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From: Linda Dunlavy
To: Bragg, Rachel L.
Cc: Cullison, David; djsingleterry@gmail.com; Naomi Singleterry; Ernstes, Viviane
Subject: RE: 1853 North Decatur Road- Appeal of HPC decision
Date: Monday, August 7, 2023 3:41:55 AM
Importance: High

Rachel:
 

I have reviewed the appeal and request that the Comments from Cynthia Tauxe be

stricken from the appeal documents and not included in any agenda packet or staff

report forwarded to the Board of Commissioners. Ms. Tauxe’s written comments

were not part of the Record before the HPC and she did not testify before the HPC

on this matter. Her comments were drafted after the HPC decision. Through her

written comments the appellants attempt to introduce “facts” or “evidence” after

the Record before the HPC was closed.  Per Code section 13.5-8(12)(f) the BOC is

not allowed to consider any document that is not part of the official record. No new

reports may be introduced for the first time on appeal. As such, the comments from

Cynthia Tauxe cannot legally be considered. Moreover, the “comments” submitted

by Cynthia Tauxe on 8/3 come more than one year after the demolition application

was originally filed and after the application’s approval by the HPC. Appellants

participated fully in the proceedings before the HPC and had ample opportunity to

submit these comments before the HPC decision.  This 11th hour irregular and

improper submission should not be forwarded to or considered by the Board of

Commissioners and the applicants vigorously object to its inclusion in any materials

forwarded to the Commissioners on this appeal.

 

Please provide me your written confirmation that the Comments of Cynthia Tauxe

will not be transmitted by staff as part of the appeal in this matter. Thank you,

 

Linda Dunlavy

Attorney for D.J. and Naomi Singleterry

 
 

mailto:ldunlavy@dunlavylawgroup.com
mailto:RLBragg@dekalbcountyga.gov
mailto:dccullis@dekalbcountyga.gov
mailto:djsingleterry@gmail.com
mailto:naomi.singleterry@cfacorp.com
mailto:vernstes@dekalbcountyga.gov


From: Bragg, Rachel L. <RLBragg@dekalbcountyga.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 3, 2023 4:32 PM
To: Linda Dunlavy <ldunlavy@dunlavylawgroup.com>
Cc: Cullison, David <dccullis@dekalbcountyga.gov>
Subject: 1853 North Decatur Road- Appeal of HPC decision
 
Good afternoon,
 
We have received the attached appeal regarding the HPC decision for 1853 North Decatur Road.
Please submit any response within 5-days, by Tuesday, August 8.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Rachel L. Bragg
Zoning Administrator
(she/her)
 
DeKalb County Department of Planning & Sustainability
178 Sams Street
Decatur, GA 30030
rlbragg@dekalbcountyga.gov
Cell Phone: 470-371-1494
 
 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dekalbcountyga.gov%2Fplanning-and-sustainability%2Fplanning&data=05%7C01%7Cdccullis%40dekalbcountyga.gov%7Cab2e587a19724fe27d7908db9719b8d2%7C292d5527abff45ffbc92b1db1037607b%7C1%7C0%7C638269909149935308%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5yySfCtMOnB5czhF2BxPNuH2E%2Fo0Qf3kkrEtdVwb18k%3D&reserved=0
mailto:rlbragg@dekalbcountyga.gov










We support the appeal submitted by Margarita Studemeister and Renee Nelson, against 

the recent decision by the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission approving 

the demolition of the historic home at 1853 N Decatur Road and its replacement with 

an oversized and out-of-character house. 

  

 NAME          ADDRESS 

Carlos Charry and Erin Trapaga 461 Durand Drive 

Seth Kelly and Suzanne Ledoux 449 Emory  Circle 

Jessica Joy 

 

1839 N Decatur Road 

Jarrett Gossett 

 

1904 Ridgewood Drive 

Kyle Ruth 

 

1900 Ridgewood Drive 

Pamela Giles 

 

1897 Ridgewood Drive 

Gary Tapp 

 

454 Emory Circle  

Cathleen Woodward 

 

458 Emory Circle  

Wade Sanner  and Felipe Restrepo 493 Emory Circle  

Melissa P. Walker 

 

1811 Burlington Place  

Charles Vela 

 

520 Emory Circle  

Evelyn C. Kerpel 

 

486 Emory Circle  

Mary Slaughter 

 

1907 Ridgewood Drive  
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Applicants respond to each assertion of error submitted by the appellants as follows: 

The “comments “of Cynthia Tauxe should not be considered by the Board of 

Commissioners. Per Code section 13.5-8(12)(f) the BOC is not allowed to consider any 

document that is not part of the official record. No new reports may be introduced for the first 

time on appeal. This irregular and improper submission attempts to introduce new evidence after 

the Record closed and the HPC made its decision. Consideration of these “comments” would 

inject error into the BOC consideration of the appeal and violate clear prohibitions in the Code. 

The historic nature of the property was clearly and repeatedly considered by the HPC and 

staff. Guideline 7.3.3 only applies to historic properties. As such, the entire back drop for 

consideration of the demolition request was premised on the house being a historical contributing 

structure (see staff reports in Record for June 2022, July 2023, and February 2023). The HPC 

consistently acknowledged the historic status of this property and struggled with its demolition 

decision because it recognized this status.  

The technical reports submitted by applicants were not “flawed” nor inadequate to 

support demolition approval. Applicants introduced 3 different experts and their conclusions 

that “rehabilitation of the property as currently constructed, is not feasible”. Gus Harrington is a 

structural engineer with decades of expertise and contributions to iconic structures such as the 

World of Coca Cola. Dennis Brown has been a professional builder for nearly 3 decades. Geoff 

Huebner has an engineering career that spans more than 30 years with a focus in foundation 

design. These experts consistently provided evidence to justify their findings; they made 

themselves available for questions during all the HPC meetings. These experts provided sound 

technical reports. The technical reports demonstrated that the demolition application met the 

relevant criteria and went beyond reports that were provided for previous demolitions approved 
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within the District. There is no guidance in the Ordinance or Guidelines for the content of 

demolition reports. Absent such specific guidance, applicants relied on what had been provided 

in prior approved demolitions and responded to the feedback of HPC members and staff to 

support their demolition request. In so doing, the applicants provided a comprehensive analysis 

so the HPC could make an informed and justified decision. The only submitted evidence relevant 

to demolition were applicants’ reports from their experts. These reports clearly demonstrate the 

need for rehabilitation; note that current conditions are unacceptable for continued occupancy 

because if the observed movements and deflections do not receive corrective action, a 

catastrophic failure could occur. The home is compromised and progressively failing. It cannot 

feasibly be rehabilitated.  

Ms. Tauxe continues the appellants pattern of incorrectly making speculative assumptions and 

assertions about this home. Harrington Engineers confirms that while brick veneer is generally 

one wythe of brick (app. 4” thick), the brick foundation walls for this house consist of 2 wythes 

of brick, or about 8” thick. These perimeter exterior foundation walls support the exterior walls 

and the floors that frame to the exterior walls. These are bearing walls, not simply veneer. Also, 

there is no evidence of corner piers. The countless speculations of the appellants are not 

supported by evidence. While Ms. Tauxe and the appellants make highly speculative assertions, 

neither the technical experts nor the HPC are required to play whack-a-mole to counter the 

baseless assertion offered. Failure to do so does not make the reports “flawed” or inadequate. 

Nothing in the Ordinance or Guidelines require that a demolished historical structure be 

rebuilt so that it is exactly the same as before.  While the HPC may have required the owners 

of 955 Springdale to rebuild the façade of a demolished historical structure such that it was 

exactly the same as the demolished façade, there is nothing in the Ordinance or Guidelines 
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addressing this, let alone requiring it.  955 Springdale was only one of several historical 

demolitions approved. The HPC has approved at least 11 historic homes for demolition. Records 

relevant to the HPC’s prior approval of the demolition of seven historic homes that had 

similarities to the reports and testimony submitted by the applicants were presented. The 

demolition support material for 1097 Dan Johnson, 1098 Dan Johnson, 1107 Dan Johnson, and 

1302 Stillwood are indistinguishable from this application. Approval of the subject demolition is 

completely consistent with these past approvals i.e., not arbitrary, or capricious. 

The HPC properly considered the Guidelines relevant to new construction as set forth in 

the staff analysis. Streetscape drawings and numerous other drawings demonstrative of the 

compliance of the proposed new home with the Guidelines were presented by Angel Shockey, 

architect with Jones Pierce. The new design is for an 8000 sq ft home (not the 10,000 sq ft + 

asserted by appellants) and is comparable to many homes in the immediate vicinity. The 

proposed plans meet all relevant Guidelines (square footage is not a Guideline) Streetscape 

drawings from 3 surrounding streets were not requested nor required. However, streetscape 

drawings for the front facades along North Decatur Road make it clear that the new home meets 

all relevant Guidelines (massing, scale, proportion, setbacks etc.) such that it will not have any 

adverse impact on the District or any historic structure within it.  

The HPC did not dismiss the opposition. The HPC gave the opposition the opportunity to 

participate fully in the proceedings and introduce documentary evidence. Just because 11 people 

allegedly opposed the COA approval does not mean the HPC dismissed them or should count 

noses and give them the result they desire. Nothing in the Code or Guidelines requires this. The 

HPC acted carefully, with due consideration and deliberation.  There was nothing arbitrary, 

capricious, or erroneous about the decision to approve the application at issue.  
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330 Ponce De Leon Avenue, Suite 300 
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Michael L. Thurmond 
Chief Executive Officer 

 

   

     

      

       

 

July 20, 2023  

  

Site Address: 1853 N DECATUR RD 
ATLANTA, GA 30307- 

  

Parcel ID: 18-052-05-035 

  

  

Applicant: Linda I Dunlavy DUNLAVY LAW GROUP 

Mailing Address: 245 North Highland Ave NE 
Suite 230, #905 
DECATUR, GA 30030 

 

THIS IS TO ADVISE YOU THAT THE DEKALB COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION, AT ITS REGULARLY 
SCHEDULED PUBLIC MEETING ON July 17, 2023, REACHED THE FOLLOWING DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION: 
 
ACTION:     Approval 
 
Demolish and replace the house and other elements, including adding a retaining wall in the front yard facing the house. 
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DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission  
Thursday July 17, 2023- 6:00 P.M.   

Staff Report   
New  Construction Agenda    
N. 1853 North Decatur Road, Linda I. Dunlavy, Dunlavy Law Group, LLC. Demolish and replace the 
house and other elements. 1246298 Remanded 
  

Built 1941. (18 052 05 035)   
   

This property is in the University Park- Emory Highlands- Emory Estates National Register Historic 
District and in the University Park- Emory Highlands – Emory Estates Character Area.   

   
04-03 1853 North Decatur Road (DH), Michael Dennard.  Build a wooden deck at the side of the house.  Deferred until 

May.   
05-03 1853 North Decatur Road (DH), Michael Dennard.  Build a wooden deck at the side of the house.  Deferred from 

April.  Approved with stipulation.   
06-22 1853 North Decatur Road, Robert Platt.  Demolish and replace the house and other elements. 1245887 Deferred   
07-22 1853 North Decatur Road, Robert Platt. Demolish and replace the house and other elements. Denied   
11-22 1853 North Decatur Road, Linda Dunlavy. Demolition of house. 1246161 Withdrawn  
   
The Board of Commissioners remanded this appeal: “I move to reverse and remand the Historic 
Preservation Commission’s decision with direction. On remand, the Commission should explain its 
application of the factors in Section 13.5-8(3) and the Design Manual for the Druid Hills Local Historic 
District to the facts of this case, including whether it is feasible to rehabilitate the property as 
currently constructed, and whether its decision is consistent with prior decisions of the Historic 
Preservation Commission involving similar properties.” 
 
Updated reports address the ability to rehabilitate the structure within the 
existing footprint:   

  
Structural Engineers, Gus Harrington, Harrington Engineers, “Supplemental Field Inspection Report” 
pages 7-10  

• Updated to focus on rehabilitating the existing structure with no additions.   
• Concludes that it is not reasonably feasible to rehabilitate the existing footprint of 
the house.    
• Provides summary of existing conditions and requirements for remediation.  

o Concludes there is significant risk to existing structure from remediation efforts.   
o Recommends the house remain unoccupied in the current condition.    

Professional Builder, Dennis Brown, “Homeside Construction Report”   
pages 12-14  

• “Due to the fragility of the home and the complete lack of footings, there is a high 
probability that the existing exterior walls will suffer irreparable damage and the home as 
we see it today cannot be preserved.”   
• Concludes that efforts to rehabilitate the structure will likely (more than 50%) result in 
significant damage to exterior walls and the house and would not allow for the 
preservation of the existing home or it’s elements.   
• Details scope of work to remediate foundation issues.   
• Does not recommend scope of work due to the likelihood of damage.   
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Foundation Specialist, Geoff Hubner, Padstone Engineering, “Geotechnical Reivew of Foundation and 
Structural Conditions”  
pages 16-17  

• Efforts to repair or replace the non-existent foundation would likely result in damage to 
the existing home and repairs would likely result in the retention of few historic 
characteristics.   
• Concludes that they do not recommend attempting to remediate or rebuilding the 
foundation due to the risks to the structure.   

Conclusion:   
Existing historic characteristics will be at significant risk during any effort to rebuild the foundation of 
the house and those elements are likely to be destroyed or significantly damaged in the process of 
attempted rehabilitation.   
  
Three experts advise that rehabilitation is unsafe and not a viable option.   
  
Demolition Research:   

  
Using the demo database and other resources Staff identified 16 applications for 
demolition of historic houses:  

Denied – 1 (2021)  
Approved because the building had no architectural or historic significance – 3 (2001, 2013, 
2014)  
Approved because the building was so unsound that rehabilitation was not possible – 8 (2005, 
2006, 2009, 2012, 2015, 2017, 2018, 2022)  
Approved because rehabilitation was “not practically possible” – 1 (2007)  
Approved based on condition, but “so unsound that rehabilitation was not possible” wasn’t 
stated - 1 (1998)  
Unknown – 1 (2006)  

  
  
Applicant provided direct comparisons to several previously approved demolition 
applications:   
page 18-22 for summary, followed by copies of the applications.  

• 1097 Dan Johnson Road  
• 1098 Dan Johnson Road  
• 1302 Stillwood Drive  

  
Conclusion:   
Comparisons to at least three (3) previously approved demolitions to the existing conditions at 1853 
North Decatur regarding architectural significance and expert opinions/recommendations appear 
valid.    
New Construction:  
pages 149-169 of “1853 N Decatur Rd Appeal” document  
  
The proposed new construction is one-and-a-half (1 ½) stories at the front elevation and three (3) 
stories at the rear, due to the change in topography at the site (it drops significantly from the front of 
the property to the rear from 980 to 954). The house is setback ~45 feet from the front property 



26 
 

line, an increase from the ~35ft setback of the existing house. Based on the front and side yard 
setbacks, it will maintain the established development pattern the block it sits on a well as the block 
to the east and west.  It is designed in an English Revival style, a common type throughout the 
district and inspired by other examples in the area of influence (page 160).   
  
The front elevation features two projecting gables (12/14 pitch) with the front entry way recessed 
into the inset gable. To the left (east) of the gables, there is a chimney and a projecting sunroom. 
The cross gabled roof will be clad in architectural shingles. The house will be clad in white brick 
(page 165) in a running bond pattern. Portions of the western side elevation and the rear porch with 
standing seam metal roof may be visible from the right of way. Much of the massing of the house is 
set below street level and will be less visible from the right of way.   
  
The driveway will utilize the existing curb cut and will be concrete with a middle grass strip. The 
driveway leads down the hill to two, two-car garages. Neither is likely to be visible from the right of 
way due to the topography of site (it will be ~15ft below street level) and the distance from the front 
property line.   
  
Six (6) trees will be removed from the site. 
  
The applicant also proposes construction of a boulder retaining wall in the front yard.  The purpose of 
the wall is to deflect drainage away from the house.  The wall will face the house and so will not be 
visible from the right-of-way. 
 
Recommendation     
 
Approve the application for demolition, based on the following conclusions and the directive of the 
Board of Commissioners:  
  

• The house is so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible (Guideline 7.3.3) and it 
should be allowed to be demolished. The three updated reports from an engineer, builder 
and a foundation expert state that they would not recommend any attempt to install a new 
foundation or repair the existing foundation, even if the house were to remain within the 
current footprint. They further agree that this attempt is likely to result in significant 
damage to any historic characteristics or elements, and any repair would result in the 
replacement of historic materials with non-historic materials.  Therefore, it is NOT feasible 
to rehabilitate the property as currently constructed.  
• There have been at least three prior approvals for similarly situated houses. Previously 
approved applications also appeared to have significant foundation issues and limited (or 
no) existing architectural significance. Therefore, it does appear that approving the 
demolition of this house would be in line with previous Historic Preservation Commission 
decisions.   

  
Approve the application for new construction. The build-back plan appears appropriate in setback, 
orientation, scale, height, proportion, rhythm and massing (Guidelines 7.2.3, 7.2.4, 7.2.5, 7.2.6, 7.2.7) and 
would not have a substantial adverse effect on the historic district.  
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 Approve the application for the boulder retaining wall in the front yard.  The purpose of the 
guideline is to avoid having walls facing the right-of-way.  Since this wall faces the house, it will not be 
visible from the street.  Similar walls have been approved on other properties. 
 
Relevant Guidelines    
5.0 Design Review Objective (p45) - When making a material change to a structure that is in view from a public right-of-

way, a higher standard is required to ensure that design changes are compatible with the architectural style of 
the structure and retain character-defining features. When a proposed material change to a structure is not in 
view from the public-right-way, the Preservation Commission may review the project with a less strict standard so 
as to allow the owner more flexibility. Such changes, however, shall not have a substantial adverse effect on the 
overall architectural character of the structure.  

  
7.1 Defining the Area of Influence (p64) Guideline - In considering the appropriateness of a design for a new building or 

addition in a historic district, it is important to determine the area of influence. This area should be that which will 
be visually influenced by the building, i.e. the area in which visual relationships will occur between historic and 
new construction.  

  
7.2 Recognizing the Prevailing Character of Existing Development (p65) Guideline - When looking at a series of 

historic buildings in the area of influence, patterns of similarities may emerge that help define the 
predominant physical and developmental characteristics of the area. These patterns must be identified and 
respected in the design of additions and new construction.  

  
7.2.1 Building Orientation and Setback (p66) Guideline - The orientation of a new building and its site placement 

should appear to be consistent with dominant patterns within the area of influence, if such patterns are 
present.  

  
7.2.2 Directional Emphasis (p67) Guideline - A new building’s directional emphasis should be consistent with dominant 

patterns of directional emphasis within the area of influence, if such patterns are present.  
  
7.2.3 Shape: Roof Pitch (p68) Guideline - The roof pitch of a new building should be consistent with those of existing 

buildings within the area of influence, if dominant patterns are present.  
  
7.2.3 Shape: Building Elements (p68) Guideline - The principal elements and shapes used on the front facade of a 

new building should be compatible with those of existing buildings in the area of influence, if dominant 
patterns are present.  

  
7.2.3 Shape: Porch Form (p68) Guideline - The shape and size of a new porch should be consistent with those of 

existing historic buildings within the area of influence, if dominant patterns are present.  
  
7.2.4 Massing (p69) Guideline - The massing of a new building should be consistent with dominant massing patterns 

of existing buildings in the area of influence, if such patterns are present.  
  
7.2.5 Proportion (p70) Guideline - The proportions of a new building should be consistent with dominant patterns of 

proportion of existing buildings in the area of influence, if such patterns are present.  
  
7.2.6 Rhythm (p71) Guideline - New construction in a historic area should respect and not disrupt existing rhythmic 

patterns in the area of influence, if such patterns are present.  
  
7.2.7 Scale/Height (p72) Guideline - New construction in historic areas should be consistent with dominant patterns of 

scale within the area of influence, if such patterns are present. Additions to historic buildings should not 
appear to overwhelm the existing building.  

  
7.2.7 Scale/Height (p72) Guideline - A proposed new building should appear to conform to the floor-to-floor heights 

of existing structures if there is a dominant pattern within the established area of influence. Dominant 
patterns of cornice lines, string courses, and water tables can be referenced to help create a consistent 
appearance.  
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7.2.8 Individual Architectural Elements (p73) Guideline - New construction and additions should be compatible and 

not conflict with the predominant site and architectural elements—and their design relationships—of existing 
properties in the area of influence.  

  
7.3.2 New Construction and Subdivision Development (p75) Guideline - To be compatible with its environment, new 

construction should follow established design patterns of its historic neighbors, including building orientation, 
setback, height, scale, and massing.  

  
7.3.2 New Construction and Subdivision Development (p75) Guideline - New construction should respect the historic 

character that makes the area distinctive, but it should not be a mere imitation of historic design.  
  
7.3.3 Demolition and Relocation (p75) Guideline - Historic buildings and structures should not be demolished unless they are so 

unsound that rehabilitation is not possible. Historic buildings should not be moved off the property or relocated on the 
site, nor should other buildings be moved onto the site.  

  
8.2 Trees (p78) Recommendation - The mature hardwood forest within the Druid Hills Local Historic District should 

be perpetuated through a district-wide replanting program. Trees should be replaced when mature trees are 
lost to age or damage or are removed for safety reasons. Replacement trees should be of identical or similar 
varieties to the original trees. A diversity of tree types is recommended to perpetuate the existing character 
of most tree groupings. Replacement trees of adequate size (1.5” caliper minimum) are 
recommended.   Existing ordinances that provide for the protection and replacement of the district’s tree 
resources should be applied to development activities within Druid Hills.    

  
9.4 Enclosures and Walls (p90) Guideline - Fences and walls should not be built in front yard spaces and are strongly 

discouraged from corner lot side yard spaces. Retaining walls should only be used in situations where topography 
requires their use.  

  
9.4 Enclosures and Walls (p90) Recommendation - Fences are appropriate in rear yard spaces. Rear yard fences should be 

coordinated with existing county codes. Suggested materials include wood and chain link. Vinyl- covered chain link 
fencing, typically in bronze, brown, or black, assist in making fences less obtrusive. Vines are suggested to “soften” the 
appearance of metal chain link fencing. If wood fencing is used, the paint color and design should be compatible with 
the architecture of the adjacent residence. Fence heights can range from 4' to 6' depending on the reason for the 
enclosure.   

  
9.5 Parking (p90) Guideline - Parking should be addressed in a manner that does not distract from the overall 

character of the district. Parking to serve private residential lots should be accommodated on-site, when at 
all possible, using the pathway of original drives and parking. Front yard parking should not be allowed 
unless it is a public safety issue. When front yard parking is necessary, it should be added in a manner that 
does not destroy the unbroken landscaped character of the front yard spaces in Druid Hills. Rear yard 
spaces should be considered for expansion of parking areas.   

  
9.5 Parking (p90) Guideline - Curb cuts should not be added or expanded in order to protect the character of the 

district’s streets.  
   
9.7 Residential Landscape Design (p91) Recommendation - For residential yards, created without the assistance of landscape 

designers, historic landscape plans for other residential lots within the district should be used for guidance. These 
plans can be interpreted to create a new landscape plan that is based on historic traditions. Care should be taken to 
select designs for yards of similar size containing houses of similar style and scale.  

  
13.0 University Park/Emory Highlands/Emory Estates Character Area: Compatibility (p118) Guideline - New 

construction should be compatible with the predominant architectural styles of the area, English Vernacular 
Revival and Colonial Revival, and should reference important building elements of these styles such as the 
projecting gables, prominent chimneys, and small side porches of English Vernacular and the accented 
entrances of both styles.  

  



Project # Date Address
1244683 1/19/2021 1207 Oakdale Road (1928)

1244683 2/16/2021 1207 Oakdale Road (1928)

1244749 2/16/2021 1137 Dan Johnson Road (1955)

1244683 3/18/2021 1207 Oakdale Road (1928)

1245084 7/19/2021 1815 S. Ponce De Leon (*Main building 1922/1929)

1245084 8/16/2021 1815 S. Ponce De Leon (*Main building 1922/1929)

1245363 12/13/2021 1266 Briardale Lane (1950)

1245618 3/22/2022 2172 West Ponce de Leon Avenue (1950)



1245760 5/16/2022 922 Lullwater Road (1950)

6/21/2022 1853 North Decatur Road (1941)

11/14/2001 1595 Emory Road (1929)



21612 9/27/2017 957 Briarcliff Road (1926)



21573 2/22/2018 627 Ridgecrest Road (1932)

995 Springdale Road (1923)
2/21/2012 1097 Dan Johnson Road (1940)



8/15/2005 1169 Lullwater Road (1929)

8/20/2018 1182 The By Way (1940)

1/16/2007 1185 The By Way (1941)

9/18/2017 1254 Stillwood Drive (1925)
4/17/2006 1302 Stillwood Drive (1925)

12/16/2013 1907 Ridgewood Drive (1930)



1839 North Decatur Road (1950)

8/8/2001 2015 North Decatur Road (1930)

10/11/2000 2049 North Decatur Road (1946)



1246115 10/17/2022 1859 Ridgewood Drive (1920* )

1246118 10/17/2022 452 Ridgecrest Road (1940*)

13180 4/1/2007 1164 Clifton Road (1952)

13400 6/1/2007 1253 University Drive (1950)

13989 9/1/2007 1229 University Drive (1958)

14781 5/1/2008 263 Vickers Drive (1950)

14179 7/1/2008 904 Clifton Road (1950)

15901 7/1/2009 1605 North Decatur Road (1953)

16959 3/1/2011 1256/1260 Briarcliff Road (1960s)
17114 6/1/2011 1466 Oxford Road (1955)

18925 10/1/2013 1107/1109 Dan Johnson Road (1941)
1141 Dan Johnson Road

17856 5/1/2012 1107 Oakdale Road (1959)



17868 5/1/2012 1116 Dan Johnson Road (1953)

17869 5/1/2012 1133 Dan Johnson Road (1947)

19839 4/24/2015 1512 North Decatur Road (1929)

3/1/2005 267 Chelsea Circle (1958)

6/1/2005 315 Vickers Drive (1956)

10297 10/1/2006 519 Durand Drive (1935)
1000 Clifton Road
1000 Springdale Road

11/1/2001 1203 The ByWay (1953)
11/1/2001 1209 The ByWay (1947)
12/1/2005 1247 University Drive

8/1/2006 1282 Briardale Lane (1950)
4/1/2003 1287 The ByWay (1950)

7/1/2004 1288 Briardale Lane (1950)

3/1/2005 1314 University Drive



8/1/2006 1444 Oxford Road



Historic Status Owner
Historic Harold and Linda Jensen

Historic Harold and Linda Jensen

Non-Historic Dave Price - Price Residential Design

Historic Harold and Linda Jensen

Non-Historic Metro Engineering & Survey Co. 

Non-Historic Metro Engineering & Survey Co. 

Non-Historic Adam Stillman

Non-Historic Charles Cash



Non-Historic Davis Bishop (FIELD Landscape Architecture)

Historic Robert Platt

Historic William H. Breen, Jr. 



Historic Chris Missling



Historic Edward Greco

Historic Kasey Gryboski
Historic Daniel J. Matthews Trust



Historic Howard Williams

Historic David Price (architect)

Historic Willie & Michelle Westhuizen

Historic Kathleen Curry
Historic Craig Davis

Historic Joe Shelby



Non-Historic Phillip Clark Custom Builders ( architect)

Historic Charles Buckley

Non-Historic Harold Cunliffe



Historic Dave Price - Price Residential Design

Non-Historic John Sitton

Non-Historic Emory University

Non-Historic Scott Klemens

Non-Historic BWH Holdings, LLC.

Non-Historic Rutledge Alcock Architects

Non-Historic Muta & Jill Issa

Non-Historic Paul Doss

Non-Historic Charles Rossignol (Emory University)
Non-Historic Gunn Construction

Historic
Phillip Clark Custom Builders & Dunlavy Law 
Group, LLC

Non-Historic

Non-Historic Phillip Clark Custom Builders 



Non-Historic Phillip Clark Custom Builders

Non-Historic Phillip Clark Custom Builders

Historic Phillip Clark Builders

Non-Historic Daniel L. Frymire

No date of construction provided Chris Christian/Julie Maas

Historic Smith, Gambrell &Russell, LLP
Non-Historic
Non-Historic
Non-Historic Steve Shepherd
Non-Historic Steve Shepherd
Non-Historic

Non-Historic Daniel Betsill/Jones Pierce Architects
Non-Historic Michael & Kathy Allan

Non-Historic Harrison Design Associates

Non-Historic Jeffrey Dinkle



No date of construction provided



Scope Result
Demolish and replace a house Deferred

Demolish and replace historic house Deferred

Demolish and replace non-historic house Approved with Modification

Demolish and replace historic house, relocate driveway and front walk Denied

Demolish a non-historic building and install a fence Approved ; Deferred

Demolish a non-historic building and install a fence Approved

Demolish non-historic house. Construct new home Approved

Demolish and replace non-historic house and garage Approved



Demolish and replace non-historic house and garage Approved with Modification

Demolish and replace historic house. Deferred

Demolition and modified reconstruction of a house Approved



Demolish and replace historic house Approved with Modification



Demolish and replace historic house Approved with Modification

Demolish and replace historic house Approved with Modification
Demolish and replace historic house Approved with Modification



Demolish and replace historic house Approved with Modification

Demolish and replace historic house Approved with Modification

Demolish and replace historic house Approved with Modification

Demolish and replace historic house Approved
Demolish historic house Approved

Demolish historic house Approved with Modification



Demolish non-historic house. Construct new home Denied

Demolish historic house Approved with Modification

Demolish non-historic house. Construct new home Approved



Demolish a historic house. Construct new home Approved with Modification

Demolition of non-historic house. Construct new home. Approved with Modification

Demolish the house and make property into a park. Approved with Modification

Demolish house and build new house. Approved with Modification

Demolish house and build new house.
Denied ( Listed on Dunlavy's 
'Approved' list)

Demolish house and build new house. Approved

Demolish house and build new house. Approved with Modification

Demolish structures, remove pavement, plant with grass. Approved with Modification

Demolish 8 cottages on Emory West campus Approved
Demolish nonhistoric build Approved with Modification

Demolish existing house and build new house. Approved with Modification

Demolish secondary structure Approved



Demolish secondary structure Approved

Demolish house and garage Approved

Demolish house and build new house. Approved with Modification

Demolish nonhistoric house and build new one Approved with Modification

Demolish nonhistoric house and build new one Approved

Demolish house Approved with Modification

Demolition of nonhistoric building and its replacement with a new house Approved
Demolition of nonhistoric building and its replacement with a new house Approved

Demolish house and build new house Approved with Modification
Demolish existing nonhistoric house and build a new house Approved

Demolish existing ranch and build new house Approved

Demolish nonhistoric house and build a new one Approved





Staff Comments
N/A

The reports do not show that the house is so unsound that rehabilitationis not possible.  The proposalto demolish the housedoes notcomply 
with guideline 7.3.3 and the demolition would have a substantial adverse effect on the aesthetic, historic andarchitectural significance and 
value of the historic property andthe historic district.Staff recommends denialof the application.
Because the new house will not have a substantial adverse effect on any property in the area of influence the application appears to meet the 
guidelines and staff recommends approval. 

The criterion for demolition in guideline 7.3.3 is that the house beso unsound that rehabilitation is not possible. Staff will defer to commission member Sarah Pitts for comments on 
the application for demolition.If demolition is approved, the proposed new development does notto meet several of the guidelines. The primary concern with the proposed new 
house is its width.Discounting the corner lots at the By Way, at 149 feet, this is the widestlot on Oakdale Road between The By Way and North Decatur Road. The only lot close in 
width to this one is 1183, with a width of 137 feet. Most of the lots have a width of 100 feet.The proposed width of the house is 120 feet, roughly 80% of the width ofthe lot. The 
existing house is a little over 50 feet wide, roughly 34% of the lot width. The nearby houses, those within the area of influence appear to be between 40 feet and 80 feet wide. The 
main body of thehouse fits within the range, but the addition of the garage wing takes it well beyond.Other concerns:Parking is supposed to be addressedin the backyard. The 
height of the houseis not provided.Several landscape-related concerns in the front yard, including the use of hedges, the replacement of overstory trees and the relocation of the 
drivewayand front walk.Thereis not enough information to review any of the proposed changes in the backyard.

1. Approve. The house is non-historic and a dancger to health and safety. 2. Approve. 3. Approve. The proposed changes do not appear to 
have a substantial adverse effect on the property or the district. This application appears to meet the guidelines and the staff recommends 
approval.

1. Approve with the condition that no fence posts will be placed in the root plate of any tree and all stringers will be constructed at or above 
grade. The application meets guideline 9.4 including the vinyl covered chain link fencing in black to make it less obtrusive, and the height. The 
proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the property or the district. This appication appears to th meet the 
guidelines and the staff recommends approval.  2. DeKalb county does not review projects within the City of Atlanta. 

Approve.  The standard of review for a new house is its effect on historic buildings in the area of influence.  There are no buildings within this 
area of influence.  The application appears to meet the guidelines and will not have a substantial adverse effect on the historic district.   

1.Approve. These proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the property or the district. This scope appears to meet the guideline 7.3.3 and the staff 
recommends approval.2.Approve. 3.Deny. Fences should not be in front yard (9.5). 4.Approve. These proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the 
property or the district. This scope appears to meet the guidelines 7.2, 8.1, 9.7 and the staff recommends approval.



Approve. The structures are considered non-historic (1950). This scope complies with the guidelines, including Demolition (7.3.3). 2.Deny - 
although the location and design of the driveway appear appropriate, the exposed aggregate concrete driveway and the cobblestone apron 
are not appropriate materials and denial is recommended for that portion of the application. 3.Approve with modification- the fence location 
should be push back to the rear of the side elevation of the front wing. 4.Approve. Staff has requested additional information regarding the 
visibility of parked cars from the ROW. The structure appears to meet the guidelines regarding the scale, massing and location of the 
construction (7.2.3,7.2.4,7.2.5,.7.2.6,7.2.7,7.2.8, 7.3.2).  5.Deny. Retaining walls should not be located in the front yard (9.4).6.Approve. These 
proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the property or the district.  This application appears to meet the 
guidelines and the staff recommends approval. 7.Approve. These proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the 
property or the district. The structure is unlikely to be visible from the ROW. This application appears to meet the guidelines 
(7.2.3,7.2.4,7.2.5,.7.2.6,7.2.7,7.2.8, 7.3.2). and the staff recommends approval.8.Approve. These proposed changes do not appear to have a 
substantial adverse effect on the property or the district.  This application appears to meet the guidelines and the staff recommends 
approval.9.Approve. It is recommended to replace removed trees. A diversity of tree types is recommended to perpetuate the existing 
character of most tree groupings. Replacement trees of adequate size (1.5” caliper minimum) are recommended.
Deny. These proposed changes appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the district. This application does not appear to meet the guidelines and the staff recommends 
denial. Guideline 7.3.3 states that historic buildings should not be demolished unless they are so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible. There was not information submitted 
that suggests this and staff site visit did not support such a determination.In addition, the proposed new construction does not appear to comply with 7.3 and appears incompatible 
in scale, massing, and design and with the parking guidelines in 9.5 and 9.6 and Trees (8.2). 

The house is in very poor condition. It provided the illustration for the section about "Demolition by Neglect" on page 60 of hte Design 
Manual for Druid Hills. The windows are all covered with plywood. Much of the stucco facing on the front porch has fallen. The sill beneath 
the front door has fallen, providing a large hole into the basement.  A number of tiles are missing from the roof.  The flat roof in the rear has 
collapsed and the resulting moisture appears to have damaged the foundation in that corner.  The gutter system has all rotted or collapsed.  
The applicant proposed to demolish the house and build a new house, based generally on this one, duplicated the front facade.  The only 
addition to the footprint of the house will be a two-car garage to be added in the rear.  This plan has been approved previously.  It still 
appears to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends approval.



Demolish the house.  Sufficient documentation has been provided to show that the house is "sounsound that rehabilitation is not possible".   
Build a new house.  The house will be set in the same location as the existing house, overlappingthe footprint in some areas.  The two-story 
part of the house will be 39'4"± wide, with the one-story wings expanding it to 58'10"±.  The house will be 34'± deep plus a 12'± rear deck.  
Ceilingheights will be 9' in the basement, 10' on the first floor and 9' on the upper floor.  The house willbe clad with brick similar to that found 
on the existing house and the existing granite foundationwill be replicated, including the projecting mortar joints.  The blacked out areas on 
the one-storyelements shown on the plans at each end will be filled with herringbone pattern brick.  Woodenlouvered vents will be inserted 
into the empty openings in both ends of the attic.  The roof willhave a 6:12 pitch with clay tile.  The windows will be wood with simulated 
divided lights.  The frontdoor and surrounds will be preserved and reused.  If this is not possible, the applicant will applyfor another CoA for 
replacement.  Corrected as-built drawings of the house must be provided to the preservation planner prior toissuance of the certificate of 
appropriateness. (This was provided 9-27-17.) 



The house and outbuildings were constructed during the district’s period of significance, but the 
buildings are very much out of character for the district, and specifically for this character 
area. Although old enough, the house lacks architectural and historic significance and should not 
be considered historic. Staff recommends approval of the demolition of these structures.

The house design is a good representation of the style, reflecting some of the houses on Ponce de 
Leon, does not relate to the other houses on Ridgecrest.

Staff has several concerns:
•  The drawings are not the dimensioned hardline drawings as typically required for new 
construction.
•  The houses on Ridgecrest tend to be smaller.
•  The proposed house is set about twice as far from the right-of-way than the other houses on 
Ridgecrest, although much closer than in previous applications.
•  Some elements, like the 10’ tall and 12’ tall windows and the 10’ tall doorway, are too 
large.
•  The property does not have its own driveway.
•  The tree plan does not appear to be sufficient or accurate. It does not show any tree protection 
measures. It is unlikely that some of the trees shown to be preserved will actually be preserved 
during construction.
•  Unless the construction entrance is on the neighbor's driveway, additional trees will need to be 
removed to allow supplies and equipment onto the site.
•  The applicant has given the heights of the adjacent houses as notes, but has not provided a 
streetscape drawing.
•  The FFE is not shown.
•  The brick is larger than normal.
Tennessee-Alabama field stone is generally not considered to meet the guidelines. Staff has asked 
the applicant to bring a sample to the meeting. If it is used, the method of laying it shown in the 
The proposed demolition appears to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends approval.  The new 
door does not appear to meet the guidelines and staff recommends denial.  



The applicant has not provied any evidence that the house is so unsound that it cannot be rehabilitated.  The proposed change would have a 
substantial adverse effect on the aesthetic, historic, and architectural significance and value of the historic district.  the proposed change does 
not meet the guidelines.  Staff recommends the application be denied and that the applicant be cautioned about demolition by neglect.  The 
proposed new plan has not been reviewed because it is irrelevant if the house cannot be demolished.
Based on the information provided, it appears that the property is so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible. The request for demolition 
appears to meet the guidelines and would not have a substantial adverse effect on the historic district. Staff recommends approval if the 
replacement plans are also approved.

The proposal appears to meet the guidelines and would not have a substantial adverse effect on the district. Depending on the applicant’s 
responses, staff anticipates recommending approval.

This house is more than fifty years old and it is a very good example of its type. Druid Hills has always been a mix of the larger mansions and 
more humble houses. The combination of the two is part of the pattern that makes up character of the historic district. This house 
contributes to that character. However the documentation provided by the applicant is sufficient to show that he house is so unsound that 
rehabilitation is not practically possible. The proposed change appears to meet the guidelines. Staff recommends approval.
The applicant has provided sufficient evidence to show that the house is “so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible”, as required by 
guideline 7.3.3. This application appears to meet the guidelines and the staff recommends approval.
Leaning toward approval
The proposed boundary modification to provide two 60’ lots would have a substantial adverse effect on the district by changing the historic 
plat pattern.  This does not meet the guidelines and the staff recommends denial.  The same comments apply to combining the lots.  
Although currently shown on the county maps as two lots, the zoning code has effectively made them into a single lot.  A copy of that code 
section is in the file. Regardless of the HPC’s decision, the county will consider them as a single lot per the zoning code.  Combining the lots 
would also have a substantial adverse effect, would not meet the guidelines, and staff recommends denial.  The house, although built in the 
period of significance, appears to have been poorly constructed, has been modified extensively and is not in keeping with eh character of the 
district and this street in particular.  Demolition of this house would not have a substantial adverse effect if a plan for appropriate 
replacement were approved at the same time.



Staff has many concerns with this application, which are listed below.   Staff believes all of these are inappropriate under the guidelines.

 1.The locaƟon, window size and shape of the front roof dormer.
 2.On the front wall there is brick in the higher gable over half-Ɵmbering in the lower.  If this was a tradiƟonal house the brick would be 

supported by the half-timbering, which is impossible.  Even though it is only skin, heavy materials should not be put above lighter.
 3.Rear covered porch is labeled opƟonal.  Need another rear elevaƟon to show what the rear wall will look like without the porch.
 4.Where half-Ɵmbering rests on brick it should be pulled out to the face of the brick, not set back from it.
 5.The FFE is too far above grade.
 6.Show railings where required.
 7.Windows 6’ tall and more are too big.
 8.The 3’6” secƟon of half-Ɵmbering on the right is very odd.
 9.Windows in half-Ɵmbering must appear to rest on beams, again simulaƟng historic work.
 10.The placement of the windows appears random.  I know the locaƟons are to serve the interior plan, but our concern is the exterior.
 11.The gable on the leŌ side is incomplete.
 12.Ten foot ceilings are too tall for this house.
 13.If the lamp show in the illustraƟon is what will be used, we need details.
 14.The 28” wide driveway is too wide.

Additional questions and comments:
 •The applicant must provide inside and outside photo documentaƟon of the exisƟng house.  
 •Will there be a stepping stone walk to North Decatur?
 •The notes say HARDI BD will be used with the half-Ɵmbering, but staff assumes this means Hardiepanel.  

This proposal does not meet the guidelines and would have a substantial adverse effect on the historic district.  Staff recommends denial.
The preservation planner recommends approval of the CoA with the restrictions that the applicant document all four sides of the housoe with 
good qualifty photographs for the record, and that the retaining walls to the left of the driveway and behind the driveway in the rear remain 
intact.  the developer may not be able to work them into the new development, but at this time it is better to leave them in place in case he 
can. 
The house is not significant either historically or architecturally. This application appears to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner 
recommends approval. 



Approve. The criterion for demolition in guideline 7.3.3 is that the house be so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible. Based on the 
information provided and the site visit conducted by staff, it appears that the property is so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible. Staff 
recommends approval. Additionally, the proposed new construction appears to meet the guidelines (7.2.1, 7.2.2, 7.2.3, 7.2.4, 7.2.5, 7.2.6, 
7.2.7, 7.2.8) and staff recommends approval. If demolition is approved, applicant would need to provide staff a full site plan with proposed 
tree removal.

1. Approve. The structures are considered non-historic (1950). This scope complies with the guidelines, including demolition (7.3.3). 2. 
Approve. Location and design of the driveway are appropriate. 3. Approve with modification - the fence location should be pushed back to 
the rear of the side elevation (9.4). 4. Approve. These proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the property or 
the district. Staff recommends approval (9.1). 5. Approve. The proposed changes appear to meet the guidelines (7.2.3, 7.2.4, 7.2.5, 7.2.6, 
7.2.7, 7.2.8, 7.3.2). 6. Approve. The proposed changes appear to meet the guidelines (9.6). 
The proposed work does not appear to have any a substantial adverse impact on the district.  The proposal appears to meet the guidelines 
and staff recommends approval.  
The proposed work does not appear to have any a substantial adverse impact on the district.  The proposal appears to meet the guidelines 
and staff recommends approval.  
This was reviewed several times for a previous applicant.  The commission had agreed that demolition of this house was appropriate, but was 
concerned about the new construction.

Since this new house will not affect any historic buildings, it appears to meet the guidelines.  The proposed work does not appear to have a 
substantial adverse impact on the district.  The proposal appears to meet the guidelines and staff recommends approval.  
Noah Speights of T.S. Adams spoke in favor of the application.  Chris Leeth of the Druid Hills Civic Association also spoke in favor, expressing 
the opinion that not all Ranch-type houses should be preserved, even if they are more than fifty years old.  The consensus of the commission 
was tin favor of demolition.  Concern was expressed for protection of the magnolia in the front yard and the commission stressed the 
necessity of following the guidelines when the replacement house is designed.  
The proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse impact on the district.  This application appears to meet the guidelines 
and the preservation planner recommends approval.
The proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse impact on the district.  This application appears to meet the guidelines 
and the preservation planner recommends approval.
Staff recommends approval with the requirement that they landscape the property if construction does not begin by a certain date.
The proposed work does not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the district.  Application appears to meet the guidelines and staff 
recommends approval.

The proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the district.  This application appears to meet the guidelines and 
the preservation planner recommends approval.



The proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the district.  This application appears to meet the guidelines and 
the preservation planner recommends approval.
This is a nonhistoric ranch house.  In March the HPC approved a CoA to divide this property into two lots as part of a larger lot division.  
Applicant proposes demolishing the house now rather than waiting until the proposals for new houses are ready.  The applicant says this is 
necessary so that the applicant can go ahead with the approved separation of these two lots.  The garage will not be current zoning code 
when the lots are divided.
Applicant has already applied for this lot division so demolition on this site is appropriate. The proposed changes do not appear to have a 
substantial adverse effect on the district.  This application appears to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends 
approval.
Based on the evidence provided, the current house appears to be so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible and demolition is appropriate.  
Although the proposed replacement is much different from the existing house, it relates well to other houses in this block.  It also appears to 
meet the requirements for new construction.  The proposals will not have a substantial adverse effect on the district and staff recommends 
approval.
The height and the front setback are the major concerns.  Because the grade rises so much from the street it is possible that the house could 
be set farther down into the slope.  This would require the removal of at least the two trees nearest the driveway and probably other changes 
to the design.  Staff does not recommend approval of this design.
The only staff concern is the width of he driveway.  The existing driveways are about 9’ wide and the proposed drive is 12’.  That might be 
appropriate in this area.  With that exception, the proposed changes do not appear to have any significant negative effects on the house, the 
neighbors.  The proposal meets the guidelines and staff recommends approval.
Based on the substantial documentation provided by the applicant that the house is so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible, staff 
recommends approval of the application. 

No recommendation provided
No recommendation provided.

The proposed work does not appear to have any significant negative effects on the district.  The proposal appears to meet the guidelines and 
staff recommends approval.  
This application appears to meet the guidelins and the preservation planner recommends approval.
The proposed work does not appear to have major negative affects on the surrounding area or the house.  This application appears to meet 
the guidelines and staff recommends approval.
Although there are a few questions as noted above, this application generally appears to meet the guidelines.  The proposed work does not 
appear to have any significant negative effects on the house, the neighbors, or the district.  The proposal appears to meet the guidelines and 
staff recommends approval.  





Engineer/Inspection Report Included?
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DATE: 19 June 2023 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL OF DECISION REGARDING CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION, 1853 N. 
DECATUR ROAD (TAX PARCEL: 18-052-05-035) 
 
Dear Members of the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission: 
 
Regarding the appeal of the Commission’s decision denying the demolition of the historical property at 
1853 N Decatur Road, we would like to submit our objections to the demolition of a historic house and 
replacement with an overwhelmingly large building, which is out-of-character in our neighborhood, 
which will impact our right to sunlight, air flow, and view and that of our neighbors, and which is 
contrary to the Guidelines. 

1. The request for the demolition of this historic contributing property is based on the intent of the 
owners to construct in its place an oversized and out-of-character replacement building, 
contradicting Guideline 13.0. It is not based on the rehabilitation of the existing structure with 
the intent of the historic preservation of this contributing property.  

2. Engineers have failed to provide in their reports the appropriate technical evidence, such as soil 
composition analysis, beam and joist stress calculations, a tilt and deflection analysis, structure 
type, load patterns, precipitation and its effects on soil, etc., to determine that the property is 
unsound and rehabilitation is not possible (Guideline 7.3.3).  

3. Furthermore, engineers have submitted a rehabilitation cost for purposes of a substantially 
large addition in the 3,000-5,000 square feet range, indicating that the historic property can be 
rehabilitated. 

4. The house continues to be inhabited, signaling that the owners consider that the house is sound 
enough for habitation. 

5. The certificate of appropriateness application states that it would cost $268,000 to rehabilitate 
the house to allow for its expansion to up to 7,000 square feet. However, at issue is the 
rehabilitation of the existing house. The applicants should submit a cost estimate to rehabilitate 
of the house in its current footprint.  

6. Economic feasibility analyses consider the cost of rehabilitation versus the cost of demolition 
plus the construction of a similar structure. Any other economic feasibility analysis is invalid and 
irrelevant, particularly that presented by the applicants, as indicated in our June 2022 letter to 
this Commission, herewith enclosed. The applicants’ plan is based on the substantial increase of 
the house footprint, from about 1,900 square feet to up to 7,000 square feet. 

7. The demolition of this historic property would be adverse to the historic preservation of our 
neighborhood and district. On this particular block of four houses on N Decatur Road, two 
contributing properties exist. The demolition of 1853 N Decatur Road would leave only one 
contributing property along this street segment, which is a considerable loss.  

8. Moreover, the replacement building would visually affect the immediate area of influence 
(Guideline 7.1), impacting residents along N Decatur Road, Emory Circle and Ridgewood Avenue. 
The proposed oversized structure would overwhelmingly dominate this part of our historic 



district. As planned, it would be considerably larger than the two neighboring Ridgewood homes 
– larger by 3,062 square feet in one case, and larger by 2,763 square feet in the other case. 

9. The proposed replacement of a structure of about 1,900 square feet by a structure of up to 
7,000 square feet seems contrary to the prevalent massing, proportion, rhythm, scale/height, 
among other aspects, relating to homes in our neighborhood (Guidelines 7.2.4, 7.2.5, 7.2.6, 
7.2.7, 7.3.2). Also, the applicants’ plans are incompatible with the University Park/Emory 
Highlands/Emory Estates Character Area (Guideline 13.0). 

10. Furthermore, the application is deficient for it does not provide, for example, drawings showing 
the proposed structure height relative to neighboring properties, or drawings superimposing the 
proposed structure on the existing footprint.  

11. Most importantly, the proposed oversized structure would adversely affect the: 
a. the protection and preservation of flora, fauna and natural habitat, 
b. the rain water drainage in the site and neighboring properties, 
c. the light and air flow in surrounding properties, and, 
d. the spatial relationships among our homes and landscapes. 

We have documented such adverse impact in our June 2022 letter to this Commission, herewith 
enclosed, and are requesting your review of it. Moreover, in addition to our above objections, we 
have submitted others contained in letters to this Commission. 

It should also be noted that the required public sign has been resting on the ground since the first 
day, invisible to residents and traffic in general (see below). 

 

In closing, we object to the demolition of a historic house and replacement with an 
overwhelmingly large building, which is out-of-character in our neighborhood, which will impact 
our right to sunlight, air flow, and view and that of our neighbors, and which is contrary to the 
Guidelines. We hereby request that this Commission uphold its decision to deny the certificate of 
appropriateness proposing the demolition and new construction of 1853 N Decatur Road. 
 
Respectfully yours, 
 
Margarita Studemeister and Charles Vela, 520 Emory Circle, Atlanta, GA 30307 



DATE: JUNE 19, 2023 
 
SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO APPEAL OF DECISION REGARDING CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
APPLICATION, 1853 N. DECATUR ROAD (TAX PARCEL: 18-052-05-035) 
 
Dear Members of the DeKalb County Historic Preserva�on Commission: 

We are hereby reques�ng the rejec�on of the two pe��ons of the applicants, for demoli�on of a historic 
house and for a new construc�on. Our request is based on the following six objec�ons, which are 
explained further below:  

1) The engineering arguments are deficient and do not jus�fy demoli�on. 

2) The request to build a hugely oversize and out-of-character structure has not been heard and 
discussed by this Commission during a public hearing.  

3) The applicants have failed to provide equivalency documenta�on regarding prior HPC decisions in 
demoli�on cases.  

4) Regarding sec�on 13.5-8(3), no evidence has been provided by the applicants to refute that 1853 N. 
Decatur Road is NOT a contribu�ng historical property.  

5) The applicants have provided faulty and shi�ing cost-benefit analyses. 

6) The Board of Commissioners’ instruc�on seems to have been made without a full review of the record 
in this case. 

Explana�on: 

1. Demoli�on is requested because of risks associated with the replacement of the current founda�on 
with a conforming founda�on according to current standards. Based on the documents presented by 
the applicants, this request is not compliant with Guideline 7.3.3 regarding demoli�on. 

a) The reports do not unequivocally conclude that the founda�on is unsound and rehabilita�on 
is impossible, allowing demoli�on of the property. 

b) The risks iden�fied by Harrington Engineers, Homeside Construc�on, and Padstone 
Engineering are based on founda�on replacement and not on shoring or reinforcing a failing 
founda�on, which is a possibility that had been iden�fied by Homeside Construc�on. This 
approach is a common prac�ce in the United States, including for houses without a concrete 
founda�on, prior to a planned expansion of the premises. 

c) While Padstone Engineering paid a visit to the site, it did not conduct a full engineering 
analysis. In fact, the firm did not iden�fy the type of setling that the house had sustained; 
the poten�al con�nua�on of such setling; and the poten�al risks and hazards of said 
setling. 

d) While Harrington Engineers and Homeside Construc�on claimed that the house had no 
founda�on and that it was placed directly on the soil, Padstone Engineering found a 2.5 to 3 
inch thick concrete pla�orm,; however, it could not ascertain if the concrete is reinforced.  

e) Moreover, Padstone Engineering did not report any deteriora�on or cracks in the 2.5 to 3 
inch thick pla�orm discovered. 



f) Neither Harrington Engineers, Homeside Construc�on, nor Padstone Engineering have 
provided engineering analyses, including building codes, calcula�ons, explana�ons, pictures, 
etc,. as is customary in an engineering analysis. Sta�ng something cons�tutes an 
unsubstan�ated opinion not engineering facts and evidence mindful of construc�on codes 
and calcula�ons. 

g) Regarding the remedia�on of the over spanned joist, as iden�fied by all three firms, this can 
be done by adding parallel joists. 

Thus, “Whether it is feasible to rehabilitate the property as currently constructed?” 
Short answer: No evidence has been submited by the applicants that rehabilita�on is unfeasible. 

CONCLUSION: The commission should NOT approve demoli�on if no conclusive engineering analysis 
report unequivocally determines that the house is “so unsound that rehabilita�on is not possible,” 
including exploring techniques for shoring or reinforcing the exis�ng founda�on. 

2. The Commissioners clearly stated that the applicants’ requests required a two-step process: 1) the 
approval or denial of a demoli�on request; and 2) the considera�on of the appropriateness of the 
proposed replacement house. This later step has not happened.  

Prior to the commencement of the February hearing of this Commission, HPC staffer Rachell L. Bragg 
opined that the front facade of the house appeared to be more conforming with the current structure of 
the house. However, at no point during the official mee�ng did the Commissioners discuss nor vote to 
approve the construc�on of the hugely oversized and out-of-character structure.  

CONCLUSION: The approval of a new construc�on as proposed by the applicants should be dismissed 
since the design has not been subjected to a discussion by the Commissioners regarding whether the 
proposal conforms to the Guidelines. 

3. Regarding prior decisions for demoli�on by the HPC. No detailed engineering analysis reports for 
each previous demoli�on decision are provided by the applicants, and the informa�on submited is 
diverse in nature and detail and not uniform across the cases, making affirma�ons tenta�ve at the 
very best. Furthermore, as stated before, the applicants have not provided the evidence that 
demoli�on is necessary. 

A proper analysis should include a matrix with columns iden�fying each criteria and data to determine 
equivalencies. The applicants have not provided any such data for 1853 N Decatur Road and making 
asser�ons regarding equivalencies with past demoli�ons is impossible. 

Thus, “Whether its decision is consistent with prior decisions of the Historic Preserva�on Commission 
involving similar proper�es?” Short answer: The applicants have not provided the necessary 
informa�on and data to correctly provide an unequivocal answer about consistency. 

CONCLUSION: There is no solid basis to conclude with certainty that the decisions to demolish are the 
same or equivalent. 

4. Regarding the factors in sec�on 13.5.-8(3) and the Design Manual for the Druid Hills Local Historic 
District to the facts of this case. 



As the applicants rightly state Guideline 7.3.3 “limits the demoli�on of historic structures to those that 
are so unsound that rehabilita�on is not possible”. However, none of the engineers have provided 
evidence to the fact that the property is so unsound that demoli�on is required or that rehabilita�on is 
not possible. The engineers address the possible risks of damaging those elements of historical value in 
the property by rebuilding the founda�on. None of them have provided an engineering analysis that 
concludes that the founda�on requires rebuilding.  

Furthermore, none of the engineers have provided evidence that shoring or reinforcing the founda�on is 
not an alterna�ve.  

It is incumbent upon the interested par�es (that is, the applicants) to demonstrate that the criteria 
applied to iden�fy and declare the property in ques�on as a historical contribu�ng property was wrong. 
No such counter criteria have been submited by the applicants.  

In addi�on, the applicants’ replacement structure does not comply with Guidelines 7.2, 7.2.4, 7.2.5, 
7.2.6, 7.2.7, 7.3.2, and 13.0. While the engineers consulted appear to be highly qualified in their 
respec�ve areas of exper�se, in researching their backgrounds and experience, there is no evidence that 
their exper�se is in the area of historical preserva�on, restora�on and rehabilita�on. In fact, the 
engineers do not claim to have such exper�se. Therefore, they may be unfamiliar with the par�cular 
techniques and they may lack the prac�cal experience in addressing issues in this area of specialty. 

Short answer: The applicants have not provided any evidence that contradicts the original HPC 
decision to declare 1853 N. Decatur Road a contribu�ng historical property. Furthermore, the 
engineering arguments provided are incomplete and faulty and the replacement property would be 
hugely oversized and out of character for our historical area. 

CONCLUSION: This historic contribu�ng property should not be demolished. 

5. Faulty and shi�ing cost-benefit analysis: The applicants have submited faulty cost-benefit analysis. 
Ini�ally, the engineers claimed that such an analysis was based on required remedia�on to allow fora 
house expansion of up to 7,000. Now, in the recently summited documents, they have reversed 
themselves and claim that these costs are to rehabilitate the house in its current footprint. A sound 
economic feasibility analysis should consider the cost of rehabilita�on versus the cost of demoli�on plus 
the construc�on of a similar structure. Any other economic feasibility analysis is invalid and irrelevant in 
the mater.  

Furthermore, any cost analysis that does not take into considera�on the intent to replace the current 
structure of less than 1900 square feet by one of up to 7,000 square feet, is a subterfuge to obtain the 
approval to demolish a historical property and replace it with an extremely oversized structure.  

CONCLUSION: The original decision by this Commission denying the demoli�on should be sustained. 

6. It has come to our aten�on that this hearing has been dictated by the Board of Commissioners. 
In reviewing the minutes of the BOC mee�ng, it seems that there was no discussion of the mater during 
the mee�ng and that an instruc�on was issued to this Historic Preserva�on Commission without a 
thorough review of the record and a due considera�on to the long-standing concerns of the DeKalb 
County Historic Preserva�on Commission (HPC), of the residents, and of the Land Use Commitee of the 



Druid Hills Civic Associa�on. Under such a scenario, we are deeply concerned that the delibera�ons 
during the June 20 hearing may be influenced by subjec�ve factors and improper poli�cal pressures.  

CONCLUSION: We recommend that the HPC abide by the facts and that the Commissioners in their 
decision-making not succumb to what appear to be subjec�ve factors and improper poli�cal 
pressures. 

Finally, we no�ced that the addendum submited by the applicants is dated June 14, 2023, yet the 
document had not been uploaded by June 16, 2023. We found the document on Monday, June 19, 2023. 
The submission of this addendum at this late stage is un�mely. 

Respec�ully submited, 

Margarita Studemeister and Charles Vela 

520 Emory Circle NE, Atlanta, GA 30307 
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DATE: 14 July 2023 

SUBJECT: CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION, 1853 NORTH DECATUR ROAD (TAX 
PARCEL: 18-052-05-035) 

Dear Members of the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Committee: 

For the fourth time, we would hereby like to express additional concerns regarding the application to 
demolish a contributing historical property and to build a hugely oversized and out-of-character 
structure in our University Park/Emory Highlands/Emory Estates Character Area.  

We are writing as owners of 520 Emory Circle, a property abutting the applicants’ lot at address 1853 
NORTH DECATUR ROAD (TAX PARCEL: 18-052-05-035). We have presented objections to the three past 
applications for a certificate of appropriateness. 

To facilitate your review, our new objections are summarized in two parts: 

1. Objections to the demolition 
2. Objections to the proposed new structure 

We encourage you to carefully review these objections, mindful of the Druid Hills Design Guidelines, as 
well as past concerns expressed in our previous letters.  

Once again, we urge you to reject this new attempt to demolish a historic property and to replace it with 
a hugely oversized and out-of-character structure. If you as members of this Historic Preservation 
Commission have any doubts, your approval of the demolition/new construction application would have 
a significant and irreversible impact on the integrity of our University Park/Emory Highlands/Emory 
Estates Character Area. Therefore, we urge you to reject this demolition/new construction application. 

Respectfully yours, 

Margarita Studemeister and Charles Vela 
520 Emory Circle, Atlanta, GA 30307 
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1. OBJECTIONS TO THE DEMOLITION 

The applicants state that the foundation problem in their house is beyond rehabilitation; and that 
rehabilitation is risky and unsafe. They are seeking -- for the fourth time, with changing criteria each 
time -- the demolition of their contributing property in our University Park/Emory Highlands/Emory 
Estates Character Area.  

1. The applicants’ remediation proposal to address the non-conforming foundation constitutes the 
most extreme engineering solution, which requires the lifting of the house. Also the Homeside 
Construction report claims that this extreme solution has a high probability that over 50% of the 
existing footprint would require repairs. Based on our research and on conversations with 
rehabilitation firms, this claim is unsubstantiated. Moreover, it appears that much less extreme 
options to properly rehabilitate the structure exist and other owners of historic properties in our 
district seem to have opted for rehabilitation. 

2. The technical reports do not state unequivocally that the house is “so unsound that rehabilitation is 
not possible.” This Guideline implies unsoundness not only of a foundation but of the structure as a 
whole. Notably, Guideline 7.3.3 reads as follows:  “Historic buildings and structures should not be 
demolished unless they are so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible.” After the denial of the 
demolition request earlier this year, two of the three technical reports had to be reinterpreted in an 
attempt to shore up the demolition argument of the applicants. 

3. Essentially, demolition is not a solution but rehabilitation is. To allow this structure to be demolished 
would wipe out a piece of the historic district that could never be retrieved. 

TECHNICAL REPORTS ARE CONFOUNDING 

1. At the end of the revised report by Homeside Construction, supporting the applicants’ request for 
demolition, the builder clarifies that addressing the foundation problem would require seeking an 
appropriate company for the job and that the estimate would be about $25,000. 

2. The revised report submitted by Harrington Engineers does not name the type of foundation in this 
house. It describes the exterior and interior foundations as unreinforced brick walls with no 
footings. It also states that the exterior brick walls are ungrouted, however, such a glaring problem 
is not confirmed in the Padstone Engineering report. 

3. The Padstone Engineering report identifies the foundation type as brick stem wall foundation, one 
of the five most common types of foundations in the United States. Such foundations were 
frequently built for a sloping terrain, as is the lot of the applicants. It was built in 1941 in accordance 
to the building codes at the time; that is, unreinforced.  

4. The Padstone Engineering report adds that the brick stem walls “appear to rest on a thin 
unreinforced concrete pad about 2-1/2 to 3 inches thick with a width approximately the same as the 
stem walls immediately underlain by soil.” No damage to the concrete pad was reported. This 
concrete pad was not observed, or remained unreported for some reason, by Harrington Engineers 
and Homeside Construction. 
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SOLUTIONS EXIST 

1. In its revised report, Harrington Engineers proposes to remediate the exterior foundation walls by 
building new walls and footings. With regards to the interior foundation walls, the report offers two 
alternatives: building “new cantilevered masonry retaining walls and footings … flush with … the 
existing brick walls,” or building “masonry piers on new footings perpendicular to the existing brick 
wall.” To remediate the under-sized joists on the main floor or first level, the report proposes for 
deeper or additional joists to be added. Thus, this report proves that rehabilitation is feasible. 

2. The Padstone Engineering report is deficient in examining possible remediation approaches, even 
those proposed in the Harrington Engineers report. Instead, it echoes the affirmation by Harrington 
Engineers and Homeside Construction, saying that remediation is not recommended. This 
affirmation brushes aside a proper review of any possible remediation options. 

3. There are plenty of reputable foundation repair and construction companies in the Atlanta area with 
expertise and experience, and ready to provide solutions to the applicants. We called a couple of 
such companies and shared portions of the technical reports (without the names of the engineers). 
In response, their representatives questioned the demolition conclusion and stated that there are 
other possible approaches to rehabilitate the foundation. To be sure, the possibility of solutions 
other than demolition is acknowledged in the Homeside Construction report, at the estimated cost 
of $25,000.  

RISKS PRESENTED ARE UNCERTAIN 

1. Without offering evidence regarding the likelihood and extent of damage, Harrington Engineers 
report states that the impact of remediating the exterior foundation walls is “unpredicatable”. It 
also states that there is “very little” risk in the remediation of the interior brick basement walls. The 
report does not address mitigation measures that experts in the field apply in order to address the 
uncertain risk of further damage and distress on the house. 

2. Similarly, without any evidence, the report by Padstone Engineering echoes the Harrington 
Engineers report when it generalizes that remediation would “likely result in additional distress and 
damage to the home.” The report also fails to describe mitigation practices to reduce the impact of 
remediation on the house. 

3. We submit for consideration a case study (a structural evaluation of Allen House in Marlin, Texas), 
which can be viewed at https://historicallenhouse.com/wp-
content/uploads/2017/10/structural_report.pdf, to illustrate that the rehabilitation of a stem wall 
foundation is possible and feasible. 

DEMOLITION HAS NOT BEEN SUBSTANTIATED 

• The confounding and incomplete technical reports and the additional difficulty of ascertaining 
similarities from uneven technical reports in past demolition cases, support the rejection of the 
applicants’ request.  

• Given the uneven technical reports in past demolition cases, one or more past decisions may have 
been inappropriate. To be sure, past errors should not be reproduced.  

https://historicallenhouse.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/structural_report.pdf
https://historicallenhouse.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/structural_report.pdf
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• Furthermore, remediation options for the non-conforming foundation exist and such options should 
be explored with experienced rehabilitation firms.  

• If the members of this Historic Preservation Commission wish to seek an unbiased expert opinion, 
we recommend seeking a professional assessment. If this is not possible, we are willing to hire an 
engineering firm with expertise in foundation rehabilitation and hereby are requesting permission to 
access the property for such an independent assessment to be performed. 

• In conclusion, we can say with confidence that this contributing structure should not be demolished 
because it does not meet the required criteria. That is, the historic structure has not been 
determined to be “so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible.” 
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2. OBJECTIONS TO THE PROPOSED NEW STRUCTURE 

Notably, the design proposal is incomplete and cannot be properly evaluated. It lacks a number of 
important drawings, among others, to be sure: 

• Drawing that shows all properties abutting 1853 N Decatur, including the buildings and lots of 526, 
520 and 512 Emory Circle, and 1917 N Decatur Road. To correct the four application versions, please 
be aware that the main/front entrance as well as the front driveway to the property with address 
526 Emory Circle is actually on N Decatur Road, with the address of 1861 N Decatur Road. 

• Drawing that shows the roof pitch heights of the proposed structure in comparison with those of the 
houses abutting the applicants’ lot and others in the area of influence, identifying those that are 
contributing properties. 

• Drawing that shows the existing footprint and the footprint of the new structure, with all abutting 
properties clearly marked. 

• Drawing showing the historic and non-historic properties in the area of influence. 

Our objections are below and are discussed in terms of the Druid Hills Design Guidelines. 

7.0 - Additions & New Construction Preserving Form & Layout  

The preface (page 63) of the Druid Hills Design Guidelines emphasize the principle of compatibility with 
the historic character of the area, explaining that “[t]he underlying guideline for new construction and 
additions is to consider one’s neighbors and nearby structures and reinforce the existing historic 
character through sensitive, compatible design.” 

The University Park/Emory Highlands/Emory Estates Character Area was developed with houses of 
modest scale, in the 1,300 – 2,300 square foot range. In stark contrast, the design proposed by the 
owners of 1853 N Decatur Road is hugely oversized1 (4,733 square feet, per drawings) and therefore 
incompatible with homes in the area.  

7.1 - Defining the Area of Influence. Guideline - In considering the appropriateness of a design for a 
new building or addition in a historic district, it is important to determine the area of influence. This 
area should be that which will be visually influenced by the building, i.e. the area in which visual 
relationships will occur between historic and new construction. 

Also, notably, this Guideline explains that the area of influence may also include the back of a property, 
a streetscape, or several blocks.  

Visually, by definition, the area of influence of the applicants’ property encompasses 10 properties.  The 
1853 N Decatur house is visible at various angles from these 10 properties, and to the public at large, 
whether on foot or in vehicles, at various angles from sidewalks on N Decatur Road, Ridgewood Drive 
and Emory Circle. Such views comprise primarily the front (from N Decatur Road), sides (from N Decatur 

                                                           
1 The documentation refers to three different sizes: 3,000-5,000 square feet, 4,733 square feet, and 5,000-7,000 
square feet. 
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Road, Emory Circle and Ridgewood Drive) and back (from Emory Circle and Ridgewood Drive) of the new 
construction. 

Below is a list of properties and a map highlighting the area of influence.  Of these 10, 6 are historic 
contributing properties. [NB: The properties on the northern side of N Decatur Road are irrelevant to 
the application because they are not part of the historic district and therefore these guidelines do not 
apply.] 

 

The area of influence encompasses the following properties: 

1. 1827 N Decatur (1932) CONTRIBUTING2 
2. 1873 N Decatur (1936) CONTRIBUTING 
3. 1925 Ridgewood (2017) 
4. 1917 Ridgewood (2017) 
5. 1907 Ridgewood (2017) 
6. 526 Emory Circle3 (1925) CONTRIBUTING 
7. 520 Emory Circle (1986) 
8. 521 Emory Circle (1935) CONTRIBUTING 
9. 515 Emory Circle (1940) CONTRIBUTING 
10. 512 Emory Circle (1940) CONTRIBUTING

                                                           
2 Shown on map as 1930 Ridgewood 
3 The front entrance and driveway are on N Decatur, with address 1861 N Decatur Road 



7 
 

Guideline 7.2 - When looking at a series of historic buildings in the area of influence, patterns of 
similarities may emerge that help define the predominant physical and developmental characteristics 
of the area. These patterns must be identified and respected in the design of additions and new 
construction. 

The applicants’ design does not respect the design patterns of historic properties in the area of influence 
as defined above. Specifically, the design is incompatible particularly, in size, setback, massing, 
proportion, scale/height, possibly among other aspects, as detailed further below.  

The applicants’ design is based on the characteristics of new houses (1839 N Decatur Road and 1907 
Ridgewood Drive, page A0.8), includes houses outside the area of influence (467 Burlington Road, 480 
Emory Circle and 1891 Ridgewood Drive, page A0.8), and therefore is contrary to this Guideline.  

7.2.1 Building Orientation and Setback – The orientation of a new building and its site placement 
should appear to be consistent with dominant patterns within the area of influence, if such patterns 
are present. 

The applicants’ new design has a deeper setback than other nearby historic houses. In fact, as applicants 
state, the setback is 45 feet, which is 10 feet deeper than the current historic structure, and 8 feet 
deeper than the N Decatur historic home next door, with address of 526 Emory Circle. 

When the Druid Hills area was developed, the hydrological system was protected by F. L. Olmsted in his 
original design and by the later subdivision designers as well. Such development adapted to the natural 
topography, causing minimal disruption to the landscape. “Long rectangular lots with houses sited 
toward the front of their lots fostered the preservation of drainage ways and stream corridors within 
rear yard spaces.”4  

In the sense above, the deeper setback will deprive abutting properties of sunlight and air flow, and will 
disrupt the landscape and the view from the abutting properties. Moreover, the greatly expanded 
footprint will significantly change the landcover, thereby affecting the hydrology in the area of influence, 
particularly the water drainage and flow in the abutting properties. See also our comments under 
section 8.2 Trees further down. 

In such regard, the new construction will have a significant impact on the enjoyment of our property at 
520 Emory Circle. It would block sunlight, disrupt the air circulation, and obstruct the view from our deck 
and the windows on the main and second floor of our home. 

The significantly deeper setback would also dramatically depart from the historic development of the 
character area, and would also affect the local water drainage and disrupt the landscape. 

  

                                                           
4 Druid Hills Design Guidelines, p. 16 
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7.2.4 – Massing – The massing of a new building should be consistent with dominant massing patterns 
of existing buildings in the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 

Massing is understood to be the structure in three dimensions (form and volume). In this sense, the 
modest façade belies the “exploding” massing (page 69 of the Guidelines). The structure is hugely 
elongated towards the back, and most importantly, visible from neighbors and the public at large along 
the three streets of the area of influence, from N Decatur Road, Ridgewood Drive and Emory Circle. Such 
massing is incompatible with that of historic properties in the area of influence. It is incompatible even 
with the new homes nearby. 

Contrary to the applicants’ statement, one of the two garages is not “tucked under the home and 
behind the street facing façade” (page 5). It will be visible and conspicuous from the street, much like 
currently the carport on the lot is seen from the street and from other angles in the area of influence. 
Also, it will emphasize the perception of depth of the elongated structure due to the “exploding” 
massing towards the back. The façade will be insufficient to hide the garage in the back of the house and 
the perception of massiveness will prevail. In short, the proposed design will reveal a hugely oversized 
structure. 

7.2.7 – Scale/Height – New construction in historic area should be consistent with dominant patterns 
of scale within the area of influence, if such patterns are present.  

The proposed design calls for a house that is 4,733 square feet. It is hugely oversized when compared to 
most historic homes in the area of influence. See the table below, in relation to homes in the area of 
influence. 

      Size (SF)    Proposed 1853 N Decatur Structure 
            SQ FT greater           % greater 
1. 521 Emory Circle5 (1935) CONTRIBUTING  1,503          3,230  215 
2. 512 Emory Circle (1940) CONTRIBUTING  1,899         2,834  149 
3. 520 Emory Circle (1986)    2,400         2,333   97 
4. 526 Emory Circle (1925) CONTRIBUTING  2,674         2,059   77 
5. 515 Emory Circle (1940) CONTRIBUTING  2,864         1,869   65 

The scale and height of the overall design will overwhelm historic and non-historic properties in the area 
of influence.  

  

                                                           
5 Front entrance and driveway on N Decatur Road with address 1861 N Decatur Road 
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7.3.2 – New Construction and Subdivision Development. Guideline - To be compatible with its 
environment, new construction should follow established design patterns of its historic neighbors, 
including building orientation, setback, height, scale, and massing. Guideline – New construction 
should respect the historic character that makes the area distinctive, but it should not be a mere 
imitation of historic design. 

The design of the proposed structure should be inspired on the historic properties in the area of 
influence. Instead, it is based on both historic and non-historic structures inside and outside of the area 
of influence. 

8.2 Trees.  

The removal of 6 of the 14 trees on the lot of the applicants, with no replacement plan, is of great 
concern. This removal appears necessary in order to build the hugely oversized and elongated structure, 
with a deeper setback. The loss of almost 45% of the existing tree seems contrary to the replacement 
recommendation in the Guidelines and is very worrisome.  

These 6 trees provide a buffer that mitigates the air and noise pollution emitted by the unrelenting 
traffic along N Decatur Road, a major thoroughfare in this part of Atlanta. With their removal, properties 
in the area of influence will be significantly affected. 

There are hydrological consequences of such significant landcover change in this area of influence. As 
commonly known, tree cover is quite effective at mitigating water runoff. Drainage at the intersection of 
abutting properties has been a concern among property owners. Neighbors of the applicants have had 
to improve the drainage ways and stream corridors on their properties (specifically, 1917 N Decatur 
Road and 1907 Ridgewood Drive). See photo below. 
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9.7 Residential Landscape Design 

The applicants have failed to provide landscape plans and it is unclear whether the landscape plan will 
be based on historic traditions as recommended in the Guidelines, and mindful of the topography on 
site.  

13.0 – University Park/Emory Highlands/Emory Estates Character Area: Compatibility. Guideline – 
New construction should be compatible with the predominant architectural styles of the area, English 
Vernacular Revival and colonial Revival, and should reference important building elements of these 
styles such as the projecting gables, prominent chimneys, and small side porches of English Vernacular 
and the accented entrances of both styles. 

The proposed design introduces extraneous architectural elements that are inconsistent with the English 
Vernacular Revival and Colonial Revival styles. The design should be compatible with historic properties 
in the area of influence not only aesthetically but also with regard to building orientation, setback, 
height, scale, and massing, among other aspects. It should not overwhelm and it should not incorporate 
other styles that are extraneous in the area of influence, including those characterizing non-contributing 
properties. 



Date: 17 July 2023 

 

SUBJECT: CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION, 1853 NORTH DECATUR ROAD (TAX PARCEL: 

18-052-05-035) 

 

Dear Members of the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Committee: 

 

I would like to express my concerns regarding the application to demolish a contributing historical 

property and to build an oversized “McMansion” type home immediately next door to my house, a 

historic, contributing home with two addresses: 1) 1861 North Decatur Road, and 2) 526 Emory Circle. 

 

The applicants continue to include inaccurate statements regarding my home in multiple places in their 

application. They claim both that it does not front / face North Decatur Road and that, due to this 

reason, it is not a contributing property to the block. Examples of these claims can be found in at least 

the following places in their submitted documentation: 

 

1. On page two of the Statement in Support of Application for Certificate of Appropriateness. 

2. It is again made on page seven of this same document.  

3. Again we see the false claim on page 19, where the applicants also claim my back yard abuts 

the eastern side yard of the subject property. Not only is this false, but my wrap around 

porch extends along the length of that side yard and would be adversely impacted by a 

house of such scale and massing as is being proposed being built so close to my own home. 

My rear yard actually abuts 520 Emory Circle. 

4. This claim is also made on page five of the Letter re: Remand dated June 14, 2023. The 

applicants claim that “the block face on North Decatur Road does not include any historic 

homes – only new construction…”  

 

These claims are patently false. Built in 1925, my home’s front door and wide wrap-around porch both 

face North Decatur Road. My home which faces North Decatur Road is, without a doubt, a contributing 

structure. My primary driveway enters from Emory Circle which faces the side of my house; this is true. I 

also however have a driveway entering my property from North Decatur Road that has not been in use 

since I purchased the house in 2011 because I planted landscaping as a screen from the busy N. Decatur 

street. However, if you walk the sidewalk you will notice the curb cuts for this driveway into my front 

yard from North Decatur Road are still present. 

 

Additionally, regarding the landscaping, the applicants claim you cannot see my house as you walk along 

the sidewalk on North Decatur Road. While I have been installing and nurturing the landscaping along 



this stretch of my front yard for more than a decade in order to provide a modicum of privacy and a 

buffer from the street noise, one is still able to view the front of the house through the foliage when 

walking along the sidewalk on North Decatur Road.  

 

Also, regarding the mention of heavy landscaping between my western side yard (inaccurately referred 

to as my rear yard on page 19 of  the Statement in Support of Application for Certificate of 

Appropriateness) and the subject property’s eastern side yard, there is in fact no landscaping on my side 

of the property line. There is vegetation as pictured on pages 68-69 of the application but this is 

overgrowth that has grown wild on its own and, again, because it is not on my side of the property line, I 

must assume it might be removed if a new house is installed. This will make a house of the scale and 

massing as proposed seem even more out of place directly next to my historic, contributing home. 

 

Finally, regarding the mention and inclusion of photos of the ongoing “only new construction” of Emory 

graduate student housing across the street seems to me to be irrelevant as that side of the street is not 

included in the Historic District. 

 

For these reasons I ask you to DENY the application before the HPC on 1853 N Decatur Road remand 

application. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Renee Nelson 

Homeowner, 1861 North Decatur Road / 526 Emory Circle 

 

 



Druid Hills Civic Association- DeKalb Historic Preservation & Land Use Committee 

RE: Objection to Application for C.O.A. – 1853 N Decatur Road Atlanta, GA 30307 

 

ATTN: Historic Preservation Commission / David Cullison (Submitted 7.17.23) 

 

Druid Hills Civic Association’s Land Use Committee opposes this application for the following reasons as 

it will have a substantial adverse impact on the District.  The applicants claim this historic home cannot 

be rehabilitated is erroneous, as it’s based on the premise its not economically viable to renovate/repair 

the home.  Like many homes in the area, foundations and flooring systems need re-supported or shored 

up over time.  Underground piers and additional foundation columns or wall buttress techniques may 

well be required, but that’s not a basis to demolish a historic home, just a cost of ownership.  We 

support the neighbor’s letter addressing specifics of the “experts” opinion. 

For many years the home has been a rental and still today has someone living in the very basement they 

say is too far gone due to its physical condition, so its unsound yet they allow it to be inhabited by 

renters all this time?  The fact the property now needs major repairs in order to expand/renovate it 

properly is not an excuse to demolish the home in favor of creating a lot for future home construction.  

Any homeowners can pay for reports from professionals or “experts” in order to support their position.  

If this approach is found acceptable by the Historic Preservation Commission, any home in the district 

can follow this playbook and would create a concerning precedent going forward.  Arguments of 

economic viability are not to be considered is our understanding with respect to HPC.  Additionally, 

demolition through neglect does not constitute a right to tear down a historic home within the District. 

While we’d prefer not even address the new home design, given our core belief that HPC’s original 

denial got it right and no demolition is warranted, regardless please consider the following guidelines 

this home design violates: 

7.1 Defining the area of Influence.   

 Guideline- This area should be that which will be visually influenced by the building. 

Comment: The area of influence includes a historic home as it’s immediate neighbor, 526 Emory Circle, 

and is part of the Emory Highlands Character area dominated by historic homes. 

 

7.2.: Building Orientation and Setback 

Guildeline- The orientation of a new building and its site placement should appear consistent w 

dominant patterns within the area of influence. 

Comment:  The oversized addition and the garage wing create an oversized home on the lot, completely 

out of characteristic of the Historic District and area of influence.  

 



7.2.3 Shape & 7.2.4 Massing & 7.25 Proportion & 7.26 Rhythm 

- Comment: This McMansion will not only not fit well within the Historic District due to its 
odd shape, massing and proportions; it will also create an undue burden on the 
immediate neighbors by looming over their existing homes.  The proposed home 
extends much deeper into the lot than the neighbors, and can be seen from ND, 
Ridgewood Dr, and (probably) Emory Circle.  There’s simply too much home being put 
on the property.   
 

For these reasons we ask you to DENY the application before the HPC on 1853 N Decatur Road 

remand application. 

Sincerely,  

Rob Kincheloe 

DHCA – Chair of the DeKalb Historic Preservation & Land Use Committee 

 

 

 



From: Linda Dunlavy
To: Cullison, David; Bragg, Rachel L.
Cc: Naomi Singleterry; djsingleterry@gmail.com; Gus Harrington (gus_harrington@yahoo.com)
Subject: FW: 1853 North Decatur Road Remand
Date: Saturday, July 15, 2023 5:55:05 PM
Importance: High

David and Rachel:
 
On Friday July 14, 2023,David forwarded to me a letter of opposition wherein a number of
allegations were made by neighbors in opposition to demolition of the house at the above-
referenced address.  Gus Harrington, an engineer, retained by the applicants had the following
comments on that letter which I ask you pass on to members of the HPC prior to the meeting
Monday night. Thank you,
 
Linda
 

From: Gus Harrington <gus_harrington@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Saturday, July 15, 2023 10:31 AM
To: Naomi Singleterry <naomi.singleterry@cfacorp.com>; djsingleterry@gmail.com; Linda Dunlavy
<ldunlavy@dunlavylawgroup.com>
Cc: Angel Shockey <angel@jonespierce.com>; Brown <homesideconstruction@gmail.com>;
Geoffrey Hebner <geoff@padstoneengineering.com>
Subject: Re: 1853 North Decatur Road Remand
 
The report referred to by the opposition is not totally applicable to our
situation. The project is in Texas where the soils are drastically different
than at our site. The report noted damage to perimeter "foundation walls"
and these walls had footings under them, as noted in the report. 
 
In Texas, there is a top layer of highly expansive soils, 3 to 6 ft thick.
Generally all footings are founded below this layer in soils that are more
stable. These soils swell and shrink and can cause the kind of damage
shown in the report. The report does not address the condition of the
footings or if they need repairing. In our case, we do not have footings
supporting the foundation walls. The neighbor's letter refers to 2 to 3
inches of concrete below the walls as being capable of acting as a footing.
This is not true. We do not pour sidewalks or even slabs to support
residential air conditioning units that thin. Also, the report just states
"repair" foundation walls and does not provide a definitive method of
repair. Also, the cost figures in the report are out dated and would be
considerably higher today. 
 
My opinion is that you should not use this report from Texas to compare
with the conditions here. The soils and geological conditions are drastically
different between these two locations and solutions that would be
recommend in Texas would also be different than would be recommended

mailto:ldunlavy@dunlavylawgroup.com
mailto:dccullis@dekalbcountyga.gov
mailto:RLBragg@dekalbcountyga.gov
mailto:naomi.singleterry@cfacorp.com
mailto:djsingleterry@gmail.com
mailto:gus_harrington@yahoo.com


here. Also, the problems identified here are not the same as those in
Texas. 
 
 
 



SUBJECT: Appeal of Decision of the Historic Preservation Commission 
Concerning Property Located at 1853 North Decatur Road by Darrell & 
Naomi Johnson Singleterry 
 
ATTACHMENTS (PAGES) 

1. Attachment List (page 1) 

2. Appeal (pages 2- 6) 

3. Denial Form and Decision Form (pages 7-10) 

(All information below this line was provided to the preservation commission for their 

consideration in making their decision.) 

4. Staff Report (pages 11-14) 

5. COA Application and Supporting Documents (pages 13-169) 

6. Letter of Opposition (pages 170-171) 

7. Response by Applicant to Opposition Letter (pages 172-174) 

8.  Response by Applicant to Staff Report (pages 175-185) 

 

Link to the recording of the February 21, 2023, Historic Preservation Commission meeting: 

https://dekalbcountyga.zoom.us/rec/share/gRsKlGl1Ir5fpfi_spH1sberviyRS-

t469TdV60Gvcg92kupJNuEOH2gSviYtiQ.YKY8T50k6ePghNL-  

Passcode: d=$gk0G0 

https://dekalbcountyga.zoom.us/rec/share/gRsKlGl1Ir5fpfi_spH1sberviyRS-t469TdV60Gvcg92kupJNuEOH2gSviYtiQ.YKY8T50k6ePghNL-
https://dekalbcountyga.zoom.us/rec/share/gRsKlGl1Ir5fpfi_spH1sberviyRS-t469TdV60Gvcg92kupJNuEOH2gSviYtiQ.YKY8T50k6ePghNL-
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SUPPLEMENTAL EXPLANATION IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL.  Appellants seek reversal of the HPC 

decision denying their application to demolish a house showing significant foundation and 

structural damage. The HPC decision was in error for the following reasons: 

Arbitrary and capricious-disregard of only evidence on feasibility.  The only evidence in the 

Record (Harrington and Homeside reports) as to the feasibility of rehabilitating the existing 

home shows that none of the exterior and interior brick foundation walls have footings 

supporting them; the foundation wall on the driveway side is cracked and deflected; the floor 

joists are over spanned; earth pressures and the unsupported foundation walls have caused 

this deflection and movement of the 1st and 2nd floors; prior remediation efforts failed and the 

walls continue to deflect. To address the structural defects, the foundation needs to be 

excavated; new foundation and footings poured (requires raising house on piers to get under 

it); existing plumbing, electrical and HVAC removed, rerouted, and reinstalled. Homeside 

estimates that the scope of work will cost north of $268,000. Appellants paid $400,000 in 2018 

for the property; thus rehabilitation would cost at least 67% of that purchase price (2:09:09). 

The experts concluded resoundingly that rehabilitation was not economically feasible and risks 

further compromising the house. The fragility of this existing home, due to 80+ years with no 

footings and a compromised foundation, is an extenuating circumstance and crucial variable. 

After a thorough analysis, both experts advised that rehabilitation was an unsafe and nonviable 

option. Gus Harrington emphatically testified that the house was unsafe as-is and “dangerous”. 

(2:03:13 to 2:04:10). The Chair acknowledged that it was uncommon to find houses without any 

foundational supports like this one and the cost to correct would be “sizable” (2:24:25).  

Although there was considerable HPC speculation whether Homeside’s estimate was 
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reasonable and whether the exact scope of work was needed to “stabilize the home in its foot 

print”, no actual evidence was offered contrary to that of the Appellants’ experts (2:11:23), 

Abuse of discretion-Incorrect standard in assessing demolition request. Guideline 7.3.3 

specifically allows demolition of historic structures if “they are so unsound that rehabilitation is 

not possible”. Two expert reports addressing the Guideline were submitted. Homeside stated it 

would cost $268K+ to try to correct the structural defects. Harrington detailed the scope of 

work needed and risks in attempting to make the house safe and return it to a state of utility. 

Both experts testified that “the homeowners need to reconstruct the foundation system for 

this house whether or not they add on to it.” (2:07:06-2:08:20)1. In their reports, both experts 

advised rehabilitation was unsafe and not a viable option. However, throughout deliberation on 

the Appellants’ application, staff, community members, and Commissioners insisted that the 

evidence offered by the Appellants did not demonstrate what is needed to “stabilize the home 

within its footprint.” Stabilization is not the standard. It was an abuse of discretion to insist 

upon the application of a standard not in the Guidelines and not imposed previously on others.  

Arbitrary and capricious- prior decisions allowing demolition of historic properties. Appellants 

provided records of previously approved demolitions of historic homes indistinguishable from 

their application (i.e. 1254 Stillwood Drive had ‘demo approved’ in 2017 with the reason listed 

as ‘no footings’). See chart on pages 16 and 17 of written justification. The HPC ignored 

precedent, choosing instead to speculate on past approvals (2:24:01) and suggest those 

approvals were suspect. (2:13:24-2:14:09). The Application’s meeting of Guideline 7.3.3 is 

ignored due to the Commission’s general fear of “snowballing” (2:14:14). This resulted in 

 
1 This reference and those below are to the video recording approximate time/location. 
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holding Appellants to a higher standard, unjustifiably treating them differently than other 

applicants. Statements by HPC members reinforcing the arbitrary and capricious nature of the 

HPC decision can be found at 2:12:18, 2:13:09, 2:14:06, 2:13:34, 2:14:51, 2:24:01 and more. 

There was no credible evidence of a “substantial adverse effect.”  A COA must issue if the 

proposed change “would not have a substantial adverse effect on the aesthetic, historical, or 

architectural significance and value of the historic property or the historic district”. The Staff 

report, HPC written decision, and verbal statements at the 2.21 hearing are devoid of facts 

addressing or substantiating a conclusion that demolition would have a substantial adverse 

effect on historic property or the district. No effect is specifically identified, nor the degree of 

that effect. The nature of the deliberations and decision are unsubstantiated. The Zoom video 

reveals that the members and staff struggled with how the application purportedly had an 

adverse impact. (2:12:28 – 2:13:09). Staff, on page 2 of its written report, admits that “the 

demolition of this unique building may not have a substantial adverse impact on the district as 

a whole…”  Without any evidence of this required effect, it was error to deny the application. 

The written decision of the HPC failed to clearly set forth reasons for the denial. The boiler 

plate written decision denies the COA and a box is checked that there would be “a substantial 

adverse effect on the aesthetic, historic or architectural significance and value of the historic 

property or the historic district”. The only written explanation for this decision is “The 

application does not comply with Guideline 7.3.3 and would have a substantial adverse effect 

on the historic district”. However, this conclusion is unsupported and unsubstantiated. The  

conclusory references to a Guideline and mere parroting of the standard for COA denial in the 

ordinance do not amount to “clearly setting forth the reasons for the decision”.  





2/28/23



  

Decision of the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission 
 
 

Name of Applicant:  ________ Linda I. Dunlavy, Dunlavy Law Group, LLC _________ 

Address of Property: ________1853 N Decatur Rd_________________ 

Date(s) of hearing if any: ____February 21, 2023__________________________  

Case Number:  _____________1246298__________________________________ 

Approved   Denied  Deferred     
 
Approval: The Historic Preservation Commission, having considered the submissions made 
on behalf of the applicant and all other matters presented to the Preservation Commission finds 
that the proposed change(s) will not have a substantial adverse effect on the aesthetic, historic, 
or architectural significance and value of the historic district and hereby approves the issuance of 
a certificate of appropriateness.    
 
Any conditions or modifications are shown below.  
 
Pursuant to Code of DeKalb County, § 13.5-8(3), the Preservation Commission has considered 

the historical and architectural value and significance; architectural style; scale; height; setback; 
landscaping; general design; arrangement; texture and materials of the architectural features 
involved and the relationship of such texture and materials to the exterior architectural style; 
pertinent features of other properties in the immediate neighborhood, as prescribed generally by 
county code and specifically by the district design guidelines.  
 
 This application relates to an existing building, pursuant to the authority granted to the 
Preservation Commission by Code of DeKalb County, § 13.5-8(3), the Preservation Commission 
has also used the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
with Guideline for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings 
therein as guidelines.  The Preservation Commission finds that all relevant guidelines have been 
met. 
 
Additional pertinent factors: 
 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Application is approved with conditions or modifications □ /without conditions or modifications  
 



Conditions or modifications (if applicable):  
 
____________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Denial:  The Preservation Commission has determined that the proposed material changes in 
appearance would have a substantial adverse effect on the aesthetic, historic or architectural 
significance and value of the historic property or the historic district / or, the applicant has not 

provided sufficient information for the Preservation Commission to approve the application □.  
Specifically, the Preservation Commission finds as follows: 
 
The application does not comply with Guideline 7.3.3 and would have a substantial adverse effect on the 
historic district. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Deferral:  The Preservation Commission has deferred action on this application for the following 
reasons: 
 
____________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The application will be re-heard by the Historic Preservation Commission at its meeting on 

_____________________. 

 

 

Date: __________________  Signature: _______________________ 

   Chair, DeKalb County  
       Historic Preservation Commission 
 
 
 

2/28/2023
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DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission  
Tuesday, February 21, 2022- 6:00 P.M.  

Staff Report  
New  Construction Agenda  
K. 1853 North Decatur Road, Linda I. Dunlavy, Dunlavy Law Group, LLC. Demolish and replace the 
house and other elements. 1246298 
 

Built 1941. (18 052 05 035)  
  

This property is in the University Park- Emory Highlands- Emory Estates National Register Historic 
District and in the University Park- Emory Highlands – Emory Estates Character Area.  

  
04-03 1853 North Decatur Road (DH), Michael Dennard.  Build a wooden deck at the side of the house.  Deferred until 

May.  
05-03 1853 North Decatur Road (DH), Michael Dennard.  Build a wooden deck at the side of the house.  Deferred from 

April.  Approved with stipulation.  
06-22 1853 North Decatur Road, Robert Platt.  Demolish and replace the house and other elements. 1245887 Deferred  
07-22 1853 North Decatur Road, Robert Platt. Demolish and replace the house and other elements. Denied  
11-22 1853 North Decatur Road, Linda Dunlavy. Demolition of house. 1246161 Withdrawn 
  
Summary  
The applicant proposes to demolish the existing historic house and construct a new house. The 
applicant states there are several reasons to approve the demolition of the existing house:  
 
1. The house is not architecturally significant.  
2. It is not technically or economically feasible to stabilize the house to a standard that would allow 

the construction of a 3,000-5,000 square foot addition.  
Harrington Field Inspection and Photos 12/23/23 (page 103 of Part 1) found that:  
- Foundation walls do not have footings 
- Over spanned floor joist  
- Crack in exterior foundation wall 
- Recommendation is to demolish and rebuild in order to achieve the goals of the homeowner 
Project Scope & Estimate from Homeside Construction (page 48 of Part 1) found that:  
- The cost to stabilize the existing structure for an addition: ~$267,200 
- The cost to rehabilitate and add addition ~$942,220-$1,392,2250  
- An addition of the desired size would require the existing building to be brought up to 
current code because it would exceed 50% of the aggregate area of the building.  
- Does not recommend rehabilitation of existing residence due to expense and possible 
technical infeasibility.  

3. Because Chapter 13.5-8 (3) of the DeKalb County Ordinance requires the HPC to use the Secretary 
of Interior’s (SOI) Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for 
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings as a guideline and 
the SOI’s Standards for Rehabilitation  (36 CFR 67) takes economic feasibility into account 
when determining preservation strategies and demolitions, the HPC should take economic 
feasibility into account.  

4. Other houses with similar degrees of structural damage have been approved for demolition.  
5. The demolition of this house would not cause a significant adverse effect on the historic district.  
 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-I/part-67
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Recommendation    
 
Deny the application for demolition, based on the following conclusions. If demolition is approved, the 
build-back plan appears to be appropriate in setback, orientation, scale, height, proportion, rhythm and 
massing (Guidelines 7.2.3, 7.2.4, 7.2.5, 7.2.6, 7.2.7) and would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
the historic district.    
 
1. The historic house is a contributing property within the University Park- Emory Highlands- Emory 

Estates National Register Historic District and in the University Park- Emory Highlands – Emory 
Estates Character Area. There is no requirement that contributing properties be architecturally 
designed in order to be deemed historic or a contributing property.  

2. The Project Scope & Estimate from Homeside Construction did not evaluate the cost to stabilize the 
house within the existing footprint, but instead the scope of the project evaluated was “replace 
non-conforming foundation system and over spanned floor system at the 1st and 2nd floors in order 
to stabilize the existing structure such that it can bear the additional loads from additions desired 
by homeowners. Construct additional space of approximately 3000 to 5000 square feet to meet 
homeowners current and future living needs.” The Harrington Field Inspection and Photos 
(12/23/23) evaluated 3 options to achieve the current property owners’ goals: 1) Demolish and 
rebuild 2) Stabilize to allow an addition 3) Do nothing. Neither report adequately evaluates the 
option of stabilizing the existing structure within the existing footprint and without a proposed 
addition.   

3. 36 CFR 67 describes Historic Preservation Certifications Under the Internal Revenue Code and is 
intended as a guide for property owners seeking Federal or State Historic Preservation Tax Credits. 
The more accurate reference is 36 CFR 68: The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties or the Technical Brief of the same name. These documents make 
one refence to economic feasibility, the paragraph from 36 CFR 68 reads in full:  

One set of standards - preservation, rehabilitation, restoration or reconstruction - will apply 
to a property undergoing treatment, depending upon the property's significance, existing 
physical condition, the extent of documentation available and interpretive goals, when 
applicable. The standards will be applied taking into consideration the economic and 
technical feasibility of each project. 

The proposal is for demolition, not for a preservation treatment, therefore, this paragraph does not 
appear to apply. Review of the federal legislation and the technical briefs provide no references to 
demolition, therefore the Guideline 7.3.3 appears to be the only relevant guideline provided by 
local or federal regulation.  

4. Each COA application is evaluated based on the submitted materials. The submitted materials do not 
appear to show that the existing structure is unable to be rehabilitated (Guideline 7.3.3).  

5. The demolition of this building would not only have a substantial adverse effect on the building itself 
but, by removing a historic contributing building, on the district as a whole (Guideline 7.3.3). 

   
 
Relevant Guidelines   
5.0  Design Review Objective (p45) - When making a material change to a structure that is in view from a public 

right-of-way, a higher standard is required to ensure that design changes are compatible with the architectural 
style of the structure and retain character-defining features. When a proposed material change to a structure is 
not in view from the public-right-way, the Preservation Commission may review the project with a less strict 
standard so as to allow the owner more flexibility. Such changes, however, shall not have a substantial adverse 
effect on the overall architectural character of the structure. 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-I/part-68
https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1739/secretary-standards-treatment-historic-properties.htm
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7.1 Defining the Area of Influence (p64) Guideline - In considering the appropriateness of a design for a new building 

or addition in a historic district, it is important to determine the area of influence. This area should be that which 
will be visually influenced by the building, i.e. the area in which visual relationships will occur between historic 
and new construction. 

 
7.2 Recognizing the Prevailing Character of Existing Development (p65) Guideline - When looking at a series of 

historic buildings in the area of influence, patterns of similarities may emerge that help define the 
predominant physical and developmental characteristics of the area. These patterns must be identified and 
respected in the design of additions and new construction. 

 
7.2.1 Building Orientation and Setback (p66) Guideline - The orientation of a new building and its site placement 

should appear to be consistent with dominant patterns within the area of influence, if such patterns are 
present. 

 
7.2.2 Directional Emphasis (p67) Guideline - A new building’s directional emphasis should be consistent with 

dominant patterns of directional emphasis within the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 
 
7.2.3 Shape: Roof Pitch (p68) Guideline - The roof pitch of a new building should be consistent with those of 

existing buildings within the area of influence, if dominant patterns are present. 
 
7.2.3 Shape: Building Elements (p68) Guideline - The principal elements and shapes used on the front facade of a 

new building should be compatible with those of existing buildings in the area of influence, if dominant 
patterns are present. 

 
7.2.3 Shape: Porch Form (p68) Guideline - The shape and size of a new porch should be consistent with those of 

existing historic buildings within the area of influence, if dominant patterns are present. 
 
7.2.4  Massing (p69) Guideline - The massing of a new building should be consistent with dominant massing 

patterns of existing buildings in the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 
 
7.2.5  Proportion (p70) Guideline - The proportions of a new building should be consistent with dominant patterns 

of proportion of existing buildings in the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 
 
7.2.6  Rhythm (p71) Guideline - New construction in a historic area should respect and not disrupt existing rhythmic 

patterns in the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 
 
7.2.7 Scale/Height (p72) Guideline - New construction in historic areas should be consistent with dominant patterns 

of scale within the area of influence, if such patterns are present. Additions to historic buildings should not 
appear to overwhelm the existing building. 

 
7.2.7  Scale/Height (p72) Guideline - A proposed new building should appear to conform to the floor-to-floor heights 

of existing structures if there is a dominant pattern within the established area of influence. Dominant 
patterns of cornice lines, string courses, and water tables can be referenced to help create a consistent 
appearance. 

 
7.2.8 Individual Architectural Elements (p73) Guideline - New construction and additions should be compatible and 

not conflict with the predominant site and architectural elements—and their design relationships—of existing 
properties in the area of influence. 

 
7.3.2 New Construction and Subdivision Development (p75) Guideline - To be compatible with its environment, 

new construction should follow established design patterns of its historic neighbors, including building 
orientation, setback, height, scale, and massing. 

 
7.3.2 New Construction and Subdivision Development (p75) Guideline - New construction should respect the 

historic character that makes the area distinctive, but it should not be a mere imitation of historic design. 
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7.3.3 Demolition and Relocation (p75) Guideline - Historic buildings and structures should not be demolished unless they are 
so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible. Historic buildings should not be moved off the property or relocated on 
the site, nor should other buildings be moved onto the site. 

 
8.2  Trees (p78) Recommendation - The mature hardwood forest within the Druid Hills Local Historic District 

should be perpetuated through a district-wide replanting program. Trees should be replaced when mature 
trees are lost to age or damage or are removed for safety reasons. Replacement trees should be of identical 
or similar varieties to the original trees. A diversity of tree types is recommended to perpetuate the existing 
character of most tree groupings. Replacement trees of adequate size (1.5” caliper minimum) are 
recommended.   Existing ordinances that provide for the protection and replacement of the district’s tree 
resources should be applied to development activities within Druid Hills.   

 
9.4  Enclosures and Walls (p90) Guideline - Fences and walls should not be built in front yard spaces and are strongly 

discouraged from corner lot side yard spaces. Retaining walls should only be used in situations where topography 
requires their use. 

 
9.4  Enclosures and Walls (p90) Recommendation - Fences are appropriate in rear yard spaces. Rear yard fences should be 

coordinated with existing county codes. Suggested materials include wood and chain link. Vinyl- covered chain link 
fencing, typically in bronze, brown, or black, assist in making fences less obtrusive. Vines are suggested to “soften” the 
appearance of metal chain link fencing. If wood fencing is used, the paint color and design should be compatible with 
the architecture of the adjacent residence. Fence heights can range from 4' to 6' depending on the reason for the 
enclosure.  

 
9.5  Parking (p90) Guideline - Parking should be addressed in a manner that does not distract from the overall 

character of the district. Parking to serve private residential lots should be accommodated on-site, when at 
all possible, using the pathway of original drives and parking. Front yard parking should not be allowed 
unless it is a public safety issue. When front yard parking is necessary, it should be added in a manner that 
does not destroy the unbroken landscaped character of the front yard spaces in Druid Hills. Rear yard 
spaces should be considered for expansion of parking areas.  

 
9.5  Parking (p90) Guideline - Curb cuts should not be added or expanded in order to protect the character of 

the district’s streets. 
  
9.7  Residential Landscape Design (p91) Recommendation - For residential yards, created without the assistance of 

landscape designers, historic landscape plans for other residential lots within the district should be used for guidance. 
These plans can be interpreted to create a new landscape plan that is based on historic traditions. Care should be 
taken to select designs for yards of similar size containing houses of similar style and scale. 

 
13.0  University Park/Emory Highlands/Emory Estates Character Area: Compatibility (p118) Guideline - New 

construction should be compatible with the predominant architectural styles of the area, English Vernacular 
Revival and Colonial Revival, and should reference important building elements of these styles such as the 
projecting gables, prominent chimneys, and small side porches of English Vernacular and the accented 
entrances of both styles. 
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DATE: 13 February 2023 
 
SUBJECT: CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION, 1853 N. DECATUR ROAD (TAX 
PARCEL: 18-052-05-035) 
 
Dear Members of the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission: 
 
We would like to object once again to the proposed demolition of the existing house at 1853 N. 
Decatur Road in the University Park/Emory Highlands /Emory Estates Character Area. We have 
expressed the basis of our objections in documents previously submitted to you and hereby 
invite you to review them at your convenience. Moreover, in response to the latest application 
on the same matter, please consider the following objections: 
 
1. The house has NOT been declared unfit for human habitation. It has NOT been condemned 

as unsafe. It has NOT been determined as unsound for rehabilitation. 
2. The demolition of this contributing property would have a significant adverse effect on our 

unique and interesting neighborhood by diminishing the integrity of our historic district.  
3. With the exception of one, the properties approved for demolition that are cited in the 

application are located outside our Character Area. The only relevant one, which is located 
in our Character Area, is a contributing property with address 519 Durand Drive. Demolition 
was approved in 2006 after a fire. It was likely declared as unfit for human habitation, 
condemned as unsafe and determined as unsound for rehabilitation. 

4. This contributing property and many others in our Character Area and the Druid Hills 
Historic District were not designed by an architect, which does NOT diminish their historical 
significance and value. In our Character Area, it reinforces their historical contribution. 

5. By acquiring a contributing property in our historic district, the owners assumed 
responsibility for the property’s preservation, rehabilitation, and maintenance and repair.  

6. The feasibility statements provided are irrelevant because they fail to make a substantive 
case for the demolition of a currently rented contributing property, whose deficiencies can 
be addressed.  

7. The feasibility statements are faulty for the following reasons: 
a. The technical and economic feasibility statements confound structural issues and 

building standards/code issues.  
b. The building standards/code inconsistencies are to be expected over time and are 

usually addressed by responsible homeowners as part of home maintenance. 
c. The structural issues are predicated on a proposed house expansion to up to 7,000 

square feet, which goes much beyond rehabilitation. 
d. The technical and economic feasibility statements fail to specifically itemize the 

distinct costs for a) structural corrections, and b) bringing the house up to current 
building standards/codes. 

e. The economic feasibility statement is based on the property’s assessed value. This 
value is set by the county on real and personal property for the sole purpose of 
levying taxes. Therefore, the assessed value is NOT a reasonable standard to 
evaluate demolition feasibility.  



 
As neighbors of the applicants (our property at 520 Emory Circle abuts on the east the 
applicants’ property) and as residents of the University Park/Emory Highlands /Emory Estates 
Character Area, we object to the proposed demolition of this contributing property.  
 
Once again, we are requesting that this Commission NOT approve this demolition. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Margarita S. Studemeister and Charles E. Vela 
520 Emory Circle NE, Atlanta, GA 30307 



DATE: 13 February 2023 
 

SUBJECT: CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION, 1853 N. DECATUR ROAD (TAX 
PARCEL: 18-052-05-035) 

 
Dear Members of the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission: 

 
We would like to object once again to the proposed demolition of the existing house at 1853 N. 
Decatur Road in the University Park/Emory Highlands /Emory Estates Character Area. We have 
expressed the basis of our objections in documents previously submitted to you and hereby 
invite you to review them at your convenience. Moreover, in response to the latest application 
on the same matter, please consider the following objections: 

 
1. The house has NOT been declared unfit for human habitation. It has NOT been condemned 

as unsafe. It has NOT been determined as unsound for rehabilitation. The standard for 
demolition is not “unfit for human habitation” or condemnation.  The experts consulted, 
Dennis Brown of Homside Construction and Gus Harrington of Harrington Engineers have 
concluded that rehabilitation is not technically or economically feasible. See written 
reports.  Guideline 7.3.3 provides for demolition when rehabilitation is not possible. 
Rehabilitation means returning a building to a state of utility which makes it possible for 
efficient use.  See 36 CFR 67.3. Due to the structural foundation issues (no footings on 
foundation walls, pressure of earth on these walls causing deflection and cracking, and 
over spanning of floor joists), it cannot currently be used efficiently.  

2. The demolition of this contributing property would have a significant adverse effect on our 
unique and interesting neighborhood by diminishing the integrity of our historic district. 
“Diminishing the integrity of our historic district” is not the standard. 13.5-8(7) provides 
the legal standard by which the HPC is governed and provides that COAs shall be issued 
where the proposed change will not have a substantial (not mere diminshment) adverse 
impact on the district as a whole. 

3. With the exception of one, the properties approved for demolition that are cited in the 
application are located outside our Character Area. The only relevant one, which is located 
in our Character Area, is a contributing property with address 519 Durand Drive. Demolition 
was approved in 2006 after a fire. It was likely declared as unfit for human habitation, 
condemned as unsafe and determined as unsound for rehabilitation. Once again the 
standard for demolition is not as expressed. Moreover, the standard is district wide.  There 
is no different standard for Character Area 2 than that otherwise stated in the Guidelines 
and Historic Preservation as a whole. 

4. This contributing property and many others in our Character Area and the Druid Hills 
Historic District were not designed by an architect, which does NOT diminish their historical 
significance and value. In our Character Area, it reinforces their historical contribution. Not 
sure what the support is for the last statement. As to the statement that the home was not 
designed by an architect, the Applicants specifically quoted that language from a previous 
staff report where staff apparently thought it was important to note the home in question 
was not designed by an architect in its recommendation to approve demolition of 1107 
Oakdale Road. See included report. 

5. By acquiring a contributing property in our historic district, the owners assumed 
responsibility for the property’s preservation, rehabilitation, and maintenance and repair. 
True but only where feasible. Feasability implicitly encompasses a reasonableness 



standard.  
6. The feasibility statements provided are irrelevant because they fail to make a substantive 

case for the demolition of a currently rented contributing property, whose deficiencies can 
be addressed. Disagreed. Foundation walls are not supported by footings, floor joists are 
over spanned, entry hall way is sagging, foundation walls are cracked and deflected and 
previous efforts at remediation have failed. 

7. The feasibility statements are faulty for the following reasons: 
a. The technical and economic feasibility statements confound structural issues and 

building standards/code issues.  
b. The building standards/code inconsistencies are to be expected over time and are 

usually addressed by responsible homeowners as part of home maintenance. 
c. The structural issues are predicated on a proposed house expansion to up to 7,000 

square feet, which goes much beyond rehabilitation. Not true. Stabilization is 
required for safety and soundness of the structure regardless of whether added 
on to. 

d. The technical and economic feasibility statements fail to specifically itemize the 
distinct costs for a) structural corrections, and b) bringing the house up to current 
building standards/codes. It makes no sense to undertake the massive effort of 
stabilizing the foundation without bringing house to code and in some instances 
is impossible to not interfere with aging out of compliance systems when 
correcting the significant problem of no foundation footings. 

e. The economic feasibility statement is based on the property’s assessed value. This 
value is set by the county on real and personal property for the sole purpose of 
levying taxes. Therefore, the assessed value is NOT a reasonable standard to 
evaluate demolition feasibility. It is currently the best indicator of fair market 
value available to applicants. No other appraisal refuting this valuation has been 
offered.



 
As neighbors of the applicants (our property at 520 Emory Circle abuts on the east the 
applicants’ property) and as residents of the University Park/Emory Highlands /Emory Estates 
Character Area, we object to the proposed demolition of this contributing property.  
 
Once again, we are requesting that this Commission NOT approve this demolition. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Margarita S. Studemeister and Charles E. Vela 
520 Emory Circle NE, Atlanta, GA 30307 



DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission 
Monday, March 17, 2014 - 7:00 P.M. 

Staff Comments 
 New  Construction Agenda 

O. 1098 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Linda Dunlavy.  Demolish house and build new house.   
 

Built 1940.  (18-002-06-020) 
 

This property is located in the Druid Hills National Register Historic District and Druid Hills 
Character Area 1. 

 
8-01 1100 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Dan J. Matthews.  Demolish garage. Approved 
12-10 1100 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Jon Evanlee Daum, trustee of Daniel Matthews.  Demolish dilapidated garage.  
16805  Approved 
3-12 1098, 1100, 1116, & 1133 Dan Johnson Road; 1097, 1107, 1109, 1119, 1127, & 1137 Oakdale Road (DH), Phillip 
Clark Fine Custom Homes c/o Dunlavy Law Group.  Reorganize property lines.  17738  Approved with modification  
5-12 1100 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Fine Custom Home Builders.  Demolish secondary structure.  17855  
Approved with modification 
 
The existing house a is 1½ story, L-shaped building that was built in or around 1940 when Dan Johnson 
Road and Vilenah Lane were first laid out.  The front façade is clad with fieldstone reportedly taken from 
earlier barns and/or sheds on the property.  The rest of the house is clad with asbestos shingles.  A one 
story porch is set in the angle of the ell.  The foundation is of the same type stone as found on the front.  
It includes quartz, granite, gneiss and feldspar, among others.  A more detailed description can be found 
in the accompanying report from a historic preservation consultant. 
 
Based on his visits to the property, both inside and outside, it is staff’s opinion that, although built before 
1946, this property lacks architectural or historic significance and does not contribute to the historic 
district.  The report from the preservation consultant concurs.  An engineer’s report also says the house is 
in very poor condition and the cost to bring everything up to code would be prohibitive for such a small 
house.  Many of these deficiencies were also seen by staff. 
 
The applicant also proposes demolishing a secondary building in the backyard.  This house has a very 
plain bungalow form and is clad with asbestos shingles.  The house was reportedly built as part of The 
Outdoor School (see the consultant’s report for details), but has been used as an apartment for many 
years.  In May 2012 the HPC approved demolition of three similar buildings on what are now adjoining 
properties.  Staff has visited the property and his opinion is that the house is in poor condition and lacks 
architectural or historic significance.  The preservation consultant’s report concurs. 
 
Staff has major concerns about the accuracy of the site plan.  The neighbors dispute the location of the 
right (north) property line, which, depending on how the question is resolved, might affect the building 
setback on that side.  A large water oak set inside the right-of-way and just north of the property line is 
not shown.  The root zone extends onto the applicant’s property.  The plan shows two water oaks to be 
removed from just in front of the house, but there is only one.  A large water oak growing where the 
garage will be built is not shown.  The power line along the south property line is not shown.  Two pine 
trees shown in the southwest corner of this site plan are located south 
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of the power line and may be on the neighbor’s property.  Although a 2’-3’ retaining wall stands on the 
east side of the secondary building, the wall is not shown and there are no solid contour lines to sow that 
the grade will be changed.  The left elevation appears to show a retaining wall, but this is not reflected 
on the site plan.  Although the tree protection fence and silt fence are shown in appropriate locations for 
the building stage of the project, the fences around the gazebo will have to be set farther out to enclose 
the area of the disturbance caused by the demolition of the secondary structure. 
 
The applicant proposes building a house which will generally overlap and expand beyond the footprint of 
the existing house.  The new house is to be set diagonally across the property, but will directly face the 
end of the street.  The house next door at 1097 is set similarly on its lot.  The new driveway will be 9’ 
wide and run from a new 18’ curb cut to a small turnaround in front of the garage.  The house appears to 
not be set back than the houses on either side.  The house to the right is old, and is set far back on the 
property.  The house to the left was built recently and appears to be closer to the right-of-way than the 
subject house. The front porch will be located 29’ off the right-of-way and the front wall will be 35’.  
There is another 18’ to 20’ between the edge of the right-of-way and the street pavement.   
 
The house will be 1½ stories and three bays wide, with recessed wings on either side.  The main roof 
pitch will be 10:12.  The front porch is centered and projects forward.  The porch will be clad with stone, 
and have a gabled roof.  A pair of doors with glass over a panel will be set in the porch.  The porch entry 
is a Tudor or Gothic arch.  Large triple double hung windows will be set to each side.  These windows will 
be topped with heavy jack arches.  On the second floor, shed wall dormers will be centered over the 
downstairs windows and a larger gabled wall dormer will be set above the porch.  The roof is side-gabled.  
The house will be brick, set on a stone veneered foundation in the front and right side and brick on the 
left and rear.  The roof will be asphalt shingled. 
 
The property falls off beside the house.  On the right side a one story wing will be set back from the front 
of the house with its front on two planes and a swooping roof above.  On the left side a wing will project 
to the side and then turn at an angle to face the east property line rather than the street, again similar to 
the house next door.  The rear will have a full daylight basement below the main floor and a relatively 
narrow third floor set off center.  A screened porch will project from wall below the third story.  The roof 
will be standing seam with skylights.  A brick chimney rises along the back of that section as well.  A 
narrow basement and first floor rectangular wing will project into the backyard. 
 
A freestanding screened gazebo will be built near the back of the lot.  The floor will be a concrete slab 
veneered with brick.  The roof supports will be 12” square pillars.  The roof will be cross-gabled.  An 
Isokern stove with a brick chimney will be installed on the back. 
 
The applicant proposes cladding the front porch, foundation and wall up to the window sills with the 
stone removed from the existing house.  As noted above, the stones are many different kinds and 
shapes.  They are not appropriate to clad the front of this house. 
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Many trees will be removed and the site plan is misleading related to that.  Staff has added information to 
the tree chart.   
 
Based on staff’s research it appears that all of the water oaks on this property and elsewhere in this 
subdivision are near or at their maximum expected age.  Most of the sources consulted by staff give the 
average typical maximum age of water oaks as around 70 years.  These oaks were probably planted 
when the subdivision was laid out and this house built in 1940.  These trees are now 74 years old.  Based 
on staff’s site visit and layman’s experience, all the water oaks on the property appear to be in decline 
and it is questionable if they are safe. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends deferral to allow the applicant to correct the problems in the site plan and to 
address the use of the recycled stone on the building.  Staff would recommend approval of the 
demolition if an approvable replacement plans were available. 
 
Relevant Guidelines  
5.0  Design Review Objective (p45) - When making a material change to a structure that is in view from a public right-of-

way, a higher standard is required to ensure that design changes are compatible with the architectural style of the 
structure and retain character-defining features. When a proposed material change to a structure is not in view from 
the public-right-way, the Preservation Commission may review the project with a less strict standard so as to allow the 
owner more flexibility. Such changes, however, shall not have a substantial adverse effect on the overall architectural 
character of the structure. 

 
7.1 Defining the Area of Influence (p64) Guideline - In considering the appropriateness of a design for a new building or 

addition in a historic district, it is important to determine the area of influence. This area should be that which will be 
visually influenced by the building, i.e. the area in which visual relationships will occur between historic and new 
construction. 

 
7.2.1 Building Orientation and Setback (p66) Guideline - The orientation of a new building and its site placement should 

appear to be consistent with dominant patterns within the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 
 
7.2.2 Directional Emphasis (p67) Guideline - A new building’s directional emphasis should be consistent with dominant 

patterns of directional emphasis within the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 
 
7.2.3 Shape: Roof Pitch (p68) Guideline - The roof pitch of a new building should be consistent with those of existing 

buildings within the area of influence, if dominant patterns are present. 
 
7.2.3 Shape: Building Elements (p68) Guideline - The principal elements and shapes used on the front facade of a new 

building should be compatible with those of existing buildings in the area of influence, if dominant patterns are 
present. 

 
7.2.3 Shape: Porch Form (p68) Guideline - The shape and size of a new porch should be consistent with those of existing 

historic buildings within the area of influence, if dominant patterns are present. 
 
7.2.4  Massing (p69) Guideline - The massing of a new building should be consistent with dominant massing patterns of 

existing buildings in the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 
 
7.2.5  Proportion (p70) Guideline - The proportions of a new building should be consistent with dominant patterns of 

proportion of existing buildings in the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 
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7.2.6  Rhythm (p71) Guideline - New construction in a historic area should respect and not disrupt existing rhythmic patterns 

in the area of influence, if such patterns are present. 
 
7.2.7 Scale/Height (p72) Guideline - New construction in historic areas should be consistent with dominant patterns of scale 

within the area of influence, if such patterns are present. Additions to historic buildings should not appear to 
overwhelm the existing building. 

 
7.2.7 Scale/Height (p72) Guideline - A proposed new building should appear to conform to the floor-to-floor heights of existing 

structures if there is a dominant pattern within the established area of influence. Dominant patterns of cornice lines, 
string courses, and water tables can be referenced to help create a consistent appearance. 

 
7.2.8 Individual Architectural Elements (p73) Guideline - New construction and additions should be compatible and not 

conflict with the predominant site and architectural elements—and their design relationships—of existing properties in 
the area of influence. 
  

7.3.2 New Construction and Subdivision Development (p75) Guideline - To be compatible with its environment, new 
construction should follow established design patterns of its historic neighbors, including building orientation, setback, 
height, scale, and massing. 

 
7.3.2 New Construction and Subdivision Development (p75) Guideline - To be compatible with its environment, new 

construction should follow established design patterns of its historic neighbors, including building orientation, setback, 
height, scale, and massing. 

 
7.3.2 New Construction and Subdivision Development (p75) Guideline - New construction should respect the historic 

character that makes the area distinctive, but it should not be a mere imitation of historic design. 
 
7.3.3 Demolition and Relocation (p75) Guideline - Historic buildings and structures should not be demolished unless they are 

so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible. Historic buildings should not be moved off the property or relocated on 
the site, nor should other buildings be moved onto the site. 

 
8.2  Trees (p78) Recommendation - The mature hardwood forest within the Druid Hills Local Historic District should be 

perpetuated through a district-wide replanting program. Trees should be replaced when mature trees are lost to age 
or damage or are removed for safety reasons. Replacement trees should be of identical or similar varieties to the 
original trees. A diversity of tree types is recommended to perpetuate the existing character of most tree groupings. 
Replacement trees of adequate size (1.5” caliper minimum) are recommended.   Existing ordinances that provide for 
the protection and replacement of the district’s tree resources should be applied to development activities within Druid 
Hills.   

 
8.3 Protection of the Historic Watershed Design and Design Concept (p79) - Guideline - All construction within the Druid 

Hills Local Historic District should follow a 75' setback requirement from the top of bank of creek corridors and 
drainage ways, as delineated on the official “Historic District Map.” 

 
9.1 Original Subdivision Forms (p81) Guideline - Elements of the original layout to be retained include lot layouts for public 

and private spaces and the alignment of streets, drive, walkways, and streetscape profiles.  
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9.5  Parking (p90) Guideline - Parking should be addressed in a manner that does not distract from the overall character of 

the district. Parking to serve private residential lots should be accommodated on-site, when at all possible, using the 
pathway of original drives and parking. Front yard parking should not be allowed unless it is a public safety issue. 
When front yard parking is necessary, it should be added in a manner that does not destroy the unbroken landscaped 
character of the front yard spaces in Druid Hills. Rear yard spaces should be considered for expansion of parking 
areas.  

 
9.5  Parking (p90) Guideline - Curb cuts should not be added or expanded in order to protect the character of the district’s 

streets. 
 
9.7   Residential Landscape Design (p91) Recommendation - For residential yards, created without the assistance of 

landscape designers, historic landscape plans for other residential lots within the district should be used for guidance. 
These plans can be interpreted to create a new landscape plan that is based on historic traditions. Care should be 
taken to select designs for yards of similar size containing houses of similar style and scale. 

 
11.0  Nonhistoric Properties (p93) Guideline - In reviewing an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness for a material 

change to a nonhistoric building, the Preservation Commission should evaluate the change for its potential impacts to 
any historic development (architecture and natural and cultural landscapes) in the area of influence of the nonhistoric 
property.  Guidelines presented in Section 7.0: Additions and new Construction are relevant to such evaluations. 
  

 
 



     

 

DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission 

Monday, May 21, 2012- 7:00 P.M. 

Staff Comments 
 Consent Agenda 

B. 1100/1098 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Fine Custom Home Builders.  
Demolish secondary structure.  17855 
 

  This structure constructed 1930s.  (18-002-06-020) 
 

This property is located in the Druid Hills National Register Historic District and Druid Hills 
Character Area 1. 

 
8-01  1100 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Dan J. Matthews.  Demolish garage. Approved 

12-10  1100 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Jon Evanlee Daum, trustee of Daniel Matthews.  Demolish dilapidated 
garage.  16805  Approved 

3-12  1098, 1100, 1116, & 1133 Dan Johnson Road; 1097, 1107, 1109, 1119, 1127, & 1137 Oakdale Road (DH), 

Phillip Clark Fine Custom Homes c/o Dunlavy Law Group.  Reorganize property lines.  17738  Approved with 
modification 
 
This house was used as part of the Out-of Doors School, a private kindergarten that occupied part 
of this property in the mid-twentieth century.  The structure has been converted into an apartment.   
Applicant does not intend to replace this building, but instead will build a larger house elsewhere on 
the property.  This piece of property is supposed to become part of Lot 4 in the property division 
plan previously approved by the HPC.  The two other residential structures on the property that  are 
closer to Dan Johnson Road will not be affected by this proposal.  A fourth structure straddles the 
property line between this property and 1107 Oakdale.  That is being proposed to be demolished in 
the following application. 
 
In her letter the applicant says his house was built after 1946, but she has since corrected herself.  
It was built in the late 1930s or at least by 1941.  Although meeting the age criteria to be 
considered historic, this building is not architecturally or historically significant. 
 
Recommendation 
The proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the district.  This 
application appears to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends approval. 
 
Relevant Guidelines  
5.0  Design Review Objective (p45) - When making a material change to a structure that is in view from a public 

right-of-way, a higher standard is required to ensure that design changes are compatible with the architectural 
style of the structure and retain character-defining features. When a proposed material change to a structure is 

not in view from the public-right-way, the Preservation Commission may review the project with a less strict 
standard so as to allow the owner more flexibility. Such changes, however, shall not have a substantial adverse 

effect on the overall architectural character of the structure. 

 
7.3.3 Demolition and Relocation (p75) Guideline - Historic buildings and structures should not be demolished unless 

they are so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible. Historic buildings should not be moved off the property 
or relocated on the site, nor should other buildings be moved onto the site. 

 

  
 



     

 

DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission 
Monday, May 21, 2012- 7:00 P.M. 

Staff Comments 
 Consent Agenda 

C. 1107 Oakdale Road/1098 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Fine Custom Home 
Builders.  Demolish secondary structure.  17856 
 

   This structure constructed 1959.  (18-002-06-027) 
 

This property is located in the Druid Hills National Register Historic District and Druid Hills 
Character Area 1. 

 
3-12  1098, 1100, 1116, & 1133 Dan Johnson Road; 1097, 1107, 1109, 1119, 1127, & 1137 Oakdale Road (DH), 

Phillip Clark Fine Custom Homes c/o Dunlavy Law Group.  Reorganize property lines.  17738  Approved with 
modification 
 
This is a nonhistoric house formerly used as part of the Out-of Doors School, a private kindergarten 
that occupied part of this property in the mid-twentieth century.  The structure has been converted 
into an apartment.  Applicant does not intend to replace this building, but instead will build a larger 
house elsewhere on the property.  This piece of property is supposed to become part of Lot 4 in the 
property division plan previously approved by the HPC. 
 
Recommendation 
The proposed change appears to have a substantial adverse effect on the district.  This application 
does not appear to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends denial. 
 

Relevant Guidelines  
5.0  Design Review Objective (p45) - When making a material change to a structure that is in view from a public 

right-of-way, a higher standard is required to ensure that design changes are compatible with the architectural 
style of the structure and retain character-defining features. When a proposed material change to a structure is 

not in view from the public-right-way, the Preservation Commission may review the project with a less strict 

standard so as to allow the owner more flexibility. Such changes, however, shall not have a substantial adverse 
effect on the overall architectural character of the structure. 

 
11.0  Nonhistoric Properties (p93) Guideline - In reviewing an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness for a 

material change to a nonhistoric building, the Preservation Commission should evaluate the change for its 

potential impacts to any historic development (architecture and natural and cultural landscapes) in the area of 
influence of the nonhistoric property.  Guidelines presented in Section 7.0: Additions and new Construction are 

relevant to such evaluations. 
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D. 1116 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Fine Custom Home Builders.  Demolish 
secondary structure.  17868 
 

 Built 1953.  (18-002-06-023) 

 
This property is located in the Druid Hills National Register Historic District and Druid Hills 
Character Area 1. 
 

3-12  1098, 1100, 1116, & 1133 Dan Johnson Road; 1097, 1107, 1109, 1119, 1127, & 1137 Oakdale Road (DH), 

Phillip Clark Fine Custom Homes c/o Dunlavy Law Group.  Reorganize property lines.  17738  Approved with 

modification 
 
This is a nonhistoric house formerly used as part of the Out-of Doors School, a private kindergarten 
that occupied part of this property in the mid-twentieth century.  The structure has been converted 
into an apartment.  Applicant does not intend to replace this building, but instead will build a larger 
house elsewhere on the property.  This piece of property is supposed to become part of Lot 4 in the 
property division plan previously approved by the HPC. 
 
Recommendation 
The proposed changes do not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the district.  This 
application appears to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends approval. 
 
Relevant Guidelines  
5.0  Design Review Objective (p45) - When making a material change to a structure that is in view from a public 

right-of-way, a higher standard is required to ensure that design changes are compatible with the architectural 

style of the structure and retain character-defining features. When a proposed material change to a structure is 
not in view from the public-right-way, the Preservation Commission may review the project with a less strict 

standard so as to allow the owner more flexibility. Such changes, however, shall not have a substantial adverse 

effect on the overall architectural character of the structure. 
 

11.0  Nonhistoric Properties (p93) Guideline - In reviewing an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness for a 
material change to a nonhistoric building, the Preservation Commission should evaluate the change for its 

potential impacts to any historic development (architecture and natural and cultural landscapes) in the area of 
influence of the nonhistoric property.  Guidelines presented in Section 7.0: Additions and new Construction are 

relevant to such evaluations. 
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E. 1127 Oakdale Road (DH), Daniel J. Matthews Trust & Phillip Clark Fine Custom Home 
Builders.  Adjust a boundary in the previously approved division of lots.  17880 
 

   (18-002-06-023) 
 

This property is located in the Druid Hills National Register Historic District and Druid Hills 
Character Area 1. 
 

3-12  1098, 1100, 1116, & 1133 Dan Johnson Road; 1097, 1107, 1109, 1119, 1127, & 1137 Oakdale Road (DH), 

Phillip Clark Fine Custom Homes c/o Dunlavy Law Group.  Reorganize property lines.  17738  Approved with 
modification 

 
This is a modification to the lot plan approved by the HPC in March.  A small area at the back of 
the new Lot 1 was previously transferred to Matthews Trust by the owner of 1385 Vilenah Lane, 
but the property was never replatted to show this change in ownership.  Applicant has recently 
discovered this error and now wants to add that small area to the rear of what has been 
approved to be Lot 1. 
 
Recommendation 
The proposed change does not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the district.  This 
application appears to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends approval. 
 

Relevant Guidelines  
9.1 Original Subdivision Forms (p81) Guideline - Elements of the original layout to be retained include lot layouts for 

public and private spaces and the alignment of streets, drive, walkways, and streetscape profiles.  
 

12.1  Druid Hills NR District Character Area 1: Plat Patterns (p108) Recommendation - Preserve historic plat patterns 

through respect for existing site development patterns and rhythms. 
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L. 1133 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Fine Custom Home Builders.  Demolish 
house and garage.   17869 
 

  Built 1947.  (18-002-06-016) 

 
This property is located in the Druid Hills National Register Historic District and Druid Hills 
Character Area 1. 

 
3-12  1098, 1100, 1116, & 1133 Dan Johnson Road; 1097, 1107, 1109, 1119, 1127, & 1137 Oakdale Road (DH), 

Phillip Clark Fine Custom Homes c/o Dunlavy Law Group.  Reorganize property lines.  17738  Approved with 
modification 
 
This is a nonhistoric ranch house.  In March the HPC approved a CoA to divide this property into 
two lots as part of a larger lot division.  Applicant proposes demolishing the house now rather 
than waiting until the proposals for new houses are ready.  The applicant says this is necessary 
so that the applicant can go ahead with the approved separation of these two lots.  The garage 
will not be current zoning code when the lots are divided. 
 
Applicant has already applied for this lot division so demolition on this site is appropriate. 
 
Recommendation 
The proposed change appears to have a substantial adverse effect on the district.  This application 
does not appear to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends denial. 
 
Relevant Guidelines  
Although guideline 7.3.3  Demolition and Relocation (p75) applies only to historic buildings and structures, the 

accompanying text says, “Proposed plans for the redevelopment of the site that effect the appearance should be 

part of this evaluation.” 

 
11.0  Nonhistoric Properties (p93) Guideline - In reviewing an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness for a 

material change to a nonhistoric building, the Preservation Commission should evaluate the change for its 
potential impacts to any historic development (architecture and natural and cultural landscapes) in the area of 

influence of the nonhistoric property.  Guidelines presented in Section 7.0: Additions and new Construction are 

relevant to such evaluations. 
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M. 1153 Oakdale Road (DH), Phillip Clark Fine Custom Home Builders.  Demolish house.  
17870 

 
   Constructed 1953.  (18-002-06-008) 

 
This property is located in the Druid Hills National Register Historic District and Druid Hills 
Character Area 1. 

 
This is a nonhistoric ranch house.  In March the HPC approved a CoA to re-divide the property 
across Vilenah Drive which is in the same ownership.  Applicant proposes demolishing the house 
now rather than waiting until the proposal for new house is ready.  The applicant says this is 
necessary so that the applicant can go ahead with the project. 
 
Recommendation 
This would leave an open space on Oakdale which may or may not be built on soon.  The proposed 
change would have a substantial adverse impact on the district.  This application does not appear to 
meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends denial. 
 
 
Relevant Guidelines  
Although guideline 7.3.3  Demolition and Relocation (p75) applies only to historic buildings and structures, the 

accompanying text says, “Proposed plans for the redevelopment of the site that effect the appearance should be 

part of this evaluation.” 
 

11.0  Nonhistoric Properties (p93) Guideline - In reviewing an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness for a 

material change to a nonhistoric building, the Preservation Commission should evaluate the change for its 
potential impacts to any historic development (architecture and natural and cultural landscapes) in the area of 

influence of the nonhistoric property.  Guidelines presented in Section 7.0: Additions and new Construction are 
relevant to such evaluations. 
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