-

)

DeKalb County

DeKalb County Government Services Center

178 Sams Street, Decatur, GA 30030
404-371-2155

Planning & Sustainability Public Hearings

Planning Commission Hearing Date: July 7, 2026

Board of Commissioners Hearing Date: August 13, 2026
STAFF ANALYSIS

CASE NO.: Z-26-1247931 File ID #: 2026-0151
Address: 1680, 1690, & 1700 Henrico Rd, Conley, GA 30228 |Commission Districts: 3 & 6
Parcel ID(s): 15046 01 001; 15 046 01 005; & 15 046 01 006

To rezone property from Tier 4a of the Bouldercrest Overlay District (BOD) within the
Request: Soapstone Historic District with an underlying zoning of M (Light Industrial) district to Tier

5 of the BOD within the Soapstone Historic District with an underlying R-100 (Residential

Medium Lot-100) zoning district to allow for single-family detached residential development.
Property Owner(s): 7 Stone Capital LLC
Applicant/Agent: Tracy Swearington
Acreage: 36.77 acre
Existing Land Use: Vacant Land
Surrounding North: Interstate 285; South: Truck Parking & Warehousing East: Single-family detached
Properties: subdivision; West: Interstate 675
Adjacent Zoning: North: 1-285 South; Tier 4a BOD/M; East: Tier 5 BOD/R-100 ; West: 1-675
Proposed Comp Plan: | SUBURBAN (SUB) X Consistent Inconsistent

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL with CONDITIONS.

The request is to rezone three properties from Tier 4a of the Bouldercrest Overlay District (BOD) with an underlying
zoning of M (Light Industrial) district to Tier 5 of the BOD with an underlying R-100 (Residential Medium Lot-100)
zoning district to allow for single-family detached residential development. One of the three subject properties
currently falls within a land use designation of SUB, while the other two properties are located in a LIND Character
Area. There is also a companion land use amendment to change the other two parcels from Light Industrial (LIND)
Character Area to Suburban (SUB) Character area. The applicant submitted a revised plan since the March Board
of Commissioner public hearing which address Staff’s concerns relating to compliance with the Bouldercrest
Overlay District and R-100 requirements. The application proposes thirty-three (33) single-family lots on 15
acres for a density of 2 units per acre. It appears that the site can accommodate single-family development and
comply with most or all of the development requirements of the BOD.

The BOD was adopted by the Board of Commissioners on March 22, 2013. The two primary industrial tiers include
Tier 4 and Tier 4a. Tier 4A of the BOD is the industrial area along the east side of [-675 and west of the existing
Georgia Power Overhead Utility Easement located south of [-285 and north of Cedar Grove Road. Because Tier 4A
is only separated from residential neighborhoods by the utility easement, uses and standards are more stringent in this
tier. Tier 4a is adjacent to Tier 5 which is a single-family residential tier to the east and, at this location, is currently
developed with a single-family residential subdivision (Westside Place and Bouldercrest Phase 2). The remainder of
Tier 4a appears to be developed with industrial uses including truck parking.
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There are many competing goals emanating from the 2050 Comprehensive Plan and the Bouldercrest Overlay
District that should be considered in the staff recommendation for this project. Given these goals and the subject
properties’ proximity to existing single-family neighborhoods and frontage along two interstates and a truck route,
it appears that either industrial or single-family residential may be appropriate on these properties. Some additional
considerations regarding the application are as follows:

Goals or determinations in support of this project:

1. The proposed single-family project is consistent with the 2050 Comprehensive Plan’s goal of encouraging “new and
diverse housing types to help the county meet market demand and support continued growth” (Page 14, 2050
Comprehensive Plan Housing Opportunities)

2. The single-family residential subdivisions built circa 2005/2006 abutting the subject properties to the east (Westside
Place and Bouldercrest Phase 2) appear to be a stable neighborhood, in good condition since the adoption of the BOD
in 2013.

3. New construction of single-family homes is consistent with the purposes and intent of the BOD to “improve the visual
appearance and increase property values in the BOD community” (Sec 3.39.1.A.6, Statement of Purpose and Intent,
Bouldercrest Overlay District).

4. The proposed new residential development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the BOD to “enhance the long
term viability of the district by encouraging new commercia, industrial, and residential developments that increase
the tax base and provide employment opportunities for the citizens of DeKalb County”.(Page Sec 3.39.1.4.7, State of
Purpose and Intent, Bouldercrest Overlay District)

5. No industrial development has occurred on the subject properties since the BOD was originally established in 2013
calling into question the viability of industrial uses at this location.

6. Since the subject properties fall at the northern edge of Tier 4a and most of the remaining Tier 4a areas to the south
are developed with industrial uses/truck parking uses, it does not appear that changing to a residential Tier 5 will
adversely impact the viability of the remaining Tier 4a or the BOD.

Goals or determinations in opposition to this project: Typically, properties located along a truck route (Henrico
Road) with frontage along two interstates (I-675 and 1-285) are more suited for commercial or industrial uses.
However, the subject properties do not have direct access to these interstates. There is already a strong zoning
boundary line of demarcation between Tier 4a Industrial and Tier 5 Residential that extends to the south, almost to
Cedar Grove Road. LIND Character areas encourage “locating industrial centers in areas with good access to
interstates and truck routes, and to direct industrial development to existing industrial districts, especially sites with
limited negative environmental impacts” (Page 51, LIND Character Area Goals).

1. The encroachment of residential into industrial zoned lands could set a precedent for similar future encroachments,
however it appears that most of the Tier 4a lands have already been developed so this risk may be overstated.

2. The LIND Character area calls for “conducting small area plans and freight cluster studies to better define industrial
areas and address transitions and traffic impacts” (Page 51, LIND Character Area Goals, 2050 Comprhensive Plan).
A Small Area Plan (SAP) is currently underway which includes the subject properties, but that SAP is not anticipated
to be adopted until late 2026.

3. The properties fronting Henrico Road abutting the east and west side of one of the subject properties (1680 Henrico
Road) currently contain truck parking. If approved, residents of the new single-family project will be accessing a
heavy truck route and may encounter potential visual, traffic, and noise impacts from adjacent industrial uses.
However, the exiting neighborhood would have similar or more intense impacts in the future if these parcels were
developed as currently entitled.
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Notwithstanding the competing issues and goals, an over-arching goal of the 2050 Comprehensive Plan is to
provide new and affordable housing in the county. The existing single-family subdivision to the northeast is
in pretty good condition, and allowing residential on the subject properties could help to maintain those
single-family lots consistent with the 2050 Comp Plan goals to provide new and affordable housing.

The proposed industrial to residential rezoning triggered Staff to review potential land use impacts: 1.
Impacts to the proposed single-family project from adjacent truck parking operations (visual and noise);
and 2. Impacts to the existing single-family subdivision to the northeast if these properties remained under
industrial zoning. Staff also notes that there have been extensive land use conflicts south of Henrico Road
between the Truck Parking on Koppers Ct and the single-family to the east.

Staff believes that the best way to align with the housing goals and address potential land use conflicts is to
rezone all the properties between I-675 and the Georgia power easement north of Henrico Road to single-
family. Therefore, in order for single-family residential to be supported in this Tier 4a area on the north
side of Henrico Road, Staff recommends that the Board of Commissioners consider rezoning all the Tier 4a
industrial zoned properties (which include both truck parking lots on either side of the project at 1670 and
1734 Henrico Road). Therefore per Section 7.3.1 of the DeKalb County Zoning Ordinance, comprehensive
plan and map amendments have been initiated by the Director of Planning for the adjacent properties at
1670 and 1734 Henrico Road to amend from Light Industrial (LIND) Character to Suburban (SUB) and to
rezone from industrial Tier 4a of the BOD to single-family Tier 5 of the BOD to allow single-family
residential.

Rezoning all industrial properties in this area would eliminate any potential land use conflicts between residential
and industrial uses and would also allow the opportunity for the existing non-conforming truck lots to one day
convert to single-family residential which would further minimize land use conflicts between industrial and
residential uses. Therefore, based on review of Section 7.3.5(a) (conformity with policy and intent of comprehensive
plan) and Section 7.3.5(b) (suitability with adjacent and nearby properties) of the Zoning Ordinance, it is the
recommendation of the Planning & Sustainability Department that the rezone application be “Approved, with the
following conditions”:

1. Maximum of 33 single-family lots.
2. Minimum of 20% open space.

Provide open space strips along the east and west side of the project extending from Henrico Road to Lot
#6.

4. Please refer to the requirements in Zoning Code 5.4.3 and Land Development Code 14-190. Prefer internal
streets to be private. If public, the internal streets require a right of way dedication of 55 feet (total) OR such
that all public infrastructure is within right of way, whichever greater. Requires 24 feet of pavement with
curb and gutter. Requires 6-foot landscape strip with a 5-foot sidewalk. It requires streetlights.
(hefowler@dekalbcountyga.gov). Internal roundabout must be one-lane, one direction. Please refer to the
requirements in Zoning Code 5.4.3 and Land Development.Code 14-190. Requires a right of way dedication
of 35 feet from centerline OR such that all public infrastructure is within right of way, whichever greater.
Requires a 10-foot landscape strip with a 6-foot sidewalk and 4-foot bike lane OR (PREFERRED) a 10-foot
landscape strip with a 10-foot multi-use path. At least 5 feet of the landscape strip must lie between the back
of curb and the multi-use path or sidewalk. All intersections must meet AASHTO sight distance
requirements based on speed limits. Concerned about entrance location based on horizontal and vertical
curves along the site. All poles and other obstructions must be relocated out of the multi-use path.
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R.S. Webb & Associates

Cultural Resource Management Consultants
2800 Holly Springs Parkway, Suite 200  P.O. Drawer 1319
Holly Springs, Georgia 30142
Phone: 770-345-0706 « Fax: 770-345-0707

June 2, 2026

Mr. Ian Smith

7 Stone Capital, LLC
6655 Jenkins Road
Fairburn, Georgia 30213

Subject: Letter Report of Findings - Phase I Archeological Survey
38.6-Acre Development Tract at R1680, R1690 and 1700 Henrico Road
Soapstone Ridge Local Historic District
Ellenwood, DeKalb County, Georgia
R.S. Webb & Associates No. 26-981-002

Dear Mr. Smith:
INTRODUCTION

During April 2026, R.S. Webb & Associates (RSWA) conducted a Phase I archeological resources
survey of a 38.6-acre development assemblage at R1680, R1690 and 1700 Henrico Road in DeKalb
County, Georgia (Figures 1, 2 and 3). The project area lies entirely within the Soapstone Ridge
Local Historic District, as designated under DeKalb County Code, Chapter 13.5. Because the project
area is within this district, a Certificate of Appropriateness must be approved by the DeKalb County
Historic Preservation Commission before ground disturbing work can be conducted. The goal of the
current study was to provide DeKalb County with a professional opinion regarding the presence and
significance of prehistoric archeological sites observed during the field survey, especially those
exhibiting evidence of prehistoric soapstone procurement and/or use.

METHODOLOGY

Literature and Records Search: To determine if recorded archeological and/or historic resources are
located within or adjacent to the project area, RSWA reviewed the following primary sources: the
National Park Service (NPS) National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) database; and Georgia’s
Natural, Archaeological, and Historical Resources Geographic Information System (GNAHRGIS)
database, which includes DeKalb County historic structures survey files and Georgia Archaeological
Site File (GASF) records. Also consulted were Civil War maps and documents [i.e., Civil War Sites
Advisory Commission (CWSAC) (1993, 2010); Davis et al.1983; and Scaife 1993] and relevant
historic maps/photography (AlabamaMaps.ua.edu, NETR.com and/or Google Earth).

Phase I Archeological Field Survey: The project area was surveyed using surface and subsurface
techniques. These techniques were employed along survey transects spaced no more than 30 meters
(m) (approximately 100 feet) apart. Severely disturbed areas were walked or avoided but not
subjected to subsurface testing. Figure 4 shows the survey coverage.

Surface techniques included visual scanning of the landscape for boulders, outcrops and other
features that might be indicative of archeological sites with surface indications. When boulders/
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outcrops were encountered (on or off transect), they were inspected for rock type (i.e., soapstone
versus other rock types) and for quarrying scars/features. Exposed/bare earth surfaces, such as trails,
tree falls, and eroded areas, were examined for artifacts. Subsurface techniques included screened
shovel testing which was limited to the study tract. Unless otherwise noted, shovel tests were
excavated along the survey transects at 30-m intervals. Shovel testing involved the excavation of
30-by-30-centimeter (cm) (12-by-12-inch) units. Soils were screened through 0.64-cm (0.25-inch)
hardware cloth to enhance the recovery of artifacts. Each shovel test was taken to sterile
subsoil/substrate and the profile examined. Soil colors, textures, and depths of deposit were
recorded for each shovel test.

RESULTS
Background Research
NRHP-listed Properties: NPS and GNAHRGIS databases indicate that there are no NRHP-listed
historic resources located within 1.0 kilometers (km) (0.6 mile) of the project area. The NRHP-listed
Soapstone Ridge Historic District is a 140-acre tract of land located more than 1.5 km east-northeast
of the project area.

DeKalb County Local Historic Districts: As noted earlier, the project area lies entirely within
DeKalb County’s Soapstone Ridge Local Historic District (Figure 5). This local district boundary
should not be confused with the boundaries of the above-referenced NRHP-listed Soapstone Ridge
district.

Relevant Archeological Studies: Review of the GASF database indicates that at least eight previous
cultural resources/archeological studies have been conducted within 1.0 km of the project area.
Three of these studies encompass or traverse the current project area (Figure 5). The projects
include: a Georgia State University archeological survey of an alternative route for Interstate 685
(Dickens and Carnes 1976) that encompasses the current project area; a fiber optic corridor survey
that traverses the project area northwest-southeast (Thomas ef al. 2000); and a bridge replacement
survey Erikson (2006) that included the north end of the current project area.

Recorded Archeological Resources: During the Dickens and Carnes (1976) survey, eight pre-contact
sites were recorded within 250 m of the current project area. Four of these sites are located within
(9DA70); mostly within (9DA105); or marginal to (9DAS0 and 9DA68) the project area (Figure 5).
All four of these properties were recorded as soapstone quarries/workshops that likely date to the
Late Archaic period. Though Dickens and Carnes (1976) made no NRHP-eligibility statements about
the four sites, they did consider most of the soapstone-related pre-contact sites within their study
corridor to be significant.

Thomas ef al. (2000) recorded no new archeological sites during their fiber optic corridor survey
where it passed through the current project area. Likewise, this survey found no evidence of pre-
contact sites 9DAS50 and 9DA105, which were very close to the corridor as it passed through the
current project tract.

The Erikson (2006) survey identified no archeological resources within or near the current project
area.
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Historic Structures/Resources: No recorded historic structures or resources are located within the
project area. The closest recorded historic structures are located approximately 630 m to the east-
southeast (GNAHRGIS No. 203984) and 672 m to the southeast (GNAHRGIS No. 18734) (Figure
5).

Historic Cemeteries: No cemeteries are shown within at least 1.0 km of the project area, based on
the maps reviewed [Bureau of Soils map (1914), Georgia Department of Transportation highway
maps (1948, 1965), USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles (1954, PR 1968).

Civil War Resources/Features: While considerable Civil War activity took place in DeKalb County,
no recorded Civil War actions took place within at least 1.0 km of the project area (Civil War Sites
Advisory Commission 1993, 2010).

Historic Maps and Aerial Photography: Review of maps from 1895 and 1914 show a railroad
corridor passing just west of the project area and road corridors passing through the project area
(1895) and then near the northeast project area boundary (1914) (Figure 5). The former road did not
appear on maps from the 20™ century. Maps and aerial photographs from 1940 to the present show
a utility corridor through the project area with only woodlands and passive use of the project area.

Archeological Field Survey

Background Information: The project area abuts Henrico Road to the south and was accessed from
that road. A power transmission line corridor traversing the project area northwest-southeast
facilitated access (Figure 2). Regarding current land use, the project area is partially covered by a
Piedmont hardwood forest with an open understory except within the power line corridor which is
open (Figures 6 and 7). Physiographically, the project area consists of a centrally-located and
prominent east-to-southeast trending knoll with moderately to steeply sloping side slopes to the north
and south (Figures 1 and 4). Soapstone outcrops and boulder fields occur along these side slopes.
The project area has been incised by intermittent streams that eventually flow into the South River
(north).

The project shovel test log provided in Table 1 details the soil profiles encountered during the field
survey. A total of 161 shovel test stations were visited along 28 transects during the current field
survey. Shovel tests were excavated at 156 stations, all of which were negative for pre-contact and
historic period artifacts. Shovel tests were not performed at the remaining five shovel test stations
due to steep slope/ravine/drainageway settings. Shovel test profiles indicate that A-horizon/
plowzone soils vary in thickness from 5 to 30 cm and consist of loamy sand, sandy loam or sandy
clay loam. Subsoils/substrates are comprised of sandy clay, clay or soapstone substrate. Rock
refusal was common and may account for the fact that in only six shovel test stations did A-horizon
soil exceed 20 cm in depth.

Archeological Resources: No new pre-contact or historic archeological sites were recorded during
the current field survey. The partially-collapsed ruins of one late-20"-century concrete block
building was noted during the survey, but was not treated as an archeological site due to recent age
(Figure 4; Concrete Block Construction No. 1). Likewise, several observed 20"-century
mechanically pushed rocks/boulders were not treated as archeological resources.
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Aspreviously recorded, portions of pre-contact soapstone-related sites 9DAS0, 9DA68 and 9IDA105
lie partially within the project area, while all of previously recorded 9DA70 was within the project
tract (Figures 4 and 5). Where they were noted to be within the project area, these four sites were
revisited and resurveyed during the current study.

Site 9DA70 Revisit: Originally recorded by Dickens and Carnes (1976) as a soapstone quarry/
workshop, all of 9DA70 is located within the southwest part of the project area just north of a
trucking company lot to the south (Figures 4 and 8). Originally, the site was estimated to measure
approximately 130 by 123 m north-south (Figure 4).

Fifteen survey grid shovel tests excavated within the original site area produced negative results.
Soil profiles for these tests displayed 8 to 20 cm of brown, grayish-brown or reddish-yellow sandy
loam or gravelly sandy loam plowzone over reddish-yellow sandy clay or rocky sandy clay subsoil
or rock substrate. No evidence of cultural midden or features was observed during shovel testing.
Likewise, systematic surface inspection of the site area yielded no cultural material or obvious
culturally-modified soapstone. Unmodified bare earth visibility on the site was less than five percent
at the time of the survey.

The current revisit to 9DA70 produced no surface and subsurface cultural materials, and no obvious
culturally-modified outcrops/boulders were noted in the site area. These negative findings indicate
that the site, at its originally recorded location, is unlikely to retain significant archeological data
beyond that originally recorded in the 1970s. It is RSWA’s opinion that 9DA70, as originally
recorded, does not meet any NRHP eligibility criteria, especially Criterion D (Archeology), and no
further work is advised for this resource.

Site 9DA 105 Revisit: Dickens and Carnes (1976) originally recorded 9DA105 as a soapstone quarry/
workshop and over 80 percent of the site is located within the south part of the project area. The
remainder of the site is within the power transmission line corridor to the east and the trucking
company lot to the west (Figures 4 and 8). Overall, the site was originally estimated to cover
approximately 157 by 155 m north-south (Figure 4).

Eighteen survey grid shovel tests were excavated within the site area and yielded negative results.
Soil profiles for these tests exposed 15 to 20 cm of brown or grayish-brown loamy sand, rocky loamy
sand, sandy loam, gravelly sandy loam or sandy clay loam plowzone over gray, brown, yellowish-
brown or reddish-yellow sandy clay or gravelly/rocky sandy clay subsoil or rock substrate. No
evidence of cultural midden or features was observed during shovel testing. Systematic surface
inspection of the site area yielded no cultural material or culturally modified soapstone. Unmodified
bare earth visibility across the site was less than five percent at the time of the survey.

Portions of 9DA105 outside the project area east and west appear to have been disturbed by
installation of the power transmission line and construction trucking business. Survey of site areas
within the current project tract yielded no surface and subsurface cultural materials, and no obvious
culturally-modified outcrops/boulders were noted in this site area. Based on these negative findings,
itappears that the site, at its originally recorded location is unlikely to retain significant archeological
data beyond that originally recorded in the 1970s. It is RSWA’s opinion that 9DA105 as originally
recorded does not meet any NRHP eligibility criteria, especially Criterion D (Archeology), and no
further work is advised for this resource.
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Site 9DA S50 and 9DA68 Revisits: Both of these sites were originally recorded by Dickens and Carnes
(1976) as soapstone quarries/workshops and very small, marginal portions of 9DAS50 and 9DAG6S
lie within the current project area (Figures 4 and 9). It appears that a significant portion of 9DAS0
east of the project area may have been previously impacted by transmission line installation and/or
residential construction near the west end of Plus Drive (Figure 2). Similarly, large portions of
9DAG68 north to northeast of the project area appear to have been damaged or destroyed by Interstate
285/685 construction and/or residential construction along the northwest part of Boulder Gate Drive
(Figure 2).

Shovel tests along the edge of the project adjacent to these two site locations (9DAS0 n=1; 9DA68
n=2) yielded negative findings. Near 9DAS50, the shovel test soil profile revealed 10 cm of grayish-
brown sandy loam over rock substrate. Adjacent to 9DA68 the soil profiles exhibited 17 to 20 cm
of grayish-brown/reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay loam plowzone over reddish-yellow rocky sandy
clay. No evidence of cultural midden or features was observed during shovel testing at either site
revisit location. Systematic surface inspection of the two site areas yielded no cultural material or
culturally modified soapstone. Unmodified bare earth visibility in the revisit areas was less than five
percent at the time of the survey.

It is RSWA’s opinion that portions of the project area at or adjacent to the originally recorded
locations of 9DAS0 and 9DAG68 do not meet any NRHP eligibility criteria, especially Criterion D
(Archeology), and that these two sites, as originally recorded, may not even extend into the project
area. For possible portions of these sites that may extend into the current project, no additional work
is recommended.

Concrete Block Construction No. 1: This partially collapsed concrete block construction is located
in the southeast part of the project area overlooking Henrico Road about 30 m to the south (Figures
4 and 10). This resource appears to be less than 50 years old and does not appear to be associated
with historic features or artifacts. On this basis, Concrete Block Construction No. 1 was not treated
as an archeological site and no additional work is recommended for this resource.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The current Phase I archeological resources survey resulted in the discovery of no new archeological
sites. The original locations of two previously recorded pre-contact sites, 9DA70 and 9DA105, lie
within the project area and were revisited, but no archeological materials or modified soapstone
boulders/outcrops were found at either recorded location. In addition, two other known pre-contact
sites, 9DAS0 and 9DAGS, were originally mapped along the edge of the project area. Revisitation
of these two locations resulted in the discovery of no archeological materials or modified soapstone
boulders/outcrops. Also, a partially collapsed concrete block construction dating to the late 20"
century (Concrete Block Construction No. 1) was noted in the project area, but this feature is too
recent to be evaluated for NRHP eligibility status and warrants no further discussion.

Based on the negative archeological findings of the current Phase I-level field survey, it appears
unlikely that recorded site locations within the project area retain significant archeological data
beyond that information originally gathered in the 1970s. It is also possible that pre-contact
soapstone quarry/workshop activities conducted in the project area were limited in nature. Whatever
the case, it does not appear that the proposed project at R1680/R1690/1700 Henrico Road will
impact archeological properties eligible for the NRHP and no additional archeological work is
recommended.
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CLOSING COMMENTS
Mr. Smith, we appreciate the opportunity to work with 7 Stone Capital on this project. If you have
any questions concerning our findings, please contact me at 770-345-0706.

Sincerely,
R.S. WEBB & ASSOCIATES

Robert S. (Steve) Webb
President and Senior Principal Archeologist

Attachments: Figures 1-10
Table 1
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Table 1 Project Shovel Test Log

Transect | Shovel Test Soils Depths/Colors/Textures

1 10 0-17 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

2 8 No excavation. Steep slope/drainageway.

2 9 0-18 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

2 10 0-20 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

3 7 No excavation. Drainageway.

3 8 0-5 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 5-15 cm pale brown gravelly sandy clay over
rock impasse

3 9 0-10 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 10-20 c¢m light brown gravelly sandy clay

3 10 0-20 cm brown sandy loam, 20-30 cm red clay

4 6 0-12 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

4 7 0-12 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

4 8 0-12 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

4 9 0-12 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

4 10 0-12 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

5 5 No Excavation. Steep slope

5 6 0-10 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

5 7 0-12 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

5 8 0-12 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

5 9 0-15 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

5 10 0-12 cm grayish-brown//reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over rock

6 5 0-10 cm gray sandy loam over reddish-yellow/gray rocky sandy clay

6 6 0-10 cm gray sandy loam over reddish-yellow/gray rocky sandy clay

6 7 0-12 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

6 8 0-15 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

6 9 0-15 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

6 10 0-16 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

7 5 No Excavation. Steep slope

7 6 0-10 cm light grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy
clay

7 7 0-15 cm gray sandy loam over reddish-yellow/gray rocky sandy clay

7 8 0-12 cm gray sandy loam over reddish-yellow/gray rocky sandy clay

7 9 0-14 cm gray sandy loam over reddish-yellow/gray rocky sandy clay

7 10 0-12 cm gray sandy loam over reddish-yellow/gray rocky sandy clay

8 5 0-10 cm gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

8 6 0-10 cm gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

8 7 0-10 cm gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

8 8 0-12 cm light grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy
clay

8 9 0-15 cm light grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy
clay

8 10 0-16 cm light grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy
clay

9 4 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 15-25 cm light yellow gravelly sandy clay

9 5 0-10 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

9 6 0-5 cm brown sandy clay loam over rock impasse

9 7 0-5 cm dark grayish-brown sandy clay loam, 5-15 cm light brown gravelly sandy clay
over rock impasse

9 8 0-10 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 10-20 cm light brown gravelly sandy clay
over rock impasse

9 9 0-15 cm brown gravelly sandy loam, 15-20 ¢cm light brown gravelly sandy clay over rock
impasse

9 10 0-5 cm grayish-brown sandy clay loam over rock impasse

10 4 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 15-25 cm light yellowish-red gravelly clay

10 5 0-10 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse




Transect | Shovel Test Soils Depths/Colors/Textures

10 6 0-5 cm brown sandy clay loam over rock impasse

10 7 0-5 cm dark grayish-brown sandy clay loam, 5-15 cm light brown gravelly sandy clay
over rock impasse

10 8 0-5 cm light brown sandy clay loam, 5-10 cm reddish-yellow clay

10 9 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 15-25 cm light brown gravelly sandy clay
over rock impasse

10 10 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

11 4 0-15 cm brown gravelly sandy loam, 15-25 cm light yellowish-red clay

11 5 0-15 cm brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

11 6 0-10 cm brown sandy clay, 10-20 cm reddish-brown clay

11 7 0-10 cm gray/reddish-yellow clay loam over yellowish-red rocky sandy clay

11 8 0-10 cm gray/reddish-yellow clay loam over yellowish-red rocky sandy clay

11 9 0-10 cm brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

11 10 0-10 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 10-20 cm light yellowish-brown sandy clay

12 4 0-16 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy
clay

12 5 0-18 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy
clay

12 6 0-15 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy
clay

12 7 0-16 cm light gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

12 8 0-10 cm grayish-brown/light gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over yellowish-red
rocky sandy clay

12 9 0-5 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 5-10 cm light yellow gravelly clay

12 10 0-10 cm reddish-yellow sandy clay loam, 10-20 cm light yellow clay

13 3 0-12 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

13 4 0-15 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

13 5 0-17 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

13 6 0-20 cm light grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow sandy clay

13 7 0-16 cm light grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow sandy clay

13 8 0-20 cm light gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

13 9 0-20 cm light gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

13 10 0-5 cm grayish-brown sandy clay loam, 5-10 cm light yellow sandy clay over rock
impasse

14 3 0-10 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow
rocky sandy clay

14 4 0-15 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow
rocky sandy clay

14 5 0-18 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow
rocky sandy clay

14 6 0-15 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow
rocky sandy clay

14 7 0-17 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow
rocky sandy clay

14 8 0-20 cm light gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow clay

14 9 0-20 cm light gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow clay

14 10 0-20 cm light gray/reddish-yellow sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow clay

15 3 0-10 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

15 4 0-10 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

15 5 0-10 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

15 6 0-5 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

15 7 0-5 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

15 8 0-10 cm dark grayish-brown sandy clay loam, 10-20 cm light yellow clay

15 9 0-5 cm grayish-brown sandy clay loam, 5-10 c¢m light yellow sandy clay over rock

impasse




Transect | Shovel Test Soils Depths/Colors/Textures

15 10 0-5 cm grayish-brown sandy clay loam, 5-15 c¢cm light yellow sandy clay over rock
impasse

16 3 0-15 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over rock impasse

16 4 0-15 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over rock impasse

16 5 0-10 cm gray gravelly sandy loam, 10-20 cm light gray gravelly sandy clay

16 6 0-10 cm gray gravelly sandy loam, 10-20 cm light gray gravelly sandy clay

16 7 0-5 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

16 8 0-5 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

16 9 0-10 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam, 10-20 cm light yellow clay

16 10 0-5 cm grayish-brown sandy clay loam, 5-10 cm light yellow sandy clay over rock
impasse

17 2 0-12 cm grayish-brown grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy loam over reddish-
yellow rocky sandy clay

17 3 0-10 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

17 4 0-8 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

17 5 0-15 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

17 6 0-10 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

17 7 0-12 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

17 8 0-12 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow gravelly sandy clay loam over reddish-yellow
rocky sandy clay

17 9 0-10 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over rock

17 10 0-10 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over rock

18 2 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 15-25 cm light gray gravelly sandy clay

18 3 0-10 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

18 4 0-10 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

18 5 0-10 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

18 6 0-15 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

18 7 0-12 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

18 8 0-12 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

18 9 0-10 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

18 10 0-10 cm grayish-brown/reddish-yellow sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

19 2 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 15-25 cm light gray gravelly sandy clay

19 3 0-20 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

19 4 0-18 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

19 5 0-12 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

19 6 0-15 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

19 7 0-15 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

19 8 0-10 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

19 9 0-12 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

19 10 No excavation. Steep slope/ravine/drainageway.

20 1 0-15 cm grayish-brown sandy loam, 15-25 cm light brown clay

20 2 0-25 cm grayish-brown sandy loam, 25-35 cm reddish-yellow clay

20 3 0-20 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

20 4 0-15 cm pale brown sandy loam over rock impasse

20 5 0-10 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over rock impasse

20 6 0-18 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 18-28 cm light brown gravelly sandy clay
over rock impasse

20 7 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

20 8 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

20 9 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam over rock impasse

20 10 0-20 cm grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 20-30 cm light brown gravelly sandy clay

21 8 0-15 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam over rock impasse

21 9 0-18 cm dark grayish-brown loamy sand, 18-22 cm gray/reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay




Transect | Shovel Test Soils Depths/Colors/Textures

loam, 22-32 cm gray/yellowish-red rocky sandy clay

21 10 0-20 cm brown sandy clay loam, 20-30 cm gray gravelly sandy clay

22 8 0-20 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam, 20-30 cm yellowish-brown sandy clay

22 9 0-20 cm dark grayish-brown/gray rocky loamy sand over gray/reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

22 10 0-18 cm dark grayish-brown/gray rocky loamy sand over gray/reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

23 8 0-16 cm grayish-brown/light grayish-brown loamy sand over gray/reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

23 9 0-20 cm grayish-brown/light grayish-brown loamy sand over gray/reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

23 10 0-22 cm grayish-brown/light grayish-brown loamy sand over gray/reddish-yellow rocky
sandy clay

24 8 0-22 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam, 22-32 cm yellowish-brown gravelly sandy clay

24 9 0-15 cm dark grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 15-25 cm yellowish-brown sandy clay

24 10 0-20 cm dark grayish-brown gravelly sandy loam, 20-30 cm yellowish-brown sandy clay

24 11 0-15 cm brown sandy clay loam, 15-30 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam, 30-40 cm
yellowish-brown sandy clay

25 8 0-15 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam, 15-25 cm gray sandy clay

25 9 0-15 cm grayish-brown sandy clay loam, 15-25 cm yellowish-brown gravelly sandy clay

25 10 0-15 cm grayish-brown sandy loam over rocky impasse

25 11 0-20 cm grayish-brown sandy loam, 20-30 cm yellowish-brown gravelly sandy clay

26 8 0-15 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam, 15-25 cm gray sandy clay

26 9 0-19 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam, 19-29 cm gray gravelly sandy clay

26 10 0-20 cm grayish-brown sandy clay loam, 20-30 cm light brown gravelly sandy clay

26 11 0-10 cm brown sandy clay, 10-20 cm light brown gravelly sandy clay

27 8 0-20 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

27 9 0-16 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

27 10 0-24 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

27 11 0-24 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam over reddish-yellow rocky sandy clay

28 10 0-15 cm grayish-brown/yellowish-red gravelly clay loam over yellowish-red clay

28 11 0-20 cm dark grayish-brown sandy loam over yellowish-red sandy clay
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COMMISSION DISTRICT: 3
SUPER DISTRICT: 6

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
APPROVAL

REZONE

BOULDERCREST OVERLAY INDUSTRIAL TIER 4A TO BOD SINGLE-
FAMILY TIER 5 TO CONSTRUCT 33 LOTS AT 2 UNITS PER ACRE
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The proposed residential rezoning got us thinking about potential land use impacts:

1. To the proposed single-family project from adjacent truck parking operations (ie visual and noise) and
2. To the existing single-family subdivision to the northeast if the property remained industrial



AERIAL

Truck Parking

\ / Truck Parking

Henrico Rd

Truck Parking \

We had further concerns given the extensive land use conflicts south of Henrico Road
between the Truck Parking on Koppers Ct and the single-family to the east

‘Av0y OJIYNIH 00LT B 069T ‘089T



In addition to the land use conflicts, there is a housing shortage county wide and the 2050
Comp Plan calls for more diverse and affordable housing

Staff believes that the best way to align with the housing goals of the Comp Plan and address

potential land use conflicts between industrial and single-family is to rezone all the properties
in the area between 1-675 and the Georgia power easement north of Henrico Road to single-

family.



REQUEST COUNTY TO REZONE TWO
ADJACENT PROPERTIES FROM INDUSTRIAL
TO RESIDENTIAL

Therefore, staff recommends the County also rezone the two properties adjacent to the
proposed single-family project (1670 and 1734 Henrico Rd) so that there are no land use
conflicts



County initiated rezoning
from industrial to
single-family 1670 Henrico Rd

LONING |

County-Initiated Rezoning from industrial to
single-family 1734 Henrico Road
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County initiated rezoning
from industrial to
single-family 1670 Henrico Rd

LAND

County-Initiated Land Use Amendment from
industrial to single-family 1734 Henrico Road
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LP-26-1247932 & Z-26-1247931 Email re: Rezoning 01.16.2026:

From: Eisenhower Services, Inc <eisenhowersvcs@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2026 12:15 PM

To: Reid, John <jreid@dekalbcountyga.gov>

Cc: Eisenhower Services, Inc <eisenhowersvcs@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: henrico road rezoning--question

John,

Per our telephone conversation on yesterday | am requesting that 1690 Henrico Rd. be proposed as part of our rezoning
application to “Specifically” change its from Tier 4-A overlay to Tier 5 (i.e., from light industrial to residential land use).

If there are any questions or concerns please give me a call at (678) 357-6238. Thanks and have a great day and
weekend!

Tracy

Tracy T. Swearingen, Sr.
President

Eisenhower Services, Inc
eisenhowersvcs@gmail.com
(678) 357-6238

OnJan 14, 2026, at 2:04 PM, Reid, John <jreid@dekalbcountyga.gov> wrote:

Traci—just wanted to confirm that you are NOT proposing to rezone 1690 Henrico road—see screenshot
below—it is owned by someone else, but | was confused because it seemed like your site plan was
showing this area as part of rezoning?

John Reid

DeKalb County Government | Department of Planning & Sustainability
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY

Rezoning Application to Amend the Official Zoning Map
of DeKalb County, Georgia

/ {
Applicant Name: / (acd g p(/faf,'//j e
Applicant Email Address: &, . SE Zi;ZMZef SVLS ég Ma ,' /. /'/Vn/,]

Applicant Mailing Address: ‘0 0 /:40)( ? 7/ l g 2
S—/DA)P I/Hmw /A,«/ K’/} 3008 7

)

onner Name: Sl LLL. Ty 5nit] [k

(¥f more than one owner, attach list of owners.)

Owner Email Address: _‘Zﬁﬁ&éa’?_a!._@jﬁh/ Lo
Owner Mailing Address: MM@M

,Fa,l’r ,t)um/J. 6—%) 20 13
Owner Phone Number: _'

Subject Property Address: /é 5)0 4 / 700 /‘/f/t/{‘f [45) (aj
[DA//Q\./ M 30&5’59
Parcel ID Number(s): 1S QY 0/ 00/ a/«/ﬂ 15 096 01 005

Acreage: g(lj / Y ,5 S Commission District(s): _ 3 Super District: é

—-— _./‘
Existing Zoning District(s): / ep s/a_, Mp( m Proposed Zoning District(s): / el S g[[ k' /WVMA/W‘ j

Existing Land Use Designation(s): L Z/f/ D Proposed LLand Use Designation(s): S U.E (if applicable)

I hereby authorize the staff of the Planning and Sustainable Department to inspect the property that is the subject of this
application.

Py )
Owner: Agent: / /-\9\
W&t
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY

LETTER OF APPLICATION

Please identify the following details such as:

Cpe W
e The proposed zoning classification? %e,r 5 W“/A Z' / W W}/a//‘dj -{b{ 59 /P- #M %

. | 00 + p/[ﬁ , urr&-l//
e The reason fo th‘e r;;zorz'zx% rleyuest? / f}f f izo P%:f; ;’:j Tjﬂ{z g,(fﬁggjdf?)a{c?kﬁ; é geb‘\ jw,/‘,/'cf‘af&é 5/ 74

ZoNed res:deddic| gl I3kt commere: [

o The existing and proposed use of the property? Ey ‘efin 4 v 5€ :5 m t I's L'/ tommele s M/f Mﬂ e
| . 18 22100 $ 0/ frm by o

e Detail characteristics of the proposed use (e.g. floor area, height of building(s), number of units, mix of ylt

types, number of employees, manner and hours of operation)? &M ed [LEO 4100 Hewt'co J
&/0,05 .,‘)5%:( owners o Aer a[w-/-/.'.us Pcoperes %/\a-/m\g &/(e,p/ 7_0W0Q
D0 (1690 Heotsco Rd- & 3217/3991 /3§43 West §:de Plce’) pue #o
he 'Qo,u/é/ (all (opafce/f:) (/feng .(Ma 6"(0 6395&/ gf Aa,S—e c_x;_ﬂ('fM'Ma-é/g

ihel
143 4 4] sl fm/y resilovees, Faa(ﬂropase/r{me w,y/f / léj)/ he
G Sacte /07/,,»‘*/1\& g Sﬂlofy 2400 - 3000 37-)2%@64% -fomcly ),



Eisenhower Services, Inc.
P.O. Box 871183
Stone Mountain, GA 30087
(678) 357-6238
eisenhowersves@gmail.com

DEKALB COUNTY IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR 1680 & 1700 HENRICO ROAD,
CONLEY, GA 30288

A. Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the policy and intent of the
Comprehensive Plan?

The 2 Subject Properties have a current future land use designation of Light Commercial;
however, the 2 Subject Properties also landlock an additional property (1690 Henrico Rd.)
that is also owned by “7 Stone Capital L.L.C.”; 1690 has a future land use of Suburban
meaning the intent of 1690’s current zoning is to preserve single family residences. “7 Stone
Capital L.L..C.” also owns 3917/3891/3893 West Side Place abutting properties that also have
a future land use of Suburban. The Suburban land use designation promotes housing choice
and income diversity without sacrificing traditional neighborhood layouts.

B. Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is suitable in view of the use and
development of adjacent and nearby properties?

The nearby area is predominantly residential and / or zoned residential R-100; thus, the
rezoning of the 2 Subject Properties would place them in conformity with the abutting
properties and their zoned use of residential single-family use. This would also justify a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment for the 2 Subject Properties from Light Commercial to
Suburban. This proposed residential development would be in alignment with the residential
character of the area by adding additional single family detached housing and conserving a
substantial amount of open space for the community.

C. Whether the property to be affected by the zoning proposal has a
reasonable economic use as currently zoned?

The 2 Subject Properties do not have a reasonable economic use as currently zoned. The
existing Tier 4a and M designation present since 2013 with amendment in 2021 have greatly
restricted the light industrial uses of the 2 Subject Properties; for example, the property
immediately to the left of 1700 Henrico Rd. and immediately below a significant portion of
1680 Henrico Rd. (i.e., 1670 Henrico Rd.) is currently used as commercial truck parking
while

1700 & 1680 Henrico Rd. are restricted from the same type of light industrial usage as 1670
Henrico Rd. is afforded due to the afore mentioned 2013 designation and the 2021 more
restrictive amendments, thus, creating no viable light industrial use for the 2 Subject
Properties. A rezoning to Tier 5 with R-100 underlying for single-family residential
development would provide a reasonable economic use for the 2 Subject Properties.



D. Whether the zoning proposal would adversely affect the existing use or usability of
adjacent or nearby properties? ‘

The proposed modification would not adversely affect the existing use or usability of
adjacent or nearby properties.

E. Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and
development of the property which gives supporting grounds for either approval or
disapproval of the zoning proposal?

The Applicant is not aware of any other existing or changing conditions that give grounds for
the approval or disapproval of the zoning proposal.

F. Whether the Applicant’s zoning proposal will adversely affect historic building, sites,
districts, or archaeological resources?

The Applicant is not aware of any adverse affect the Applicant’s zoning proposal would have
on historic building, sites, districts, or archaeological resources on the 2 Subject Properties.

G. Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which would or could cause
excessive or burdensome use of existing streets, transportation facilities, utilities, or
schools?

The Applicant is not aware of any potential or actual excessive or burdensome use of existing
streets, transportation, facilities, utilities, or schools that would likely result from the zoning
proposal.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Applicant hereby requests that the application for a
Modification of Zoning Conditions for the 2 Subject Properties from Tier 4a and M to Tier 5
and R-100 be approved. The Applicant welcomes any questions and / or feedback from the
planning staff.

NOTICE OF CONSTITUTIONAL ALLEGATIONS AND PRESERVATION OF
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

The portions of the DeKalb County Zoning Ordinance, facially and as applied to the 2
Subject Properties, which restrict or classify or may restrict or classify the 2 Subject
Properties so as to prohibit their development as proposed by the Applicant are or would be
unconstitutional in that they would destroy the Applicant’s property rights without first
paying fair, adequate, and just compensation for such rights, in violation of the Fifth
Amendment and Fourteenth Amendment of the Constitution of the United States and Article
I, Section I, Paragraph I of the Constitution of the State of Georgia of 1983, Article I, Section
111, Paragraph I of the Constitution of the State of Georgia of 1983, and would be in violation



of the Commerce Clause, Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Constitution Qf the United
States. ‘

The application of the DeKalb County Zoning Ordinance to the 2 Subject Properties which
restricts its use to any classification other than that proposed by the Applicant is
unconstitutional, illegal, null, and void, constituting a taking of Applicant’s Property in
violation of the Just Compensation Clause of the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, Article I, Section I, Paragraph I, and Article I, Section III, Paragraph I of the
Constitution of the State of Georgia of 1983, and the Equal Protection and Due Process
Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States denying the
Applicant an economically viable use of its land while not substantially advancing legitimate
state interests.

A denial of this Application would constitute an arbitrary irrational abuse of discretion and
unreasonable use of the zoning power because they bear no substantial relationship to the
public health, safety, morality or general welfare of the public and substantially harm the
Applicant in violation of the due process and equal protection rights guaranteed by the Fifth
Amendment and Fourteenth Amendment of the Constitution of the United States, and Article
I, Section I, Paragraph I and Article I, Section III, Paragraph 1 of the Constitution of the State
of Georgia.

A refusal by the DeKalb County Board of Commissioners to grant the modification of zoning
conditions as requested by the Applicant would be unconstitutional and discriminate in an
arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable manner between the Applicant and owners of similarly
situated property in violation of Article I, Section I, Paragraph II of the Constitution of the
State

of Georgia of 1983 and the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the
Constitution of the United States. Any major modification of zoning conditions of the
Property subject to conditions which are different from the conditions requested by the
Applicant, to the extent such different conditions would have the effect of further restricting
Applicant’s utilization of the property, would also constitute an arbitrary, capricious and
discriminatory act in zoning the 2 Subject Properties to an unconstitutional classification and
would likewise violate each of the provisions of the State and Federal Constitutions set forth
herein above.

A refusal to allow the modification of zoning conditions in question would be unjustified
from a fact-based standpoint and instead would result only from constituent opposition,
which would be an unlawful delegation of authority in violation of Article IX, Section II,
Paragraph IV of the Georgia Constitution.

A refusal to allow the modification of zoning conditions in question would be invalid
inasmuch as it would be denied pursuant to an ordinance which is not in compliance with the
Zoning Procedures Law, O.C.G.A Section 36-66/1 et seq., due to the manner in which the
Ordinance as a whole and its map(s) have been adopted.



The existing land use designation and/or zoning ctassification on the 2 Subject Properties is
unconstitutional as it applies to the 2 Subject Properties . This notice is being given to comply
with the provisions of O.C.G.A. Section 36-11-1 to afford the County an opportunity to revise
the Property to a constitutional classification. If action is not taken by the County to rectify
this unconstitutional land use designation and/or zoning classification within a reasonable
time, the Applicant is hereby placing the County on notice that it may elect to file a claim in
the Superior Court of DeKalb County demanding just and adequate compensation under
Georgia law for the taking of the 2 Subject Properties , diminution of value of the 2 Subject
Properties, attorney’s fees, and other damages arising out of the unlawful deprivation of the

Applicant’s property rights.

Tracy”T. Swearingen, Sr., I.D.
President, Eisenhower Services, Inc.
Agent for the Applicant
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY

AUTHORIZATION

The property owner should complete this form or a similar signed and notarized form if the individual who will file
the application with the County is not the property owner,

Date: /2" //‘0?0&5
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

i ] Stome 4f /ZZC /f»* (m:/ //éwér)

Name of (:)WI‘}&I‘{S)

being owner(s) of the subject property described below or aﬁachedhareby delegate authority to:

/fé’ﬁ:&v‘/ £ se /lcwéf Sev: (45,
IName of Agent dr Representative

to file an application on my/our behalf,

Notan:?ubhe»(g,mm y/mq $/l}[}7 g@IM ‘ ;mtfh /7 s hog Ca/’fv{ Uc



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY

DISCLOSURE OF CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION

In accordance with the Conflict of Interest in Zoning Act, OCGA Chapter 36-67A, the following questions must be
answered.

Have you, the applicant, made $250.00 or more in campaign contribution to a local government official within two
years immediately preceding the filling of this application?

Yes: No: 2£ *

If the answer is yes, you must file a disclosure report with the governing authority of DeKalb County showing:
1. The name and official position of the local government official to whom the campaign contribution was made.

2. The dollar amount and description of each campaign contribution made during the two years immediately
preceding the filing of this application and the date of each such contribution.

The disclosure must be filed within 10 days after the application is first filed and must be submitted to the C.E.O. and
to the Board of Commissioners of DeKalb County, 1300 Commerce Drive, Decatur, GA 30030.

T2 - 122025

Notary Sign'turt cant /Date

Check one: Owner Agent X

Expiration Date/ Seal

*Notary seal not needed if answer is “No”.












DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY

WHAT TO KNOW BEFORE YOU FILE YOUR APPLICATION

Pre-submittal Community Meeting: 12/8/25 w 15 days notice . Calendar Dates: CC; 02/11/26

pc: 03/03/26 BOC: 03/26/26

Letter of Intent: X Impact Analysis: X Owner Authorization(s): X Campaign Disclosure: X
Public Notice, Signs: X Tree Survey, Conservation (if applicable):
Submittal Format:

ONE (1) COMBINED, PDF DOCUMENT UPLOAD via OUR ONLINE PORTAL.

Site Plan Checklist, if applicable:

* Density * Frontage * Sidewalks

* Density Bonuses * Street Width * Fencing/Walls

* Mix of Uses * Landscape Strips * Building Height

* Open Space * Parking - Auto * Building Separation
* Enhanced Open Space * Parking — Bicycle * Building Orientation
* Pedestrian Plan * Screening * Streetscapes

* Lot Size * Perimeter Landscapes * Garages

* Setbacks: front, sides, side corner, rear * Bldg Materials: Roof, Fenestration, Fagade Design

Possible Variances:

Comments: Calendar dates are tentative until adoption by BOC on 11.20.2025.

Applicant will need to apply for a Land Use Amendment from LIND to SUB, and a rezoning application

from Tier 4a and M to Tier 5 and R-100. Applicant to show how proposed use is compatible with

surrounding area. Applicant to show how proposal complies with Tier 5 Bouldercrest Overlay and the

DeKalb County zoning ordinance regarding minimum building setbacks, max building height,

minimum parking, sidewalks, street trees, etc. Applicant will need to show address impact of land use

amendment on properties to remain in Tier 4a/M. This is not a complete review. ‘A complete review

will occur upon official submission of rezone and land use amendment application

Planner: JONN Reid, Sr. Planner Date: November 13, 2025




LP-26-1247932 & Z-26-1247931 Email re: Rezoning 01.16.2026:

From: Eisenhower Services, Inc <eisenhowersvcs@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2026 12:15 PM

To: Reid, John <jreid@dekalbcountyga.gov>

Cc: Eisenhower Services, Inc <eisenhowersvcs@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: henrico road rezoning--question

John,

Per our telephone conversation on yesterday | am requesting that 1690 Henrico Rd. be proposed as part of our rezoning
application to “Specifically” change its from Tier 4-A overlay to Tier 5 (i.e., from light industrial to residential land use).

If there are any questions or concerns please give me a call at (678) 357-6238. Thanks and have a great day and
weekend!

Tracy

Tracy T. Swearingen, Sr.
President

Eisenhower Services, Inc
eisenhowersvcs@gmail.com
(678) 357-6238

OnJan 14, 2026, at 2:04 PM, Reid, John <jreid@dekalbcountyga.gov> wrote:

Traci—just wanted to confirm that you are NOT proposing to rezone 1690 Henrico road—see screenshot
below—it is owned by someone else, but | was confused because it seemed like your site plan was
showing this area as part of rezoning?

John Reid

DeKalb County Government | Department of Planning & Sustainability
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February 9, 2026

DeKalb County

Department of Planning & Sustainability
178 Sams Street

Decatur, GA

ATTN: John Reid; AICP
Senior Planner

RE: Rezoning Application; Z-26-1247931
1680 & 1700 Henrico Road

Dear Mr. Reid:

On behalf of the Metro South Community Improvement District (MSCID) Board of Directors,
please refer to the following objections to the referenced rezoning application:

o Single-family development in that area does not make sense from a land use perspective
given the active industrial property surrounding the parcels. There are industrial uses
right across the street. Furthermore, the properties themselves wrap around an active
industrial space. None of that seems desirable for future residents. Unlike areas such as
West Midtown, this is not a transitioning area; it’s still firmly industrial.

e This is some of the only remaining greentfield land available for industrial development in
DeKalb County. New industrial developments have expressed interest in the area, but
most have fallen through due to existing zoning requirements (overlay district) which are
currently being addressed. These parcels are not in danger of being underdeveloped. In
fact, all industrial lands within the Metro South CID will be in great demand upon
modifications to the existing overlay district.

o Industrial real estate continues to be in demand in Atlanta despite the slight downturn in
the economy.

e The MSCID board and its 240 members oppose any decrease in industrial or commercial
land through residential or mixed-use re-zonings within the boundaries defined by the
community improvement district and the existing overlay district.

e A single-family development here will create traffic safety issues. The current roadway;
from Moreland Ave to Koppers Road/Koppers Ct, handles a large amount of truck traffic



consistent with the predominate uses around it. This traffic will still exist with a single-
family development on these parcels, but personal vehicle traffic will also increase
substantially and intermingle with the existing truck traffic creating a hazard

o The proximity of the industrial areas to the existing residential areas has resulted in
various conflicts over the past several decades due to the mix of truck and single axle
vehicles on Cedar Grove Road, Henrico Road and Moore Road. The MSCID has
cooperated with the residential communities on and adjacent to these roads (east of I-675)
over the past few years by funding conceptual design traffic calming plans to minimize
cut-through traffic. The MSCID has also encouraged its logistic and warehouse members
to avoid cut-through traffic on those residential sections of Henrico and Cedar Grove
Road. This rezoning application only further complicates the truck and single axle
vehicle conflicts. More significantly, this proposed residential community would be
directly impacted by truck volumes that exceed over 100 per day and whose destination
is the Federal Express truck parking facility and various truck maintenance facilities on
Koppers Court and Koppers Road. The Federal Express facility provides space for over
500 trucks and is 100% occupied. Significant number of conflicts between single axle
vehicles and multi-tandem trucks will exist if this rezoning application is approved. This
conflict will be unavoidable and given the CID and the existing residential community’s
track record of present day conflicts, it seems obvious this fact in itself should result in a
rezoning denial.

To summarize, the MSCID Board and its membership unequivocally oppose this rezoning
application. Thank you

Sincerely;

Azezen
Larry Kaiser, PE
Executive Director
Metro South CID
larry@metrosouthcid.org
404-909-5619

Cc: Alison Clark; Community Council Board

Super District Commissioner Ted Terry
District 3 Commissioner Nicole Massiah

Metro South Community Improvement District Board
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