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Docket Item #5 

BZA #2020-00018 

Board of Zoning Appeals 

October 19, 2020 

Address: 611 Cameron Street 

Zone: RM/Townhouse 

Appellant: James B. Michels, represented by Clarissa K. Pintado, attorney 

Issue: Appeal of the July 13, 2020 Director's determination that the subject property is 

either a two-family or townhouse dwelling and that another dwelling unit on the 

subject property would constitute a use not permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. 

Summary of Case on Appeal 

This case concerns the configuration and use of the existing dwelling at 611 Cameron Street 

(“subject property”). The City of Alexandria Zoning Ordinance Section 2-136 defines dwelling as 

“a building or portion thereof, which is designed or used exclusively for residential purposes.” 

Sections 2-137 through 2-140 define multifamily, townhouse, single-family and two-family 

dwellings. These definitions distinguish between these dwelling types based on their configuration 

and occupancy. For example, a single-family dwelling has a detached configuration and is 

occupied by only one family. Zoning Ordinance Section 3-1100 establishes permitted dwelling 

types and requirements for properties within the RM zone. The RM zone permits single, two-

family and townhouse dwellings. 

James B. Michels, owner, represented by Clarissa K. Pintado, (“appellant”) has requested that the 

Planning and Zoning Director determine that the subject property could “…be used as a two-family 

dwelling….” On July 13, 2020 the Planning and Zoning Director determined that the Zoning 

Ordinance prohibits the use of the subject property as the appellant requested. To reach this 

conclusion, the Director reviewed exhibits provided by the appellant and City records to establish 

the configuration of the existing dwelling. The Director could not definitively determine if the 

existing dwelling was a semi-detached or townhouse dwelling. Under either configuration, the 

Director found that the appellant’s proposed use would not be permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. 

The appellant disagreed with the Director’s determination, stating that the subject property is 

neither a two-family nor townhouse dwelling, and that RM zone would permit the appellant’s 

proposed use. Although the appellant does not explicitly state this, it seems that the assertion being 

made is that the subject property’s existing configuration is a single-family dwelling. The appellant 

filed an appeal (Attachment 1) to the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) pursuant to Zoning 

Ordinance Section 11-1200. The appellant requests the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) to reverse 

the Director’s determination by finding that the dwelling is neither a two-family or townhouse and 

that the proposed use would be permitted by the RM zone. 
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I. Background

History of the subject property 

Ethelyn Cox’s Historic Alexandria, Virginia, Street by Street (1976), indicates that the dwelling 

unit on the subject property, and the dwelling unit located immediately adjacent to the east at 609 

Cameron Street, were constructed together in 1795 (Attachment 2). On July 21, 1964, Planning 

Commission approved a resubdivision of the subject property and the property at 209 North 

Washington Street that created the current lot configuration. On May 23, 1978, City Council 

granted Special Use Permit (SUP) #1175 to allow for the dwelling unit at 611 Cameron Street to 

be changed in use from a dwelling unit in a two-family building to a business/professional office. 

At the time, the subject property was zoned RC which permitted business/professional offices with 

SUP approval. On June 24, 1992, the subject property was rezoned RM and the 

business/professional office use became noncomplying. According to issued building permits and 

Board of Architectural Review cases, the business/professional office uses ceased and the subject 

property was converted back to a dwelling unit and has been used as such since 2013. 

Previous Determination 

In a letter dated August 21, 2017, the appellant requested the Planning and Zoning Director to 

determine whether the subject property could be used as a two-family dwelling. In a response letter 

dated September 20, 2017, the Director determined that, based on City records and materials 

provided by the appellant, the subject property, along with the properties at 609 and 611 Cameron 

Street, were all separated by party walls. As such, the Director determined these dwellings met the 

Zoning Ordinance townhouse definition.  The Director also determined that an additional dwelling 

unit on the subject property would be considered a townhouse and that the RM zone would require 

it to be on its own lot. 

Current Determination 

Subsequently, in two letters (Attachments 3 and 4) both dated March 25, 2020, the appellant 

provided additional material and requested that the Director void the previous determination. The 

appellant again asked the Director to determine that the subject property could be used as a two-

family dwelling. The Director issued a letter dated June 2, 2020 upholding his 2017 determination. 

Upon further review, staff determined that one of the March 25 letters provided additional facts 

and new documentation. Staff determined that the appellant’s submission included consequential 

new information that justified further review. 

Based on the additional material and new facts provided by the appellant, the Director issued a 

revised determination letter dated July 13, 2020, which the appellant has appealed. 

In this letter, the Director determined that the subject property could be classified as either a two-

family or townhouse dwelling. As a two-family dwelling with the adjacent dwelling at 609 

Cameron Street, the additional dwelling unit proposed by the appellant would constitute a third 

dwelling unit within the same building. The Director determined that this would constitute a 

multifamily dwelling, and that this use would not be permitted because the RM zone does not 

permit multifamily dwellings. 
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Further, the Director determined that if the subject property were developed with a townhouse 

dwelling, the additional dwelling unit would also be considered a townhouse dwelling. The 

Director relied on Zoning Guidance Memo #58 (Attachment 5) which states that a townhouse 

dwelling must be on its own lot.  

II. Basis for Determination

Director determinations. 

In making this determination, the Director needed to establish the existing conditions of the 

property based on information both presented by the appellant and within City records. The 

Director then applied the Zoning Ordinance to the existing conditions to address the question being 

asked. With the March 25, 2020 determination requests, the appellant supplied several arguments 

and exhibits to support the proposed use of the subject property. The Director evaluated these and 

City records in making his determination. Analysis of the appellant’s arguments and exhibits 

follow. 

The Director reviewed the appellant’s arguments and exhibits and City records that show the 

existing configurations of the dwellings at the subject property and those at 609 and 607 Cameron 

Street. This analysis was completed to determine what dwelling types exist on the aforementioned 

properties pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance dwelling definitions. To determine what is permitted 

on any property in the City, the existing use needs to first be established. Because of this, the 

configuration of these dwellings is the most relevant fact to establish whether the appellant’s 

proposed use of the subject property would comply with the Zoning Ordinance.  

Subject property is a two-family dwelling. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 2-140 defines two-family dwellings as follows:1 

A building designed for or intended to be occupied by not more than two families living 

independently of each other. This use shall include both duplex (one dwelling unit above 

another in a single detached building) and semi-detached (two dwelling units having a 

common vertical party wall) dwellings. In the case of a semi-detached dwelling, no less 

1 On September 12, 2020, the City Council approved text amendments to the Zoning Ordinance that included (among 

others) updated definitions of townhouse dwellings and two-family dwellings. While they have been approved by City 

Council, they will not be effective until adoption on October 17, 2020. The amendments remove the term party wall, 

because it references a specific type of construction of a wall separating two dwellings. Staff proposed removing the 

party wall terminology. Staff has provided this as information only as the change would not affect the Director’s 

determination. Under either the current or new definition, the appellant’s proposed use would be classified as one not 

permitted by the RM zone. 

Semi-detached two-family dwellings 

Zoning Ordinance Section 2-140 (post-October 17, 2020) defines two-family dwellings as follows: 

A building designed for or intended to be occupied by not more than two families living independently of 

each other. This use shall include both duplex (one dwelling unit above another in a single detached building) 

and semi-detached (two dwelling units having common vertical walls) dwellings. In the case of a semi-

detached dwelling, no less than 50 percent of the common wall of one of the two dwelling units shall be 

opposite the common wall of the other. 
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than 50 percent of the common party wall of one of the two dwelling units shall be opposite 

the common party wall of the other. 

For two dwelling units to be considered a semi-detached, two-family dwelling, they must: 

• Have a common vertical party wall and

• The common party wall shall have overlap at least 50 percent of its entire length.

The term party wall references a specific type of construction that separates two dwellings. Staff 

routinely relies on the existence of party walls to determine whether a dwelling is detached or 

attached. In most cases, staff relies on survey plats that label the separation between dwellings to 

establish whether there is a party wall or abutting walls. Staff gives significant weight to survey 

plats because surveyors are neutral third parties that must be licensed to practice in the 

Commonwealth. Further, surveyors certify that the information they provide is accurate. Each of 

the below listed plats, completed by different surveyors, indicate the existence of party walls 

between the dwelling units on the subject property and at 609 Cameron Street. 

• May 11, 1966: 609 Cameron Street survey plat (provided by appellant)

• April 21, 1977 (updated May 20, 1978): survey plat showing multiple addresses including

subject property (provided by appellant)

• May 10, 2007: 609 Cameron Street survey plat (Attachment 6, City records)

• August 2, 2010: 611 Cameron Street survey plat (Attachment 7, City records)

The appellant provided a survey plat of resubdivision dated June 5, 1964 that shows a common 

wall between the subject property’s dwelling and the property at 609 Cameron Street. This wall is 

not labeled. Additionally, it is common for resubdivision plats to include fewer or no details related 

to existing dwellings since the purpose of these plats is to show changes to lot lines.    

The appellant also states that the existing dwelling unit could not be considered a two-family 

dwelling because “there is no clear evidence that the rear portion of the property has a party wall.” 

The appellant states that the “property owner does not believe that at least ‘50 percent of 609 

Cameron Street’ is ‘opposite the common party wall of the property’ and therefore the two 

properties fail to meet the definition of a ‘two-family dwelling’ under the ordinance.” Staff 

reviewed several plats and found that 77 feet of the “common party wall” of the subject property 

is opposite the 85-foot “common party wall” of 609 Cameron Street. This equates to 91 percent, 

well exceeding the 50 percent requirement. 

The appellant states that the subject property and the adjacent dwelling are developed with two 

separate buildings. The Director disagrees and finds the Zoning Ordinance definition of building, 

“a structure having a roof for the shelter, support or enclosure of persons… or property of any 

kind” would include both dwelling units at the subject property and 609 Cameron Street. The two-

family dwelling definition also states that two dwelling units within a two-family dwelling shall 

be considered one building as a whole, even if each unit is on a separate lot of record. The Director 

was not persuaded by the appellant’s evidence to the contrary as follows. 

The appellant states that “…the buildings at 609 and 611 Cameron Street have always been 

considered separate buildings for all purposes, including zoning.” The appellant submitted a fire 
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insurance certificate (dated 1795) and a newspaper advertisement (dated 1801) as support that the 

existing dwelling unit on the subject property is a separate building. The Director was not 

persuaded by these exhibits. The Director found the fire insurance certificate to be almost 

completely illegible. Because of this, the Director could not conclude that the “two buildings” 

referenced therein refer to the subject property and adjacent dwelling unit at 609 Cameron Street. 

Further, the connection it is not clear between how structures were insured in 1795 and how the 

Zoning Ordinance is applied and enforced today. The newspaper ad describing the lease of the 

subject property is not necessarily persuasive either. Newspaper ads are crafted by the customer 

and any descriptive language can be used without review, particularly not by a zoning official. 

Furthermore, both the fire insurance certificate and newspaper ad predate the City’s adoption of 

the Zoning Ordinance. Descriptions used at the time varied from those used today, especially in 

the zoning context. 

 

The appellant also states that staff then considered the dwelling units located on the subject 

property and the adjacent one at 609 Cameron Street as two separate buildings because the 1978 

SUP report included the statement “the applicants…propose to use the entire building for 

professional office uses.” The appellant continues that “the City permitted the Property to be used 

for commercial uses and the adjacent building at 609 Cameron Street as a family dwelling.” The 

appellant then relies on two incorrect statements to support this interpretation. First, that the RC 

zone did not permit two-family dwellings. Second, that the RC zone did not permit 

business/professional office and residential uses within the same building. The appellant’s 

assertions related to the 1978 SUP are incorrect. Prior to 1992, when this SUP was active, the RC 

zone did permit two-family dwellings (Attachment 8).  It also permitted business/professional 

office uses to be located within residential buildings. Because the appellant’s argument relied on 

incorrect facts to draw the conclusion that staff considered the dwelling units at the subject 

property and 609 Cameron Street to be separate buildings, the Director finds the appellant’s 

interpretation of language written by staff in 1978 to be unpersuasive.  

 

The Director concedes that the subject property is not a townhouse dwelling. The appellant 

submitted a “Boundary Line Agreement,” dated January 15, 1963, that includes the language “…at 

the joint between the west wall of No. 607 Cameron Street and the east wall of No. 609. Cameron 

Street…” The appellant concluded that this language describes two abutting walls and not party 

walls between the properties at 607 and 609 Cameron Street. A review of City records further 

revealed that staff has consistently determined the property at 607 Cameron Street to be a single-

family dwelling. Given the foregoing, staff now determines that the 607 Cameron Street dwelling 

is not a townhouse. Therefore, the subject property could not be considered a townhouse dwelling.  

 

Proposed use of the subject property. 

The appellant states that the proposed use of the subject property (i.e. the addition of a dwelling 

unit there) would constitute “…only one two-family unit on one lot…” Staff disagrees with this 

characterization finding that the existing dwelling unit that occupies the subject property is 

currently one-half of a semi-detached, two-family dwelling. As such, the appellant’s proposed use 

would not be a semi-detached two-family dwelling, but rather the addition of another dwelling unit 

to the existing semi-detached, two family dwelling at 611 and 609 Cameron Street.  
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To justify the proposal, the appellant cites the RM zone lot size requirement which states that “each 

single-family, two-family and townhouse dwelling unit shall be on a lot with a minimum land area 

of 1,452 square feet.” The appellant states that if the lot were developed with a two-family 

dwelling, it would meet this requirement because the subject property provides a 6,000 square-

foot lot size. The appellant further states that, unlike the R-2-5 zone, the RM zone establishes lot 

requirements that allow for semi-detached, two-family dwellings to be located on one lot. Staff 

agrees that a semi-detached, two-family dwelling could be located on the subject property in 

compliance with the RM zone lot requirements. However, the appellant fails to address the RM 

zone’s bulk and open space requirements; the side yard requirements being most relevant to this 

case.  The RM zone side yard requirements state that “each single and two-family dwelling shall 

provide two side yards of a minimum size of five feet.” The existing dwelling unit provides no 

east side yard and is attached to the dwelling unit adjacent at 609 Cameron Street. If staff were to 

ignore the existing configuration of the subject property and accept the appellant’s incorrect 

statement that the proposed use would constitute a two-family dwelling on the subject property, 

the appellant’s proposed use would result in a dwelling type not permitted by the RM zone. 

Pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Section 3-1104, “any use which is not a permitted, special or 

accessory use pursuant to this section 3-1100 is prohibited.”  

Additionally, the appellant’s discussion of other zones with respect to her assertion that a two-

family dwelling is permitted on one lot in the RM zone is not pertinent. The relevant facts here are 

the existing conditions of the subject property: that there is a party wall between the dwelling units 

on the subject property and 609 Cameron Street. The Director found that the subject property is 

already developed with one-half of a semi-detached two-family dwelling. This finding precludes 

the development of another unit on the subject property as the appellant proposes. This negates the 

need to assess whether a two-family dwelling is allowed on one lot in the RM zone.  

Regardless, the City acknowledges that other zones have requirements that differ from those of the 

RM zone and that those zones specifically address the lot requirements for two-family dwellings. 

Additionally, the City agrees that in the RM zone two-family dwellings are a permitted use and 

that they can be located on one lot.   

Also, the appellant’s assertion that if the subject property and 609 Cameron Street were determined 

to be a two-family dwelling the lot requirements of Section 3-1105(B) would be violated is 

incorrect. The assertion relates to the following language of Section 3-1105(B)(1), “Each single-

family, two-family and townhouse dwelling unit shall be located on a lot...”  In the RM zone, 

dwelling units within a two-family building may be located either on a single lot or on separate 

lots. 

III. Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, the Director’s determination that the subject property is a two-family 

dwelling with 609 Cameron Street and thus an additional dwelling unit on the subject property 

would not be permitted under the Zoning Ordinance was reasonable and should be upheld. 



7

sam.shelby
Text Box
ATTACHMENT #1



8



9



10



Address: 611 Cameron Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
Zone: RM/Townhouse Zone (the “RM Zone”) 
Appellant: James B. Michels, Property Owner (by counsel, Clarissa K. Pintado, Esq.) 
Issue: Appeal of determination by the Director that Property and Existing Building Thereon 
Cannot be Used and Occupied as a Two-Family Dwelling 

APPEAL TO THE ALEXANDRIA BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
OF DETERMINATION BY CITY OF ALEXANDRIA  

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING 
 

James B. Michels (hereinafter “Property Owner”), owner of the property located at 611 
Cameron Street (the “Property”), by counsel, appeals the July 13, 2020 determination (the “July 
13, 2020 Determination”) of the Director of Planning and Zoning for the City of Alexandria, Karl 
Moritz (the “Director”), that the “dwelling on the subject property could be considered either a 
semi-detached two-family or a townhouse dwelling” and the “subject property cannot be used and 
occupied as a two-family dwelling as proposed.”  See July 13, 2020 Determination attached hereto 
as Exhibit A.  The Property is in the RM Zone, which permits an owner to have a two-family 
dwelling on a single lot, which is precisely what Property Owner has requested.  

I. BACKGROUND 

Over the past four years, the City of Alexandria Department of Planning and Zoning (the 
“City”) has provided Property Owner with a variety of conflicting answers to the question of 
whether the Property and the existing building thereon can be used as a two-family dwelling, 
including its first answer to that question in 2016 in the affirmative.  Later, in 2016, the City 
informed Property Owner that it was impermissible to use the Property as a two-family dwelling 
because his Property was already part of an existing two-family dwelling on the adjacent lot at 609 
Cameron Street.  A 2017 determination request by Property Owner resulted in a determination by 
the City that his house was not a two-family dwelling, but instead a townhouse.  Upon his 
discovering new information that voided that 2017 determination, Property owner filed a new 
determination request, and the City responded with its most recent July 13, 2020 Determination in 
which it concluded, rather inconclusively, that the Property’s current use “could be considered 
either a semi-detached two family or townhouse dwelling” and that the proposed use would 
constitute a third dwelling unit in the same building or a second townhouse on the same lot, which 
is impermissible in the RM zone.  

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The power of the Board of Zoning Appeals to review the decisions of a zoning 
administrator is provided for under Virginia Code § 15.2-2309(3).  “In exercising its powers the 
board may reverse or affirm, wholly or partly, or may modify, an order, requirement, decision or 
determination appealed from.”  Va. Code § 15.2-2312.  “It is an appropriate function of the board 
to reverse a decision of a zoning official where the board determines that the decision is contrary 
to the plain meaning of the ordinance and the legislative intent expressed therein.  The board owes 
no deference to the zoning official in that circumstance.”  Higgs v. Kirkbride, 258 Va. 567, 575 
n.4 (1999).  The Supreme Court of Virginia has further stated: 
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In considering the deference which must be afforded to zoning 
officials in such cases, we have said that while “statutes and 
ordinances delegating zoning authority may be broadly construed to 
prevent zoning officials from becoming unnecessarily hamstrung in 
their efforts to enforce zoning ordinances, administrative zoning 
actions must be grounded within the statutory framework provided.”  
Foster, 248 Va. at 569, 449 S.E.2d at 806 (citations omitted). In 
doing so, “the words of the ordinance are to be given their plain and 
natural meaning.  The purpose and intent of the ordinance should be 
considered but the ordinance should not be extended by 
interpretation or construction beyond its intended purpose.”  
Donovan v. Board of Zoning Appeals, 251 Va. 271, 274, 467 S.E.2d 
808, 810 (1996) (citations omitted).   

Id. at 573 (1999).  Furthermore, “‘[a]n erroneous construction by those charged with its 
administration cannot be permitted to override the clear mandates of a statute.’” Segaloff v. 
Newport News, 209 Va. 259, 261, 163 S.E.2d 135, 137, 1968 Va. LEXIS 224 (citing Richmond 
v. County of Henrico, 185 Va. 176, 189, 37 S.E.2d 873, 879 (1946)). 

III. ARGUMENT 
 
a. Compliance with Zoning Ordinance  

Pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria (the “Ordinance”) § 3-1102, 
the “Permitted Uses” within the RM/Townhouse zone include (A) single-family dwelling, (B) two-
family dwelling, and (C) townhouse dwelling, among others.   The RM zone is established to 
provide and maintain land areas for medium density residential neighborhoods of single-family, 
two-family and townhouse dwellings.  § 3-1101.  Property Owner proposes to use his Property as 
a two-family dwelling as permitted by the Ordinance.   

The City, in its July 13, 2020 Determination, has taken the “either/or” approach in denying 
Property Owner’s request:  The Property is currently either a townhouse or one half of a two-
family dwelling with the property at 609 Cameron Street.  The reality is that the Property is neither, 
and the City’s determination is contrary to the plain meaning of the Ordinance and the legislative 
intent expressed therein, and prevents Property Owner from using his Property as permitted under 
the Ordinance.      

b. The Property Is Not a Two-Family Dwelling with the Property at 609 Cameron 
Street. 

Under the proposed use, there would be only one two-family unit on one lot, which 
would be in compliance with the Ordinance.  The RM/ zone regulations provide that “Each single-
family, two-family and townhouse dwelling unit shall be on a lot with a minimum land area of 
1,425 square feet.”  Ordinance § 3-1105(B)(1) (emphasis added).  The proposed use of the Property 
as a two-family dwelling would be located on a lot of 6,000 square feet, well in excess of the 1,452 
minimum lot size requirements of the RM Zone regulations.   
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Unlike other zones in Alexandria under the Ordinance, the RM Zone under Ordinance § 3-
1105(B)(1) does not distinguish between duplex and semi-detached two-family dwellings, nor 
does the ordinance provide specific width requirements to indicate that each unit must be located 
on its own lot.  This clearly indicates that the drafters of the Ordinance intended to treat both types 
of two-family dwellings in the RM Zone uniformly, allowing two-family dwellings of either type 
to be constructed, used, and occupied on one 1,452 square foot lot.  In contrast, for example, the 
R-2-5 zone regulations specifically and uniquely require that “each dwelling in a semi-detached 
building shall be located on its own lot, each of which shall contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
. . . .”  Ordinance § 3-505(A)(2) (emphasis added).  The R-2-5 zone further requires that for two-
family semi-detached dwellings “the width of each lot shall be 37.5 feet.”  Ordinance § 3-505(B) 
(emphasis added).  The R-2-5 zone regulations also distinguish duplex dwellings, requiring such 
buildings to “be located on a lot with a minimum land area of 5,000 square feet. . . .”  Ordinance 
§ 3-505(A)(3) (emphasis added).  Applying accepted canons of statutory interpretation, the 
Director’s July 13, 2020 Determination flies in the face of the clear legislative intent that a two-
family dwelling be permitted on a single lot in the RM Zone.  The unique R-2-5 distinction 
between the R-2-5 zone regulations and all other two-family zone regulations was without question 
crafted intentionally to create a different scheme of development for R-2-5 zoned properties.   

Many of the commercial zones in Alexandria also have specific requirements for two-
family semi-detached dwellings, which the RM Zone does not have.  For example, zones 
CL/Commercial low, CC/Commercial Community, CSL/Commercial Service low, 
CG/Commercial General, CD-X/Commercial Downtown, and OC/Office Commercial, all 
provide, “Each single-family dwelling shall be located on a lot with a minimum land area of 5,000 
square feet.  In the case of a two-family dwelling, the lot shall contain 2,500 square feet of land 
area for each dwelling unit.”) (Emphasis Added).  See Matrix attached as Exhibit B for further 
comparison.  The differences in specific criteria for two-family dwellings between the zones in 
Alexandria creates a deliberate development scheme that permits a two-family dwelling on one lot 
in the RM zone. 

 The Director’s argument that an additional dwelling on the Property would render the 
building a multifamily dwelling with the building on the adjacent lot at 609 Cameron Street is 
wrong.  Ordinance § 2-137 defines a multi-family building as “a building or portion thereof 
containing three or more dwelling units, located on a single lot or parcel of ground.”  (Emphasis 
added).   

Furthermore, the buildings at 609 and 611 Cameron Street have always been considered 
separate buildings for all purposes, including zoning.  The subject property was built in 1796.  
Since its construction, it has been described and intended to operate as a separate building from 
the property located at 609 Cameron Street.  See Exhibit C.  John Bogue, the builder, insured his 
“two buildings” on Cameron Street in 1798.  John Bogue later placed an ad “To Let” the “two 
story brick house” that included a “nursery and lodging room” located at 611 Cameron Street.  See 
Exhibit D.   

In more recent years, too, the City considered the property at 611 Cameron Street as a 
separate building.  See plat map dated June 5, 1964, attached as Exhibit E.  From 1951 to 1992, 
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the property was zoned RC Residential.  SUP #1175 was granted by the City Council on May 13, 
1978.  See Exhibit F.  It stated that the applicant proposed to “use the entire building for 
professional office uses.”  The City permitted the Property to be used for commercial uses and the 
adjacent building at 609 Cameron Street as a family dwelling.  Notably, a two-family dwelling has 
never been permitted in the RC Residential zone, nor has the use of a single building for both 
office spaces and a family dwelling been permitted in the RC Residential zone.   

There is no clear evidence that the rear portion of the property has a party wall.  Property 
Owner does not believe that at least “50 percent of the common party wall of 609 Cameron Street 
is “opposite the common party wall of the [Property]” and therefore the two properties fail to meet 
the definition of a “two-family dwelling” under the ordinance.  Ordinance § 2-140.   

Furthermore, if the present use of 611 Cameron Street and 609 Cameron Street were 
determined to be as a two-family dwelling, thereby preventing the owner of 611 Cameron Street 
from using the property as a two-family dwelling, it would violate the lot requirements under 
Ordinance § 3-1105(B), which state that each single-family, two-family and townhouse dwelling 
unit shall be located on a lot . . .” (Emphasis added.)   

c. The Property Is Not a Townhouse. 

Nor is the Property a townhouse, contrary to the Director’s conclusion in his July 13, 2020 
Determination.  The Ordinance defines a townhouse as “One of a series of three or more attached 
dwelling units separated from one another by continuous vertical party walls without openings 
from basement to roof or roofs.”   A “Boundary Line Agreement” recorded at Deed Book 569 Pg. 
267, made in 1963, which is attached hereto as Exhibit G, and the surveys attached as Exhibit H, 
makes clear that the walls between the properties located at 607 and 609 are abutting walls, and 
not a party wall, meaning there are not three or more dwelling units separated by party walls 
to meet the definition of a “townhouse.”  

 
d. Additional RM Zone Requirements are Met. 

The Property meets the other area requirements under the Ordinance as well.  The RM 
Zone requires single-family and two-family duplex dwellings to have a minimum lot width at the 
front building line and the minimum lot frontage at the front lot line to be no less than 25 feet.  For 
two-family semi-detached dwellings, the minimum lot frontage shall be 25 feet for each dwelling 
unit.  Ordinance § 3-1105(C).  In this case, the lot width at the front building line is 50 feet, meeting 
the minimum required frontage under either scenario.  Furthermore, the proposed use would 
comply with Bulk and Space Regulations of Ordinance § 3-1106.  The Property has four parking 
spaces, and 45% open space, not including the parking spaces or driveway. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Property Owner requests that the July 13, 2020 Determination 
be reversed and that the Board of Zoning Appeals hold that the Property and the building thereon 
may be used and occupied as a two-family dwelling.  
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING 
     301 King Street, Room 2100   
Alexandriava.gov     Phone (703) 746-4666 
  
                   

July 13, 2020 
 

James B. Michels 
c/o Clarissa K. Pintado 
The Fiske Law Group, PLLC 
100 North Pitt Street, Suite 206 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 
RE: 611 Cameron Street 
 
Dear Mr. Michels: 
 
I am responding to your two requests dated March 25, 2020.  One request being to void a previous 
determination letter dated September 20, 2017 in which staff determined that the subject property 
located at 611 Cameron Street is occupied by a townhouse dwelling. The second being a request  
for a determination that, based on new documentation and research, the subject property located 
at 611 Cameron Street could be used as a two-family dwelling. 
 
In determining whether a dwelling is a single-family, two-family, townhouse or multifamily 
dwelling, staff relies on the Zoning Ordinance definitions of these structures as well as the dwelling 
unit definition. Section 2-140 defines a two-family dwelling as follows: 
 

A building designed for or intended to be occupied by not more than two families living 
independently of each other. This use shall include both duplex (one dwelling unit above 
another in a single detached building) and semi-detached (two dwelling units having a 

common vertical party wall) dwellings. In the case of a semi-detached dwelling, no less 
than 50 percent of the common party wall of one of the two dwelling units shall be 
opposite the common party wall of the other. 

 
Section 2-138 defines a townhouse dwelling as follows: 
 

One of a series of three or more attached dwelling units separated from one another by 
continuous vertical party walls without openings from basement to roof or roofs. 

 
Based on Exhibit D of your submission, a survey plat dated April 21, 1977, the dwelling shares a 
party wall with and is attached to the adjacent dwelling at 609 Cameron Street. The same survey 
plat does not identify the wall separating the dwellings at 607 and 609 Cameron Street. Exhibit C, 
regarding the boundary line agreement between 609 and 607 Cameron Street, describes the 
separation between the two dwellings as a “…joint between the east wall of 609 and west wall of 
607…” Staff determined that because the agreement specifically mentions two walls, the 
separation between those two dwellings  are abutting walls. In summary, based on these exhibits, 
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staff determined that the dwelling on the subject property is separated from the dwelling at 609 
Cameron Street by a party wall and that the dwelling on 609 Cameron Street could be separated  
from the dwelling on 607 Cameron Street by abutting walls.  
 
Based on the information provided, staff determined that the dwelling on the subject property could 
be considered either a semi-detached two-family or a townhouse dwelling. As a two-family 
dwelling, the subject property would already constitute two dwelling units within a single building. 
The additional unit under the proposed use would constitute a third dwelling unit in the same 
building. Staff would determine this use to be a multifamily dwelling as defined by Zoning 
Ordinance section 2-137: “a building or portion thereof containing three or more dwelling units, 
located on a single lot or parcel of ground.” Multifamily dwellings are not permitted in the RM 
zone.  
 
As a townhouse dwelling, the additional dwelling unit on the subject property would be considered  
another townhouse unit. Townhouse dwellings must be located on their own lots pursuant to 
Zoning Guidance Memo #38 (enclosed). 
 
Staff determined that the subject property cannot be used and occupied as a two-family dwelling 
as proposed. This determination is based on the information provided with your letters dated March 
25, 2020. If any of the information is incorrect, this determination may be void.  
 
        Sincerely,  
 
 
        Karl Moritz 
        Director, Planning and Zoning 
 

 

 
 
Please be advised that this notice of violation, written order, requirement, decision or determination of the Director 

may be appealed to the Board of Zoning Appeals by any person aggrieved by the decision of the Director or any 
officer, department, board, commission or agency of the City affected by the decision of the Director within thirty (30) 

days from the date of the decision.  The decision is final and unappealable if not appealed within thirty (30) days.  The 

cost for such appeal is $385.00 and additional information regarding how to file the appeal may be found in Zoning 
Ordinance Section 11-1200. 
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Zone Semi-Detached Lot Size Language Frontage Language
R-20 [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]
R-12 [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]
R-8 [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]
R-5 [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]

R-2-5

Each principal use shall be located on a 
lot with a minimum land area of 5,000 
square feet, except in the case of a 
corner lot in which case the minimum 
land area shall be 6,500 square feet. . . . 
Each dwelling in a semi-detached 
building shall be located on its own lot, 
each of which shall contain 2,500 square 
feet of land area, except in the case of a 
corner lot in which case the dwelling 
requires a minimum of 4,000 square 
feet. 
...and in the case of a two-family semi-
detached dwelling, in which case the 
width of each lot shall be 37.5 feet. 

except in the case of a two-family 
semi-detached dwelling, in which 
case the minimum lot frontage 
shall be 37.5 feet for each 
dwelling unit.

RA/Multifamily

Each single-family, two-family and 
townhouse dwelling unit shall be located 
on a lot with a minimum land area of 
1,980 square feet; provided however 
that in the case of unusual 
circumstances or exceptional design, a 
minimum land area of 1,600 square feet 
for such each dwelling unit may be 
provided if approved pursuant to a 
special use permit. 

For all buildings other than 
townhouse dwellings, the 
minimum lot width at the 
building line and the minimum lot 
frontage at the front lot line shall 
be 50 feet. In the case of two-
family semi-detached dwellings, 
the minimum lot frontage shall 
be 25 feet for each dwelling unit. 

RB/Townhouse

Each dwelling unit shall be located on a 
lot with a minimum land area of 1,980 
square feet; provided however that in 
the case of unusual circumstances or 
exceptional design, a minimum land area 
of 1,600 square feet for each dwelling 
unit may be provided if approved 
pursuant to a special use permit.

For all buildings other than 
townhouse dwellings, the 
minimum lot width at the 
building line and the minimum lot 
frontage at the front lot line shall 
be 50 feet. In the case of two-
family semi-detached dwellings, 
the minimum lot frontage shall 
be 25 feet for each dwelling unit. 
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RCX/Medium [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]

RC/High

[Two-Family Dweling not permitted] but 
note: "Each structure containing 
multifamily dwellings shall be located on 
a lot with a minimum of 800 square feet 
of land area for each dwelling unit. "  
(Emphasis added)

RD/High [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]

RM/Townhouse

Each single-family, two-family and 
townhouse dwelling unit shall be located 
on a lot with a minimum land area of 
1,452 square feet. 

For single-family and two-family 
duplex dwellings, the minimum 
lot width at the front building line 
and the minimum lot frontage at 
the front lot line shall be 25 feet. 
For two-family semi-detached 
dwellings, the minimum lot 
frontage shall be 25 feet for each 
dwelling unit.

RS/Townhouse [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]

RT/Townhouse [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]

RMF/Residential [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]

CL/Commercial Low

Each single-family dwelling shall be 
located on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of 
a two-family dwelling, the lot shall 
contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
for each dwelling unit.

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling, two-
family duplex dwelling and 
multifamily dwelling requires a 
minimum of 50 feet of frontage, a 
semi-detached dwelling requires 
a minimum frontage of 37.5 feet 
for each dwelling unit, 
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CC/Commercial Comm

Each single-family dwelling shall be 
located on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of 
a two-family dwelling, the lot shall 
contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
for each dwelling unit.

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling, two-
family duplex dwelling and 
multifamily dwelling requires a 
minimum of 50 feet of frontage, a 
semi-detached dwelling requires 
a minimum frontage of 37.5 feet 
for each dwelling unit,

CSL/Commercial Serv.

Each single-family dwelling shall be 
located on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of 
a two-family dwelling, the lot shall 
contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
for each dwelling unit.

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling, two-
family duplex dwelling and 
multifamily dwelling requires a 
minimum of 50 feet of frontage, a 
semi-detached dwelling requires 
a minimum frontage of 37.5 feet 
for each dwelling unit, 

CG/Commercial Gen.

Each single-family dwelling shall be 
located on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of 
a two-family dwelling, the lot shall 
contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
for each dwelling unit.

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling, two-
family duplex dwelling and 
multifamily dwelling requires a 
minimum of 50 feet of frontage, a 
semi-detached dwelling requires 
a minimum frontage of 37.5 feet 
for each dwelling unit, 

CD/Commercial Down.

Each multifamily structure shall provide 
a minimum land area of 1,245 square 
feet per dwelling unit except that the 
minimum land area for each dwelling 
unit may be reduced to an amount no 
lower than 800 square feet with a 
special use permit. Each single-family, 
two-family and townhouse dwelling shall 
provide a minimum land area of 1,452 
square feet. 

For single-family and two-family 
duplex dwellings, the minimum 
lot width at the front building line 
and the minimum lot frontage at 
the front lot line shall be 25 feet. 
For two-family semi-detached 
dwellings, the minimum lot 
frontage shall be 25 feet for each 
dwelling unit. 
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CD-X/Commercial

Each single-family dwelling shall be 
located on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of 
a two-family dwelling, the lot shall 
contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
for each dwelling unit. 

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling, two-
family duplex dwelling and 
multifamily dwelling requires a 
minimum of 50 feet of frontage, 
and a semi-detached dwelling 
requires a minimum frontage of 
37.5 feet for each dwelling unit. 

CR/Commercial Reg. [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]

OC/Office 

Each single-family dwelling shall be 
located on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of 
a two-family dwelling, the lot shall 
contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
for each dwelling unit. Each multifamily 
or townhouse use shall provide a 
minimum land area of 800 square feet 
for each multifamily dwelling unit or 
1,600 square feet for each townhouse 
unit. 

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling, two-
family duplex dwelling and 
multifamily dwelling requires a 
minimum of 50 feet of frontage, a 
semi-detached dwelling requires 
a minimum frontage of 37.5 feet 
for each dwelling unit, 

OCM(50)/Office 

For residential uses the following yard 
requirements apply: Each single-family, 
and two-family dwelling shall provide a 
front yard of 20 feet; a rear yard based 
on a 1:1 setback ratio and a minimum of 
eight feet; and side yards based on a 1:3 
setback ratio and a minimum of eight 
feet. 

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling and 
two-family duplex dwelling 
requires a minimum of 50 feet of 
frontage, and a semi-detached 
dwelling requires a minimum 
frontage of 37.5 feet for each 
dwelling unit. 

OCM(100)/Office Med.

For residential uses the following yard 
requirements apply: Each single-family, 
and two-family dwelling shall provide a 
front yard of 20 feet; a rear yard based 
on a 1:1 setback ratio and a minimum of 
eight feet; and side yards based on a 1:3 
setback ratio and a minimum of eight 
feet. 

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling and 
two-family duplex dwelling 
requires a minimum of 50 feet of 
frontage, and a semi-detached 
dwelling requires a minimum 
frontage of 37.5 feet for each 
dwelling unit. 
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OCH/Office

 Each single-family dwelling shall be 
located on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of 
a two-family dwelling, the lot shall 
contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
for each dwelling unit.  (emphasis 
added).

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling, and 
two-family duplex dwelling 
requires a minimum of 50 feet of 
frontage, and a semi-detached 
dwelling requires a minimum 
frontage of 37.5 feet for each 
dwelling unit.

I/Industrial Zone [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]

UT/Utilities and Trans. [Two-Family Dweling not permitted]

NR/Neighbor. Retail Arlandria
[Two-Family Dweling not specifically 
permitted]

CRMU-L/Commercial Res. Low

Lot size.   Each single-family dwelling 
shall be located on a lot with a minimum 
land area of 5,000 square feet. In the 
case of a two-family dwelling, the lot 
shall contain 2,500 square feet of land 
area for each dwelling unit. 

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling and 
two-family duplex dwelling 
requires a minimum of 50 feet of 
frontage, and a semi-detached 
dwelling requires a minimum 
frontage of 37.5 feet for each 
dwelling unit.

CRMU-M/Commercial Mixed

Each single-family dwelling shall be 
located on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of 
a two-family dwelling, the lot shall 
contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
for each dwelling unit. 

When measured at both the front 
lot line and the front building line, 
each single-family dwelling and 
two-family duplex dwelling 
requires a minimum of 50 feet of 
frontage, and a semi-detached 
dwelling requires a minimum 
frontage of 37.5 feet for each 
dwelling unit. 

CRMU-X/Commercial Mixed 

 Each single-family dwelling shall be 
located on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of 
a two-family dwelling, the lot shall 
contain 2,500 square feet of land area 
for each dwelling unit. 

Frontage.   When measured at 
both the front lot line and the 
front building line, each single 
family dwelling and two-family 
duplex dwelling requires a 
minimum of 50 feet of frontage 
and a semi-detached dwelling 
requires a minimum frontage of 
37.5 feet for each dwelling unit. 
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W-1/Waterfront

Each other principal use shall be located 
on a lot with no minimum land area 
requirement except that which occurs as 
a result of other applicable regulations, 
such as yards, floor area ratio and 
parking.

For all other principal uses, there 
shall be no minimum lot and 
building line requirements except 
those which occur as a result of 
other applicable regulations. 

CDD/Coordinated Dev. Dist.
[No specific Two-Family Dwelling 
Provisions]
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CLARISSA K. PINTADO, ESQ. 
703.518.9910 

cpintado@fiskelawgroup.com 
 

 

 
March 25, 2020 

 
 
 
Mr. Tony LaColla 
Division Chief, Land Use Services 
Department of Planning and Zoning, City of Alexandria 
City Hall  
301 King St., Room 2100 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 

RE:  REQUEST FOR DETERMINATION FOR 611 CAMERON STREET  
TAX MAP NO. 064.04-08-09 
TAX I.D. 11994520 

 
Dear Mr. LaColla, 
 

I write to you on behalf of the owner, Mr. James Michels, of the property 
located at 611 Cameron Street (the “Property”), who requests a determination 
that the building on the Property and the historic dwelling constructed on the 
Property can be used and occupied as  a two-family dwelling  as a permitted 
use  under the RM/Townhouse zone regulations (Section 3-1100, et seq.) of the 
Alexandria Zoning Ordinance, 1992 as amended (the “Ordinance”) governing 
the use and development of the Property.  
 

  The RM/Townhouse zone is established to provide and maintain land 
areas for medium density residential neighborhoods.  Pursuant to Section 3-
1102 of the Ordinance, the RM/Townhouse zone permitted uses include single-
family dwelling, two-family dwelling (two family dwelling are classified as either 
duplex or semi-detached dwelling as defined in the Ordinance), and townhouse 
dwelling, among other permitted uses.   

 
The RM/Townhouse zone regulations provide that “Each single-family, 

two-family and townhouse dwelling unit shall be on a lot with a minimum land 
area of 1,425 square feet.”  Ordinance § 3-1105(B)(1) (emphasis added). The 
proposed use of the Property as a two-family dwelling would be located on a lot 
of 6,000 square feet, well in excess of the 1,452 lot size requirements of the 
RM/Townhouse zone regulations.  Section 3-1105(B) of the Ordinance does not 
distinguish between duplex and semi-detached two-family dwellings as to lot 
size.  This clearly indicates that the drafters of the Ordinance intended to treat 
both types of two-family dwellings uniformly, allowing two-family dwellings of 
either type to be constructed, used, and occupied on one 1,452 square foot lot.   
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Mr. Tony LaColla 
March 25, 2020 
Page 2 
__________________________ 
 

The RM/Townhouse zone lot size regulations for two-family dwellings, 
permitting of both types of two-family dwellings on one lot of land, is consistent 
with the two-family zoning regulation of every zoning classification in the City 
that permits two-family dwellings, with one exception—the R-2-5 zone 
regulations (Section 3-500, et seq. of the Ordinance).  See Matrix attached as 
Exhibit A.   The R-2-5 zone regulations are unique and substantially different 
for all other zone regulations permitting two family-dwellings.  The R-2-5 zone 
regulations specifically and uniquely require that:  

 
(2) Each dwelling in a semi-detached building shall be 
located on its own lot, each of which shall contain 
2,500 square feet of land area, except in the case of a 
corner lot in which case the dwelling requires a 
minimum of 4,000 square feet. 

 
(3) Each duplex building shall be located on a lot with 
a minimum land area of 5,000 square feet, except in 
the case of a corner lot in which case the minimum 
land area shall be 6,500 square feet.”   

 
Ordinance § 3-505(A)(2) and (3) (emphasis added).  (Compare zones 
CL/Commercial low, CC/Commercial Community, CSL/Commercial Service 
low, CG/Commercial General, CD-X/Commercial Downtown, and OC/Office 
Commercial, all of which state “Each single-family dwelling shall be located on 
a lot with a minimum land area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of a two-
family dwelling, the lot shall contain 2,500 square feet of land area for each 
dwelling unit.”) (Emphasis Added).  The R-2-5 zone further requires that for 
two-family semi-detached dwellings “the width of each lot shall be 37.5 feet.”  
Ordinance § 3-505(B) (emphasis added).   
 

In contrast to the R-2-5 zone, the RM/Townhouse zone does not have the 
requirement that each building be on its own lot, nor does it provide halved 
width lot requirements for semi-detached dwellings, all of which indicates that 
the drafters intended for two-family dwellings to be on a single lot in that zone.  
It is clear the R-2-5 zone regulations were drafted and adopted to contain two-
family zone regulations that are different than all other zoning classifications 
by imposing different lot size requirements of duplex and semi-detached 
dwellings.  The unique R-2-5 distinction between the R-2-5 zone regulations 
and all other two-family zone regulations was without question crafted 
intentionally to create a different scheme of development for R-2-5 zoned 
properties.   
 

The Property meets the other area requirements under the Ordinance as 
well.  The RM/townhouse zone requires single-family and two-family duplex 

47



Mr. Tony LaColla 
March 25, 2020 
Page 3 
__________________________ 
 
dwellings to have a minimum lot width at the front building line and the 
minimum lot frontage at the front lot line to be no less than 25 feet.  For two-
family semi-detached dwellings, the minimum lot frontage shall be 25 feet for 
each dwelling unit.  Ordinance § 3-1105(C).  In this case, the lot width at the 
front building line is 50 feet, meeting the minimum required frontage under 
either scenario.  Furthermore, the proposed use would comply with Bulk and 
Space Regulations of Ordinance § 3-1106.  The Property has four parking 
spaces, and 45% open space, not including the parking spaces or driveway. 
 

Moreover, the proposed use is not only permissible under the Ordinance, 
but preserves the Property’s historic use.  Since its construction in 1796, it has 
had varied uses, including lodging.  John Bogue, the builder, insured his “two 
buildings” on Cameron Street in 1798.  John Bogue placed an ad “To Let” the 
“two story brick house” that included a “nursery and lodging room” located at 
611 Cameron Street.  See Exhibit B.   
 
Conclusion: 
 

For the foregoing reasons, the Department of Planning and Zoning 
should determine that the Property can be used as a two-family dwelling 
pursuant to Ordinance Section 3-1100, et seq.  

       
Sincerely, 

 

 
      Clarissa K. Pintado, Esq.  
      The Fiske Law Group, PLLC 
      Counsel for Owner, James B. Michels 
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CLARISSA K. PINTADO, ESQ. 
703.518.9910 

cpintado@fiskelawgroup.com 
 

 

 
 

March 25, 2020 
 
 
Sent Via First Class U.S. Mail to: 
Mr. Tony LaColla 
Division Chief, Land Use Services 
Department of Planning and Zoning, City of Alexandria 
City Hall  
301 King St., Room 2100 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 

RE:  VOIDING OF PRIOR REQUEST FOR DETERMINATION FOR 611 CAMERON 
STREET 
TAX MAP NO. 064.04-08-09 
TAX I.D. 11994520 

 
Dear Mr. LaColla, 
 

I write to you on behalf of the owner, Mr. James Michels, of the property 
located at 611 Cameron Street (the “Property”).  The City of Alexandria’s 
Department of Planning and Zoning (the “Department”) determined that the 
Property is a townhouse in its letter dated September 20, 2017.  See 
“Department’s 2017 Letter” attached as Exhibit A.  However, a recently 
discovered document and additional research contradicts the premise on which 
the Department’s conclusion was based, thereby rendering the determination 
void.   

 
As background, in 2016, Mr. Michels was first informed by the 

Department that a two-family semi-detached dwelling was a permissible use of 
his lot.  In November 2016, a Department employee later informed Mr. Michels 
that it was impermissible because it was already a two-family dwelling with 
unit 609.  See Email dated Nov. 17, 2016 attached as Exhibit B.  In the 
Department’s 2017 Letter, the Department concluded that the house is a 
townhouse—a characterization of the house that had never before been made. 

 
The Department based its determination on a 2007 survey for 609 

Cameron Street, which erroneously labeled the dividing wall between the 
buildings at 609 and 607 Cameron Street a “party wall.”  The same survey 
correctly references a “Boundary Line Agreement” at Deed Book 569 Pg. 267, 
made in 1963, which is attached hereto as Exhibit C.  After reviewing the 
Boundary Line Agreement, it is clear that the walls between 607 and 609 are 
abutting walls, and not a party wall.  The Boundary Line Agreement describes 
a “joint between the east wall of 609 and west wall of 607,” demonstrating that 
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Mr. Tony LaColla 
March 25, 2020 
Page 2 
__________________________ 
 
there are two separate walls dividing these two buildings.  Indeed, prior 
surveys, like the ones attached to this letter as Exhibit D, did not describe the 
walls as a single party wall.   

 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.  Please contact me with any 

questions you may have.   
 
      Sincerely, 

 

 
      Clarissa K. Pintado, Esq.  
      The Fiske Law Group, PLLC 
      Counsel for Owner,  

James B. Michels  
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Staff Guidance Memo 
No. 58 

Subject: lrTownhouselr 

Zoning .Ordinance Section: various 

Issue Date: June 24, 1996 

From: Sheldon Lynn, Director % 
Department of Planning and Zoning 

A townhouse is a dwelling which (1) meets the zoning ordinance 
definition and (2) is located on its own lot of record. 

Section 2-138 defines a townhouse as "one of a series of three or 
more attached dwelling units separated from one another by 
continuous vertical party walls without openings from basement to 
roof or roofs." 

In addition, section 1-400(B) ( 3 )  (b) makes clear that land area is 
to be calculated separately for each lot of record for all uses. 
Most of the residential and commercial zones include lot size 
regulations for townhouses, although some of the zones may use the 
term "land areal1 instead of "lotw. Regardless of how it is stated, 
the required amount of land must be located on a separate lot for 
each townhouse (unless approved as a cluster development). 
Therefore, townhouses require separate fee simple lots, each with 
the required land area. If fee simple lots are provided, the 
development cannot be considered multifamily. 

This memo is for staff purposes only and is subject to  change. The public should not rely 
on it. To receive a binding opinion, an application for a formal interpretation is required. 
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