requirement is to preserve open space
and provide a five-foot buffer between detached buildings. Zoning Ordinance 8 3-
1108(C). For the reasons described in Section Ill.A, above, the restriction’s applicability
to this more than 38 foot lot is at the core of the open space requirements of the
Ordinance. Allowing a variance under these circumstances would result in “the granting
of variances piecemeal that would ultimately nullify the zoning ordinance requiring a [side]
yard, thereby conflicting with the intended spirit and purpose of the ordinance.” Martin,
286 Va. at 73, 743 S.E.2d at 145.

D. The Applicants have not shown “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”
as required by Zoning Ordinance § 11-1103(B).

There is no “hardship” being experienced by the owners of this property. The
owners have full enjoyment of the property they bought subject to the restrictions of the
Zoning Ordinance and the consent decree of record. While all zoning restrictions place
limitations on the use and development of real estate, complying with those restrictions
that have been put in place for the common good is not the type of “hardship”
contemplated by the Code. Being subject to these restrictions “is a condition shared by
every other property holder in the same zone.” Martin, 286 Va. at 74, 743 S.E.2d at 146.



Board of Zoning Appeals
City of Alexandria
Page 6

E. The Applicants have not shown that 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 as required by Zoning
Ordinance § 11-1103(C).

The “unusual configuration” of the northern boundary line is a voluntary creation of
the predecessors in title to the applicants, and the Boundary Line Agreement that created
that configuration was a matter of record when the applicants purchased their property.
Equally a matter of record was the February 12, 1985 consent decree in McCance V.
Board of Zoning Appeals for the City of Alexandria, with all of its restrictions. While the
application states that the current owners were unaware of the technicalities of the zoning
setback requirements, it acknowledges that they were fully aware of the configuration of
the property, and makes no suggestion that they were unaware of the restrictions
contained in the consent decree. These circumstances do not satisfy the requirements of
Zoning Ordinance § 11-1103(c). See Alleghany Enterprises, Inc. v. Bd. of Zoning Appeals
of City of Covington, 217 Va. 64, 69, 225 S.E.2d 383, 386 (1976)(“self-inflicted hardship
... whether deliberately or ignorantly incurred, affords no basis for the granting of a
variance); 3 Rathkopf's The Law of Zoning and Planning 8§ 58:21 at 58-132 (2017 ed.))(“If
the conditions affecting the property have been caused or created by the property owner
or his predecessor in title, the essential basis of a variance ... is lacking.” “Variances
generally will not be granted when courts determine that the hardship was created by an
affirmative act by the owner or his predecessor.”)(emphasis added).

F. The Applicants have not shown that the granting of the variance will not
be of substantial detriment to adjacent property and nearby properties in
the proximity of that geographical area as required by Zoning Ordinance
§11-1103(D).

The application relies entirely on the stated support of the current owners of 318
S. Fairfax Street in an effort to avoid the substantial detriment to the adjacent property
and nearby properties that will occur in the event that a variance is granted. One of the
reasons for regulation by zoning ordinance is to provide permanent protection to the
community from the ad hoc decisions of the individuals who own the land at any given
time. Another is to guard against neighborly pressure which might otherwise inure to the
detriment of the community as a whole. This is particularly so on questions of preserving
open space and preventing the “tragedy of the commons” where the individual interests
of single land owners’ conflicts with their general interests in preserving the common
good. HAF submits that permitting an ad hoc variance to facilitate a greater building
density than the Code and the consent decree allow works to the substantial detriment of
the entire Old and Historic District. As noted above, when accepted by the City,
representing the BZA, the development restrictions in the consent decree became
conditions of the zoning variance granted in 1984 — in effect a proffer — that can only be
modified by the granting of a new variance according to the standards of the Zoning
Ordinance. The agreement of the neighboring property owner is not sufficient to allow the
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second story addition unless the BZA determines that the release of the restriction meets
the applicable standards, which we contend it does not.

G. The Applicants have not shown that “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 to be
adopted as an amendment to the ordinance” as required by Zoning
Ordinance § 11-1103(E).

A slight offset of the property line like that existing in the present case — which
involves a property with 38 feet of street frontage — is not the type of situation that
confounds that drafters of zoning regulations. To the contrary, the City Council has plainly
determined that a five-foot side yard is the current minimum for a detached house. Zoning
Ordinance § 3-1106(A)(2). And the Virginia Supreme Court has been clear that this is a
demanding standard to meet. See Martin, 286 Va. at 74, 743 S.E.2d at 146 (“this condition
was of so general or recurring a nature as to make reasonably practicable the formulation
of a general regulation to be adopted as an amendment to the ordinance”). “Moreover,
authorization of the variance upon this ground would amount to a policy judgment that
structures built in the Old and Historic District should only be subject to approval of the
BAR and need not comply with the RM Zoning Ordinance and would, therefore, constitute
an “‘administrative infringement upon the legislative prerogatives of the local governing
body.” /d. at 75; 743 S.E.2d at 146 (citations omitted).

For all of these reasons, HAF respectfully opposes the grant of the requested
variance for 320 South Fairfax Street. The application does not satisfy any of the criteria
for a variance set forth in Section 2-201.1, as well as the specific requirements of Section
11-1103(B), (C), (D) and (E).

Thank you for your consideration of our statement.

pincerely,

Morgap D, Delaney
Chair

Histo andria Foundation
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CC.

Duncan Blair

DBlair@landcarroll.com

Sam Shelby, Urban Planner,
sam.shelby@alexandriava.gov

Mary Christesen,

Acting Land Use Services Division Chief,
mary.christesen@alexandriava.gov
Chrishaun Smith,

Acting Zoning Manager,
shaun.smith@alexandriva.gov

Attachments:

(1) Deed Book 698 Page 267

(2) Deed Book 502 Page 507

(3) 1885_Sandborn 300 Block S Fairfax
(4) Deed Book 1142 Page 344

2018 06_11 It BZA_320SFairfax.docx
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// DEED OF SUBDIVISION

/

THIS DEED, made this 6th day of June, 1969, by and between RICHARD E. 'wL

|
|
r PALMER and MARY LOU PAINEmﬂlhis vife, parties of the first part; and JOSIAH S.

EVERLY and WILLIAM C. TURNER’VS“rV1Vin8 Trustees, parties of the second part;

|

| and SECURITY SAVINGS & LOAN ASSOCIATION, Beneficiary, party of the third part:
WHEREAS, the said parties of the first part are owners of property in the

city of Alexandria, Virginia, known as 322 South Fairfax Street and 315 South

!

|

!

l

l

| Lee street, heving acquired the seme by Deeds in Deed Book 692, Page 278, and
\Deed Book 317, Page 87, in the Land Records of the City of Alexandria, Virginia

respectively; and,

|
{
'
i
|
|
\
| certain Deed of Trust dated April 26, 1966, duly recorded in Deed Book 648, |

Page 447, City of Alexandria, Virginia, Land Records, to the said parties of ;

|
k WHEREAS, premises 315 South Lee Street is encumbered by the lien of that
|
|
|
‘ )

| the second part and Henry P. Thomas, now deceased, as Trustees, to secure to

|

I

1

the party of the third part, Beneficiary, present holder of said indebtedness,

as more particularly described in said Deed of Trust; and,

WHEREAS, it is the desire of the said parties hereto, being all the parties

|

!1“ interest, to subdivide said property in accordance with plat attached hereto
iand expressly made a part hereof, prepared by Alfred Copeland, C.L.S., dated E
‘ March, 1969.

NOW, THEREFORE, THIS DEED WITNESSETH: That the said parties of the first

and second parts, in consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars ($10.00) and i

other valuable consideration, the said parties of the gecond part, Trustees

| as aforesaid, acting pursuant to authority of the party of the third part,

| subdivide the above-described property as gshown on plat attached hereto and

|

]

{

lBeneficiary, evidenced by its becoming a party to this instrument, does hereby
[

i

|

i| incorporated herein by reference, made by Alfred Copeland, C.L.S., dated March,
{ 1969, and approved by the proper authorities of the City of Alexandria,

i
! Virginia, on March 20, 1969. The said subdivision hereby made is known and
|
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0 and 501, gubdivisio

designated as Lots 50
d second partse hereunto, do hereby cept

The sald parties of the first an

the subdivision 18 made with their free cons

desire.

NOW, THEREFORE, THIS DEED FURTHER WITNESSETH: That the said part

the first part, in consideration of the foregoing facts and the sum
of One

Dollar ($1.00), cash in hand paid, do hereby grant and convey to th
€ party
es

of‘the second part, Surviving Trusteés, all that portion of premi
ses 322 g
outh

Fairfax S
x Street which is now part of premises 315 South Lee Street
» and desi
. g

| nated Lot 501, Subdivision '
of the Propert
y of RICHARD E, PALME
. . R, for th
e

purpose of supplem A .
plementing and adding to the description of propert
Y encumbe
_ red

in Deed Book 648, P
, Page 447, City of Alexandria, Virginia, Land
s nd Recordg
o The

n

|| supplemented,

WITNESS the fo
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: ng signatures and seals, the said
]
party of the
third

| part having caused
thi
8 Deed to be signed by its resp i
ective appro
priate

its respecti
ve cor
porate seal to be hereto affix d,
ed, attested
by its

appropriate re
spective of
ficers, pursuant to due and
nd proper au
thorit
y duly

heretofore had,
//E:;5:2(1A,c{ (Ez //1137

n of the Property of RICHARp E,
PALME

ent and in accordance
2 with th
; eir |
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::3ﬁ ”:,—gi??? under my hand this _17th_ day of June, 1969.
.~ My commission expires: June 5th, 1971 .

irfrer e Notary Public '

{| bearing date on the 6th day of June,

‘| Losary,

sox 698 269

|

‘ STATE OF VIRGINIA:
to-wit: =
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA:

y 9 June A, Dowell

» & Notary Public in and for the State and

it £ d
| City, aforesald, do hereby certify that Richard E. Palmer and Mary Lou Palmer,

l
his wife, whose n
’ ames are signed to the writing foregoing and hereto annexed,

1969, have acknowledged the same before

me in my State and City, aforesaid.

STATE OF VIRGINIA:
to-wit:~-
‘ CITY OF ALEXANDRIA:

I, __June A, Dowell , a Notary Public in and for the State

| and City, aforesaid, do hereby certify that Josiah S. Everly and William C.

{| Turner, Surviving Trustees, whose names are signed to the writing foregoing and

il
H hereto annexed, bearing date on the 6th day of June,

i
1969, have acknowledged |

| the same before me in my State and City, aforesaid.

...:, P

‘,Q}.,ﬁh§:épmmission expires:__ June 5th, 1971 ]

e
q00ten,,

1}

el e 5
"M “given under my hand this 17th day of June, 1969. i
|

|

2 EO ,,/Cﬁ;? ,<5Zizo~¢4¢2f2

AREE I Notary Public
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part oquised title o premises known s 320 South Fairfax
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» y and
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‘surveys of the properties aforesaid, it has been deter-

|
1ine does not conform to the deed descriptions, but

| as ervutod on % e 318 Bouth Pairfax Street encroaches upon the ownersnip

‘I of 320 Bouth I ,’ ! t to a varying extent, which conditicn has existed for
|8 perdod in exel and ©
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| edvaree pomeoss

o greed and desire to
WHEIUAS, the parties horetu have mutually agreed an

“ " ahirn 4 econfor i“'f ',"“._" actuz
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ouuupancy of the improvements and to correct of record the
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Seuth Fairfax Btreet, being the nerth boundasy of 320 North Fairfex Stpee, .
|
| the parties hereby establish of record seid fence line 86 & true boundery 1.

between theee properties, the parties de further vacate the slley Feferreq

iine tc

in Deed Beek LLO, at page '212 and Bﬁt@b]égﬂh said alley slong the fence
| déres with exieting occupeney. A plat/show said lines is 8¥tached hep,
|T™e sald parties of the third part do join herein, signing ang b
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under the sald deed in trust in Decd Book 454, pPage 58, ang o

» grant and cenvey as aforesald, and to authorize and eonfirm thig
eonveyanece and boundary agreetment by thelr Trustees,
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State ang
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1 i a f, _, 1959,
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ANNE KcC3INCE,

Petitioner,

e At ey e e

vs. AT LAW XO. 99CS

THE BOARD COF ZCNING APFZALS
TOR TEE CITY OF ALEXANDRTA,

aad

CARCLIN 7. TITIS,

VA dket ek e ek

anc :
1
CEARLES D. ALLEN, JSR.. 1
i
Defencants. !
orppToD b= Sty

SFON MCTION of tne parties for entry of this Ccnsenc
Order in settlement of the Petition for Writ cf Certicrari Siled

by the Petitioner, anne McCance, acainst the 3Board of Soris

u

Rppeals Zor the City of Alexzndria, Tefendant; and

IT AFPEARING TC TEZ CIURT that the Petiiioner has
apgpealed the deciszon of the DJefendant rendered oz May 16, 1984
in case no. 564F5 g-anting 3 five (5) foot variance in the cicds
yard set-back for the premises reguired by §7-6-21/d)(2} of tha
alexandria City Code to the owners of 222 Sounth Fairfax Streer,
Alexandria, Vizginia, Charles D. Allen, Jr. 2nd Carolya V. Titus,
alsc Defendarts hercsin; and

IT FURTHEER APPEARING T0 TEEZ COORT that the parties
have szttled this matter, the terms, conditions and coverants of
which settiement are hereirnazafter set forth; it is, therefore;

ORDERED rthat the Petition filed aerein shall ke and

hereby is dismissed with prejudice subject to the terms, condi-
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tions and covenants of the settlezment zgreement by ard between
the parties, to—wit:

"any additicn built to 322 South Pairfax Street,
Alexandria, Virginia shall contirue for no more than
twenty—-four {24) feet from the front lot iine as a two
] story addition of normdlheight ; and thereafter, as a
one story addition of normal height for an additional
~ -\’_‘_‘ nine and one-hal¥® (9-1/2) feet. The owner of said
’1\ - property ccvenants that there will never be any
L improvement built on top of the one story addition.

“Further, the owner covenants o not construct a
building fexecloding swimming pool ard similar
structures} In the area east of the one story addition
for 2 period ¢f Tzeaty ( vears from date of this
AR Consent Order. 11BN (¢
. - “Parther, the owner covazants chat azy chimney built
for the new addition wiil ke completaly within the
extericr wall of the vropeseé addition.”;
ard, it is
FORTEER CRDERED that this Consext Order and settlement
agreement between the parties shall be spread among the land
recerds of the City of Alexandria by the Cierk of this Court; and

THIS ORDER IS FINATL.

; : 77 S
ENTERED this _‘~'"day S
e cay \.’_ 7. .f /\},/' —
of {&Preden , 15 sf p RS T
O Judge-._
o

oG
\ s -\
“Enne HcCance .
Petitioner _ e
" - For BBt R -
_/::%-. ,.’/4:-"-'—"_“--1 - .-'__-,':_:\ ~
=~ John Thorpe Richards ° S

Counsel for Petitioner

117 South Fairfax Street
Alexandria, Virginia 22314
{(703) 583-7446
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City Attornev Zor the
of Alexandria

Counsel for Defendant, the
Board of Zoning Appeals
for the City of Alexandria

320 Ring Street

Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Carolyn W.,; Titus
Owzer of 322 Scnth Fairfax
Street, Alexandria, VA

Gaind @d_!

Charles D. 2llen, Jr.
Owner of 322 South Fairfar
SPreet, Alexandria, VA

[t s G W

= A. Thomas

Co 1 for Carolyn V. Titus
d Charles D. Allen, Cr.

Thomas = Piske

510 Eing Street. Scite 200

| Alexandria, Virginia 22314
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